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Figure 1: Icon of Monsignor Romero (artist unknown)
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Abstract
The concept of “governance” has been criticised as reductionist, i.e., making the person nothing more than a rational, economic being.  Governance studies have undermined the role of religions in society’s perception on their knowledge of government, its attributes, and duties.  This paper explores the role of Catholic Social Teachings and how they affect an individual’s governmental epistemological positions.  Focusing on religious agents, particularly the Catholic Church in El Salvador, the research shows how these agents have continuously shaped a society’s knowledge of “the self,” “community” and “government,” and how religious institutions and discourses have produced different views of the citizens’ own development to the point of violence.  Between 1977 and 1992, the Catholic Church and the government of El Salvador have fought against each other and within their own ranks in the name of “freedom.”  In fact, they were advancing specific ideologies.  The understanding of “freedom” moved beyond the political realm to become integrated in the branch of the Catholic Church dealing with the moral doctrine of how Catholics must carry their lives in their socio-economic relations.  The Church continues to maintain a privileged status in Latin America’s societies both in recognition and influence despite El Salvador’s removal of Catholicism from its constitution and its government claim of maintaining a secular state.  Given these contradicting ideologies of freedom the relationship between religion and politics cannot be ignored. Questions arise concerning the extent to which the meanings of ‘freedom’ established by the Catholic Church influence the language of governance in El Salvador, and how this language has been used to encompass an understanding of the individual self and of community, and an understanding of how the government should function.

Relevance to Development Studies

This paper addresses the politics of Religion and Development.  In the name of “freedom,” the Catholic Church and the government of El Salvador have fought against each other and within their own ranks in order to advance specific ideologies about “freedom,” “development,” and “governance.” 
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Chapter 1
Introduction 

1.1 The Catholic Church and “freedom” during the 1960s 

In today’s post-colonial context speaking of “freedom” often brings to my mind as a Salvadoran, the idea of war against oppression.  November 5, 1811 marked the first time Salvadorans heard the shout “Freedom!” as they began to fight for emancipation from their colonizers and ultimately achieve independence.  Over the past fifty years, Salvadorans found themselves fighting for freedom again.  In the name “freedom,” the Catholic Church and the government fought against each other and within their own ranks in order to advance specific ideologies.  This was due to understanding “freedom” moving beyond the political realm to become integrated in the branch of the Catholic Church dealing with moral doctrine on how the Catholic faithful must carry their lives in their socio-economic relations known as Catholic Social Teaching (CST).  

Religion and politics have become so intertwined in El Salvador that religion was used as the main instrument for setting and legitimizing political ideologies, including those conflicting with the “true teaching of the Christ’s Gospel”(Instruction I 1984). This influence was exerted when ramifications of the Church pushed for their own interpretation on the conditions of society and freedom.  CST states that “the quest for freedom and the aspiration for liberation…are among the principal signs of the times in the modern world…[and] have their first source in the Christian heritage” (Instruction I 1984) and moreover, that “with an even clearer awareness…of the demands imposed by Christ's Gospel, the Church judges it her duty to help all men explore [freedom] in all its dimensions, and to impress upon them the need for concerted action at this critical juncture” (Paul VI, 1967).  The Church continues to maintain a privileged status in the Salvadoran society both in recognition and influence despite the government’s removal of Catholicism from its constitution and its claim of maintaining a secular state.  So strong was the influence of Catholic-based movements in El Salvador that a 12-year civil war ensued in 1980. 

The Catholic Church usage and interpretations of freedom became apparent early in the 1960s. The Second Vatican Council (hereafter Vatican II) was a major ecclesial event between 1962-1965 that brought poverty to the forefront of CST.  Vatican II changed CST’s episteme of freedom to centre on “charity towards the poor” as a first step towards the “authentic” development of society” (Instruction I 1984).  Both the Vatican II and the developmental stage of Latin America prompted the Latin American regional Catholic hierarchy to organize a General Conference of Latin American Bishops in Medellín, Colombia in 1968 (hereafter CELAM).  CELAM treated for the first time the concepts of force and violence, and of social division and class conflict and turned Latin American Catholicism toward social justice and popular participation.  CELAM defined violence not only as “individual or even collective acts of aggression, but [also as] the day-to-day operations of unequal, unjust, and oppressive social structures” (Levine, 1972, 13).  This invisible violence was framed around the struggle of the poor and manifested through the elites’ oppression.  Nonetheless, as Bishops of each country examined their contexts, the Church’s language of the understanding of freedom and its application differed greatly. 

1.2 Liberation Theology 

In El Salvador, the practical implications of charity became realized through Liberation Theology, a 1970s movement that called for “change” to the conditions of the poor.  Liberation Theology originated through Gustavo Gutierrez, a Peruvian priest who departing from the Vatican II’s call to charity sought to achieve a vision “in favour of the oppressed.”  Gutierrez taught the poor that God’s justice gave them the right to be free, and that in order to best fulfil their role as God’s creatures, they needed to pursue freedom, even through revolution.  At the same time, the Catholic poor in El Salvador witnessed government practices blatantly contradicting CST’s “charity” and realized themselves alone had to battle oppression and institutional violence.  The presence of foreign missionaries and local priests strongly supportive of Gutierrez’s ideas exacerbated the poor’s consciousness of their conditions and their role as main agents of change.  The consciousness of this “freedom,” and its contrasting interpretations behind it held by Liberation Theology and by the elites who controlled most means of production, would ignite the bloodiest armed conflict in the country’s history.

Given these contradicting ideologies of freedom the relationship between religion and politics cannot be ignored. Questions arise concerning the extent to which the meanings of ‘freedom’ established by the Catholic Church influence the language of governance in El Salvador, and how this language has been used to encompass an understanding of the individual self and of community, and an understanding of how the government should function.

1.2.1 Shortcomings of Liberation Theology

Current analyses of the role of the Catholic Church in the violence in El Salvador during the 1980s are extensive and diverse but focused on Liberation Theology.  Such analyses view the Catholic Church, as Fleet (1983: 108) puts it as “neither a monolithic nor an easily defined force…[but] rather the people of God, i.e., all Catholic Christians living out their Christian faith and commitments in sacramental and broader social communities…the Church is many things and houses many ‘churches’ within its ranks.”  Liberation Theology' s ideological core is considered to be a reaction against the disparities and abuses of the dominant classes.  In El Salvador’s case, Liberation Theology is usually seen as a fraction of a larger left-wing movement led in part by Archbishop Arnulfo Romero as its most prominent martyr and representative figure.  Romero’s leadership was characterized by timeliness, resonance with Salvadoran identity, and public integrity which made the Archdiocese of San Salvador most ‘fully’ embrace the social justice and popular participation that CELAM emphasized (Peterson & Peterson: 2008, Swanson: 2001). Catholic Social Teaching, the Church’s orthodox teaching, on the contrary, is associated with the elites.  Liberation Theologians approach the movement from a Marxist, class-based perspective, and perceive it as a social movement that aspires to break historical patterns of power relations by combining these perspectives with Catholic doctrine. However, they fall short in that only a shockingly small number of authors frame it through other theoretical frameworks.  The following quote by Gustavo Gutierrez, the founder of Liberation Theology summarizes the movement’s ideological base: 

For poor countries, oppressed and dominated, the word, liberation is appropriate: rather than development. Latin America will never get out of its plight except by a profound transformation, a social revolution that will radically change the conditions it lives in at present. Today a more or less Marxist inspiration prevails among those groups and individuals who are raising the banner of the continent’s liberation (Gutierrez 1973: 20).

In addition to its ideological base, scholars regard Christian Base Communities, or CEBs,
 as the practical embodiment of Liberation Theology.  CEBs originated from Catholic clergy moving into poor areas with the purpose of creating awareness of their oppression in light of the Catholic faith.  As a result, CEB members used Liberation Theology to move beyond purely religious concerns to political issues by organizing at the grassroots level.  For example, CEBs organized all members of the community in decision-making processes which created a sense of self-worth and self-confidence that they believed freedom brought (Montgomery 1983).

1.3 An Alternative Approach to Liberation Theology 

A critical reading of these analyses reveals that although scholars understand the overall politico-religious connection between the concepts Liberation Theology and CST, they tend to categorize concepts like “freedom” as either within exclusively a political or religious episteme.  For example, “freedom” is conceptualized politically as “impos[ing first] norms and postulates, a general stage of reason, and a certain structure of thought that the men of a particular period cannot escape” (Foucault 1969: 211) and only after is it conceptualized theologically.  In most cases, the term “freedom” is considered as a political given, rather than a politico-historical construct. Thus in analyzing Church and State relations, scholars draw connections between the political and the religious, however they are inconsistent in their framing of “freedom”. Thus, in the Salvadoran church-state context, “freedom” is prominently accepted as a political term and when it is put forth as a religious term, scholars avoid analyzing it in-depth as part of the Catholic Church’s episteme.  Furthermore, the Church is mainly analyzed as a political actor first, and only within this presupposed construction is pastoral power deduced. These findings, therefore, lead one to seek alternative theories to explain the historical developments of church-state relations in El Salvador, particularly in light of the limited agency analyses of the Catholic Church.

1.3.1 Methodology

This paper attempts to fill the gap and depart from previous streams of analysis by focusing on the way “freedom” is framed in hegemonic discourses of liberation to expose aspects of power struggle deeply seated in visions of the social self and their implications for understanding freedom.  It uses Foucault’s concept of “governmentality” to embed the meaning of “freedom” in the episteme of Catholic Social Teaching contrasting it with the episteme of Liberation Theology and neoliberalism.  This paper traces the relationship between the notion of freedom and “oppression” and “liberation” as two key sub-notions.  By treating the concept of “freedom” as a discourse and within Foucault’s framework of “pastorate,” this paper identifies the key actors, their use of strategic definitions in defining “freedom” and their appeal to broad societal based mass structures in order to ascend and acquire hegemonic positions.  By revealing the politics behind the language of freedom, and its shifting of meanings, from “freedom as liberty from social oppression” under Liberation Theology to “individual liberty in the free market” under neoliberalism, the paper emphasizes the importance of 1) the process of confrontation between a church-actor (Liberation Theology) and a non-Church actor (neoliberalism) in El Salvador; 2) how this confrontation caused a shift in Catholic Social Teaching’s episteme; and 3) how this change transformed “freedom” into “truth” but above all, the only “truth” able to sustain the development of the individual, the community, and El Salvador as a whole.
The research of this work draws particularly on Michel Foucault’s concepts “governmentality,” “genealogy,” and ”pastoral power.” According to Foucault, the birth of all government activity derives from early Christianity.  This concept, called “pastoral power,” provides a fuller understanding of the role of CST and Liberation Theology and why and how these teachings claimed a prerogative to play this role in first place.  A Foucauldian understanding of these relationships underscores how “freedom” shifted its meaning in CST, how Church-State relationships were manifested, and the influence of “freedom” on state’s development policies.  

Foucault’s concept of governmentality is both an external and internal concept which describes “the tactics of government that allows the continual definition of what should or should not fall within the state’s domain, what is public and private, what is within the state competence and so on” (Foucault 2007).  It helps explain the existence of irregularities in discourses on governing existed and sheds light on the way the Church’s discourse helped frame particular policies in relation to the poor in El Salvador.  It also shows, how despite the changes in meaning and policies, “freedom” discourses continue to perpetuate gender-blindness. 

1.4 Structure of the research
This paper is structured in five chapters. Chapter 2 provides a theoretical toolbox to situate and understand how, by using definitions of “freedom” in different contexts, the Church has reinforced its authority on matters of governmentality and social practices and its relationship with power structures in El Salvador. Chapter 3 dissects the definition of freedom in Liberation Theology and discerns its meanings and its juxtaposition to Catholic Social Teaching.  It also aims to ground the Catholic notion of “freedom” in El Salvador based on the Church’s epistemological understanding of charity, the individual, and the community and highlight how the roles of Archbishop Romero and Christian Base Communities embodied and represented Liberation Theology in Salvadorans’ battle for “freedom.” Liberation Theology perceived freedom as “oppression from the elites,” the owners of most means of production, who under  “industrialization” created power structures that deprived the poor of the benefits of the development process.  Finally, Chapter 3 will show that “freedom” under developmentalist discourse was ideologically constructed as a response to the power imbalances of the time.  Chapter 4 traces the emergence of new elements of individuality and market freedom in the meaning of “freedom” in line with the rise of neoliberal reforms, highlighting the rise of John Paul II to the Catholic papacy and of Ronald Reagan to the U.S. presidency.  In the context of the Cold War, it shows how i) “anti-communism” slogans and bipolarity reinforced a neoliberal shift in the perception of “freedom” through developmental reforms and political strategies, and ii) how the United States legitimized this shift by publicizing its ties with the Catholic Church and highlighting John Paul II’s
 dismissal of Liberation Theology and creation of a whole new CST discourse of freedom based on individuality.  The chapter will thus look into the Catholic Social Teaching as juxtaposed with Liberation Theology, the process of the neoliberal ideology’s immersion in El Salvador during the war through the violence and discourse of the right-wing political party ARENA, to “defeat” communism.  

Chapter 5 concludes with observations about the extraordinary level of power that the Catholic Church exerts on El Salvador by maintaining and giving legitimacy to certain ideologies and forms of knowledge through religious discourse.  In this light, Michel Foucault’s concepts of “pastoral power” and “governmentality” have been useful to reflect how neoliberalism came in between religion and politics and shifted the episteme of “freedom” and how the understanding of “freedom” is not a given, but rather, how various understandings of “freedom” confronted one another and created one of the bloodiest conflicts in El Salvador. Understanding today’s governance discourse requires revealing the confrontation between underlying meanings of freedom, their shift within CST’s episteme, and how language and signifiers are crucial for the social construction of a “free” subject.  In this regard, the rise of Pope Benedict XVI, an avid advocate of individuality and market freedom, and the rise of Protestantism conform to the 1980s church and state power struggle. How these new religious actors will interact with the FMLN, the rebel group during the war and recently politically elected to the government, and whether this interaction will shift society’s understanding of governmentality and how.

Chapter 2: Understanding of freedom, genealogy, and pastoral power: A Framework of Analysis


The process of change in meaning of the concept of “freedom” in El Salvador necessitates understanding the context and the ideological discourses built around it.   Michel Foucault helps us understand the importance of these factors since “church processes [are] part of political struggles, arenas of social conflict and by understanding them it [is] possible to broaden the historical and social coordinates that promote changes” (Torres 1992: 106).  Additionally, through discourse, power is “produced and disseminated all around us by the systems of meaning that flow from our social practices” (Zepeda 2006: 13). CST and Liberation Theology provided a specific epistemes about the concept of freedom.  For our purposes, Foucault defines episteme as: “a total set of relations that unite, at a given period, the discursive practices that give rise to epistemological figures, sciences, and possibly formalized systems” (Foucault 1969).  Thus, CST and Liberation Theology each has an episteme on freedom and these contrasting epistemes show how concepts are born, imposed and changed through systems of power.  For example, “government,” and currently, “governance” have become the most debated topics in development discourses, and “not only discussed beyond political tracts; but also in philosophical, religious, medical, and pedagogic texts” (Lemke 2007: 45).


But why is it important to understand the episteme of the Catholic Social Teaching and Liberation Theology in the governmentality of El Salvador?   Precisely because the Catholic Church has become a powerful actor vis-à-vis its believers as opposed to the state, which, according to Foucault, exerts its influence through military forces and political support.  Alternatively, the Church has attained its power through ‘translation,’ that is, “all the negotiations, intrigues, calculations, acts of persuasion and violence, thanks to which an actor or force takes…authority to speak or act on behalf of another actor or force” (Lemke 2007: 51).  For this reason, the Catholic Church participates actively in state policy-making, the prime example being Salvadoran land reform of the 1970s.
  Liberation theology and CST discourses on freedom assumed a certain degree of authority; they both focused simultaneously on “individualizing and totalizing: finding answers to the question of what it is for the individual, and for a society or population of individuals to be governed or governable” (Burchell et al. 1991: 38).  As stated previously, the ideological battle between CST, Liberation Theology, and neoliberal forces was perhaps one of the main causes behind the Salvadoran civil war of the 1980s. 

2.1 Governmentality 


Liberation and freedom derive from a very particular understanding of the nature of the human person and of government.  To understand “government” one must understand what government is and how it “governs.” Michel Foucault’s definition of “Governmentality,” which will be used in this paper, helps us understand the “how” of governing: 

Governmentality is 1) the ensemble formed by institutions, procedures, analyses and reflections, calculations, and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific, albeit very complex, power which has as its target population, as its principal form of knowledge political economy, and as its essential technical means apparatuses of security; 2) the process, or rather the result of the process by which the state of justice of the Middle Ages became the administrative state in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and was gradually ‘government’ (Foucault 2007: 108).

It is precisely this underlying concept of ‘governmentality’ that gives existence to citizens’ perception and interpretation of state actions.  Catholic Social Teaching and Liberation Theology both justify their existence by borrowing and assuming this concept in their theories. 

With the understanding of “governing”, comes the importance of who the “governed” agent is: “one never governs a state, territory, or a political structure. Those whom one governs are people, individuals, or groups. It is not therefore the town as a political structure, but the people, individuals, or group. Those whom one governs are people” (Foucault 2007:89). The understanding of this concept becomes manifested in the Catholic Church, Liberation Theologians, and neoliberal institutional texts: the individual person becomes the primary actor in society. 

From the individual as departure point, the level of the interaction between these individuals follows: the “dynamic ensemble of relations and syntheses” produces the institutional structure of the state, says Lemke (2007: 48). These relationships will “begin an apparatus of thinking on the nature of the practice of government (who can govern; what governing is; what or who is governed), capable of making some form of that activity thinkable and practicable both to its practitioners and to those upon whom it was practiced” (Lemke 2007).  This “rationality” of the human person and government, therefore, leads the individual person to  “be governed” and sets the rationale of government in motion.

This conception of being governed, therefore, also defines government through a reflection of the different individual needs “in the sense of support, provid[ing] for, and giv[ing] means of subsistence”(Foucault 2007: 109).  CST would take this notion, for example, and develop concepts like “just living wage” (Leo XIII 1891).  The Catholic Church, through CST, and neoliberalism through “the market” put themselves forward as regimens, not because they see themselves as “imposing” on societies, but rather they considered themselves as a guiding force “outside of the system.”  Thus, the individual needs of the “governed” reflect what government must do.

But CST and neoliberalism’s conception of governmentality moves into a different level: the Church attempts, in Foucault’s terms, to “conduct in the specifically moral sense of the term” (Foucault 2007: 109) as CST’s claims that although church and state should be separated, the Church has the duty to teach and give instructions on how everyday affairs should be conducted according to one’s religious faith (Leo XIII, 1891).  Neoliberalism, on the other hand, attaches a certain morality to its assumptions that the market’s “invisible hand” and freedom from interference in individual rights allow for human flourishing and best “conduct” a country’s governmentality.  David Harvey defines neoliberalism as follows: 

A theory of political economic practices proposing that human well-being can best be advanced by the maximization of entrepreneurial freedoms within an institutional framework characterized by private property rights, individual liberty, unencumbered markets, and free trade.  The role of the state is to create and preserve an institutional framework appropriate to such practices (Harvey 2007a: 22).

Neo-liberalism, then, argues that the market alone solves the problems of governmentality, that it is the moral duty of the state to let man become an entrepreneur.

2.1.1 Liberation Theology and Foucault
Thomas Lemke affirms that Foucault’s rationality of government focuses on government “practices instead of object, strategies instead of function, and technologies instead of institution” (Lemke 2007: 58) and helps one understand better transformation processes.  The CST and Liberation Theology’s rationalities use what Foucault terms “technologies of power,” “discourses, narratives, and regimes of representation…denoting a complex of practical mechanisms, procedures, instruments, and calculations through which authorities seek to guide and shape the conduct and decisions of others in order to achieve specific objectives” (Lemke 2007: 50).  Liberation Theology’s Marxian understanding of societal relationships illustrates these technologies more clearly.  Liberation Theology wanted to change people’s identities of “being governed.”  For example, Christian Base Communities held a specific vision of the relationships between individuals within the community and the rest of society where governing was modelled through the clergy “holding someone in a conversation,” (Foucault 2007: 96) i.e., teaching the person conscientization, an awareness of how community members were ‘governed’ and how they could change it. 

2.1.2 Neoliberalism à la Foucault
As Foucault lectured on governmentality, neoliberalism was also emerging in the field of development studies particularly in the United States.  American neoliberalism’s assumptions about the individual and the state eventually would conflict with Latin American Liberation Theology.  Foucault argues that movements related to “the left,” with liberation theology as an example, did not have an alternative about what government should look like once they achieved the workers’ emancipation from the bourgeoisie: “do not possess and [have] never possessed its own distinctive art of governing” (Foucault 2007: 139).  Liberation Theology emphasized the conditions of the governed and claimed “liberation allows for another approach leading to the Biblical sources which inspire the presence of action of humankind in history” (Gutierrez 1973: 25).  Liberation Theology focused on the action of removing the yoke and structures the elites created.  For Foucault, market freedom, on the other hand, went beyond addressing the failures of the current system: it provided an alternative, a new system to address the governmentality problems.  

Neoliberalism framed all its assumptions around “freedom” to justify the “market system.”  It made economics concerns 

all purposive conduct entailing strategic choices between alternative paths, means, and instruments; or yet…all rational conduct (including rational thought as a variety of rational conduct); or again, all conduct, rational or irrational, which responds to its environment in a non-random fashion or “recognizes reality” (Foucault 2007: 43).  

Thus, neoliberalism and CST argued that man’s choices determine his view on government, particularly in regards to the “government of self.”  Neoliberalism’s governmentality, therefore, “becomes an “approach” capable in principle of addressing the totality of human behaviour, and consequently, of envisaging a coherent, purely economic method of programming the totality of governmental action” (Foucault 2007).  
However, neoliberalism’s major flaw as “innovative system of knowledge” was its limited accessibility to only a few powerful people in society.  The neoliberal elites’ main social problem was that “the personality and mentality of economic man cannot be implanted among the populations of the poor” (Burchell et al. 1991: 38).  Since “‘freedom’s knowledge’…cannot be accessible to the ruled and is liable to dictate governmental acts of a singular, unforeseeable and drastic character”(Burchell et al. 1991), the elites move this view forward under the excuse of “benefitting the majority.”   For this reason, neoliberalism becomes “an endeavor to restore class power to the richest strata in the population” (Harvey 2007b: 28).  This is carried out through discourses, which implant economic rationality “as part of a broader strategy, a political technology designed to form, out of the recalcitrant material of the “dangerous classes,” something more than economic man: a social citizen” (Harvey 2007b: 28). For this reason, Liberation Theology’s bases help to mobilize the poor for resistance.

2.2 Pastoral Power as means of ideology
The Catholic Church has been one of the most influential non-state actors in shaping the views of the masses regarding politics in the world, particularly in Latin America.  According to Levine, politics and religion have both “evolved together over the years” (Levine 1979: 5) and “in this process, religious notions of hierarchy, authority, and obedience reflected and reinforced the patter of existing social and political arrangements.  To such an extent that two seemed indistinguishable” (Levine 1979:5-6).  Governmentality helps one to understand different models of how the state and other institutions should function within a given society.  However, when discussing Foucault’s conception of governmentality, one must include pastoral power since Foucault believed that “the idea of a government of men should be sought… in the Christian East” (Foucault 2007: 123), and also that the power of the religious was not necessarily “repressive,” but it “traverses and produces things…forms knowledge, produces discourse [and] needs to be considered as a productive network run[ning] through the social body”(Gordon 1980: 17).

2.2.1: Michel Foucault’s pastoral power 

Michel Foucault defines pastoral power as “being exercised over a flock of people on the move rather than over a static territory…a fundamentally beneficent power according to which the duty of the pastor (to the point of self-sacrifice) was the salvation of the flock; and finally…an individualizing power, in that the pastor must care for each and every member of the flock singly” (Golder 2007:165).  This definition helps explain why Catholic Social Teaching and Liberation Theology justified their authority and duty to intervene in addressing politics, particularly governance issues affecting the poor.  It also shows the strong connection between changes in CST affecting El Salvador’s society’s perception of the government and the state.
 In his lectures at the Collège de France, Foucault deconstructs “pastoral power” where “pastor” in ancient times referred to the ruler, and in Christianity to church ministers (Foucault 2007).
 Therefore in Christianity, through a strong moral basis, the pastor becomes the leader of the flock. This is important because when the pastor accepts dying for others, he accepts his own salvation, and through the principle of “alternate correspondence” the merits and prospective salvation of the sheep increase inversely with the faults of the pastor; in other words, “the more unruly the flock, the higher in the eyes of the Lord the pastor rises” (Foucault 2007:170-2). 

Pastoral power, Foucault continues, also implies an “entire practice of submission.”  The pastor “must really take charge of and observe daily life in order to form a never-ending knowledge of the behavior and the conduct of the members of the flock he supervises…the pastor must experience his responsibility as service, one that makes him the servant of his sheep” (Foucault 2007:180).  Additionally, the main task of the pastor is to teach by “example” through his own life practices, and by “truth” through preaching to the minds of the flock.  This latter procedure involves a process of production and extraction of ‘a truth which binds one to the person who directs one’s conscience” (Golder 2007:165).  Thus, as Golder describes, Foucault illustrates a model of pastoral power characterized by a complex (and affective) tie between the pastor “who exercises a minute and careful jurisdiction over the bodily actions and the souls of his flock in order to assure their salvation, and the members of the flock in return each owes him ‘a kind of exhaustive, total, and permanent relationship of individual obedience’” (2007: 167).  By making the individual analyze the way he or she behaves toward his or her neighbour helps form a “particular discourse of truth on the self,” which reinforces and derives from the church’s conception of the individual as part of the church community.  Both CST and Liberation Theology, as part of Christian teachings, have benefited from this discourse because “the process by which a religion, a religious community, constitutes itself as a Church, as an institution that claims to govern men in their daily life on the grounds of leading them to eternal life in the other world;” this gives absolute power to those which govern the Church (Foucault, 2007:148). 

2.2.2: Catholic Social Teaching and Discourse
As development studies brought a particular understanding to the political and socio-economic conditions of Latin America, the Catholic Church sought to address this new area of concern in the Second Vatican Council (Vatican II).  Vatican II represents one of the most prime examples of the exercise of pastoral power with the Church taking a role of  “mother and teacher” (John XIII 1961) and “missionary” (John Paul II 1990).  As stated previously, pastoral power takes from what it believes as “truth” its charge to address all areas affecting the individual person’s salvation, including politics and economics.  But salvation cares not for the individual alone, but for the whole population, and is realized through the common good.  This vision of common good connects CST with politics. Says Foucault: 

[jurists and theologians] say that the common good exists when all subjects obey the law without fail, perform their appointed tasks well, practice the trade to which they are assigned, and respect the established order, insofar as this order conforms to the laws imposed by God on nature and men.  The public good is essentially obedience to the law, either to the early sovereign’s law or to the law of the absolute sovereign, God (Foucault 2007: 183).

Thus, Foucault feels that the Church’s pastoral advice “establishes a kind of exhaustive, total, and permanent relationship of individual obedience” (Foucault 2007:183).  This recent pastoral power manifestation, therefore, came at a time when Latin America experienced its development changes and religious crisis in the 1960s which called for a change in its mission and vision.  Understanding the genealogy, or historical development, of governmentality and of pastoral power in El Salvador between the 1960s and 1990s helps us comprehend the Church’s influence on Latin America by using a single political term, freedom, best realized by “giving up one’s life for others.”  This point will be expanded upon in the following chapter. 
To recapitulate, a use of Foucault’s understanding of the concept of governmentality helps to analyze of how Catholic Social Teaching and Liberation Theology derived their ideological construction of “freedom” and the different meanings such a term implied for government practices.  Moreover, this “rationality of government” reveals the genealogy of power, and particularly of pastoral power, which played a significant role in shaping the views of the Salvadoran population regarding what it means to be human subject but above all what it means politically to be a “free” individual, a “free” member of a community, and a “free” citizen discussed further in the next section. 

Chapter 3: Grounding the meaning of “Freedom” in Catholic Social Teaching’s episteme and Liberation Theology

This chapter traces the meaning of “freedom.”  Major events in Catholic Church’s history, such as the Second Vatican II, as well as the re-emergence of CST, transformed the definition of freedom.  “Freedom” as a concept, was particularly established under Liberation Theology, a Catholic-based doctrine that emerged from the specific socio-economic and political context and conditions of Latin America during the 1970s.  This chapter shows that “freedom” through CST and liberation theology became embedded in the development of Latin America and how it became radicalized both in its meaning and influence.

3.1 The meaning of freedom under Catholic Social Teaching:  between economic justice and charity 
As stated previously, CST is the Church’s religious teaching on social issues.  Pope Leo XIII’s encyclical, or doctrinal letter to all Bishops of the world, Rerum Novarum (On the New Things) in 1891, is perhaps the first attempt to integrate socio-economic realities into religious doctrine.  Rerum Novarum “contained the base for a critique of both capitalism and socialism and set a precedent that was to be utilized repeatedly by subsequent generations of Catholics” (Dodson 1980: 393).  With Rerum Novarum the Church understood that having the minimum means of economic subsistence for survival was in accord with the respect of human dignity and freedom.  Even before the World Wars and almost 65 years before the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights, the Catholic papacy was already remarking the “misery and wretchedness pressed so unjustly on the majority of the working class” (Leo XIII 1891).  The Catholic Church thus recognized that the state was the main force for changing workers’ conditions.  For this reason, Rerum Novarum addressed government leaders and Catholic followers on how by respecting their right of a just wage and of a worthy standard of living economic systems could provide greater justice for all workers.

Events in the 20th century, particularly the Industrial Revolution and the Great Depression, called for the Catholic Church to reemphasize its social teaching.  Pope Pius XI’s 1931 encyclical Quadragesimo Anno reasserted the conditions of the workers during industrialization and the dangers that it posed for their conditions.  Pius XI’s main goal was to respond to the emerging capitalist forces at the time.  He stated:

The right ordering of economic life cannot be left to a free competition of forces. For from this source, as from a poisoned spring, have originated and spread all the errors of individualist economic teaching…it held that economic life must be considered and treated as altogether free from and independent of public authority, because in the market, i.e., in the free struggle of competitors, it would have a principle of self direction which governs it much more perfectly than would the intervention of any created intellect. But free competition, while justified and certainly useful provided it is kept within certain limits, clearly cannot direct economic life (1931).
The Catholic Church understood the abuses that could take place if capitalism lacked restraint.  Concurrently, World War II epitomized the conflict of these forces which made the Church focus on the atrocities and persecutions of Catholics in the war and leave its social teachings in “limbo.” 
After World War II, scholars began to focus on the socio-economic conditions of newly independent nations and their “development.”  This new field sought to address how these new nations, mostly poor, could develop economically.  The first proposals for the lack and problems of economic development were framed under the “modernization theory,” which proposed that in order to develop economically, these new nations or developing countries, had to follow the practices of their former colonies, considered “developed.”  These imposed political, social, economic and technological changes affected many countries in Latin America, which were also very religious.  For this reason, the Church took it upon itself to address the issue of development. The encyclical Populorum Progressio, (On the progress of peoples) by Pope Paul VI affirmed: “since the Church does dwell among men, she has the duty ‘of scrutinizing the signs of the times and of interpreting them in the light of the Gospel’…[and] help them attain their full realization” (1967).  The publications of the Church up to this time regarded socio-economic problems as “discrete” problems, that is, each being unique and unrelated to the economic and political relations of each region.  But with the advent of “development,” the Church acknowledged that men had a duty of acting in their realities through its freedom, a freedom which “most truly safeguards the dignity of the human person” (John XXIII, 1963). And this freedom would be attained through “charity towards the poor,” helping them alleviate their freedom of wants and of fear that could result from development processes not favouring everyone in the developing world (Dodson, 1979). 

This new vision of the Church, which came along with Vatican II, brought poverty to the forefront of CST.  Vatican II greatly changed an overall perception of society: helping others became a reality; one had to connect with the poor, the people “trying to escape the ravages of hunger, poverty, endemic disease and ignorance…seeking a larger share in the benefits of civilization and a more active improvement of their human qualities…[and] consciously striving for fuller growth” (Paul VI 1967).  That connection with the poor would be “concerted action at this critical juncture” (Paul VI 1967).  Vatican II thus started a dialogue between the church and the world by denouncing “economic inequality and disparities between rich and poor nations and based human freedom and interdependence on the dignity of man” (Sigmund 1990: 18).  The dignity of the human person during this time, as a result of development studies, was thus related to freedom of economic wants and of the fear of uncertainty that results from poverty. 
Two major documents that best spelled out the Church’s new understanding of society were the Declaration on Religious Freedom on the Right of the Person and of Communities to Social and Civil Freedom in matters religious (Gaudium et Spes), and the Pastoral Constitution of the Church in the Modern World (Dignitatis Humanae).  Gaudium et Spes stated:

The equal dignity of persons demands that a more humane and just condition of life be brought about. For excessive economic and social differences between the members of the one human family or population groups cause scandal, and militate against social justice, equity, the dignity of the human person, as well as social and international peace…Human institutions, both private and public, must labor [sic] to minister to the dignity and purpose of man. At the same time, let them put up a stubborn fight against any kind of slavery, whether social or political, and safeguard the basic rights of man under every political system…the obligations of justice and love are fulfilled only if each person, contributing to the common good…also promotes and assists the public and private institutions dedicated to bettering the conditions of human life (Paul VI, 1965a).

Furthermore:

Since the common welfare of society consists in the entirety of those conditions of social life under which men enjoy the possibility of achieving their own perfection in a certain fullness of measure and also with some relative ease, it chiefly consists in the protections of the rights and in the performance of the duties, of the human person…the protection and promotion of the inviolable rights of man ranks among the essential duties of government…wherefore, this Vatican Council urges everyone especially those who are charged with the task of educating others, to do their utmost to form men, who, on the one hand, will respect the moral order and be obedient to lawful authority, and on the other hand, will be lovers of true freedom-men in other words, who will come to decisions on their own judgment and in the light of truth, govern their activities with a sense of responsibility, and strive after what is true and right, willing always to join with other in cooperative effort (Paul VI, 1965b).

These two documents reveal the Church speaking of its rationality of government, what constitutes government, and what its duties are from a theological and political point of view.  CST said: “public authority has the duty of facilitating and supporting the creation of means of participation and legitimate representation of the people, or if necessary the creation of new ways to achieve it” (Paul VI 1965).  This new vision, then, called Catholics to fully grasp the importance of social justice and popular participation for the common good, and for those in prominent positions, to keep it in mind when enacting policies: 

The common good should rightly be the aim of all, collectively, and individually considered; it is the ‘conjunction of conditions of social life which make possible for associations and each of their member the fullest measure of success and the easiest means to their achieving perfection…the common good must never be achieve at the expense of the rights of the individual, not even the unjust infringement of such rights, but, on the contrary, must act as the very safeguard of such rights (Crahan, 1991: 138).

The Church gave a certain degree of legitimacy to all those systems that ‘promoted the enjoyment of human rights.”  Charity, “loving one’s neighbour as the self” was every Catholic person’s duty.  Encouraging charity would result in a clearer path to salvation, and thus, liberation.   Therefore, charity went from being an idea, to becoming a work in action.  This became the primordial and the universal stance of the church. 

3.2 Catholic Social Teachings and failed “Modernization”

During the 1960s, development studies took off with W.W. Rostow’s modernization theory prescribing countries to focus on economic progress by following what he called the ‘five stages of growth.’ These five stages of growth from lowest to highest were: 1) the traditional society, 2) pre-conditions for take off, 3) take off, 4) the drive to maturity, 5) the age of high mass consumption.  Rostow placed societies with different stages of development to fit one of five categories.  Rostow further argued that developing countries fell under the first or second stage since they lacked the necessary infrastructure for a full take off (Rostow, 1960).  These theories were not only applicable to developing countries; more powerful actors like the United States also prioritized issues like poverty.  For example, the case of President Lyndon Johnson’s “War on Poverty” fought through legislation that sought to alleviate the levels of domestic poverty in the United States, fell under Rostow’s fourth or fifth stage of growth. And since the United States was booming, development scholars encouraged Latin American countries to apply the same pattern in their own struggle against poverty. 

As mentioned earlier, the Latin American Bishops organized a General Conference in Medellín, Colombia (CELAM) in 1968. The purpose of this council was to establish the role the Latin America Catholic Church would play in helping address poverty issues.  Latin America, the largest Catholic continent, was perceived as facing both development and religious crises, the latter due to many people’s discontent with Catholicism religious appeal.  CELAM sought to divert this attitude by the prioritizing the poor.  In terms of development, the conference reacted against “the idea of self-sustaining development [which] created a wealthy and powerful middle class in Latin America and a commensurate group of poor, exploited, and oppressed people” (Moerman 2006: 174).  So important were these documents that some have referred to them as “the Magna Carta of today’s persecuted, socially committed Church, [and] shattered the centuries-old alliance of Church, military and elites” (Garcia 1983: 378).

The main topics addressed in the CELAM were force and violence, and social division and class conflict.  Medellín would

Present an image of Latin American man [sic] living in a decisive moment of the historical process analogous to the Old Testament liberation of Israel form the oppression of Egypt, a passage from a condition of life, that is less human to one that is more human, from oppressive social structures that come from the abuse of ownership and power and the exploitation of workers to a new society that will show a realization of the common good (emphasis added) (Hoy 1986: 3).

By the time the CELAM took place, “modernization” theories had failed; the conditions of the poor in many Latin American countries were rapidly worsening even though developed countries had inundated developing countries with large amounts of loans and advice on how to best “modernize.”  CELAM’s document titled “Peace,” reflected critically on the state of these Latin American countries.  For example, it provided “a structural analysis of ‘neocolonialism,’ highlighting the power imbalances that had ensued,” and also for example, how “the rich nations profit from the poverty of the world’s marginalized people by maintaining unfair terms of exchange for raw materials” (Cavanaugh, 1994:71).  CELAM also defined and denounced “institutional violence” which originated as “a structural deficiency of industry and agriculture, of national and international economy, of cultural and political life” (Cavanaugh 1994).  Institutional violence moreover, caused “whole towns [to] lack necessities and live in such dependence as hinders all initiative and responsibility as well as every possibility for cultural promotion and participation in social and political life, thus violating human rights” (Sigmund 1986: 4).  As a reaction to these conditions, CELAM called for change, speaking of the need for the transformation of man in the light of the Gospel as “an action of integral development and liberation” (Sigmund 1986).  Most importantly, it “denounced poverty in Latin America” referencing the “deafening cry from the throats of millions asking for a liberation that reaches them from nowhere else” and which “called for the church to give effective preference to the poorest and most needy sectors” (Sigmund 1986).  In Latin America the change had to start from within, through a realization of the conditions being imposed by the developed countries; it was these countries which held “the principal guilt for the economic dependence of our countries [to] powers inspired by uncontrolled desire for gain” (Sigmund 1986).  This gain was seen as promoted by capitalism, which CELAM also criticized; according to Cavanaugh: “specifically the condemnation of the international terms of exchange for manufactured goods” (1994: 71).

Finally, CELAM also “examined poverty in its social context and called for…individual charity…[and] a profound change in the socioeconomic structure”(Foroohar 1986: 40).  This structure was characterized by widening economic gaps and a lack of access to basic services.  The Church committed to work for a closer achievement of “social justice” which would eradicate the excesses of both individualistic capitalism and collectivistic socialism (Sigmund, 1990:64).  This social justice required a deep transformation initiated by teaching people about their conditions and the systematic abuse of charity: “violence [could] not be identified with only individual or even collective acts of aggression, but must be recognized as well in the day-to-day operations of unequal, unjust, and oppressive social structures” (Levine: 1979, 63).  CELAM claimed that the problem was the lack of awareness about the effects of modernization on the poor’s livelihoods.  For this reason, the Catholic Church saw itself as responsible for educating people “for the purpose of bringing Christians to consider their participation in the political life of the nation as a matter of conscience and as the practice of charity in its most noble and meaningful sense, for the life of the community” (CELAM, 1968). 

3.3: Catholic Social Teaching as a Theology of Liberation 
3.3.1 Religious and theoretical foundations of Liberation Theology
In 1973, Gustavo Gutierrez, a Peruvian priest, attended CELAM to further develop the concept of freedom.  “Liberation Theology was born when faith confronted the injustice done to the poor” (Boff and Boff 1989: 3). Gutierrez’s definition of freedom, which he called “liberation,” “expresses the inescapable moment of radical change which is foreign to the ordinary use of the term development (Gutierrez, 1973).  Liberation Theology put forth as its task “to analyze and criticize the role of the Church in order to help [it] use its institutional power to change society” (Lernoux 1990:202-3).  Gutierrez argued that those who deprived the poor from their share of God’s created goods should be confronted by the Church, focusing on development practices which “mask[ed] the socioeconomic realities of Latin America, focuse[d] exclusively on economic growth, and ignor[ed] human values” (Dunn 1986: 63).  Liberation Theology, he argued, offered an understanding of the Christian Gospel that related to the “‘oppressed’ and [that was] committed to a more just society and action to bring it about” (Levine 1979: 17).  The struggle to liberate people and create a good society has been clearly expressed in the Bible and dates back to the book of Exodus.  Liberation Theology thus applied the Bible to the struggle of the poor: 

…the term ‘liberation’ is a very Christian one, deriving from the Hebrew notion in the Old Testament.  God told Moses to liberate his people from Egypt. The notion of liberation came down through Christianity… Christians often translate it into such terms as ‘salvation’ and ‘redemption,’ but behind all these notions lies the dialectic of oppression and exodus (Burchell 1991: 284).

When Liberation Theology arose, the gap between rich and poor nations was increasing alarmingly
 and the masses of the poor started to take refuge in the Church in order to understand why.  This is when, according to a Brazilian bishop, Liberation Theology became “indispensable to the church’s activity and to the social commitment of Christians”(Sigmund 1986: 4).  This new vision of the Church did not focus on ‘catching up’ with developed nations, but on breaking dependence on developed countries “with a new theology that could set free or liberate”(Turner 1984: 8).  Thus, for the “oppressed and dominated” countries of Latin America, “the word, liberation, is appropriate: rather than development”(Sigmund 1986: 4).  “Liberation” was conceived as the tool of transformation, “a social revolution that will radically change the conditions it lives in at present…[which] will have to pass, sooner or later through paths of violence”(Sigmund 1986).  Gutierrez, through Liberation Theology, helped express the calls for liberation from precarious economic wants as well as from the fear of uncertainty that economic instability produced.
  Thus, Liberation Theologians helped frame Christian charity as that of rebelling alongside of the poor, as a revolution that would be “the best and the most just way of realizing each ones’ personal good” and the common good of Latin America (Schubeck 1991:168). 

In his work, A Theology of Liberation, Gutierrez encouraged the “church of the people,” that is, the “oppressed”, to “break ties with the present order, to denounce the fundamental injustices on which it is based and to commit itself to the poor”(Sigmund 1986: 4). Gutierrez saw the socio-economic conditions of Latin America as a desperate call for liberation which the Church could not continue ignoring. He also argued that “this new awareness of the Church’s concern for the oppressed constituted a ‘pre-theological’ assumption that was the starting point for theological reflection and social analysis”(Martin 2003:70).  Liberation Theology claimed that the Church would champion the fight against poverty due to its relationship to the flock: “in order to serve the poor, one had to move into political action”(Ibid: 71). 

Liberation Theology saw the poor’s lack of awareness and complacency in regards to their freedom from the elites as the main issue in their oppression.  Hugo Assman, maintained that Latin America now had “an absolutely savage and inhuman form of capitalism” (Sigmund 1986).  This capitalism was coming about because only the elites had the knowledge and means of how to get to capitalism’s freedom.  The understanding of the poor of their status in society through faith and social analysis meant possessing “a knowledge of God [which] deepens a people’s knowledge of freedom, justice, and solidarity” (Martin 2003: 71). For this reason, Liberation Theology followers wanted to awaken Catholics, to directly engage with the poor to share an understanding of liberation because “solidarity with the suffering… reveals something about God’s love for the poor; the contemplation of God’s action illumines a deeper meaning of justice and freedom”(Martin 2003). And this is where freedom began for liberation theology: awareness. Awareness of one’s status in society liberates and makes one more human.  

Paulo Freire coined the term “pedagogy of the oppressed” and liberation theology was immediately integrated in its teaching.  Freire, a Brazilian himself, defined this pedagogy as a process of concientizaçao (consciousness or conscientization) by which the oppressed person becomes aware of his or her situation and is encouraged to find a language which makes them “less dependent and more free as he commits himself to the transformation and building up of society (emphasis added)”(Sigmund 1986: 5).  Liberation theology sees it as a way of “learning to perceive social, political and economic contradictions and to take action against oppressive elements of reality” (Ruether 1972: 177), or self liberation.  The Latin American Catholic Bishops also had embedded Freire’s conscientization in its CELAM documents as they declare: “To us, Pastors of the Church, belongs the duty to educate the Christian conscience, to inspire, stimulate and help orient all of the initiatives that contribute to the formation of man”(Cavanaugh 1994:73).  But it would be Liberation Theology which would arrive to freedom via knowledge, knowledge of the causes behind oppression by national elites and developed countries.  And it would be this liberation which would best equip people to fight for their freedom from wants and freedom from fear.

3.3.2 Liberation Theology applied: Christian Base Communities

Liberation theologians and clergy developed the Christian Base Communities (CEBs) as the practical part of liberation theology under the idea that “one must enter into the concrete tumult and strive to refashion society” (Burtchaell 1988: 267).  CELAM “saw [CEBs] as the ‘initial cell’ for building the church and the ‘focal point for evangelization’”(Burtchaell 1988).  CEBs emerged when missionary Liberation Theologian priests moved into various poor communities in different countries in order to cohabitate with the people and “experience” poverty with them.  By seeing the conditions and reality of the poor, the clergy could better discuss with the poor the roots of their conditions “since the oppressed masses [we]re unable by themselves to rise out of imperialist domination and take proper pride in their own culture”(Burtchaell 1988). Therefore, priests became the main conduits of social awakening, which: 

Start[ed] with a dialogue course, others, with ‘bible circles,’ that is, the biblical text itself serves as the starting point for discussion. In other cases a priest or sister may be involved with a community, helping it organize to struggle for its rights, and then gradually lead the community, or some members of it, to reflect and pray over the significance of their involvement (Berryman 1987: 68).

At first, CEBs were merely a spiritual conception, a response to the religious crisis championed against by the Church.  However, as they integrated conscientization, they merged religious principles with the politico-economic. The priests in these communities “[saw] themselves as part of the church, committed to working together to improve their communities and to establish a more just society”(Berryman 1987: 65).  They thought people needed to act and “reflect a global organization,” where all people and especially the lower classes, “by means of territorial and functional structures, [had] an active and receptive, creative and decisive participation in the construction of a new society” (Berryman 1987). 

CEBs’ clergy followed CELAM’s pursuit of extending the Church’s fight against poverty beyond the pulpit to the communities of people they “pastored.”  For example, home-based bible studies drew connections between the people's search for freedom from oppression to Biblical “liberator” characters, such as Moses in the Exodus and the “all-mighty” Jesus Christ. These analogies taught people to unite their forces and imitate the courage of these characters so they could be free.  CEBs were then responsible for creating the preconditions for political participation and the pursuit of freedom “through awareness raising and building the capacity to mobilize,” (Gaventa 2004:18) where awareness would lead to action.  For example, during the early 1980s, the leaders of the Salvadoran CEB of Aguilares revived the notion of “social capital”: “a functioning propensity for mutually beneficial collective action, with which communities are endowed to diverse extents” (Krishna 2006:362).  Social capital was thought of as the tool that would bring change peacefully and legitimately, and create an environment of  “association building and civic engagement [to] enhance the utility and effectiveness of community associations”(Krishna 2006). 

CEB leaders believed that only a strong ideological understanding could challenge the hegemonic ideologies and interests that kept them poor and oppressed.  Priests trained in the developed world held this “educating role” primarily.  El Salvador’s experience of a 40-year dictatorship made this conscientization a difficult task as people held “a common expectation… that a person holding a public office or other position of power will use his position for the near-exclusive benefit of its ‘own’ people, defined by kinship, community, or personal loyalty” (Chandra 2007:84).  However, CEBs supporters continued on sending many missionaries into the country to continue to develop CEBs. As the civil war in El Salvador broke out in the late 1970s, according to local scholars, CEBs went so far as to running:

The gamut in seeking social equity for their communities either through direct political action (resistance to landowners and the promotion of agrarian reform, agitation along with unions for a living wage, promotion of health care and medical insurance, demonstrations against police brutality, protests of poor or nonexistent public transportation) or working through NGOs, nonprofits, coops, and the like (Hickey and Mohan, 2005: 241). 

The clergy thus were the educators but it was the poor who had to and felt the need to come together. This social solidarity led many to become involved in the guerrilla movement “since in their own minds there was direct continuity between their awakening through the gospel, their own local organizing efforts, and their decision to join a national peasant organization” (Berryman 1987: 74). 

3.4 Catholic Social Teaching and Marxism
Liberation Theology’s is founded in a Marxist understanding of class struggle and dialectics.  Liberation Theologians defined who one was “by the kind of work one does; people’s relationships to the means of production shape the relationships they have with each other and with the organizational structure of society” (Berryman 1987). Some argued that Marxist analysis was one of the best instruments to make sense of the world because it teaches us “to see class struggle… as prompted by greed and power… [as] the effort of the oppressed to break into a new form of economic and social organization in which work will be related to need and creation and not to profit. It is a struggle for the power to reshape society” (Dunn 1986:65).  Jose Miguez Bonino, a contemporary of Gutierrez, used Marx’s analysis to understand that poverty is the product of a specific economic system, “intolerable because it contradicts the very purpose of God’s mighty act of deliverance – to rescue the people from the slavery of Egypt” (Dunn 1986).  Miguez Bonino emphasizes the connection between a person’s religion and their epistemological standpoint whereby people’s thinking, including religious thinking, is a social product resulting from their concrete situations and related to their class positions.
 

Marxism, however, claims religion as ‘the opium of the people’ and thinks of it as “keeping people oppressed by not allowing them to experience full personhood in this life” (Turner, 1994:23).  More formally Marx argued that:

the perpetuation of religious institutions and religion itself under capitalism is an ideology insofar as they represent a false consciousness of reality (that is, a lack of understanding of the real causes of things) and the ‘opium of the masses’ insofar as they are a mystification of the relations of exploitation and the mechanisms of perpetuation of the capitalist conditions of production (Torres, 1992: 9).

Some Christians attest that “Marxist’s lack the tools necessary to solve genuine spiritual problems because ‘when confronted by the ultimate questions of human life –the irreducibly spiritual dilemmas of death, guilt, and meaninglessness—its hands are self-confessedly empty’” (Turner 1994:25).  Marxists did, however, allow for a religious dimension in their discourse, Marx’s “theory of false consciousness” which claims “religion is a distorted projection of reality, the expression of real misery, but at the same time a protest against it” (Torres 1992:9).  To combat these tensions, the first underlying principle behind Liberation Theology was, therefore, to create unity among its adherents.  Liberation theologians needed to outline that their principles were like those underlying characteristics of any religion, that is: i) to be common to a particular collectivity that declares its adherence to them and the practice of its rites, this given through Catholic religious practices, ii) that it bounded individuals to each other by their common faith, in this is case by understanding Moses in the Old Testament and Jesus in the New Testament as liberators, iii) the existence of a Church, in the case of Liberation Theology, the “Church for the poor”, and iv) the division of tasks between the faithful, or the laity and the priests, as it was the case with the Christian based communities, mentioned earlier.  

In order to make a stronger connection with the development conditions of Latin America, Liberation Theologians sought to reach a wider audience of supporters.  In the 1970s, dependency theory rose as the most prominent theory of development studies.  This theory came as a result of what many had seen as the failure of modernization theory.  In 1973, the OPEC oil crisis left many countries devastated.  Dependency theory scholars like Walter Gunder Frank argued that poverty was a continuous cycle of dependency created by industrialized countries through neo-colonial asymmetrical power relations.  He explained that “underdevelopment” was not due to “archaic institutions” or  “capital shortage” or “regional isolation” –on the contrary, “underdevelopment was and still is generated [by] economic development: the development of capitalism itself”(Gunder Frank 1966:23).  Thus, dependency theorists believed that the rich countries or “core,” extracted resources from the poor countries, “the periphery,” and became richer at the expense of the latter; only through revolution would the underdeveloped countries break from the system.

3.4 Liberation Theology in El Salvador 
Liberation theology’s Gospel-based understanding about human nature and society was reflected by the societal conditions at the time of its emergence, particularly in the case of El Salvador.  Christian Base Communities reinforced the consciousness of the poor, promoting their solidarity so that they could defend exactly what they were fighting for.  Liberation Theology became a key piece in the revolution: through linking these political ideas, the military capabilities of the guerrilla, and the resolve of other peasant organizations, the revolutionary movements strengthened their desire to free the poor. 

3.4.1. Liberation Theology as part of El Salvador’s Revolutionary Forces


The socio-political conditions of Latin America reflected the need of Liberation Theology particularly as the church was becoming more involved with the government in development reforms.  In El Salvador, electoral opposition was rising against the oligarchic rule and began to form what would become the revolutionary left in El Salvador.  These groups were all organized by different sectors of the population that felt oppressed in their respective spheres by the elites.  As Liberation Theology and Marxist development theories gained ground in El Salvador, different factions decided to join forces to fight against the multi-sectoral oppression of the elites.  Thus, they formed the Farabundo Martí Liberation Front (FMLN) in order to militarily take over the government. This revolutionary movement would be conformed by: 1) The Popular Forces of Liberation/Armed Forces of Popular Liberation/Popular Revolutionary bloc, 2) party of the Salvadoran Revolution/People’s Revolutionary Army, 3) National Resistance/Armed Forces of National Resistance/United Popular Action Front, 4) Communist Party of El Salvador/National Democratic Union, and 5) Revolutionary Party of Salvador. The names of the revolutionary groups show how deep-seated freedom was in Liberation Theology and their struggle.  

In 1979, the war in El Salvador broke out.  The “church of the poor” supported the revolutionaries’ attack against the elite’s attempt to maintain power ideologically, through conscientization, and materially, providing shelter to groups escaping the massacres carried out by the Salvadoran military (Armstrong and Shenk 1982: 29).  Discursively, CEB priests utilized religious instruments to connect El Salvador’s warring reality to the struggle against oppression and martyrdom, to fuse it to collective identity.  For example, the music of the misas populares (popular masses) conveyed popular understandings of oppression.  A hymn claimed “Like Christ they beat you with a ferocious rope / with insults they whipped you to silence your voice / You walked to the Calvary like Jesus walked…/ the machine gun was your cross” (Peterson & Peterson 2008:526).  Thus, we can see that Liberation Theology used as many techniques as it could to make people aware of their status and encourage them to take action against the unjustly imposed societal conditions around them.

3.4.2: Monsignor Arnulfo Romero 

Archbishop Oscar Arnulfo Romero is cited as the most prominent Liberation Theology preacher in El Salvador and identified as the face of the “oppressed.”  At the time, the military junta that governed El Salvador through force, ordered the murder of all of those considered ‘revolutionaries.’  In 1977, after the murder of Father Rutilio Grande, a good friend to Romero and coordinator of CEBs, Romero began to criticize the lacking response from certain sectors of the Church, particularly the Papacy.
  The government’s oppressive and violent actions were increasing everyday; Romero was the best liberation theologian to connect the conditions of the poor to the rhetoric of Christian Gospel.  Many have described his rhetoric as “life-changing.”  For example, he constantly used the country’s name “El Salvador” (translated into English ‘the Saviour’) to emphasize the ‘providential’ status the people of El Salvador enjoyed due to the connection with Christ’s name, the greatest example of oppression and liberation.  “By identifying the resurrection [of Christ] as a coming moment in the history of the Savior/land, he sounded a note that awakened a deep resonance in the historic piety of Salvadoran poor” (Swanson 2001: 134). 

Romero importantly conveyed practical and ‘normal’ suggestions in how to best approach the reality of the class struggle that afflicted the country. “Since the Salvadoran journey could not involve actual movement from one territory to another, it must involve, instead, the historical transformation of the same scarce land into a future state that would constitute the resurrection of El Salvador” (Swanson 2001).  Through CELAM, Romero coined terms of revolutionary violence, using the terms of “repressive violence” and “spontaneous violence” to add to CELAM’s “institutionalized violence.”  “Repressive violence” he said, “justified itself as ‘national security’ and considered any attempts at liberation to be ‘subversive.’”  “Spontaneous violence” was the “reflex of people who were attacked in the legitimate exercise of their civil rights” (Swanson 2001: 138).  These messages became so prominent in El Salvador that the progressive church radio station aired Romero’s homilies (or sermons), reaching 75 % of the rural and 50% of the urban population (Johnston and Figa 1988:37).  Romero knew that he faced a multitude of persecutors as these liberation ideology spread.  He said:

not any and every priest has been persecuted; the attacks had been directed toward that part of the church…that put itself on the side of the people and went to the people’s defense…real persecution has been directed against the poor, the body of Christ in history today…and for that reason when the church has organized itself around the hopes and anxieties of the poor it has incurred the same fate as that of Jesus and of the poor: persecution (Swanson 2001:141). 

Romero’s quest for justice would not last for too long.  He was very well aware of those who wanted to persecute him because of what he conceptualized as “freedom.”  He said “if [the government and the elites] kill me, I will rise again in the Salvadoran people… may my blood be the seed of freedom and the signal that hope will soon be a reality” (Peterson and Peterson 2008:511). He believed that everyone could understand his concept of freedom.  On his March 23, 1980 sermon, he called on the army soldiers to stop fighting for ideas they did not share in and to stop acting as instruments of the elites.

My brothers, they are part of our very own people. You are killing your own fellow peasants. God’s law ‘Thou shalt not kill!’ takes precedence over a human being’s order to kill.  No soldier is obliged to obey an order that is against God’s law. No one has to obey an immoral law (Berryman, 1987: 2). 

The very next day, he was murdered as he celebrated the daily Catholic service.  He became a martyr for freedom immediately.  His death made clear to the oppressed that the elites’ project to keep power knew no limits.  They needed to continue his legacy and organize among themselves soon.  As we will see in the next chapter, this pursuit for freedom would become one of the most important factors and the Catholic Church one of the most prominent actor in a war in El Salvador that would last for twelve years.
3.5 Concluding thoughts

The politico-religious context of the 1960s-1970s and the CELAM set the stage for Liberation Theology to emerge as a response to the socio-economic conditions facing Latin America as a result of imposed development practices. Ideologically, Liberation Theology relied on specific hermeneutics of the Christian Gospel to portray a strong relation between the poor and that of Jesus Christ, the figure liberator, who came to earth to liberate from sin.  They claimed that Jesus Christ himself lived the struggle of the poor and with the poor and he had performed the greatest sacrifice for them.  In practice, Christian Base Communities were created to foster a consciousness of the conditions of the poor in a region where the economic gap was continuously growing between sectors of societies.  Through CEBs, Catholic missionaries sought to help people truly understand their oppression and take action against it. Through action they could liberate themselves materially, by freeing themselves from wants and fear, and spiritually, by becoming more like Christ.  Finally, Marxist and dependency theorists provided a politico-economic basis for liberation theology.  They saw the human person as worthy of living free of oppression, in a society where the state provides for the citizens and where people could take charge of their own affairs to achieve not only individual, but communal liberation as a common good.  Liberation Theology became manifested in El Salvador through CEBs and Archbishop Romero, a key figure in the Salvadoran clergy, who condemned the oppression of the elites and led the masses to rise against the oppression and attain freedom.
Chapter 4: Catholic Social Teaching and Neoliberalist Freedom 

The following chapter will look at the way in which the epistemological meaning of freedom shifted into a notion centered on methodological individualism and the free market during the 1980s.  Religiously, the election of John Paul II as Roman Pope made CST completely depart from the views of CELAM and Liberation Theology.  Politically, the civil war escalated rapidly during this decade, as government forces silenced many revolutionary forces and drove others to exile.  Economically, the United States and the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) began to implement neoliberal reforms across the globe in the name of development.  Many outside actors, therefore, helped refashion the way Salvadorans understood freedom.  Pressure to implement these reforms was even higher in El Salvador given its ideological and conflicting context.  John Paul II through CST, and Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher through neoliberalism used freedom as an empowering tool to “liberate from sin” or to “liberate economically” respectively.  So strong was their ideological influence that John O’Sullivan calls them “the three that change the world” (2006).  The Church’s new vision explained “true freedom” in terms of “sin” and in terms of a “new life in love.”  In other words, man’s slavery to sin resulted in institutions like the state, and these structures kept people unfree.  For this reason, the Catholic Church began to encourage individual freedom or at least freedom at the most local level.  The Catholic Church characterized this local freedom as “subsidiarity” and the neoliberal development discourse as “decentralization.”  Both these religious and political understandings departed from the assumption that freedom at the most local level (down to the family and the individual) allowed the human person to best flourish materially and spiritually.  These assumptions became so predominant in El Salvador that policies like dollarization and free trade were adopted as means of “freeing” the individual and the flow of the market.  Despite CST and neoliberalism using “freedom” as a discursive tactic in support of specific ideologies and policies, they all have disregarded what this “freedom” means for particular sectors of society.  For example, Catholic Social Teaching, Liberation Theology, and neoliberal forces all place women in the same plate as men when talking about “freedom” ignoring what this term represents for this sector of society and their respective conditions.  This chapter will seek to provide a more extensive overview of these epistemological changes of the concept of “freedom” took place, and how they affected El Salvador’s notions of development and gender.    

4.1 The new language of Freedom: From Political Praxis back to the Gospel of Charity with Individual and Local Autonomy 

 In 1979, the Church’s new “universal pastor” John Paul II, deeply shifted the Catholic bishops’ direction in their approach to the poor in Latin America.  In his inaugural address at the Latin American Bishops Conference in Puebla, Mexico in 1979, Pope John Paul II affirmed the Church’s new direction: “[the Church’s] mission and acting had to be guided by the Gospel and not substituted by an ideological and political praxis, very different from pastoral charity; [the Church is] responsible for their flock and for the community as such” (Trujillo 2004).  Through these words, John Paul II thus directed the Catholic Church in Latin America to change her perception of individual as part of an oppressor/oppressed system and rather looked at him as an individual “sheep” to be cared for.  This discourse sought to involve the Church “pastorally” and not by becoming a “political party” as John Paul II asserted, despite the Church’s claim to “look sympathetically [democratic political systems which] favours an ever more marked respect for the rights of each individual”(John Paul II 1999).  The understanding of the notion of the political development of the region and the Church’s involvement in them became the central issue (Wilde, 1979:304).  From this perspective, the concept of “preferential option for the poor” emerged.  This concept made the poor 

appear in liberation theology less as objects of the church’s actions or programs than as active subjects. Acting for the poor therefore yields in liberation theology to sharing with, learning from, and accompanying them in organizations which poor people themselves have a major hand in running (Levine 1988: 245). 

Thus, the language of freedom in Puebla was much less “radical” than the precedent set at Medellín ten years earlier; the Catholic Church tried to isolate Liberation Theology while embedding social issues into the Church’s mission of evangelizing.  This new and broad understanding of its prophetic and pastoral responsibilities “[drew] into basic issues of freedom, equality, justice, participation and power” (Wilde 1979:305).  John Paul II sought to ingrain this message into as many audiences and as rapidly as he could to “re-establish the presence of the Universal Church in politically and socially turbulent Latin America” (Willey 1992:113).  Thus, only 3 months after he took office, John Paul II flew to Mexico to show the need for the Church to act right away and within 13 years he had visited 22 countries in Latin America out of 25 (Willey 1992: 113).
  

In 1984, the Church in Rome responded more directly to Liberation Theology’s freedom and sought to eliminate this view.  The Congregation for the Doctrine of Faith, the ecclesial body expressing the official position of the Church on moral matters, issued the Instruction On Certain Aspects of the ‘Theology of Liberation (Instruction I) criticizing Liberation Theology as misunderstanding the meaning of liberation.  Instruction I stated that “God not man, has the power to change the situation of suffering”(Instruction I 1984) particularly because of “freedom” reference in terms of “sin” and a “new life in love” (Instruction I 1984).  Instruction I also criticized Gutierrez’s Liberation Theology as having a contradictory understanding of poverty and oppression and that “as with all movements of ideas, the ‘theologies of liberation’ present diverse theological positions” (Instruction I 1984).  The Church attacked Liberation Theology’s disregard for charity and reducing “liberation” to “a liberation principally and exclusively political in nature” (Instruction I 1984).  Instruction I professed that ideologies like Liberation Theology “hid [sic] or pervert [freedom’s] meaning, and propose to people struggling for their liberation goals which are contrary to the true purpose of human life” (Instruction I 1984).  This purpose was to become like Christ who died for humanity.  Above all, Instruction I claimed that “the ultimate and decisive criterion for truth can only be a criterion which is itself theological” (Instruction I 1984).  The Church was thus saying that Liberation Theology could not contest freedom in Latin America because of it lacked a proper Christian-based understanding of Gospel.  

Instruction I argues that “structures whether they are good or bad, are the result of man’s actions and so are consequences more than causes” (Instruction I 1984).  In other words, societal structures and man’s economic conditions come secondary to his self-nature and do not affect the way the human agent behaves toward another.  Catholic Social Teaching refuted Liberation Theology’s theological and ideological bases because they apparently failed to comprehend the individual nature of the human person.  In regards to Liberation Theology the Church proclaimed: 

to demand a radical revolution in social relations and then to criticize the search for person perfection is to set out on a road which leads to the denial of the meaning of the person and his transcendence, and to destroy ethics and its foundation which is the absolute character of the distinction between good and evil (Instruction I 1984).
  Instruction I blamed Liberation Theology for “reducing” liberation to a concept principally or exclusively political in nature, and for not rooting it in God’s word, which converted the Gospel into a purely “earthly Gospel,” one with “marked by rationalism…corrupting whatever was authentic in the generous initial commitment on behalf of the poor” and “incompatible with the Christian conception of humanity and society” (Instruction I 1984).  Thus, John Paul II’s social teaching not only counterattacked Liberation Theology but also it aimed to eradicate its ideas all together. 

The Church continued to strongly pursue this new change in the meaning of freedom.  It focused on the freedom of the person as an individual and about his individual rights, such as the right to work and to own property (John Paul II, 1981).  Instruction I did not address the concept of human charity and its implication on freedom; instead, it focused on the individualistic idea of man as a creature of God endowed with certain “inalienable” rights. 

4.2 Neoliberalism and Freedom
During the early 1980s, Latin America faced many developmental problems.  In the 1970s the United States had provided loans to most Latin American countries in order to “industrialize,” per the modernization theory. The election of Ronald Reagan to the United States and Margaret Thatcher in the UK, greatly changed the perspective IFIs took regarding development aid and loans.  This perspective was known as neoliberalism.  David Harvey defines neoliberalism as a 

theory of political economic practices that propose of political economic practices that proposed that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade” (Harvey 2005:2).  

Neoliberal ideas were born in the Mont Pelerin Society, a 1947 meeting of academics who felt the need to confront the rising collectivist tendencies of the society by reviving liberal ideas of individual liberty and free market.  According to Rachel Turner, this meeting resulted in neoliberalism making it to the front of American society’s thought during the 1960s (2008) particularly with modernization theory’s support and emphasis on industrialization. 

In the height of the Cold War, dominion and oppression over Latin America was in America’s foremost interest.  El Salvador’s economic crisis during war, just as Mexico’s defaulting from its foreign debt in 1982 allowed the United States to pressure for neoliberalism through the financial institutions’ implementation of “structural adjustment programs.”  These programs consisted of low-rate financial loans to countries if they readjusted their institutions and while doing so, implemented free market principles. The White House saw communism as an imminent threat to the world and did not want these principles to filter in its “backyard.”  Thus, the United States pushed the IFIs to cement free market principles in Latin America with the purpose of winning over the region as part of its quest to “fight communism.” The guerrilla movements in El Salvador’s war receiving financial and military aid from Cuba and Russia was of particular importance to the United States. As a developing country in the middle of an ideological war, El Salvador felt this pressure more directly. 
In addition, the United States “degree of anti-communism and its’ warmth toward foreign direct investment became the major measuring sticks in any decision to help or hinder [a] government” (Harvey 2005:6) applied political pressure toward neoliberalism.  For example, The United States utilized covert aid to promote the rise of power of specific leaders who adhered to these ideas and kept American interests afloat (Berryman, 1987).  These interests wanted “the opening of markets, of new spaces for investment, where financial power could operate securely”(Berryman 1987).  In El Salvador, the United States intervened politically by financing Roberto D’Aubisson’s neo-liberal coalition ascending into power; this reflected a “consolidation of neoliberal forces to terminate the moderate[s]” (Woodward 1984: 304).

As neoliberal policies were being implemented moreover, the elites in El Salvador feared the impact that Liberation Theology would have in mobilizing resistance.  The government and the elite classes thus saw Christian Base Communities as “subversive.”  The Salvadoran government took a drive against “the Marxist attempts to destabilize El Salvador” (Lafeber 1984:1) and considered the members of the CEBs to be fighting for such attempts.  But the government and the elites needed the Catholic Church to provide legitimacy to their “freedom regime.”  Thus, they became involved with the other side of the church, that which supported John Paul II’s “official” teaching of the church.  The government needed the Church because 1) it remain[ed] an important social force in the lives of much of the population, 2) the way the government sought after power came through military force, and 3) the neoliberal ideology that was filtering into El Salvador was synthetic and ad hoc, meaning that Church teaching attributed qualities to the movement (in this case neoliberalism) and gave a coherence to a ragtag collection of ideas and interests (Johnston and Figa 1998:33).  For this reason, association with the church becomes an “ideological necessity” (Johnston and Figa 1998).  The elites wanted to destroy any supporters of the revolution because they represented a true threat to Salvadoran society’s “freedom.”  Moreover, the United States was very much aware of Romero’s role in the revolution, as declarations by the U.S. ambassador at the time suggest (Fleet 1983:111). Thus, the Liberation Theology church would not be an exception.

The election of Ronald Reagan to the American presidency also had an impact in the United States’ involvement in El Salvador’s civil war and process of “neoliberalization.”  The United States provided military and economic supplies to the Salvadoran army in order to fight the guerrilla movement’s “communist crusade.”  But these groups wanted “freedom from oppression” explained in Chapter 3 not the “individual freedom” that neoliberalism called for and it was for that freedom that they had taken up arms.  The revolutionary movement (Farabundo Martí Liberation Front or FMLN) and the Revolutionary Democratic Front (FDR) joined forces to bring a program “based on the dissolution of the existing state apparatus and the institution at national and local levels of people’s power assemblies” (Fleet 1983: 65).  At the time, the Salvadoran oligarchy in alliance with American monopolies kept the country’s means of production in the hands of the big landlords, banking, and large transportation enterprises.  For this reason, the revolutionaries proposed a program involved “nationalization and collectivization of broad sectors of the economy and leaving space for small scale private enterprises and small farmers” (Fleet 1983). 

To intervene in the fast-growing Salvadoran conflict, the United States sought legitimacy from the Catholic Church and pressured the economic fragility of the region.  For example, the U.S. imposed the Caribbean Basin Initiative (CIB) with the excuse of helping El Salvador’s development as a non-military pressure to strengthen ties, particularly ideological ones, with the United States.  The CIB sanctioned those countries that did not follow neoliberal ideas of freedom of the market.  The objectives of this initiative were to offer “duty-free access for most CBI exports to the United States in an effort to encourage economic development in Central America and the Caribbean”, in order to “a) provide a stimulus for private investment and encourage host country governments to adopt reforms conducive to business and general market liberalization” (Anonymous 1992: 6).  The assumption that Latin America needed “the magic” of freedom of the market resounded in this process.  Finally, another U.S. attempt to receive legitimacy from the Church was by giving full diplomatic recognition to the Vatican State.  This would establish closer relations between United States and the Roman Church, especially as president Reagan appointed a good friend of him and member of his cabinet, William A. Wilson, to be the US Ambassador to it.  

Rome continued to criticize Liberation Theology or any theory that used a Marxist or Marxian perspective to understand freedom.  As a follow up to Instruction I, the Vatican issued the Instruction on Christian Freedom and Liberation (hereafter Instruction II) in 1986. Instruction II presented an analysis of “the process of freedom” and sought to explain different aspects of Liberation Theology based on the concept of “work,” on which John Paul II had written another encyclical Laborem Exercens commemorating the 90th anniversary of Rerum Novarum.  Instruction II came to reemphasize the Church’s official stance against Liberation Theology’s “serious ambiguities concerning the very meaning of freedom [which] have from the beginning plagued this movement from within” (Instruction II 1986) which leads “popular piety…toward a purely earthly plan of liberation, which would very soon be revealed as nothing more than an illusion and a cause of new forms of slavery” (Instruction II 1986).  Instruction II affirmed that technological power and individualism “favoured the idea of wealth” and denied access to the resources the workers themselves had helped to create.  The dichotomy between material freedom and spiritual charity and social justice that Instruction I had strongly maintained ceased to exist.  Instruction II embedded the two, arguing, “The freedom of man is a shared freedom…liberation in itself [does not] produce human freedom” (Instruction II 1986).  CST therefore, wanted to ensure that structures were not given priority over the people, in other words, that the transformation for the pursuit of freedom was to start at the individual level and then manifest on society as a whole.  Instruction II also attempted to correct the Church’s previous positions on the poor: 

when the Church encourages the creation and activity of associations such as trade unions which fight for the defense [sic] of the rights and legitimate interests of the worker and for social justice, she does not thereby admit the theory that sees in the class struggle dynamism of social life (Instruction II 1986). 

This seemingly change, however, seemed at the time confusing because the anti-Liberation Theology CST intertwined figures like Jesus Christ with workers’ conditions and also stated that “the solution of most of the serious problems related to poverty is to be found in the promotion of a true civilization of work” (Instruction II 1986).  In El Salvador, Arturo Rivera Damas became Romero’s successor.  He had been the only other bishop in the whole country that supported Romero in his defence of the poor.  In fact, after the war, he signed served as a witness in the founding documents of the FMLN as a political party.
  However, Rivera Damas did not speak as radically as Romero because he feared death and that his successor be someone closely connected with the elites.  Thus, the side of the Church seeking for the freedom of the poor was again silenced. 

4.3 Neoliberalism and Rome meet: Decentralization and Subsidiarity

As the 1980s progressed, the Catholic Church continued to reinforce its social teaching through different encyclicals and documents. Concurrently, neoliberalism started to focus on a “decentralization agenda.”  For example, Pope John Paul II introduced the principle of “subsidiarity” in his encyclical Centesimus Annus.  The support of the Catholic Church for this concept reinforced the IFIs push for decentralization which they claimed freed individuals and localities from the intrusion of the national government by empowering them in decision-making.  This freedom would in turn allow them to prosper. John Paul II’s subsidiarity supported decentralization notions by idealizing the power of the local communities.  Subsidiarity argued that the more political responsibility was divided, the better society would function because smaller communities knew their needs better and could address them more rapidly by avoiding a far-away national state’s bureaucracy (John Paul II, 1991).  So embedded did the religious and political natures of subsidiarity become that development discourses took up the terms to “indicate that the authority for tasks more appropriately undertaken at levels below the central and state government should be located in the local-governance structures”(Krishna 2003:363).  Subsidiarity and Decentralization maintain that “the smaller the level of aggregation at which any activity is appropriately organized, the lower it should be pushed down in terms of distance from the centre” (Krishna 2003). 
Besides developing the concept of subsidiarity, Centesimus Annus was delivered a raison de commemorating the 100th anniversary of Leo XIII’s Rerum Novarum.  Centesimus Annus wanted to impress on people that that the free market provided hope and they had obtained their true freedom: 

Can it be said that, after the failure of Communism, capitalism is the victorious social system, and that capitalism should be the goal of the countries now making efforts to rebuild their economy and society? Is this the model which ought to be proposed to the countries of the Third World which are searching for the path of true economic and civil progress?...If by capitalism is means an economic system which recognizes the fundamental and positive role of business, the market, private property and the resulting responsibility for the means of production, as well as free human creativity in the economic sector, then the answer is certainly in the affirmative, even though it would perhaps more appropriate to speak of a “business economy,” “market economy,” or simply a “free economy” (emphasis added) (John Paul II, 1991).

Centesimus Annus became the Church’s staunch support for the “core” principles of neoliberalism, i.e., its unchanging part, which can be articulated in different ways: market, welfare, rule of law, and private property (Turner 2008).  Thus, the encyclical grounded more deeply the neoliberal rationale on the Church’s teachings.  

Eight months later after the writing of Centesimus Annus, the conditions in El Salvador dramatically changed. The civil war had ended.  ARENA, the U.S-backed right-wing political party, continued campaigning with a “motherland yes, communism, no!” slogan strongly publicized during the civil war. This slogan, mostly financed by the Salvadoran elites, would keep ARENA in power for the next 20 years particularly as the rebels’ sole gain from the war was political recognition.  Under ARENA, neoliberalism continued to make its way into El Salvador, but more notably through the “dollarization” of the economy in 2001, and the ratification of the Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA).  Dollarizing the economy meant that the American dollar became the main means of exchange and transactions in order to promote the monetary and “foreign investment” liberalization.  In 2005, El Salvador’s legislative assembly signed CAFTA despite the opposition of many groups, particularly the poor strata of the population.  CAFTA was sold under the ideology, which “purports that ‘human well-being can be best advanced by the maximization of entrepreneurial freedoms within an institutional characterized by private property rights, individual liberty, free markets and free trade” (Zepeda 2006:24).  CAFTA was good, therefore, because it was the only way to encourage freedom of choice, and provide the population with freedom of access to goods that they could not enjoy before and this access, in turn, would signal development. 

4.4 Catholic Social Teaching Today

Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, the head of the office of the Doctrine of Faith in the 1980s that authored Instruction I and Instruction II against Liberation Theology and redefining freedom, became Pope Benedict XVI, the successor of John Paul II a few months before CAFTA was signed.  CST is likely to continue defining freedom in terms of individual and local autonomy, and changing the context in which one is to care for the keeping of individual rights, which supposedly then takes care of the poor.  In his first encyclical Caritas en Veritate (Charity in Truth) Benedict XVI affirmed that “in the design of God, every man is called upon to develop and fulfil himself, for every life is a vocation” and that “Integral human development presupposes the responsible freedom of the individual and of peoples: no structure can guarantee this development over and above human responsibility” (2009).  Furthermore:

What is needed, therefore, is a market that permits the free operation, in conditions of equal opportunity, of enterprises in pursuit of different institutional ends. Alongside profit-oriented private enterprise and the various types of public enterprise, there must be room for commercial entities based on mutualist principles and pursuing social ends to take root and express themselves. It is from their reciprocal encounter in the marketplace that one may expect hybrid forms of commercial behaviour to emerge, and hence an attentiveness to ways of civilizing the economy (Benedict XVI 2009).

4.5 Liberation Theology and Neoliberalism: Gender-blind Freedom.

Both liberation theology and neoliberalism depart from different epistemological traditions regarding freedom.  However, they both fail to address women’s freedom. When political and religious literature makes mention freedom only males are reflected.  Moreover, no CEB literature incorporated women in their framework of political participation or empowerment.  Actually, no work even mentioned women.  CEBs conscientization, moreover, put all citizens, male and female, in the same field, when trying to incite their economic and social conscientization.  Liberation Theology treats all of them as if men’s and women’s needs were the same.  Moreover, this episteme does not take into consideration the hierarchy and/or power relations within the community.  Most of the literature studied for this paper shows, or at least implies, that the lay people in charge of the bible studies and political activities of the CEBs were male.   Both the Roman Curia and Liberation Theologians are all male.  The Bishops of Latin America at the Medellín and Puebla Conferences who developed the Church’s views on oppression were all male.  Liberation Theology’s pastoral vision of conscientization implied that it was to be in the hands of male priests or pastors.  The documents did not reflect any instructions for women, clergy or religious, even though many women moved into different countries to take part in the life of the CEBs.  In El Salvador, female clergy, for example, also did missionary work and engaged in the activities of different CEBs with some of them even dying for the cause of the oppressed.
 As Penny Griffin suggests, moreover, neoliberalist discourse reduces women to reproductive work, that is, taking care of the household by attributing to them certain attitudes and behaviour.  Thus, when speaking of “freedom” Liberation Theology and neoliberalism use 

a power-laden and discursively regulatory framework of economic identity that (reproduces) the social reality that it defines through particular discursive practices, predicating, pre/proscribing, and (re) producing the meanings, behaviours and human identities that best correspond with the pre-given economic “reality” thereby constructed (Griffin 2007:226). 

Griffin continues by saying under the narrow lens of economics, neoliberalism makes “gender rest on foundational assumptions of economic growth and stability, financial transactions, and human behaviour that are deeply gendered while presented as universal and neutral” (Griffin, 2007).  Thus, neoliberalism brought economic freedom to everyone and it dogmatized it as the cure to social vices, however, this ideology still keeps freedom gender blind, only focusing on the person as a male figure, one in which women is more of a help to attain the freedom of that man, but not an individual that can aspire for and experience that economic freedom provided by the market.

Chapter 5: Concluding Thoughts

This paper has analyzed the trajectory of power of the Catholic Church in Salvadoran politics, the relationships between the key actors involved as well as the language of freedom used.  I applied Foucault’s concepts of genealogy of power to show how religious discourses operates in historically-formed political arenas and how the concept of ‘freedom’ has been reformulated as a result from a re-alignment of social forces, including Marxist-inspired social revolution and market-driven neo-liberalism.  The concept of “pastoral power,” defined by Foucault as an “establishment of an entire economy and technique of the circulation, transfer, and reversal of merits [which] establishes an exhaustive, total, and permanent relationship of individual obedience” (Foucault 2007:183) and a “subjectification” of the individual to obedience by a “compulsory extraction of the truth of the subject” are used to produce and conduct “governable identities.” This is useful to reveal that the Church has been able to exert such a strong political, moral, and ideological influence in El Salvador by way of integrating a political role with a religious one.  Genealogy as a concept has also helped to reveal the transformation of pastoral power itself, occurring at a deeper level through the codification of the meanings of the concept ‘freedom’ – associated with ‘truth’ – in religious language.  These analytical tools help us clear the picture of the Church that other scholars may have blurred due to the tendency to position a political role before a religious one in their analyses of this agent. 

My analysis shows that Catholic Social Teaching (CST) has mandated “charity toward the neighbour” as the main principle behind government policies affecting the poor.  In the late 1960s, CELAM, the Latin American Bishops Conference, took up this mandate and contextualized to Latin America’s conditions. This gave birth to Liberation Theology, a fraction of the Catholic Church that interpreted “charity” through a class-based analysis and dependency theory.  It asserted that “Latin Americans would emerge from their present status [only] by means of a profound transformation, a social revolution, which would radically and qualitatively change the conditions in which they now live” and create a “never ending of a new way to be a human, a permanent cultural revolution.” (Gutierrez 1973).  In El Salvador, Archbishop Romero and Christian Base Communities grounded these ideas through conscientization, i.e., making the poor aware of their struggle against the oppression of the elites, relating it to those oppressed in the Bible, and encouraging the poor to act for liberation.  Catholic Social Teaching, on the other hand, addressed Latin America’s social problems arguing that Christian principles and a “preferential option for the poor”(Schall 1982) were the true “answer and challenge to the problems of the era” and through the Instruction on Human Freedom and Liberation, the Church most forcefully refuted Liberation Theology and reinforced its understanding of freedom as an individual “freedom of sin.”  This provided the Salvadoran elites and the USA a moral endorsement to neoliberalism, a theory that promoted “individual freedom” and the “market” as the best and most liberating playfield for human interactions.  However, this “individual freedom” and “market” only benefited a few people who owned most of the means of production and enabled these same actors to continue depriving the rest of society from the so-called “benefits of the market.”  When the poor sectors of society saw the disparities of their conditions and interpreted them as a result of the abuse of  “charity” mandate of the Church, they simply rebelled.
Since the civil war ended in 1992, El Salvador has been in the forefront of neoliberalist development practices implementation (like adopting the U.S. dollar as national currency and pushing most strongly than any other country the Central America Free Trade Agreement with the United States), non-military violence skyrocketed, and the FMLN rebel party won the past elections.  Also, despite the majority of the population still labelling themselves as “Catholic,” the presence of the Protestant Church is rapidly increasing. Though this phenomenon goes beyond the scope of this paper, this presence has morally strengthened neoliberal ideas.  Numerous Protestant missionaries have come to El Salvador criticizing the Catholic Church’s hierarchy and preaching “individual salvation” an act that no priest, community or church hierarchy can achieve but only the individual person alone.  And this surrendering one’s life to God and a good stewardship of God’s creation brings freedom from sin.  Thus, the Protestant Church’s theological assumptions and foundations indirectly legitimize neoliberalism by subjectifying the individual within a certain “truth.”

John T. Sullivan wrote his work “The Pope, the President and the Prime Minister: Three that change the world” in reference to John Paul II, Ronald Reagan, and Margaret Thatcher.  This is a right statement for El Salvador.  Decades of societal violence have ended with a common ground shared by Catholic Social Teaching and Protestantism: freedom as “market freedom”, in contrast to the notion of freedom held by the newly-elected post-war, secular, left-wing political party which brought social justice back to the agenda. Given that notions of “freedom” equated to “truth” had been a historical cornerstone of ‘governmentality’ in El Salvador, a reduced meaning of ‘freedom’ to “market freedom” might (a) encounter tension with the notion held by the government in power, or (b) demise the Church’s influence in Salvadoran politics.  Protestantism’s rapid rise and “individualist freedom” preaching could make “the flock” understand the FMLN’s collectivist rationality as state oppression.  For example, the fastest growing Evangelical Church in El Salvador, “Brother Toby’s Church,” – heavily financed by the elites – is preaching to its followers, who mostly come from the poor sectors, that every evangelical is or should be right wing.
  CST’s lost of power and Protestantism’s non-existent hierarchy in terms of universality of teaching, further allow for these ideas to go unchecked.  In light of these emerging new political and religious actors in El Salvador, new questions regarding pastoral power arise, such as: What does the emergence of these new actors imply for El Salvador’s future pastoral power and governmentality? Is pastoral power simply shifting to the Protestant Church or is it becoming completely something else? 

Notes

1 Christian Base Communities, will be abbreviated as CEBs for their Spanish meaning, Comunidades Eclesiales de Base, and in order to stay consistent with academic literature on the topic. 

2 John Paul II was known as “God’s politician and [the] most politically influential Pope of modern times.” David Willey, God’s Politician: John Paul at the Vatican, (London, UK: Faber and Faber Limited, 1993), p. xii.

3 During this time, and as the land reform was being arranged, all political parties agreed that representatives of the Catholic Church should attend. 

4 Foucault argues that a politician is “not concerned with everything overall, as the shepherd is supposed to be concerned with the whole flock.” This differs from the Christian pastor in that the latter possesses three defining principles: 1) the principle of ‘analytical responsibility’ i.e., that the pastor must account for every sheep, “every act of each of his sheep, for everything that maybe have happened between them, and everything good and evil they may have done at any time; 2) The principle of “exhaustive and instantaneous transfer,” meaning that the pastor will have to account as his own not only what the sheep has done but also the merit or the fault of such acts.  In other words, the effect of the act of the sheep is transferred to the pastor; 3) the principle of ‘sacrificial reversal,’ in which that pastors must be prepared to sacrifice himself in order to save the sheep both temporally (physically) and spiritually (sacrifice his soul for others).

5 Giovanni Arrighi, “ Peripheralization of South Africa, 1: changes in production process,” Review 3, Fall 1979, pp. 162.

6 Liberation Theology, thus, was a means of “express[ion of] the aspiration of oppressed peoples and social classes, emphasizing the conflictual aspect of the economic, social, and political process which puts them at odds with wealthy nations and oppressive classes” (Dunn, 1986: 65). 

7 “The sociology of knowledge makes abundantly clear that we think always out of a definite context of relations and actions, out of a given praxis.” (Dunn, 1986: 65).

 8 “In Latin America not all members of the Church have converted to the poor.” (Montgomery 1982: 69).

9 The countries not visited were Cuba, Surinam, and French Guyana

10 Woodward, in “The Rise and Decline of Liberalism” gives a good account of how the elites in El Salvador developed since colonial times and how through the relations with the United States in bringing neoliberalist ideas that only benefits them into the country, they perpetuate the system of inequality and poverty.  
11 This information is taken from the “History of the FMLN” available on the party’s website at http://www.fmln.org.sv/historia.php

12 Jean Donovan, an American lay missionary and three American Nuns, Maura Clarke, Ita Ford, and Dorothy Kazel were killed in El Salvador in 1980 by the Salvadoran government due to their involvement with the poor and their advocacy. 

13 Translation from Spanish from Ramon Rosales, Son los evangelicos areneros? (Are evangelicals all members of the ARENA party?) taken from Diario Colatino http://www.diariocolatino.com/es/20080516/opiniones/55041/, accessed September 1, 2010.

References

Anonymous, “Caribbean Basin and Andean Trade Initiatives” (1992) Business America Vol. 113, No. 6.
Armstrong, Robert and Janet Shenk (1982) “El Salvador: The Face of Revolution” (Boston: South End Press).
Arrighi, Giovanni (1979) “Peripheralization of South Africa 1: changes in production process” Review 3, Fall 1979.
Burchell, Graham, C. Gordon, P. Miller: (eds.) (1991) “The Foucault effect: Studies in governmentality” (Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf).
Boff, Leonardo and Clodovis Boff (1989) “Introducing Liberation Theology” (Maryknoll, NY: Orvis Books, 1989).
Burtchaell, James Tunstead (1988) “How Authentically Christian is Liberation Theology?” A Review of Politics, Vol. 50, No. 2.
Cavanaugh, William T. (1994) “The Ecclesiology of Medellín and the Lesson of the Base Communities” Cross Currents Volume 44, No. 1. 

Crahan, Margaret E. (1991) “Church and State in Latin America: Assassinating Some Old and New Stereotypes” Daedalus, Vol. 120, No. 3.
Dodson, Michael (1980) “Prophetic Politics and Political Theory in Latin America” Polity, Vol. 12, No. 3.
Dodson, Michael (1979) "Liberation Theology and Christian Radicalism in Contemporary Latin America” Journal of Latin American Studies, Vol. 11, No. 1.
Dunn, Marvin (1986) “Liberation Theology and Class Analysis: A Reassessment of Religion and Class” Latin American Perspectives, Vol. 13, No. 3.
Fleet, Michael (1983) “The Church and the Revolutionary Struggle in Central America” Social Text, No. 7.
Foucault, Michel (1969) “Archaeology of Knowledge” (Routledge, UK: Tavistock Publications Limited).
Foucault, Michel (2007) Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at the Collège de France 1977-1978, (New York, NY, USA: Palgrave Millan)

Foroohar, Manzar (1986) “Liberation Theology: The Response of Latin American Catholic to Socioeconomic Problems” Latin American Perspectives, Issue 50, Vol. 13, No. 3.
Garcia, Celina (1983) “Latin American Traditions and Perspectives” International Review of Education, Vol. 29, No. 3, The Debate on Education for Peace.
Gaventa, John (2004) “Strengthening Participatory Approaches to Local Governance: Learning the Lessons from Abroad” National Civic Review, Vol. 93, No. 4.
Golder, Ben (2007) “Security, Territory, Population” Radical Philosophy Review, Vol. 10, No. 2. 

Gutierrez, Gustavo (1973) “A Theology of Liberation: History, Politics, and Salvation” (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books).
Griffin, Penny (2007) “Neoliberalism and the World Bank: economic discourse and the (re)production of Gendered identity(ies)”, Policy Futures in Education, Vol. 5, No. 2.
Harvey, David (2005) “A Brief History of Neoliberalism” (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Harvey, David (2007) “Neoliberalism as a Creative Destruction” Annals of the American Association of Political Science No. 610.
Hickey, Sam and Giles Mohan (2005) “Relocating Participation within a Radical Politics of Development” Development and Change, Vol. 36, No. 2.
Hoy, Terry (1986) “Gustavo Gutierrez: Latin American Liberation Theology" International Journal of Social Economics, Vol. 13 No. 9.

 Johnston, Hank and Jozef Figa (1998) “The Church and Political Opposition: Comparative Perspectives on Mobilization against authoritarian regimes”, Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, Vol. 27, No. 1. 
“Instruction On Certain Aspects of the Theology of Liberation”, (1984): Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_19840806_theology-liberation_en.html
“Instruction On Christian Freedom and Liberation” (1986) Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the Holy See, Vatican City, available from http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_19860322_freedom-liberation_en.html
Krishna, Anirudh (2003) “Partnerships between local governments and community-based organizations: exploring the scope for synergy” Public Administration and Development, Vol. 23. 

Chandra, Kavitha (2007) “Counting Heads: a Theory of Voter and Elite Behaviour in Patronage Democracies” in H. Kitschelt and S.I. Wilksonson (eds.) Patron, Client and Policies: Pattern of Democratic Accountability and Political Competition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press) 

Lafeber, Walter (1984) “The Reagan Administration and Revolutions in Central America” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 99, No. 1.
 “Latin America Episcopal Conference Medellin Documents” (2010) http://law.loyno.edu/~quigley/Class/classjusticepeace.pdf, accessed June 1, 2010.

Lernoux, Perry (1990) “The Latin American Church” Latin American Research Review, Vol. 15, No. 2.

Levine, Daniel (1972) “Religion and Politics, Politics and Religion: An introduction” Journal of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs Vol. 21, No. 1. 

Levine, Daniel H. (1988) “Assessing the Impacts of Liberation Theology” A Review of Politics, Vol. 50, No. 2. 

Martin, Edward (2003) “Liberation Theology, Sustainable Development, and Postmodern Public Administration” Latin American Perspectives Issue 131, Vol. 30, No. 4.
Moerman, Lee (2006) “People as Prophets: Liberation Theology as a Radical Perspective” Accounting, Accounting, Auditing, and Accountability Journal, Volume 19, No. 2.
Montgomery, Tommie Sue (1983) “Church in the Salvadoran Revolution” Latin American Perspectives Issue 36, Volume 10, No. 1.
O’ Sullivan, John (2006) “The Pope, the President and the Prime Minister: Three who changed the world” (Washington D.C.: Regnery Publishing)
Peterson, Anna L. and Brandt G. Peterson (2008) “Martyrdom, Sacrifice, and Political Memory in El Salvador” Social Research: An International Quarterly, Volume 75 No. 2.
Pope Paul VI (1965) “Declaration on religious freedom Dignitatis Humanae on the right of the person and of communities to social and civil freedom in matters religious” promulgated on December 7, available from http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_decl_19651207_dignitatis-humanae_en.html
Pope Paul VI (1965) “Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World” Gaudium et Spes December 7, available from http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_cons_19651207_gaudium-et-spes_en.html
Pope Paul VI (1967) “Encyclical Populorum Progressio” March 26, 1967, available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/paul_vi/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-vi_enc_26031967_populorum_en.html
Pope Benedict XVI, (2009) “Encyclical Caritas en Veritate,” available from

http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/benedict_xvi/encyclicals/documents/hf_ben-xvi_enc_20090629_caritas-in-veritate_en.html
Pope John XXIII (1961) “Encyclical Mater et Magistra” May 15, 1961, available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_xxiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_j-xxiii_enc_15051961_mater_en.html 

Pope John XXIII (1963) “Encyclical Pacem in Terris” April 11

http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_xxiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_j-xxiii_enc_11041963_pacem_en.html
Pope John Paul II, (1990) “Encyclical Redemptoris Missio” December 7, available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/encyclicals/documents/hf_jp-ii_enc_07121990_redemptoris-missio_en.html
Pope John Paul II (1981) “Encyclical Letter Laborem Exercens” September 14, 1981, available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/encyclicals/documents/hf_jp-ii_enc_14091981_laborem-exercens_en.html
Pope Leo XII (1981) “Rerum Novarum: Encyclical of the Pope on Capital and Labor” May 15, 1891, available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/leo_xiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_l-xiii_enc_15051891_rerum-novarum_en.html
Pope Paul VI (1967) “Encyclical Populorum Progressio” March 26, 1967 available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/paul_vi/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-vi_enc_26031967_populorum_en.html
Pope Pius XI (1931) “Quadragesimo Anno Encyclical on the Reconstruction of the Social Order” May 15, available from http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/pius_xi/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-xi_enc_19310515_quadragesimo-anno_en.html
Ruether R.R.  (1972) “Liberation Theology: Human Hope Confronts Christian History and American Power” (New York: Paulist Press).
Rostow,  Walt Withman (1960) “The five stages of growth – A Summary” The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Schubeck, Thomas L. S.J (1992) “The Reconstructing of Natural Law Reasoning: Liberation Theology as a Case Study” The Journal of Religious Ethics Vol. 20, No. 1. 

Schall, James V. (1982) “The Church, the State, and Society in the Thought of John Paul II” (Chicago, IL, USA: Franciscan Herald Press).
Sigmund, Paul E. (1990) “Liberation Theology at the Crossroads: Democracy or Revolution”, (New York: Oxford University Press).
Sigmund, Paul E. (1986) “Liberation Theology: An Historical Evaluation” Latin American Program Smithsonian Institution Working Papers No. 176.
Swanson, Tod (2001) “A Civil Art: The Persuasive Moral Voice of Oscar Romero” Journal of Religious Ethics, Inc., Vol. 29, No. 1.
Torres, Carlos Alberto (1992) “The Church, Society, and Hegemony: A Critical Sociology of Religion in Latin America” (Westport, CT, USA: Praeger Publishers).

Turner, J. David (1994) “An Introduction to Liberation Theology” (Lanham, Maryland, USA: University Press of America, Inc.)

Turner, Rachel (2008) “Neo-liberal Ideology: History, Concepts, and Policies” (Edinburgh, United Kingdom: Edinburgh University Press).

Wilde, Alexander (1979) “Ten Years in the Church: Puebla and the Future” Journal of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs Vol. 21, No. 3. 

Woodward, Ralph Lee (1984) “The Rise and Decline of Liberalism in Central America: Historical Perspectives on the Contemporary Crisis” Journal of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs Vol. 26, No. 3. 

Zepeda, Carlos (2006) “The Language of Hegemony, Discourse, Power, and Freedom in El Salvador’s neoliberal development agenda: The CAFTA Case” (M.A. Research Paper, Institute of Social Studies).
















The meanings of “freedom”: The Change from Liberation Theology to Market Liberalization in El Salvador


:


�MACROBUTTON DoFieldClick [Subtitle]�
































































































































































































































































































































PAGE  
41

