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Rocafuere's main source in the Canas was the Federalist Papers, pans of which he
paraphrased (at least with proper attribution) and from which he extracted multipie historical
examples. Itis not his originality. therefore, that really matters but rather the underlying message
of hig rendition and the intended audience. Federalism was preferable, indeed simply better,
than centralized republicanism, because it encouraged local autcnomy, responsibility, and hence
lberty. But most importantly, it limited the chances for the emergence of despotic governments
or leaders.

Rocafuerte tried to convince Bolivar that centralism must be abandoned. In a letter dated
27 September 1826 Rocafuerte articulated with singutar clarity his view of a federal alternative for

Gran Coiombia:

| have heard that in Colombia there is support for the creation of a tederation
composed of.. Venezuela, Cundinamarca. and Quitc. This division would be
fatal, because each section is big enough to weaken the [central] government,
and even aspire to absolute independence... It would be much better to divide
the Republic in twelve or more states according to the geography and local
conditions of the country...[we must] improve [political] institutions and make the
transition from centralism to federalism..let us move to the vanguard of
civilization. As the chosen son of liberty, it is your responsibility to establish
[freedom] in the manner that is most appropriate to the enlightenment of our
century.”

Bolivar's lack of a direct response. in addition to his strenuous efforts to keep at least a part of
South America united and n crder, even if dictatonial means were required, pushed Rocafuerte
into a stance of open hostility. On the eve of the Panama Congress in 1826, convened by Bolivar
to establish an inter-Amarican alliance and security system, Rocafuerte criticized Bolivar's
nandling of Peruvian affairs: "his conduct is alarming to the liperty and well-being of the other
republics of Spanish Amernca.”™ By 1828 Rocafuerte became even more accusatory: "Bolivar
nas taken off his disguise of a patriot and is now capable of anything. In his delircus ambition he
might well offer Spain the heig of Colombia in this Machiavellic transaction [Spain's demination of
Mexico], for as long as he is recognized king or lfe-ime absolute chief of Colompia."™”
Beleaguered though he was by myriad political problems and his own declining health, Bolivar cid
nct fail to detect the hostility of his former friend. Barely a month before his death, Bolivar warned

General Juan José Flores of Vicente Rocafuerte’s imminent arnval in Ecuador; “he is the world's

7 Rocafuerte to Belivar, in Daniel O'Leary, Memorias del General O'Leary, 32 vols. (Caracas:
Imprenta de la Gazeta Gficial. 1880), 1V, 398-401.

7 Rocafuerte, “Reflexiones sobre el estado actual politico de Hispano-América” in Zufiga,
Rocafuerte, op. cit. n. 63, Il 435, The Congress met in Panama in June—July 1826. Bolivar's
national and hemispheric views are examined by Simon Coflier in “Nationality, Nationalism, and
Supranationalism in the Writings of Simén Bolivar,” Hispanic American Historical Review 63, no. 1
{February 1983). 37-64.

Rocafuerte to Secretary of State [Juan de Dios Canedo], Republic of Mexico, 18 September
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most rabid federalist and antimiiitarist...he is capable of anything and has the means to accomplish
it..he has become my relentless enemy...™

However intense, the personal corflict between Bolivar and Rocafuerte {and the iatter
was neither the only nor the most important of Bolivars enemies) was only a facet of a larger
conflict involving the nature of republics, be they centralist or federalist. in the end, just as Bolivar
himselt nad predicted, both systems alternated for domiration. even in his own Colombia, which
acquired an extreme version of federalism in the Constitution of 1863.%' As Table 1 shows, by the
time of Bolivar's death in 1830 Spanish America was roughly equally divided between centralist
and federalist republics, although the labels allowed for enormous differences from country to
country.  What was firm and evident. hcwever, was that all of Spamish America had become

republican territory.

Table 1

Spanish American Constitutions by 1830”

Country Type

Argentina Federalist Pact
Bolivia Centralist

Chile Federalist Elements
Colombia Centralist

Ecuacdor Federalist

Mexico Federalist

Paraguay Personal Dictatorship
Peru Centralist

United Provinces of Central America Federalist

Uruguay Centralist
Venezuela Centraiist

* Argentina adopted a proto-constitutional federalist pact in 1831, a federal constitution was
adopted in 1853, Bolivia had the 1826 centralist constitution overturned in 1823, but the 1831
constituticn was also centralist. Chile adcpted some federalist principles in 1826-7 and in the
constitution of 1828, but the latter was replaced by a centralist gocument in 1833, The 1821
centralist constitution of Gran Colombia was replaced in 1830 in Venezuela by a basically
centralist constitution which nevertheless allowed for indirect election of local authority and some
autonomy, seldom respected; in Colombia. by a compromise between centralism and federalism
in 1832; in Ecuader, by a nominally federative arrangement *hat provided for strong executive
powers. In Mexico the federalist 1824 constitution lasted until 1836. Peru adopted a centralist
constitution In 1828, replaced in 1839  Paraguay was the home of Francia's perpetual
dictatorship. The United Provinces of Central America (Guatemala, Honduras, EI Salvador,
Nicaragua, and Costa Rica) adopted a federalist constitution in 1824. It was replaced in 1835 by
another federalist constitution.

Source: Loveman, The Constitution of Tyranny, op. ¢it. n. 81.

8 Balivarto J.J. Fiores, 9 November 1830, in Cartas del Libertador, op. cit. . 35, VI, 586.

¥ For a description of this constitution, see Bushnell and Macauley, The Emergence of Latin
America, op. cit. n. 27, 217-8, For a discussion of this and all other constitutions in the region,
see Brian Loveman, The Constitution of Tyranny: Regimes of Exception in Spanish America
(Pittsburgh and London: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1393},
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Conclusion

Republicanism, by the mid-1820s, had prevailed over monarchy. This did not necessarily
mean that the political virtues that Bolivar envisioned as the fundamental basis of the republic had
finally established roots. Botivar himself was skeptical about republicanism and admitted that it
was mainly a needed weapon in the fight for independence. it was clear, however, that the
fundamental discussion had shifted from the republic-monarchy opposition to centralist republics
versus federalist reputlics. The heroic phase of struggle against an evil monarchy had run its
course. and the main question became the extent t¢ which either of those models could secure
the order and stability that was essential for the consolidation of nationhood.

A corollary of this sn.ft was that political virtues recewved less attention than institutional
forms of government. Bolivar was convinced that his Bolivian Constitution was the best. with its
ife-time presidency and its anstocratic legislature: “it brings together,” he stated in August 1828,
“all the benefits of federalism. the solidity of centralized government, and the stability of
monarchies.® Not ali agreed. and by 1830 the region was in utter chaos: countries were fighting
over the centralized versus federalist institutional shape of their republics, and Bolivars own
treasured creation, Gran Celombia, disintegrated. A demoralized Bolivar was 10 exclaim by the
end of his days "America is ungovernable...ne wno fights a revolution ploughs the sca."®

Despite Bolivar's anguished conclusion. the new republics could now begin to define
more precisely the nature of political life without a hereditary king. This involved a heavier
emphasis on the constitutional arrangements that defined the attributes of the various branches
of government and the participation of the citizenry through elections.  The republics that
emerged were ramarkably less egalitarian than many. inclucing Bolivar, had feared. Differences
and exceptions notwithstanding. cwil codes ensuring propery rights and constitutional
arrangements allowing governments to quickly respond to challenges via regimes of exception
made certain that the postindependence order would be less than revelutionary. in the apt words
of Tulio Halperin Donghi, "conservatism was the sclution for a very specific Spanish America
which had won its independence only to discover that the order which this process had mace
possible was unexpectedly static."® Whether countries calied themselves federzalist or centraiist,

the emphasis was on order, stability, and international recognition. Much remained to be done in

2 Bolivar repeated the same formula in several letters: to Diego Ibarra, Tomas Cipriano de
Mosquera, Juan Paz del Castillo, and Francisco de Paula Santander, all dated 6 t0 8 August 1826,
An interesting variation is that Bolivar did not mention the word 'monarquia’ in the letters to Castillo
and Santander. These ietters are in vol. V of Cartas def Libertador, op. cit. n. 35, 224-34.

€ Bglivar to Juan José Flores, 9 November 1830, in Cartas def Libertador, op. cit. n. 35, VII,
587.

8 The Aftermath of Revolution, op. cit. n, 37, 140.
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terms of building durable institutions, out this could at least begin on the certain basis of republics.
The intensity of the struggle over forms of government. however. postponed other important
aspects of republicanism, such as tne pratection of individual rights and the role of the Catholic
Church in the new order. When Bolivar addressed the legislators at Angostura in 1819,
“Gentlemen: You may begin your labors, 1 have finished ming,” he articulated an important truth,

except that it was eleven years too soon and his labors were stil unfinished when he died.



