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- The intellectual pre-history of Liberalism: Sovereignty and Natural Law.

The values and practices associated with liberal ideas draw their roots from the Middle Ages, and more concretely from the political tensions that flanked the transition from feudal order to absolute monarchy. Europe was first witness to the emergence of a system of political relations based on the legal control of regal power and individual statutory rights. The principles of the rule of law are basically resumed in the spirit of the English Magna Carta: “No free man shall be seized or imprisoned, or stripped of his rights or possessions, or outlawed or exiled. Nor will we proceed with force against him, except by the lawful judgement of his equals or by the law of the land. To no one will we sell, to no one deny or delay right or justice”. The fabric of feudal society was made of an intricate web of transactional obligations in which the monarch, in relation to the aristocracy, was little more than first among peers. The European predisposition to constitutional rule at this period in history has been explained as the result of a contingent combination of elements, such as the balance of powers between the nobles and the crown, the decentralisation of military structures, the survival of Germanic customs and the resilience of the rights of peasants
. On these pillars a body of legal thought was constructed that tried to meddle in feudal disputes and to organise the different layers of political authority.
The normative core of liberalism stems from Christian culture no less than from medieval contractual traditions. For Christianity the salvation of the souls was an earthly affair, but the right to monitor this task had been entrusted to the Church. Political Agustinism summarised this idea in the theory of the two swords, the spiritual and the secular.
 Those who believed in Christ and obeyed the Church constituted a united social body and should be submitted to a common authority. However, according to the new theological interpretation of Roman law, the auctoritas of the Ecclesia -the reunion or congregation of the faithful- contained in itself the potestas of the Emperor. The antagonism between the earthly and the spiritual dimensions of political authority would be a steady source of conflict during the Middle Ages and reached its peak with the investiture controversy in the XII and XIII centuries. At the dawn of the Renaissance the historical trend had been reversed, and it was the authority of the Church which tended to lean under the control of the emerging absolute monarchies. From the moment the European sovereigns objected the jurisdictional unity of the Empire, the old dichotomy that opposed the Emperor to the Pontiff lost its meaning. The populus christianus, a theological transformation of the populus romanus, appeared as a range of separate communities aware of their respective particularities. The political form that adapted best to the new circumstances had little to do with imperial universalism or with the dwindling city-states of the Renaissance. The dynastic state that came to reign in Europe was a self-reliant structure which exercised its political authority over a specific human group, not over a spiritual community. The intellectual roots of liberalism are precisely to be found in the secularisation of some key concepts of medieval political theology as well as in the confrontation between the contractual customs of the feudal world and the modern practices of absolute government.

Aristotelian philosophy, as codified by Thomas Aquinas, offered a new ideological substratum for the order emerging from the fragmentation of medieval universalism. Natural law theories rested on the Aristotelian assumption that sociability is a natural human attribute, but sovereignty was imagined in an entirely different way: not as the apex of an existing hierarchy but as the supreme authority within a given territory. The challenge was to legitimise a political structure which could be able to countenance the centrifugal tendencies unleashed by the dissolution of the medieval bond. The natural law categories in which this programme was expressed were far from constituting a homogeneous body. The Protestant Reformation ant the Catholic Counter-Reformation defined the contract of sovereignty in recognisably different manners, but on the long term it was the local way in which the tension between absolutism and feudalism was resolved what gave each liberal tradition its own cultural theoretical brand.
English liberalism, the first to mark the way, emerged as a defence of the prerogatives of the gentry and their political allies against the power of the Crown. Texts like those written by Locke reflected in theoretical terms what the social and political practices had settled in England during the seventeenth century. Either in its political or in its economic version, Anglo-Saxon liberalism has traditionally identified the acquisition and preservation of property as a proof of civic autonomy and social competence.
 In France, on the contrary, even the popular origin of power is a notion that can be found in the writings of the Monarcomachs, the materialization of liberty as civil equality and national sovereignty was mainly the result of a cultural process, i.e. the rationalism of the Enlightenment. German liberalism, in its turn, was not only belated in comparison with its English and French counterparts. The Rechtsstaat theory offered a resolute legal approach to the problem of political legitimacy by emphasising the formal rationality of law as a safeguard against arbitrary rule. It also recognised an ethical role for the State as an agent of civil peace that contrasted with a similar task ascribed typically to the market by the commercial humanism of the Scottish Enlightenment.
 
The conditions that marked the evolution of liberal ideas in the Spanish world were altogether different. Unlike other European experiences, Spanish absolutism did not emerge from intestine wars, but from the territorial expansion boosted by the Reconquest, the newly discovered territories in America and dynastic marital strategies. Internal repression and the expulsion of ethno-religious minorities helped in this case to avoid some of the obstacles that other monarchies had to curb in order to assert their authority. The extemporaneous turn to Thomism that Spanish political theory experienced in the sixteenth century has been explained as a result of the peculiar situation of the country. Spain needed to reconcile the rationale of an absolutist state with an ecumenical order which could incorporate the heathen peoples of the New World into the Euro-Christian civilisation.
 Political Aristotelism seemed to offer an elective affinity with the structure and the functional needs of Spanish society. The original Aristotelian doctrine conceived society as a plurality of ends and goods organised in a natural hierarchy. Accordingly, Thomas Aquinas defied law as “nothing else than an ordinance of reason for the common good, made by him who has care of the community, and promulgated”.
 
Iberian Scholasticism codified Aristotelian intuitions into a system of natural law that was put to the service of Catholic dogma and the hierarchical organisation of society. As José Antonio Maravall has observed, from such a perspective political ranks and the judiciary do not derive their authority from arbitrary or sovereign rule, but from the position corresponding to them in the natural order of society: “The legal order is not the result of a decision or a rule […]. Rule and decision do not create order. It is within a given, pre-established order that their ruling function is ascribed to them […]. The social structure derives from natural law and without it the society cannot achieve its ends”.
 In this topological view, individual rights are not conceived as immanent to human beings; they are inscribed in a moral order that transcends them. The so called School of Salamanca –authors like Francisco Suárez, Francisco Vitoria, Domingo de Soto or Luis de Molina- rejected the Calvinist thesis that made political authority dependent from God’s grace. They did not imagine sovereignty as deriving from isolated individuals either. Even if the ultimate origin of power was to be found in God, sociability was a natural human gift, not a godly grace. It was society as a whole, and not the individuals, which generated the attributes for life in common. From a Thomistic perspective, power is born from its own inception as a means to an end: the common good, which amounts to civil quietness and the adjustment of beings to their natural order. According to Suárez, the most influential member of the School, political power originates from the potential that men naturally have to associate and make laws. This original power was transferred by the people to the ruler by means of a compact of a higher order (the pacto subjectionis), which bonded its exercise to certain conditions, including the right to retrieve it if the sovereign betrayed its original purpose. Against what might be imagined then, the thesis of the divine origin of power was used by the Catholic theorists of the Counterreformation as a lever to restrict sovereign authority and to submit it to a natural moral order that should preserve human dignity and the inherent aims of civil society. 
- The political culture of Ibero-American Liberalism.
It has been said that most of Latin-American and Iberian modern history can be understood as an attempt to apply liberal dogma.
 Liberal ideas legitimised indeed the demise of the Spanish Empire in America; they flanked the subsequent attempts at state- and nation-building, and made a stormy return at the end of the twentieth century in an economicist, Neoliberal mode. To a large extent, and with few exceptions, liberalism failed at delivering its promised goods. The consolidation of democratic systems in the Ibero-American world was delayed well into the twentieth century and, when this happened, the results were often weak and unstable regimes. This failure has been attributed to the absence of the social, economic and institutional prerequisites needed for the development of liberal systems, like large middle-classes, developed economies and capable sates. But the cultural argument was also used in this context. In the seventies and the eighties, the American sociology of development engendered a Neoweberian paradigm which identified such a poor performance with the social and cultural patterns of Catholicism. According to this, the combined heritage of the Counter-Reformation, despotic rule and colonial dependence crystallised since the sixteenth century in a monistic and patrimonial political culture that, to a certain extent, is still shared by the old Iberian metropolis and the new American nations.
 Monism and patrimonialism referred here to the centralist, corporative and tutelary features of Iberian tradition, and to the ethnic stratification of their actors, the insular character of class structure, and the hierarchical control of potentially conflicting interests. All these symptoms would have found their way in authoritarian political practices, the entrenchment of social privileges and bureaucratic paternalism. Within this structure power can be negotiated, but hardly administered under a formal and recurrent process of democratic competition. This is why political change and elite circulation has usually been associated in this environment with praetorian practices and charismatic leadership.
The creation of nominally liberal institutions in the absence of a liberal political culture is something that has traditionally puzzled the interpreters of the Ibero-American world. The consequence has often been a general disqualification of this political tradition as not being really liberal or as mere rhetoric disguising the naked contest for power and the defence of privilege. In my opinion, this does not help to understand the cultural rooting and the functional assimilation of secular political ideas by early Ibero-American governments. The conflicts stirred by the introduction of secular and centralised forms of government have been more or less common to all traditional societies submitted to the strains of modernisation. The transit from social structures organised upon hierarchy and privilege, transactional loyalties and local identifications to new patterns based on social mobility, secular self-government and cultural homogenisation was a historical transformation of unimaginable dimensions. In functional terms, liberalism can be understood as the collection of ideas and practices that helped legitimise such a change. In our case, the transitional complexity was increased by the ethnic diversity, the economic backwardness and the political dependence of the Ibero-American world. This is why we need to open the cannon of liberalism to include in it other political experiences and cultural references that in other latitudes helped to devise, with uneven fortune, what we commonly understand as modern politics. My intention thus is to try to connect this diagnosis with the theoretical features of Ibero-American liberalism. The idea is not to establish a cause-effect relationship between cultural tradition and political performance, which could easily lead to the accusation of cultural determinism or essentialism,
 but to explore the extent to which the political practices associated with this cultural pattern can still be linked to the normative core of liberalism. This, in its turn, can help us to reassess the historical meaning of liberalism in the periphery of its geographical matrix.
The idea of the common good has played a central role in the theory of political Catholicism. The intellectual affiliation of this social imaginary, to use Charles Taylor’s expression, can be traced back to the Aristotelian tradition, and it refers to something different, if not opposite, to the mere addition of individual interests. As Richard Morse observed in an influential work, the cultural specificity of this imaginary reflects on the contrasting political cultures of English and Spanish America. According to this, whereas the English settlers maintained from the beginning a pluralist, Lockean understanding of their social bonds, the Spanish colonists adhered to the Thomistic, Catholic background of their cultural legacy: 

“The ‘Latin-American spirit’ tends towards a comprehensive and unifying view [of society], whereas the Anglo-American is more empiricist. These features help to explain the importance granted to ‘natural law’ and to the ‘general will’ –in its pre-rousseaunian version- in Latin-American political culture, and the extraordinary significance that the Anglo-Americans attribute to universal suffrage. What is at stake is the organising principle of the body politic: a society based on contract in contrast to an organic society, a levelling or individualist principle in contrast to a hierarchical or architectonic one”.

However, the liberal and conservative epigraphs, such as they were applied in Latin America during the nineteenth century, do not coherently correspond to their original models. Such labels were coined in Europe and each contending group imported and used them at their own convenience. Latin American conservatism articulated itself around the tradition of landed property. Its central features entailed some reluctance to export-oriented monoculture, the paternalist organisation of labour in the rural state, an authoritarian and centralist conception of political life, the defence of cast-like privileges and social order against anarchy, and the support of the continuity and institutional autonomy of the Church.
 In cultural terms, the conservative attachment to the Spanish legacy contrasted with the Eurocentric -mainly Francophile- bias of the liberals and their legal voluntarism. The rejection of the colonial past and of everything Spanish erased in the conscience of the Latin-American liberal elites any trace of historical continuity, but it also marked their relation with their own autochthonous culture. Miguel Luis Amunátegui, for instance, when writing the prologue of his voluminous study of Chilean independence, admitted the odd feeling produced by a historical past that already seemed totally alien to him.

Such a perception, which was typical of the europeanised urban middle classes, was somehow deceptive. In fact, the social structure inherited from the colony would last much longer than the ideologies used to scorn it. During the nineteenth-century struggles between liberals and conservatives, the landed and the commercial interests, the city and the countryside, the coast and the inland, it became clear that the social order of the colony still held deep roots in important segments of the independent societies. In the deepness of the American continent, the vast natural extensions where peasants, ranchers and landowners dwelled, the old habits and the social structures of the colony remained unaltered for a long time. The strain of liberalism with the autochthonous way of life, often described as a conflict between civilisation and barbarism, became the obsession of the modernising elites. This cultural conflict not only represented a deep internal divide. It posed an extraordinary problem for the foundational myths of the new republics. The obstinate resistance of the newly emancipated citizens to behave in accordance with the civic patterns of Greco-Roman antiquity was a constant motive of frustration for modern republicans. Bolívar saw in it a lack of political character caused by three centuries of colonial despotism, and also a reason to institute dictatorship as a means of implementing the general will against the spirit of factionalism. A later liberalism, like that held by Juan Bautista Alberdi in Argentina, would resort to the language of commercial humanism to transform the art of government into demographic planning. Under the banner of gobernar es poblar (to govern is to populate), he sought to import political virtue through massive immigration and to introduce “civilized” forms of life in the scarcely inhabited, and therefore “barbarian,” pampas. Ultimately this would also be the argument used to legitimate the genocide of the Indian population during the Conquest of the Desert in Argentina’s southern territories.

The prevailing interpretation in nineteenth century Europe was that only those peoples that were able to establish their political constitution could achieve the state of civilisation and enjoy thus a historical, as opposed to a mere natural existence. Unlike the liberals from Cádiz with their invocation of the lost medieval fueros, or the English settlers from the thirteen colonies and their vindication of the old English liberties, in Spanish America constitutional historicism was not an option. Since the sixteenth century, Creole patriotism had symbolically celebrated the pre-Hispanic past as a means to claim the statute of realm for the overseas territories of the Spanish Monarchy. During the struggles for independence, however, Spanish-American liberals felt impeded to vindicate a liberty that was previous or subsequent to the Conquest. The idea of a lost indigenous liberty simply lacked perlocutionary force. In his Jamaica Letter Bolívar recognised the Creole predicament, since they were “neither Indians nor Europeans, but an intermediate species between the legitimate owners of the country and the Spanish usurpers”. His idea of liberty, shaded with the colours of Greco-Roman classicism, was that of the ancient republics. For him, in order to fulfil their emancipating task, the new American patrias should be created ex nihilo, leaning exclusively on the civic virtue of their citizens. Accordingly, Creole liberals clung to Bolivar’s notion that Spanish America had never been free and to alleged corruptive effect that three centuries of despotism had upon their civic virtue.
This early liberalism had to reconcile the natural law theory inherited for the Iberian tradition with the new demands for political equality, economic freedom, territorial self-government and, very soon as well, for social equalisation. The theoretical strains deriving from such combination, and not only the economic and institutional shortages, must be taken into account to gain a complete view of the historical challenge they were facing. As is known, the legal and political instruments with which the first constitutional governments were created in Spanish America were improvised during the dynastic crisis that the Napoleonic invasion of the peninsula has stirred. The ideological references of the Creole patriots actually covered a wide range. Miguel Hidalgo, who mobilized the Indian masses of Mexico behind the image of the Virgin of Guadalupe, was a parish priest in whom scholastic and Enlightenment influences combined, whereas José San Martín was a military Creole with monarchical inclinations who developed his early career in the peninsular Royal Army before returning to his native Argentina. The ideology expressed in the colonial institutions evolved with time as well. Given the absence of the king, the audiencias and cabildos generally resorted to the traditional categories of Catholic natural law to claim the reversion of sovereignty. According to Francisco Suárez, the influential sixteenth-century Spanish scholastic philosopher, the attributes of social life do not originate in single individuals, but in the political community as a whole. The civil power of the monarch was thus vested in him through a pactum subjectionis, a conditional alienation of sovereignty by the people. It was precisely the royal abdication therefore that allowed the American juntas to invoke a state of “natural necessity” to legitimately reassume sovereignty. This was purportedly done to preserve the rights of the legitimate king while he was in captivity; but after the restoration of absolutism in 1814 the ideological arguments of Creole patriots turned to open rebellion.

Even if the peninsula and America offered different starting points for the making of sate and nation, in its formal dimension the emancipating mission of liberalism in both continents was similar by force. In Spain the proclamation of national sovereignty could simply proceed by submitting the royal will to the rule of law, but state structure had to be created in the Americas from below, asserting a central authority over a series of competing elites and regional powers. Between 1810 and 1850 more than sixty constitutions were proclaimed in the new republics. Such proliferation reflected the failure to recreate political order after the demise of the ancien régime. Political instability was mainly induced by internal rivalries among the new elites and power games between the officers of the victorious armies, but there was a territorial component as well, as was witnessed in the struggle between federalist and centralist projects of nation attested to for more than half a century.

Insurgent political projects very often expressed an oligarchic spirit. In his speech in Angostura in 1819, Bolívar publicized his plans for an independent republic of Venezuela, which included a life-term presidency, an indirect representative system, and a hereditary senate. This was, however, a more participative model than the one the coastal planters who first seized power in Caracas had attempted to develop in 1811. The first Venezuelan constitution, while admitting the indigenous and the pardos into citizenship, at the same time biased the possibilities of political influence in favour of the landed proprietors by restricting voting rights to property owners. This system of censitary suffrage marked a sharp contrast to the Mexican constitution of Apatzingán (1814), which removed caste distinctions and envisaged the unencumbered incorporation of all adult males in the body politic. In fact, one of the consequences of popular recruitment for the separatist cause during the war was the inclusion of non-white racial groups into the political process. 

In Spain, where the political functions of the Crown made a substantial difference with the Latin American republics, the problem of order derived form the systematic and fraudulent fabrication of parliamentary majorities in favour of the executive branch, whose head was appointed by the monarch. The regency installed after the death of Ferdinand VII established an alliance with the moderate liberal party in order to defend the dynastic rights of Ferdinand’s daughter, Isabel, against the legitimist Carlists, excluding the exalted or progressive liberals from the political circuit. This blockade only left the latter the recourse to military rebellion to press for the support of the Crown to their faction, and creating thus the possibility of, once in power, legitimising a de facto situation. This scheme, which repeated itself with little variation from 1834 until the Bourbon Restoration of 1874 -when it was substituted with the rotative system of governmental turns between liberals and conservatives- counted on the preventive reaction of the Crown, which anticipated the insurrectional assault on power by bestowing its confidence on the successfully rebellious faction. With the call of elections and the making up of a new parliamentary majority, the constitutional system was reinstaurated, starting a new political cycle that, on the long term, tended to reinstall the hegemony of moderate liberal governments.

The image left by these early constitutional experiences is one of endemic instability. Some historians have pointed out the internal contradiction that burdened the Ibero-American constitutionalists, who were attempting to create and to curb political power at the same time.
 Other authors have emphasised the proliferation of political actors that took place with the transition from the institutional diversity of the ancien regime to modern constitutionalism.
. Last, but nor least, there are interpretations that have remarked the importance of other material factors, like the inexistence of national markets and the economic decline after independence, which would have exacerbated the old colonial syndrome of the empleomanía among the local elites. Only the consolidation of large scale export economies at the end of the nineteenth century and the arrival of foreign capital allowed the Latin American governments to augment their fiscal and military resources, and therefore their sustainability, reducing the drag of ideology and making possible the substitution of political ambition by economic success.

The conclusion we can draw from this general panorama of the early liberal systems is the existence of a systematic blockade of the formal mechanisms of political renewal, which were substitued by extra-institutional ways of pressure and informal agreements between the power groups. But behind the frantic dynamics of uprisings and putsches that marked the inmediate period after the independence we can recognise somthing else than a short cut  for the oligarquic interests that obturated the early liberal systems. We can vislumbrate the intuition that helped to get rid of the Spanish monarchy in America: that the nation is a natural body that preexists the state, constitutes itself as an act of will by legitimised actors and regains its sovereignty when the conditions of the original contract fail. This is the normative logic working behind the political dynamics of the recurrent pronunciamientos, planes and levantamientos.
In Spanish America, the levantamientos reflected the contractual foundation upon which the liberal regime had been erected. Antonio Annino has reminded us, for instance, that the Mexican state did not inherit its sovereignty straight from the Spanish Crown, but from a range of territorial bodies –the constitutional municipalities from Cádiz and the liberal period- that found themselves free to break up the contract of subordination that bound then to the national governments. This view was coherent with the intellectual tradition of Catholic natural law, which in the ancien regime perceived the pueblos as moral persons or perfect societies. This is why in republican Mexico, 
“the act of constituting the nation is not the sovereign act of a constituent assembly, because the nation already exists in its natural state and expresses itself through other representative bodies whose reciprocal contract pre-exists the constitutional norm and imposes upon the constituents an imperative mandate by means of the ‘plan’”.
 
This may help to explain the legitimacy and ritualization that political uprisings enjoyed in the Mexican political imagination, to the extent that Annino has recognised in them a legal source, but it was a law that was anchored in the corporative and iusnaturalistic mentality of the ancien regime. The levantamientos or planes typically denounced the current estate of affairs, declared in the public sphere their commitment with a series of political principles and invited the citizenry to join to the initiative, which generally consisted in a political change to reconstitute the nation.

Between 1815 and 1850 more than seventy constitutions were promulgated in Latin America. This fact not only reveals the abysmal distance between legal principles and political practices, but the inexistence of the yankee faith in the system of checks and balances to contain the abuse of power.
 The permanent change of constitutions somehow reflected the intuition that good laws make good institutions and these, in turn, raise the moral quality of society. This notion was not too far from the traditional worldview that conceived the political order in terms of external norms, not of the internal, constitutive conditions of society. This view was thus ignoring an alternative possibility: that there is no guarantee for political pluralism if it does not rest upon the material structure of society, by vertebrating the multiple and contingent interests that make it out.
Conclusions

Beyond the economic realm, liberalism in the Ibero-American world was never able to universalize the cultural message of individualism. Under its influence several forms of constitutional government were erected, a variable range of civil and political rights recognised and different representative procedures tried, but at a deeper level the Ibero-American political culture preserved its strong link with an organic and hierarchical conception of society. It is not necessary to scratch very deep to find under it the substratum of the traditional Catholic culture that for centuries has modelled Ibero-American social imaginaries. This substratum need not be understood as en explicitly religious sociability, but rather as a worldview or a constellation of social habits and attitudes that has predominantly shaped the forms of the Spanish way of life. 
On the other hand, the route followed by liberal ideology in each side of the Atlantic helped to increase the cultural distance between the metropolis and the former colonies. In the view of their new elites, the old natural law philosophy was a cultural burden that needed to be substituted as the guiding and educational reference of a modern nation. The trip of Julián Sanz del Río to Germany in 1843 tried to fulfil this mission in Spain. The result was the importation of a philosophical system, Krausism, which was allegedly better suited to the conditions of local liberalism. On the contrary, in Latin America the desire to break with the cultural remains of the colonial past moved its elites to adopt first Betham`s utilitarianism and later positivism as an official philosophy. 
To summarize, we can conclude that vernacular traditions helped to shape the reception of the liberal ideas and institutions in the Spanish World. Such a process consisted in the development of some of the branches that the common trunk of natural law permitted as a way out of the ancient regime, and not in the estrangement from hypothetical liberal cannon. During the nineteenth century we can also perceive the effort among the political elites to build the structures of a modern state and their attempt to restore the order lost with the colonial world, while trying to secure at the same time a privileged position for them in this new order. This was a strategy that not always and necessarily precluded the consolidation of some devices that allowed for a limited political inclusion. 
� Brian M. Downing: “Medieval Origins of Constitutional Government in the West”, Theory and Society, Vol.18, No.2 (March 1989), pp. 213-247


� � HYPERLINK "http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Augustinisme_politique" \l "cite_ref-1" ��Henri-Xavier Arquillière, L'augustinisme politique: essai sur la formation des théories politiques du Moyen-Âge, Paris, Vrin, 1934; William D. McCready, “Papal Plenitudo Potestatis and the Source of Temporal Authority in Late Medieval Papal Hierocratic Theory”, Speculum, Vol.48, No.4. (Oct., 1973) pp. 654-674.


� This is the version, by the way, which has traditionally been the target of Marxist inspired critique. See C.B. Macpherson: � INCLUDEPICTURE "http://aleph.csic.es:80/exlibris/aleph/u18_2/alephe/www_f_spa/icon/dummy.gif" \* MERGEFORMATINET ���The political theory of possessive individualism: Hobbes to Locke. Oxford-New York, Oxford University Press, 1988.


� See � INCLUDEPICTURE "http://aleph.csic.es:80/exlibris/aleph/u18_2/alephe/www_f_spa/icon/dummy.gif" \* MERGEFORMATINET ���J.G.A. Pocock: Virtue, commerce and history : essays on political thought and history, chiefly in the eighteenth century. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988.


� Richard M. Morse, El espejo de próspero, México, Siglo XXI, 1982.


� Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-IIae, Question 90, Article 4


� José Antonio Maravall, Teoría del Estado en España en el siglo XVII, Madrid, Centro de Estudios Constitucionales, 1997, pp. 124-125.


� Miguel Ángel Centeno: “Liberalism without State or Nation”, Draft paper, 2008 <http://www.princeton.edu/~cenmiga/works/without%20state%20or%20nation%2012-10-2008.pdf> 


� Cfr. Richard M. Morse, New World Soundings: Culture and Ideology in the Americas, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989 and El espejo de Próspero, México, Siglo XXI, 1982; Claudio Véliz, The Centralist Tradition in Latin America, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1980; Glen C. Dealy, The Public Man: an Interpretation of Latin American and other Catholic Countries, Amherst, University of Massachusetts Press, 1977; Howard J. Wiarda, Politics and Social Change in Latin America: the Distinct Tradition, Amherst, University of Massachusetts Press, 1974 and Howard J. Wiarda - Margaret MacLeish Mott, Catholic Roots and Democratic Flowers: Political Systems in Spain and Portugal, Westport, Praeger, 2001.


� See, for instance, Charles Hale: “The reconstruction of nineteenth-century politics in Spanish America: a case for the history of ideas”, en Latin American Research Review Vol. 8, Nr. 2 (Summer 1973), pp. 53-73. 


� El espejo de Próspero, Op. cit., p. 56.


� Citado por José Luis Romero, El pensamiento político latinoamericano, Buenos Aires, A-Z Editores, 1998, p. 201.


� Miguel Luis Amunátegui, Los precursores de la independencia de Chile, Santiago, Imprenta Barcelona, 1909 (3. vols), p. 6


� Miguel Artola, Historia de España: la burguesía revolucionaria (1808-1869), Madrid, Alfaguara, 1973.


� José Antonio Aguilar Rivera: En pos de la quimera. Reflexiones sobre el experimento constitucional atlántico, México, Fondo de Cultura Económica, 2000.


� See Antonio Annino: “Ciudadanía versus gobernabilidad republicana en México” and José carlos Chiaramonte: “Ciudadanía, soberanía y representación en la génesis del Estado argentino”, in Hilda Sabato: Ciudadanía política y formación de las naciones.  México : El Colegio de México, 1999.


� Frank Safford: “The problem of political order in early republican Spanish America”, Journal of Latin American Studies, Vol.24 (Quincentenary Supplement 1992), pp. 83-97.


� “Ciudadanía versus gobernabilidad republicana en México”, op. cit., p. 80. On the role of the municipalities in the formation of the state in Mexico, Mauricio Merino: Gobierno local, poder nacional, México, El Colegio de México, 1998.
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