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The purpose of this research is to identify the importance of Nicaraguan political contests
in the global twentieth century. The goal is to demonstrate that, despite its relatively small size,
Nicaragua significantly influenced the course of modern history. This has been done by
examining the international contestations between Nicaragua’s revolutionary and
counterrevolutionary currents from Augusto Sandino’s resistance to U.S. imperialism, to the
machinations of the Somoza family, and the Contra War of the 1980s. Upon examination of
these events, it becomes clear that Nicaraguans on both sides of the conflict proved adept at
cultivating and utilizing transnational networks of material and moral support. By analyzing

these events through a transnational lens, this research demonstrates the ability of local peoples

to impact global politics.
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INTRODUCTION

At 10:05 AM on September 17, 1980, a rusty Chevrolet pickup appeared stalled in the
middle of a street in Asuncion, Paraguay, blocking the path of a Mercedes-Benz sedan. The
stalled pickup belonged to a band of Argentinian revolutionaries bent on killing the passenger of
the Mercedes-Benz, former Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somoza Debayle. As Somoza
Debayle’s car stopped, an Argentinian commando, Enrique Gorriaran Merlo, stepped out from
behind a nearby bush and fired his M-16 into the Mercedes-Benz, killing the dictator, his
chauffeur, and another passenger. To ensure the demise of the Nicaragua strongman, another
member of the commando squad then launched a shoulder fired RPG at Somoza Debayle’s car,
completely destroying it and incinerating its occupants.* One week later, the remains of the
exiled Nicaraguan dictator were flown to Miami, where they were buried before 1,500 mourners,
including many Nicaraguan exiles and Cuban-Americans, who chanted “Viva Somoza” and sang

the Nicaraguan and Cuban national anthems.?

The assassination of Somoza Debayle, the last reigning member of the Somoza dynasty
that ruled Nicaragua from 1936 to 1979, epitomized the internationalization of Nicaraguan
politics in the twentieth century. Between 1909 and 1990, Nicaraguan revolutionaries and

counterrevolutionaries competed for political control of their home country. From its inception,

! Claribel Alegria and Darwin Flakoll, Death of Somoza: The First Person Story of the Guerrillas who Assassinated
the Nicaraguan Dictator (Willimantic: Curbstone Press, 1996), 124-127; Guy Gugliotta, “Assassinating A Tyrant:

How Somoza Died,” Chicago Tribune, July 19, 1989, http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1989-07-

19/news/8902180576_1_argentine-army-sandinista-interior-ministry-enrique-gorriaran-merlo, (Accessed January

25, 2016).

2 “Somoza Buried in Cuban Quarter of Miami,” The Guardian, September 22, 1980, 7.


http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1989-07-19/news/8902180576_1_argentine-army-sandinista-interior-ministry-enrique-gorriaran-merlo
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1989-07-19/news/8902180576_1_argentine-army-sandinista-interior-ministry-enrique-gorriaran-merlo

this conflict was transnational in its scope, with both factions engaging each other in
international spaces. Both sides also relied on transnational networks of aid and support, turning
to allies and patrons elsewhere. Somoza Debayle’s presence in Asuncion, at the invitation of
Paraguayan dictator Alfredo Stroessner, and the persence of Cuban-Americans at his funeral
highlight the strength of the dictator’s transnational counterrevolutionary linkages and their
reliance on kinship networks. At the same time, his assassination at the hands of Argentinian
revolutionaries demonstrates the international complexion of the opposition and the importance
of non-Nicaraguans to the revolutionary struggle. News of Somoza Debayle’s death quickly
spread around the globe, drawing international attention to the unstable political situation in
Latin America. However, it was not the first time, nor would it be the last time, that events
related to the tiny Central American state of Nicaragua captured global awareness. In fact, the
twentieth-century history of Nicaragua repeatedly demonstrates the ability of local peoples to

deeply impact the course of international politics.

In order to begin understanding Nicaragua’s role in the global twentieth century, it is first
necessary to address its unique geography and demographics. Modern Nicaragua is a relatively
small state, roughly the same size as the U.S. state of Alabama with a population equivalent to
that of Missouri.® Although the largest Central American state in terms of square miles, it is

among the least populated and has the region’s lowest population density, with 50 people per

® Central Intelligence Agency, “The World Fact Book: Nicaragua,” https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-

world-factbook/geos/nu.html, (Accessed January 20, 2016); United States Census Bureau (USCB), “Missouri Quick

Facts,” http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/29000.html, (Accessed January 20, 2016); Ibid., “Alabama Quick

Facts,” http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/01000.html, (Accessed January 20, 2016).



https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/nu.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/nu.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/29000.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/01000.html

square mile, or slightly less densely populated than the U.S. state of Colorado.* At the beginning
of the twentieth century, roughly 500,000 people called Nicaragua home. That number grew
dramatically over the course of the century and, by the 1970s, the population of Nicaragua

reached 3 million and add another million during the 1980s.°

Based on its relative size and small population, it would be easy to assume that Nicaragua
would avoid the violence often associated with more densely populated states. However, the
history of modern Nicaragua is one of almost continuous turmoil, which can, in part, be
explained by U.S. intervention. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, the United
States become increasingly interested in Nicaragua due to the prospect of building a
transisthmian canal.® Although this plan was never realized, the construction of the nearby
Panama Canal ensured that the United States would be concerned with Nicaragua in order to
protect its strategic interests. Because of this the United States occupied Nicaragua between 1912
and 1933, in the process spurring a guerrilla war against the imperial presence of U.S. forces.

Years later, the Sandinista National Liberation Front (FLSN, or Sandinistas) sought to overthrow

* The World Bank, “Population Density,”

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.POP.DNST/countries?display=default, (Accessed January 20, 2016); USCB,

“Colorado: 2010,” http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/cph-2-7.pdf, (Accessed January 20, 2016).

® The World Bank, “Population, Total,”

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL /countries/NI?page=5&display=default, (Accessed January 25,

2016).

® William M. LeoGrande, Our Own Backyard: The United States in Central America, 1977-1992 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1998), p. 11-12; Theodore Roosevelt's Annual Message to Congress for 1904,
House Records HR 58A-K2, Records of the U.S. House of Representatives, Record Group 233, Center for

Legislative Archives, National Archives, http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=true&doc=56, (Accessed

January 25, 2016).


http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.POP.DNST/countries?display=default
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/cph-2-7.pdf
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL/countries/NI?page=5&display=default
http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=true&doc=56

the authoritarian, and U.S.-supported, regime of Anastasio Somoza Debayle, while the U.S.-
funded Contras sought the overthrow of the Sandinista government after the successful ouster of

Somoza.

U.S. intervention, however, only partially explains Nicaragua’s modern history. The
actions of the Nicaraguan people, both revolutionaries and counterrevolutionaries, shaped and
developed their own story. This dissertation joins a growing body of literature that reveals local
peoples exercising considerable agency, forming their own foreign policies and impacting global
politics. In the process it challenges the traditional great power interpretation of global history, in
which primarily European and North American empires dominated the global stage. In this
traditional narrative, the story of the twentieth century is generally depicted as one dominated by
the struggles of the great powers (Great Britain, France, the United States, Russia, Germany,
Japan, and China) who vied with each other for global dominance.” Those not considered in the
category of great power, smaller or less powerful states, colonial possessions, and non-state
actors, tended to be excluded from these histories or, if included, depicted as pawns in the
machinations of the empires. In this history, European and North American elites tended to be
the primary architects of global politics and the main drivers of world history. Unfortunately, this
story of modern empires obscures the fact that the histories of other states and actors were also
global. In fact, one could argue that most history is inherently global, with both state and non-
state actors pursuing agendas across the borders of multiple nations.

In recent years, historians of foreign relations have moved beyond this history of empires,

towards a more inclusive vision of world politics that recognizes the importance of indigenous

" Robert Pastor ed., A Century’s Journey: How the Great Powers Shaped the World (New York: Basic Books,

1999).



non-Western peoples. This new scholarship strives to locate the “globality” of the modern world
through an understanding of “positionality,” or the idea that international history can best be
understood from various vantage points.® Among those many viewpoints are those of local
peoples, who, rather than simply being the subtext for the activities of officials and politicians,
were, instead, the creators and promoters of distinct foreign policies that played a pivotal role in
creating the modern world. The resulting research has demonstrated the ways in which primarily
“Third World” and non-state actors shaped the course of twentieth century history.®

Out of this body of scholarship, Paul Chamberlin’s The Global Offensive: The
Palestinian Liberation Organization, the United States, and the Making of the Post-Cold War
Order most deeply influenced this dissertation. In his work, Chamberlin examines the
international dimensions of the Palestinian Liberation Organization, arguing that the PLO

foreshadowed the trajectories of national liberation movements in the latter half of the twentieth

& Michael Geyer and Charles Bright, “World History in a Global Age,” The American Historical Review, Vol. 100,
No. 4 (Oct. 1995): 1034-1060.

® Examples of this scholarship include Paul Thomas Chamberlin, The Global Offensive: The United States, the
Palestine Liberation Organization, and the Making of the Post-Cold War Order (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2012); Matthew Connelly, A Diplomatic Revolution: Algeria’s Fight for Independence and the Origins of the Post-
Cold War Era (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002); Piero Gleijeses, Conflicting Missions: Havana,
Washington, and Africa, 1959-1976 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002); Pekka Hamalainen,
The Comanche Empire (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008); Erez Manela, The Wilsonian Moment: Self-
Determination and the International Origins of Anticolonial Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007);
Lien-Hang T. Nguyen, Hanoi’s War: An International History of the War for Peace in Vietham (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2012); Jeremi Suri, Power and Protest: Global Revolution and the Rise of
Détente (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003); Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War: Third World

Interventions and the Making of Our Times (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).



century. The strategies of the PLO heralded the beginning of an era in which the power of non-
state actors grew, international terrorism emerged, and the United States advocated
multilateralism. In doing so Chamberlin moves beyond “great power” history to demonstrate the
power of non-state and non-European actors. In challenging the narrative of U.S. primacy, he
recognizes the phenomenon of “de-mapping” in which post-colonial actors created their own
geographies. Organizations such as the PLO broke down western-constructed boundaries
through the transnational sharing of ideas and strategies between national liberation movements.
National liberation movements from around the globe came together to destroy the boundaries of
colonialism, and in doing so created and sustained a transnational political consciousness. In the
process, these organizations challenged U.S. global hegemony in transnational spaces, whether
physical spaces, such as international flights, or in the realm of ideas, such as human rights.
Ultimately Chamberlin argues that globalization should not be taught as a story of top-down
western imposition, but as a bottom-up story of Third World emergence.°

Although inspired by Chamberlin’s work, this analysis differs in a number of ways. First,
it includes local counterrevolutionaries in the narrative, detailing the actions of those who sided
with the United States in the global Cold War. In the process, this dissertation moves the focus
away from the United States and highlights the impact of Nicaraguan counterrevolutionaries,
particularly the Somozas, on the course of the Cold War in Central America and beyond. Far
from being beholden to the United States, Nicaragua’s counterrevolutionaries pursued an
independent foreign policy that at times influenced U.S. actions. Second, the extended

chronological examination of global Nicaraguan revolutionary activity undermines Chamberlin’s

10 chamberlin, The Global Offensive, 5-7.



claim that the PLO represented the “world’s first globalized insurgency.”*! In fact, Nicaraguan
revolutionaries had waged a global campaign against the United States and its allies since
Augusto Sandino began battling U.S. Marines in 1927. This campaign, which channeled Third
World internationalism, persisted following Sandino’s death and remained a valuable asset to
Nicaraguan revolutionaries in the following decades. To this extent, Nicaragua’s global
insurgency developed earlier than, or at the least concurrently with, the PLO, while channeling
the same global anticolonial sentiments.

Deeply influenced by the growing school of foreign relations history that emphasizes the
importance of locality, this dissertation broadens our understanding of modern Nicaragua in the
global twentieth century. It demonstrates the ability of a relatively small nation to have an
oversized impact on global politics, establishing the importance of Nicaraguan agency. It also
emphasizes the importance of locality and the uniquely Nicaraguan nature of events, highlighting
the centrality of personal relationships in the construction and utilization of transnational
networks. In order to move beyond an examination of elites, the narrative incorporates as well
the history of global grassroots organizations and emphasizes the centrality of Nicaraguan actors
in the global human rights revolution. Finally, this work challenges the primacy of the nation-
state in Central American and Caribbean history, revealing the conceptual and practical
weakness of state boundaries in the region.

Although smaller than most U.S. states, Nicaragua proved particularly influential in
twentieth-century history. During the century, Nicaraguan issues played an important role in
global politics, particularly in the 1970s and 1980s. The development of new communication

technologies and the subsequent growth of the international media helped spur global interest in

11 Chamberlin, The Global Offensive, 3.



Nicaragua. However, Nicaraguan actors also played an important role in promoting their causes
internationally. The Somoza regime proved extremely adept at influencing U.S. foreign and
domestic policy, utilizing connections between the Nicaraguan ruling family and U.S. officials
and policymakers. Nicaragua’s revolutionaries also proved adept at influencing issues abroad,
creating and coordinating with grassroots groups and other organizations in an effort to appeal to
popular opinion. Both of Nicaragua’s competing factions also utilized the international media,
primarily newspapers, to fight a public relations campaign. These efforts gave Nicaragua an
outsized influence on the international stage, in which its competing factions successfully rallied
international support for their causes and, in the process, increased the profile of Nicaraguan
issues.

Although the United States is not at the center of this story, significant attention must be
paid to Nicaragua’s northern neighbor. The United States figures into the narrative primarily as
the patron of Nicaragua’s counterrevolutionaries. During its occupation of Nicaragua from 1912
to 1933, the United States founded the Guardia Nacional, the military organization through
which the Somoza regime gained and maintained its hold on power. U.S. support also proved to
be the deciding factor in helping keep the Somoza family in power over the course of the mid-
twentieth century, and supported the Contras following the 1979 revolution. However, the
United States also played an important role as the key location for the grassroots anti-Somoza
and, later, anti-Contra campaigns spearheaded by the FSLN and other Nicaraguan
revolutionaries. The struggle for the hearts and minds of the U.S. public proved a crucial contest
in the battle between Nicaragua’s revolutionaries and counterrevolutionaries.

The increased visibility and importance of Nicaraguan issues on the world stage reveals

the importance of Nicaraguan agency. Actors, on both the left and the right, exercised a



considerable amount of agency, both politically and ideologically, throughout the course of the
twentieth century. Often depicted as a supplicant of the United States, The Somoza regime
proved adroit at manipulating its much more powerful ally. The Somozas not only pursued
policies that proved antithetical to the wishes of U.S. officials, but also influenced U.S. domestic
and foreign policy through a complex system of lobbyists and U.S. policymakers. Similarly, the
Sandinistas developed a foreign policy independent of either Havana or Moscow. The
Sandinistas also furthered the development of U.S. and European solidarity organizations that
bolstered the international position of the FSLN. Instead of being driven by larger forces on the
global stage, Nicaraguan actors on both sides of the struggle pursued independent foreign
policies aimed at meeting their local objectives.

Both of Nicaragua’s competing factions pursued policies that existed and operated
largely on the basis of familiar relationships. Nicaragua’s revolutionaries and
counterrevolutionaries built their transnational networks largely on personal relationships, often
relying on close family members as conduits to aid and support. In part because of its small size,
from a population of roughly 500,000 in the 1910s to nearly 6 million today, Nicaraguan kinship
networks were, and still are, the dominant avenue towards political power.*? With the
internationalization of Nicaraguan politics in the twentieth century, these kinship networks
expanded beyond the nation’s borders. This expansion was in part fueled by the immigration of

Nicaraguans to the United States and elsewhere in Latin America as a result of their home

12 Carlos M. Vilas, “Family Affairs: Class, Lineage and Politics in Contemporary Nicaragua,” Journal of Latin
American Studies, Vol. 24, No. 2 (May 1992): 309-341; ibid., The Sandinista Revolution: National Liberation and
Social Transformation in Central America (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1986); “The Nicaraguan Family in a

Time of Transition,” Envio, Number 34, April 1984, http://www.envio.org.ni/articulo/3853 (accessed January 23,

2016).
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country’s ailing economy and the oppression of the Somoza regime. These extended networks of
exiles, refugees, and immigrants provided resources and acted as safe havens for Nicaragua’s
revolutionaries, as well as facilitated the growth of connections with North American and
European activists. For their part, the Somoza family also built its global network around the
family, placing family members in important political positions and incorporating allies into the
family’s patronage system. To be an ally of the Somozas was to become a member of their
family, enjoying the benefits and responsibilities that entailed. The internationalization of
kinship networks proved to be one of the defining features of Nicaragua’s global twentieth
century.

Nicaraguan kinship networks proved particularly potent in coordination with the
burgeoning human rights revolution of the mid-twentieth century. Nicaraguan exiles, particularly
in the United States, created or aligned themselves with activists and grassroots organizations in
an effort to build solidarity and win the hearts and minds of North Americans, Europeans and
other Latin Americans. For example, the half-brother of Augusto Sandino, Sdcrates, lived in
New York in the late 1920s and spoke out against U.S. intervention in Nicaragua.™ Although
there was public opposition to the U.S. occupation of Nicaragua in the 1920s and early 1930s,
activism about Nicaraguan issues failed to gain significant momentum until the middle decades
of the twentieth century when the human rights revolution burst onto the world stage. A product
of the post-World War 11 world, the human rights revolution strengthened anti-imperialist and

anti-Somoza activism in Nicaragua and abroad. Inspired by the revolution and generated by the

3 Alan McPherson, The Invaded: How Latin Americans and Their Allies Fought and Ended U.S. Occupation

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 222-223.
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Nicaraguan Catholic Church and transnational grassroots organizations, human rights activism
ultimately proved to be one of the key factors in the downfall of the Somoza dynasty.

Finally, the transnational nature of Nicaragua’s revolutionary and counterrevolutionary
currents reveals the weakness of the nation-state in Central America. Conceptually, the relative
strength and importance of non-state actors in the narrative undermines the centrality of the
Nicaraguan state. The family, and the myriad relationships springing from it, provides a stronger
conceptual framework for understanding modern transnational Nicaraguan history. Although a
seemingly universal concept, the internationalization of Nicaraguan kinship networks
undermined the power of the state and held important implications for the global twentieth
century. Also, the concept of Central American or Latin American unity, combined with a shared
language and cultural background, undermined a strict sense of Nicaraguan nationalism. The
majority of Nicaragua’s internationalists espoused a commitment to the idea of Latin American
nationalism and specifically Central American unity. Finally, the porousness of the region’s
border also demonstrates the relative weakness of the nation-state. Both revolutionaries and
counterrevolutionaries moved throughout the region as exiles and as citizens, revealing a fluidity
that facilitated the growth of safe havens for political dissidents but also heightened regional
tensions. Ultimately, these factors highlight the conceptual and actual fragility of the borders of
Central American and Caribbean states.

This dissertation offers a unique analysis of modern Nicaragua for a number of reasons.
To begin with, it is the first international history of modern Nicaragua. In the literature on
modern Nicaragua there is not an international history that examines events from a transnational

viewpoint. Much of the writing is fixated on events occurring within Nicaragua, with little



12

discussion of Nicaragua’s place in world history.'* During the Nicaraguan Revolution and the
subsequent Contra War, participants on both sides of the struggle published accounts of their
involvement in events, creating a substantial literature of personal recollections.'® Recently,
commentators have examined U.S. relations with Central America and Latin America as a whole

and, in the process, touched on important aspects of Nicaraguan history.*® However, there has

¥ The majority of the literature on modern Nicaragua was written during the 1980s and tended to be politically
biased, either defending or challenging the policies of the FSLN. Among those sympathetic to the Sandinistas was
Thomas W. Walker, a scholar of Nicaragua since the 1960s, who was one of the first Americans to visit the country
immediately following the Sandinista victory. Since the late 1970s Walker has edited a number of volumes
addressing the Nicaraguan revolution. These include: Nicaragua in Revolution (New York: Praeger, 1982);
Nicaragua: The First Five Years (New York: Praeger, 1985); Reagan Versus the Sandinistas: The Undeclared War
on Nicaragua (Boulder: Westview Press, 1987); Revolution and Counterrevolution in Nicaragua (Boulder:
Westview Press, 1991); and Nicaragua Without Illusions: Regime Transition and Structural Adjustment in the 1990s
(WIlimington: Scholarly Resources Books, 1997). Walker is also the author of Nicaragua: Living in the Shadow of
the Eagle (Boulder: Westview, 2011), a concise history of modern Nicaragua.

1> Gioconda Belli, The Country Under my Skin: A Memoir of Love and War (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002);
Tomas Borge, The Patient Impatience (Willimantic: Curbstone Press, 1992); Omar Cabezas, Fire From the
Mountain: The Making of a Sandinista (New York: Crown Publishers, 1985); Arturo Cruz Jr., Memoirs of a
Counterrevolutionary: Life With the Contras, the Sandinistas, and the CIA (New York: Doubleday, 1989); Felix
Rodriguez, Shadow Warrior: The CIA Hero of a Hundred Unknown Battles (New York: Simon and Shuster, 1989);
Alejandro Murguia, Southern Front (Tempe: Bilingual Press, 1990); Sergio Rarmirez, Adiés Muchachos: A Memoir
of the Sandinista Revolution (Durham: Duke University Press, 2012); Anastasio Somoza Debayle, Nicaragua
Betrayed (Boston: Western Islands Publishers, 1980); Doris Tijerino, Inside the Nicaraguan Revolution (Vancouver:
New Star Books, 1978).

18 The most detailed analysis of U.S.-Central American relations during this time period is William LeoGrande’s
Our Own Backyard. Other valuable analyses include Hal Brands, Latin America’s Cold War (Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 2010); Greg Grandin, Empire’s Workshop: Latin America, the United States, and the Rise of New
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not been an attempt to synthesize these histories, while including non-state actors and other
international players.'” Although Nicaraguan and North American actors figure heavily in the
following analysis, the inclusion of nongovernmental organizations and other groups
traditionally pushed to the periphery in earlier studies is a uniquely defining feature of this study.
The chronology used in this dissertation is also distinctive from previous scholarship.
Most histories of modern Nicaragua dedicate the majority of their analysis to events that
occurred around the time of the Nicaraguan Revolution in 1979 or during the subsequent Contra

War of the 1980s.® There is some scholarship that examines the U.S. occupation of Nicaragua

Imperialism (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2006); Walter LaFeber, Inevitable Revolutions: The United States in
Central America (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1983); Stephen G. Rabe, The Killing Zone: The United States
Wages Cold War in Latin America (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012); Peter H. Smith, Talons of the Eagle:
Latin America, the United States, and the World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008).

7 Among the few histories that touch on transnational activism are Roger Peace, A Call to Conscience: The Anti-
Contra War Campaign (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2012); Héctor J. Perla, “Heirs of Sandino: The
Nicaraguan Revolution and the U.S.-Nicaragua Solidarity Movement,” Latin American Perspectives, Vol. 36 No. 6
(November 2009); Ibid., “Si Nicaragua Vencio, El Salvador Vencerd” Central American Agency in the Creation of
the U.S.-Central American Peace and Solidarity Movement,”Latin American Research Review, Vol. 43, No.2
(2008); Ibid., “The FSLN and International Solidarity,” The Sandinistas and Nicaragua Since 1979, ed. David
Close, Salvador Marti i Puig, and Shelley A. McConnell (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2012).

'8 In the wake of the Nicaraguan Revolution, a number of former U.S. officials published histories of their
involvement. They include Anthony Lake, Somoza Falling: The Nicaragua Dilemma: The Portrait of Washington at
Work (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1989); Robert Kagan, A Twilight Struggle: America Power and Nicaragua, 1977-
1990 (New York: The Free Press, 1996); and Robert Pastor, Condemned to Repetition: The United States and
Nicaragua (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987). Other valuable histories of Nicaragua from this time
period include John A. Booth’s The End and the Beginning: The Nicaraguan Revolution (Boulder: Westview Press,

1985); Stephen A. Kinzer, Blood of Brothers: Life and War in Nicaragua (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,



14

between 1912 and 1933, as well as a handful of sources that detail U.S.-Nicaraguan relations
during the Somoza years (1936-1979)."° Although hard to come by, there are also a limited

number of texts on revolutionary and counterrevolutionary violence prior to the 1970s.% Despite

2007); and Peter Kornbluh, The Price of Intervention: Reagan’s Wars Against the Sandinistas (Washington D.C.:
Institute for Policy Studies, 1987).

9 For the Sandino Rebellion see Michel Gobat, Confronting the American Dream: Nicaragua Under U.S. Imperial
Rule (Durham: Duke University Press, 2005); and McPherson, The Invaded. For U.S.-Somoza relations see Paul
Coe Clark, Jr. The United States and Somoza, 1933-1956: A Revisionist Look (Westport: Praeger, 1992); Andrew
Crawley, Somoza and Roosevelt: Good Neighbor Diplomacy in Nicaragua, 1933-1945 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2007); Michael D. Gambone, Eisenhower, Somoza, and the Cold War in Nicaragua, 1953-1961 (Westport:
Praeger Publishers, 1997); ibid., Capturing the Revolution: The United States, Central America, and Nicaragua,
1961-1972 (Westport: Praeger Publishers, 2001); Morris H. Morley, Washington, Somoza, and the Sandinistas:
State and Regime in U.S. Policy Toward Nicaragua, 1969-1981 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994).
0 Besides the analyses of U.S.-Somoza relations, there are a limited number of studies of the Somoza family. The
most cited are Richard Millet’s Guardians of the Dynasty: A History of the U.S. Created Guardia Nacional de
Nicaragua and the Somoza Family (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1977), a condemnation of the Somoza regime at the
beginning of the Nicaraguan Revolution; and Knut Walter’s The Regime of Anastasio Somoza, 1936-1959 (Chapel
Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1993), an analysis of Nicaraguan politics under the founder of the
Somoza dynasty with little discussion of international relations. The literature on revolutionary Nicaragua between
Sandino and the Nicaraguan Revolution is particularly thin. Matilde Zimmermann’s Sandinista: Carols Fonseca and
the Nicaraguan Revolution (Durham: Duke University Press, 2000) is an excellent beginning point. Another
excellent although limited source on this period is Humberto Ortega’s 50 afios de lucha Sandinista (Managua:
Ministerio del Interior, 1979). However, the only source that addresses revolutionary violence during this period is
Jests Miguel Blandon’s Entre Sandino y Fonseca Amador (Managua: Centro de Publicaciones, Departamento de
Propaganda y Educacién Politica de F.S.L.N., 1982). In addition to these histories, there are also two
autobiographical accounts: Rosendo Arguello Jr., By Whom We Were Betrayed... And How (No publisher, 1955);

and Abelardo Cuadra, Hombre del Caribe (San Jose: Editorial Universitaria Centroamericana, 1977).
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this literature, there is no synthetic analysis that brings these histories into dialogue with each
other. The events of the 1920s and 1930s appear to have no bearing on the later revolution of
1979 besides introducing Augusto Sandino, the namesake of the Sandinistas. Lost in these
disparate analyses is a unified history that highlights revolutionary and counterrevolutionary
movements, not as sporadic events erupting seemingly out of nowhere in 1979, but as persistent
undertakings operating in direct or indirect response to U.S. imperialism over much of the
century. The Sandinista National Liberation Front (FSLN), which overthrew Anastasio Somoza
Debayle in 1979, was the culmination of nearly seventy years of anti-imperial agitation against
the United States and the Somoza regime.

Finally, this dissertation uniquely brings Nicaragua’s competing factions into dialogue
with each other. The actions of the Nicaragua’s revolutionaries and counterrevolutionaries are
rarely examined together, with most analyses being dedicated to either one or the other. By
examining these factions in concert, we are better able to gauge the fluidity of Nicaraguan
politics, with individuals moving between the revolutionary and counterrevolutionary violence.
Also, it highlights the areas of international contestation between the two groups. Transnational
spaces, such as the global media, were arenas in which Nicaragua’s competing factions battled
with each other for the hearts and minds of both politicians as well as citizens elsewhere.
Because of the growing importance of global media over the course of the twentieth century,
these battles grew in increasing importance to both sides of the struggle. By examining
Nicaragua’s revolutionaries and counterrevolutionaries in concert, we gain a better
understanding of Central America’s blurry political boundaries as well as a greater appreciation
for the growing importance of global media and international public opinion over the course of

the century.
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Methodologically, this dissertation fits with the multi-archival and multilingual
framework that is characteristic among international histories. Those seeking to understand the
impact of local peoples on international history increasingly rely on multiple archives across the
globe and consult sources in multiple languages. Although limited in comparison to the work of
more established historians like Gleijeses and Westad, this examination includes materials from
multiple archives located in the United States and Europe, as well as sources from throughout
Latin America. % It also benefitted from the prevalence of Nicaraguan source material in the
United States, includes a substantial collection of primary sources related to modern Nicaraguan
history. Online archives and advances in digital technology also greatly facilitated the
development of this project.?? Because of these factors, this dissertation includes sources from
multiple countries and in many languages, facilitating a transnational viewpoint.

The following dissertation is broken down into five chapters, each detailing a pivotal era
of Nicaragua’s global political contest. Chapter One examines the origins of Nicaragua’s
revolutionary and counterrevolutionary currents during the U.S.-occupation and the subsequent
birth of the Somoza regime. Chapter Two details the growth of the global anti-Somoza
movement in the 1940s and 1950s as well as the Somoza regime’s integration into the U.S.-

sponsored international counterrevolutionary alliance. Chapter Three discusses the impact of the

21 In 2013 | traveled to Berlin and spent two weeks researching German solidarity at the Archiv Griines Gedachtnis,
or Green Memory Archive, where | found sources on Western European activism. | also spent some time
researching at the Harry S. Truman Presidential Library and was able to receive archived materials from a number of
North American activist organizations through inter-library loan, including all of Nicaraguan holdings of the North
American Congress on Latin America.

%2 The Cold War International History Project and the National Security Archive proved invaluable to my research,

as did smaller local digital collections, such as FoundSF.
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Cuban Revolution on the course of Nicaraguan history, inspiring the germination of the FSLN
and the further integration of the Somoza regime into the global counterrevolutionary order.
Chapter Four breaks down the global Nicaraguan Revolution of the 1970s and the ultimate defeat
of the Somoza regime in 1979. Chapter Five surveys the international Contra War of the 1980s,
examining the persistence of the Nicaraguan counterrevolutionary activity in the absence of the
Somoza dynasty and the continued importance of transnational solidarity to the Sandinistas. This
is followed by an epilogue that briefly discusses Nicaraguan history since 1990 and the
transformations wrought by the previous eighty years.

What follows is an international history of Nicaragua in the twentieth century that
emphasizes local agency. It demonstrates the ways in which Nicaraguan revolutionaries and
counterrevolutionaries deftly navigated international politics in their struggle with each other,
battling over global spaces and maintaining transnational networks of aid and support. At the
heart of these campaigns were Nicaraguan kinship networks, which provided the structure
through which both sides created and maintained these connections. Although the United States
played a central role in the conflict, it proved unable to totally control either its Nicaraguan
revolutionary opponents or its counterrevolutionary allies. In the face of U.S.-imperialism,
Nicaraguans of both camps demonstrated considerable autonomy and pursued independent

foreign policies. Although global in focus, this is ultimately a uniquely Nicaraguan narrative.



CHAPTER ONE: THE ORIGINS OF NICARAGUA’S REVOLUTIONARY

AND COUNTERREVOLUTIONARY INTERNATIONALISM

Prior to the explosion of the violence in 1978, both the revolutionary and
counterrevolutionary elements in Nicaragua were deeply interwoven in transnational networks.
In fact, the internationalism expressed by Nicaragua’s revolutionary and counterrevolutionary
currents can be traced back to Augusto César Sandino and Anastasio Somoza Garcia, both of
whom provided the intellectual and spiritual groundwork that underpinned Nicaragua’s two
competing currents in the 1920s and 1930s. Sandino and Somoza Garcia modeled or created the
transnational networks that supported their predecessors. Therefore, in order to better understand
the international nature of Nicaragua’s competing factions, it is first necessary to examine the
internationalism of Sandino and Somoza Garcia.

Both Sandino and Somoza Garcia pursued distinct objectives on the international stage,
largely defined by their own ideological background. Following in the footsteps of Simén
Bolivar, Sandino called for the unification of Latin America and received support from a
burgeoning solidarity movement against North American and European imperialism. He was
successful in creating a transnational network of support that undermined the U.S. occupation of
Nicaragua and ultimately brought it to an end. After coming to power in 1937, Somoza Garcia,
by contrast, quickly ingratiated himself with the United States while at the same time cultivating
ties to non-hemispheric powers. These transnational connections further buttressed his seemingly
tenuous grip on power. Both Sandino and Somoza Garcia laid the groundwork for the
revolutionary and counterrevolutionary networks that transformed Nicaragua over the course of

the twentieth century.
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Nicaragua and the World

Although a relatively small and seemingly inauspicious territory, Nicaragua has
historically been a place of interaction and contestation between diverse groups of people. This is
in large part explained by geography. Located to the north of the Isthmus of Panama, a vital
route for movement between North and South America as well as the Pacific and Atlantic
Oceans, the territory of Nicaragua was, and in many ways still is, an important transnational
node, connecting disparate places and peoples. Because of this, Nicaragua has been a place of
mezcla, or mixture, in which different groups have left their cultural footprint.* At the same time,
Nicaragua’s geographic importance has made it a highly coveted space, with various groups
competing to control the trade routes that cross it. Involved in these struggles were indigenous or
local Nicaraguans, who both accommodated and resisted the imperial ambitions of outsiders and,
in the process, pursued transnational policies. When looking at this long history, what becomes
apparent is that Nicaragua’s modern history of international engagement is part of a much older
history of Central American global interaction. Sandino and Somoza Garcia were not the
primogenitors of Nicaraguan internationalism. They were, instead, the architects of a new
Nicaraguan global agenda that drew from the past while also addressing the distinctions of the
twentieth century.

Prior to the arrival of Europeans, the region that would become Nicaragua was a space of
interaction between disparate indigenous peoples. In the western highlands, Meso-American
peoples, cultural relatives of the Aztecs and the Maya in Mexico and the Yucatan, practiced
agriculture and lived in established settlements. Meanwhile, in the eastern jungles and

savannahs, indigenous peoples related South American tribes were primarily hunters and gathers,

! For a North American example see Richard White, The Middle Ground: Indians, Empires, and Republics in the
Great Lakes Region, 1650-1815 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).
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however they also practiced slash and burn agriculture. Although contact between the groups
was limited, spaces of engagement did exist, with limited trade and some conflict characterizing
relations between the two bodies of indigenous Nicaraguans.?

Driven by a desire to convert souls and find gold, Spanish conquistadors began the
conquest of the territory that would become Nicaragua in the early 16" century. These initial
incursions by Spanish adventurers, which devastated indigenous communities through disease,
warfare and slavery, reduced the population of the region from roughly one million to tens of
thousands a few decades later. During the three centuries of Spanish colonialism that followed,
Nicaragua was a province in the Captaincy General of Guatemala, an administrative division of
the Spanish Empire. Because of the demographic changes brought about by the Spanish
conquest, Nicaragua remained an underpopulated backwater of the empire, eventually becoming
a haven for British pirates who built a series of forts along the Atlantic Coast in eighteenth
century.

The colonial period also saw the formation and growth of Nicaragua’s two competing
political factions, the Liberals and Conservatives. The origins of the conflict can be found in the
historic competition between the cities of Ledn and Granada, which acted as the seats of power
for Nicaragua’s middle class and aristocracy respectively. Following independence from Spain in
1821, tensions between the two regions erupted in violence as the elites of Granada, who by this
time had adopted the term Conservatives, and those of Ledn, known as the Liberals, battled for
control of Nicaragua. Reflecting the ideological shifts fomenting unrest elsewhere in Latin
America, North America, and Europe, the conflict between the Liberals and Conservatives was

ideological in nature. The Conservatives sought to uphold colonial values while the Liberals

2 Thomas W. Walker and Christine J. Wade, Nicaragua: Living in the Shadow of the Eagle (Boulder: Westview
Press, 2011), 7-8.
* Ibid., 9-11.
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promoted economic liberalism, increased secularization, and democratization. However, the
ideological distinctions between the two groups were blurry and both sides fought more over
power than ideas.”

The civil war between Liberals and Conservatives, which lasted from 1821 until 1857,
helped precipitate the demise of the Federal Republic of Central America and facilitated external
intervention. Formed in 1823, the Federal Republic slid into civil war in 1838 and was formally
dissolved in 1840. Tensions between Liberals and Conservatives did much to undermine the
Central American unity, with both factions fighting each other as well as other regional
opponents.® These connections to other Central Americans resulted in the subsequent
involvement of regional forces in the Nicaraguan civil war, particularly Guatemalan
Conservatives who supported their Nicaraguan counterparts and Salvadoran Liberals who aided
the Leonese.® Although the Federal Republic of Central America failed, it created transnational
political relations that would persist and help define Nicaraguan politics in the coming years.

Among the transnational players pulled into the Nicaraguan civil war were North
American businessmen and filibusters. The California gold rush of 1848-1849 brought a steady
stream of North Americans into Nicaragua. Seeking a quick passage to the west coast of the
United States, thousands of North Americans traveled through Nicaragua on their way to the
gold fields of California. Other North Americans, most notably the U.S. shipping magnate
Cornelius Vanderbilt, invested in and developed Nicaraguan infrastructure (roads, railroads,

boats, etc...) in order to profit off of this movement of people.” Greater North American interest

* For more on the early conflict between the Liberals and Conservatives, see Bradford Burns, Patriarch and Folk:
The Emergence of Nicaragua, 1798-1858 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994).

® For a discussion of the failure of the Federal Republic of Central America, see Thomas L. Karnes, The Failure of
Union: Central America, 1824-1960 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1961).

® Luciano Baracco, Nicaragua: The Imagining of a Nation: From Nineteenth-Century Liberals to Twentieth-Century
Sandinistas (New York: Algora Publishing, 2005), 33.

" Michel Gobat, Confronting the American Dream: Nicaragua under U.S. Imperial Rule (Durham: Duke University
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and investment also brought about increased U.S. intervention in Nicaraguan politics. In 1854,
the first official instance of U.S. intervention in Nicaragua occurred as Marines landed on the
Atlantic coast to protect Vanderbilt’s assets.® The event marked the beginning of an era of
increasingly intrusive North American interventions. However, the most notorious instance of
North American intervention during the era would be carried out, not by representatives of the
U.S. government, but by a private citizen.

In 1854-1855, the Liberal party faced the possibility of defeat at the hands of their
Conservative opponents and, in a desperate move, enlisted the services of U.S. soldier of fortune,
or filibuster, William Walker. Having previously failed in an attempt to seize and create an
independent state in the Mexican territory of Sonora, Walker was a renowned adventurer and
known military leader. Fortunately for Nicaragua’s Liberals, Walker defeated the Conservatives.
However, instead of turning power over to his Nicaraguan patrons, Walker seized the
Nicaraguan government and made himself president, much to the chagrin of U.S. officials who
denounced his actions. As president of Nicaragua, Walker instituted a number of policies, such
as legalizing slavery and making English the official language, which quickly undermined what
little local support he enjoyed. In the spring of 1857, a transnational alliance, consisting of Costa
Rica, Honduras, El Salvador, and Guatemala with support from Great Britain and Cornelius
Vanderbilt, ousted Walker from power and, in the process, initiating a period of relative political
stability in Nicaragua. ® Walker, who would be executed by British officials in 1860 for leading a

third invasion of Central America, foreshadowed the involvement of private U.S. citizens in

Press, 2005), 23-25.

& William M. LeoGrande, Our Own Backyard: The United States in Central America, 1977-1992 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1998), p. 11.

° Filibustering was a phenomenon of the Antebellum period in which U.S. citizens raised private armies to invade
and overthrow the governments of other territories in the hemisphere in an effort to rule them outright or annex them
to the United States. Robert E. May, Manifest Destiny’s Underworld: Filibustering in Antebellum America (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002), 40-52; Gobat, Confronting the American Dream, 21-41.
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Nicaraguan politics a century later.

Despite Walker’s defeat, foreign powers, particularly the United States, became more
involved in Nicaraguan affair. In large part, this was due to efforts to the efforts of foreign
powers to create a transisthmian canal in Central America. In the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century, the United States competed with Great Britain and France in an effort to build
a canal through Central America, greatly facilitating transit between the Pacific and Atlantic
Oceans. Discussions of a transisthmian canal often centered on Nicaragua, with possible routes
surveyed. However, a Nicaraguan canal was never constructed and, after asserting its regional
primacy, the United States ultimately assured its hemispheric dominance and in 1914 finished

construction of the Panama Canal.°

The nearby presence of the Panama Canal ensured that
Nicaragua would remain a vital piece in U.S. machinations.

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the politics of a transisthmian canal would
provide the backdrop for greater U.S. intervention and increased instability in Nicaragua.
Following the initiation of the construction of the Panama Canal in 1904 and the elimination of a
U.S. sponsored Nicaraguan canal, Nicaraguan president, José Santos Zelaya, began courting
foreign powers for the erection of a competing canal. Presaging the strategies of Sandino and the
Sandinistas, Zelaya saw the canal issue as a means of attracting allies who might challenge U.S.
hegemony. The Nicaraguan president also aspired to create a Central American union, which

required the elimination of U.S. intervention. He failed to attract France and Great Britain, but

succeeded in obtaining German and Japanese interest.'* By flouting the Roosevelt Corollary to

1% Theodore Roosevelt's Annual Message to Congress for 1904, House Records HR 58A-K2, Records of the U.S.
House of Representatives, Record Group 233, Center for Legislative Archives, National Archives,
http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=true&doc=56; Walter LaFeber, The Panama Canal: The Crisis in
Historical Perspective (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), p. 10, 30.

1 Thomas Schoonover, Germany in Central America: Competitive Imperialism, 1821-1929 (Tuscaloosa: University
of Alabama Press, 1998), 118-133.
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the Monroe Doctrine and challenging U.S. claims to regional hegemony, Zelaya put himself at
odds with U.S. officials.

Foreshadowing the actions of the U.S. government during the Contra War, U.S. officials
in 1909 participated in a public relations campaign designed to undermine the Nicaraguan
government and indirectly aided the movement opposed to ruling regime. Ironically, before the
agreement to create the Panama Canal and Zelaya’s falling out with U.S. officials, the
Nicaraguan president enjoyed a high degree of popularity in the United States. In 1898 some in
the U.S. media hailed the Nicaraguan president as “an enterprising, adventurous, shrewd, politic,
brave, revolutionary Spanish-American gentleman.”*? However, with the help of government
officials, U.S. popular opinion turned on the Nicaraguan president in 1909, with many in the
press labeling him “a tyrant, [and] a mischief-maker.”** That same year, the governor of
Nicaragua’s Atlantic Coast rebelled, launching an ineffectual insurgency against the president.
The armed movement against Zelaya appeared stymied until Nicaraguan government troops
executed two U.S. citizens fighting for the Nicaraguan opposition in November.'* Recognizing
the opportunity to become openly involved in the Nicaraguan civil war, the following month
U.S. Secretary of State Philander Knox called for the overthrow of Zelaya and sent one thousand
U.S. Marines to the Atlantic Coast.™ Zelaya immediately resigned in order to prevent a U.S.
invasion. However, U.S. forces maintained their support for the opposition, ensuring a rebel
victory.'®

The intervention of 1909 marked the beginning of U.S. imperial rule in Nicaragua. In the

12 “The Man of the Week: Jose Santos Zelaya,” Los Angeles Times, November 18, 1898, 3.
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fall of 1910, Nicaraguan leaders signed the Dawson Pact, a U.S. drafted agreement that made
Nicaragua a U.S. protectorate and, in the process, handed over Nicaraguan finances to U.S.
officials.’” The United States also extended a series of loans meant to bring stability to the
Nicaraguan economy but, ultimately, enriched U.S. interests. As U.S. economic control over
their country became more pronounced, Nicaraguan nationalists, particularly Liberals, chaffed
under the U.S. imposed oligarchy of Conservatives and sought the creation of a more democratic
government.*® By 1912, U.S. officials found “an overwhelming majority of Nicaraguans...
antagonistic to the United States.”*®

These antagonisms exploded in July 1912 as Liberals rebelled against the Conservative
government they viewed as the willing accomplices of the United States. The revolutionary
movement, buttressed by popular support, appeared on the brink of victory when the Nicaraguan
Minister of Foreign Relations, prodded by U.S. officials, called on the United States to intervene,
warning that the violence spawned by the current civil war threatened US lives and property.
With U.S. officials determined to prevent a rival power from exploiting Nicaraguan unrest to
intervene and build a competing transisthmian canal, U.S. sailors and Marines soon landed in
Nicaragua and subdued the country’s rebellious factions in a matter of weeks. Although pockets
of popular resistance persisted, the States Department left a small U.S. occupation force of 120
and restructured Nicaraguan politics, restoring the Conservatives to power and placing the
Liberals in political exile.?’ However, true power rested with a handful of U.S. bank

representatives, who managed Nicaraguan finances.
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With a small contingent of Marines on the ground, and the ever-present threat of U.S.
invasion looming, the United States created an economic and political system in 1912 that would
manage Nicaraguan affairs until the United States completely withdrew in 1933. Despite the
appearance of stability created by the U.S. occupation, unrest towards the occupation and its
local collaborators simmered beneath Nicaraguan society. When the United States withdrew its
Marine presence in 1925, old animosities quickly came to the surface and exploded in civil war
as Liberals and Conservatives again battled for control of Nicaraguan society. The Marines
would return in December 1926 and a new era of Nicaraguan unrest and internationalism would

begin.?

Augusto Sandino and Latin American Nationalism

In response to the return of the U.S. Marines in 1926, a young Nicaraguan named August
“César” Sandino took up arms against the United States and aligned with it. Sandino’s
movement would, in many ways, mirror that of Zelaya before him, utilizing transnational
connections to challenge U.S. hegemony and attempt to build Central American unity. Although
emphasizing the local politics of Central America, Sandino’s movement was truly global. He
called for the creation of a Central American, and ultimately a Latin American, union, believing
that the only way in which Latin Americans could emerge from under the shadow of the United
States was through a pan-Latin American union. He also cultivated solidarity with organizations
and governments sympathetic to his cause. Sandino wrote to the World Anti-Imperialist
Congress, worked with the Mexican Hands-Off-Nicaragua Committee, and received support
from the Anti-Imperialist League of the United States. In fact, it has been argued that Sandino’s

utilization of a transnational network was the single most important factor in ending the U.S.
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occupation of Nicaragua in 1932.%

Sandino’s revolutionary movement saw itself as part of a larger international struggle and
associated with likeminded organizations from around the world. In fact, the actions of the
Sandinistas were influenced by and closely mirrored Sandino’s of decades earlier. The
Sandinistas cultivated international solidarity and advocated for a degree of pan-Latin
Americanism. They also reached out to the thousands of organizations from around the world
that stood in solidarity with their cause, and often promoted a message of Latin American unity
in the face of Western imperialism. For example, the Sandinistas supported the Argentine
government’s seizure of the Falkland Islands in 1982, even though the military junta in Buenos
Aiires actively sought the downfall of the Sandinista regime.?® Therefore, to understand the
internationalism of the Sandinistas it is necessary to begin with a discussion of Augusto César
Sandino’s thoughts and actions on the world stage.

Sandino was born on May 18, 1895, in Niguinohomo, a village of mud and straw huts
located in Nicaragua’s densely populated department of Masaya. His mother, Margarita
Calderon, was an indigenous coffee harvester who labored on the plantation of his father, Don
Gregorio Sandino. As a child Sandino’s father recognized him and accepted him into his
household, where he was able to receive an education. As an adult Sandino worked for his father
before eventually becoming an agricultural broker.?* However, he was forced to abandoned his
business and flee to Mexico after shooting a man in a dispute. Sandino traveled to Tampico,

Mexico, and began working as a mechanic for Standard Oil of Indiana.®
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It was while in the Mexican oil fields that he became acquainted with the ideas of
communism, socialism, and anarcho-syndicalism. Although Sandino fought for a more
egalitarian Nicaraguan society, he never called for a centralized economy and only redistributed
uncultivated lands through cooperatives.? In fact, Sandino vehemently opposed being labeled a
communist. On one occasion he chastised the Salvadoran revolutionary, Agustin Farabuno Marti,
for preaching to him about communism, stating that “if you think that you will seduce me with
your ideals, do me a favor and don’t stay here one more minute. | am not a communist.”%’
Although not explicitly leftist, Sandino would align himself with communist and socialist
organizations in Latin America, the United States, and Europe. These groups would be the
transnational advocates and allies of Sandino’s movement.

In 1926, Sandino returned to Nicaragua and began working in a U.S.-owned gold mine,
but later that year he left to join the brewing Liberal rebellion. Sandino, who organized his own
fighting unit, refused to accept any political solution as long as the U.S. troops remained in
Nicaragua and continued to lead an insurgency from the mountainous department of Segovia.?®
An ardent nationalist and critic of U.S. imperialism, Sandino waged a guerilla war against the
United States and its Nicaraguan allies for over five years, the reverberations of which were felt
the world over.

At the pinnacle of his popularity, Sandino received moral support from prominent
nationalist leaders abroad such as India’s Jawaharlal Nehru and Madame Sun Yat-Sen.?® There

was even a Guomindang unit that called itself the “Sandino brigade.”*® Sandino’s movement
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appealed to these non-Nicaraguans because he placed it in the broader international struggle of
oppressed peoples against imperialism. Sandino agreed with the opinion of a visitor who said to
him: “I believe, General, that your struggle for the complete liberation of Nicaragua is not just
limited to this country but is rather the beginning of a Race War. You represent in these moments
all the energy and the proud spirit of the Latin soul, the young soul of Indo-America, which has
risen against the Anglo-Saxon Imperialism brought to these virgin lands by the brutal and ultra-
CIVILIZED blondes.” As Sandino saw it, his movement was not solely dedicated to the
liberation of Nicaragua, but represented the vanguard of a war against international imperialism.
Sandino believed that the struggle “will become international as colonial and semicolonial
peoples learn to unite with peoples of the imperialist metropolises.”*! The Nicaraguan
revolutionary intended his fight against the U.S. Marines to inspire and motivate other anti-
colonial uprisings across the globe.

Central to the struggle against North American and European imperialism was pan-Latin
Americanism. In order to better battle U.S. hegemony in Latin America, Sandino envisaged the
peoples of the hemisphere uniting together as a political counterweight to the United States, a
colossus of the south to balance that of the north. In a letter to Froylan Turcios, Sandino wrote
that “among us [Latin Americans] there should be no frontiers, and that all of us have the clear
duty to be concerned with the fate of each of the Hispanic American nations, because all of us
face the same danger before the colonizing and absorbing policy of the Yankee imperialists.
Sandino is Indo-Hispanic and he has no frontiers in Latin America.”** Although he initially saw

his struggle as limited to Nicaragua, he soon came to view it in terms of the creation of a united
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Central American republic. In a discussion with a French writer Sandino explained that “at the
beginning of my campaign | thought only of Nicaragua. Afterward... my ambition grew. |
thought of the Central American Republic... Tell Hispano-America that as long as Sandino
breathes, the independence of Central America will have a defender. I shall never betray my
cause. That is why | am the son of Bolivar.”*

In working towards his pan-Latin American dream, Sandino filled his ranks with fighters
from throughout the hemisphere and beyond. Sandino labeled the Latin Americans in the top
echelons of his army “the Latin American Legion” and referred to them as “elogquent proof of the
immense value of the ties of blood, language, and race that united the Latin American peoples.”
The Latin Americans in Sandino’s Army for the Defense of the National Sovereignty of
Nicaragua (EDSNN) included among the officers “eleven Hondurans, six Salvadorans, three
Guatemalans, three Mexicans, two Venezuelans, two Colombians, two Costa Ricans, one
Peruvian, and one Dominican. Among the more famous of the officers were Farabundo Marti of
El Salvador, Jose de Paredes of Mexico, Estevan Pavletich of Peru, and Juan Pablo Umanzor of
Honduras.”** Sandino’s Latin American Legion closely resembled that of the Simon Bolivar
Brigade, a group of Latin Americans who fought with the Sandinistas fifty years later.*®> Both
Sandino and the Sandinistas viewed their struggles as encompassing all of Latin America and not
simply Nicaragua.

In 1928, as an attempt to create a pan-Latin American union or at the least garner support

for his struggle against the United States, Sandino called on the leaders of Latin America for aid.

In a letter to fifteen Latin American presidents, Sandino chastised them for their “cold

33Cited in McPherson, The Invaded, 216.
3 McPherson, The Invaded, 217.

% Nahuel Moreno, The Simon Bolivar Brigade: The Latin American Combatants Who Fought to Overthrow the
Dictator Somoza trans. by Daniel Iglesias (Buenos Aires: Ediciones El Socialista, 2014), 1-2.



31

indifference” towards the plight of his Nicaraguan guerilla army. Believing that the United States
would not stop with Nicaragua and would soon colonize all of its southern neighbors, Sandino
called on the presidents of Latin America to form “a united front and to stop the conqueror’s
advance over our lands.”*® When these leaders failed to challenge U.S. imperialism, Sandino
attacked them for their “failure to do your duty” and “protest diplomatically, or with arms... the
uncounted crimes being committed by the Government in the White House.”*” In the spring of
the following year Sandino again called on the presidents of Central America to unite in order to
“stop being humiliated by the Yankee.”* Days later Sandino sent a letter to “the leaders of the
Americans” in which he proposed a conference to discuss political unification, as well as the
construction and governance of a trans-oceanic canal in Nicaragua.® The conference was to be
held in Buenos Aires, Argentina, and the subject of discussion was to be the creation of a “Latin
American Alliance” of the “twenty-one states comprising the Latin American nationality.”
Through this alliance Sandino hoped to abolish the Monroe Doctrine, create a Latin American
court of justice to oversee regional disputes, and implement an apolitical military force to police
the hemisphere.*® Sandino envisaged the conference leading to the creation of a “Hispano-
American Oceanic Union” with the ability to stand up to the United States and control its own
destiny.**

Despite the lofty goals of the proposed “Latin American Alliance,” Sandino’s efforts to
fulfill Bolivar’s dreams came to naught. There was little interest amongst the heads of state that

Sandino invited to the conference, and when the conferences were eventually held in 1929, the
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tone was too leftist to sway popular opinion.*? Also, at the time he proposed his alliance, his
army was facing serious setbacks in its struggle against the U.S. Marines and the new Liberal
government of José Moncada. Moncada’s electoral victory of 1928, which was the most open
and fair election in Nicaragua to that point, stole much of Sandino’s thunder. With a Liberal in
power it appeared that part of Sandino’s struggle against the Conservative regime no longer held
any validity. For many in both Nicaragua and elsewhere, Sandino’s decision to continue fighting
appeared self-serving.

Because of this decline in internal and external support, in June 1929 Sandino traveled to
Mexico in an effort to reignite interest in his cause, taking with him his Latin American Legion
in order to find “moral support, the sympathy that we have always had from all the countries of
America. We were overwhelmed by the silence, by the isolation. The desperation of being
ignored. We missed the world knowing that we were still in the fight.”** Sandino intended to
meet with the Mexican president Emilio Portes Gil to discuss further arming and financing for
the EDSNN.** In anticipation of Sandino’s arrival Portes Gil contacted the U.S. ambassador and
secretary of state, who approved Sandino’s visit as long as he did not continue his war, stayed
out of Mexico City, and remained in a remote part of Mexico.*® The U.S. Secretary of State
Henry Kellogg hoped that the Mexican government might be able to isolate Sandino and keep
him out of the public eye.*® After languishing in the Yucatan for weeks with little financing,
Sandino finally met with Portes Gil who informed him that because of its non-interventionist

policy Mexico would not be providing him the money or weaponry he desired. Portes Gil later
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admitted that his real reason for denying Sandino aid was to avoid damaging Mexico’s improved
relations with the United States.*” Although Latin American leaders like Portes Gil would grant
small concessions to pan-Latin American ideals, the opinion of the United States proved more
important. As long as the United States stood in opposition, there was little hope for pan-Latin
American assistance coming to Sandino’s aid. Over a half-century later the Sandinistas faced the

same kind of intransigence in attempting to cultivate hemispheric assistance.

The Transnational Sandino Rebellion

Ultimately Sandino failed to create a pan-Latin American alliance, but he was successful
in garnering support for his movement and creating international opposition to the U.S.
occupation of Nicaragua. Benefitting from a number of technological advances, the Nicaraguan
revolutionary spread his message and cultivated ties to sympathetic individuals and organizations
throughout Latin America. The growth of cable lines and new steamship routes, as well as
developing radio, telephone, and aviation technology all allowed for the quicker dissemination of
news and information throughout the hemisphere.*® Messages that had taken days to transmit
across the expanses of the Western Hemisphere and Atlantic Ocean now took moments, and
travelers were able to traverse North and South America in hours instead of days. Sandino’s
revolution occurred at a time in which technology was making the world much smaller, allowing
him to better connect with sympathetic people from across the globe.

Aided by these technological advancements were a number of friendly journalists and
organizations from North America, South America, and beyond who sympathized with Sandino.

Perhaps his most valuable asset in distributing his message to the world was a bookish, middle-
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aged Honduran named Froylan Turcios. Turcios owned and operated Ariel, a bi-monthly
magazine largely dedicated to Sandino’s movement. Although the two never met, Sandino and
Turcios proved to be like-minded Latin American nationalists dedicated to eliminating the threat
of U.S. imperialism. Through Ariel, Turcios disseminated Sandino’s writings to the outside
world, fomenting much of the outcry against U.S. occupation. Ariel was read widely in Central
America and Mexico, with editors throughout Latin America, Europe, and the United States
reproducing its articles.*® Besides telling the world of Sandino’s thought and deeds, Turcios also
proved to be the conduit for much of Sandino’s financing and the main avenue through which
men and materiel reached the EDSNN.*® The Honduran editor was an invaluable conduit for
Sandino and the outside world.

In order to facilitate the dissemination of Sandino’s message, Turcios connected a
number of North American and European journalists with the Nicaraguan revolutionary.
Arguably the most important of these journalists was Carleton Beals, a writer for The Nation and
a U.S. critic of imperialism, who traveled to Nicaragua in late 1927. With the aid of Turcios,
Beals became the only journalist to interview Sandino in the Segovias during the occupation, and
his interviews were published throughout the United States, Latin America, Europe, and
Australia. In his dispatches to The Nation, Beals depicted Sandino as a nationalist and a defender
of Nicaraguan sovereignty. Using Sandino’s own words, Beals countered the U.S. government’s
claim that Sandino was simply a bandit, instead painting him as a heroic figure of national

liberation and defense. Sandino instructed Beals to “tell your people there may be bandits in
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Nicaragua, but they are not necessarily Nicaraguans.”>* Beals’s articles proved vital in
transforming the debate in the United States from whether or not Sandino was a bandit to
whether or not the United States had any right being involved in Nicaragua.

Although Beals’s interviews challenged the narrative forwarded by U.S. officials and
helped to spur a more vocal opposition to the conflict, Sandino added much to his own literary
arsenal. He wrote prodigiously, contacting important publications, organizations, and political
figures from throughout the Western Hemisphere and around the world. As mentioned earlier,
Sandino contacted all of Latin America’s leaders in an attempt to create a Pan-Latin American
union. He also wrote individual letters to a number of important political figures in the
hemisphere, including Emilio Portes Gil (President of Mexico), Hipolito Yrigoyen (President of
Argentina), William E. Borah (U.S. Senator), and Herbert Hoover (President of the United
States). Sandino’s letters to Portes Gil and Yrigoyen were further calls for unification, whereas
his messages to U.S. politicians proved hostile, even those to members of Congress who opposed
the occupation. In a letter to Borah, which was apparently transmitted to the senator through
Carleton Beals, Sandino demanded “the immediate withdrawal of invasion forces,” otherwise he
would “not be responsible for the life of any North American public official who resides in
Nicaraguan territory.”* Sandino’s message to Hoover also contained a threat, although, it was
hidden in a congratulatory message. Taking credit for Coolidge’s decision not to run for
reelection, Sandino congratulated Hoover on winning the presidency: “I [Sandino] am pleased to
inform you that through the efforts of our soldiers we have managed to remove from action the
ex-leader of the United States, Calvin Coolidge, and his Secretary of State, Frank B. Kellogg....

We wish to inform you [Coolidge] as well that we are ready to punish every abuse of the United
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States of America in the affairs of our country.”® To politicians in the United States, Sandino’s
message denounced the occupation and called for U.S. withdrawal.

Internationally Sandino cultivated ties to and received support from a number of
influential organizations. Although he refused to be labeled a communist, Sandino allied himself
with organizations under the aegis of the Communist International or Comintern. In the spring of
1928, the Venezuelan Communist Gustavo Machado arrived in Sandino’s camp with a proposal
from the Mexican Hands Off Nicaragua Committee, which called for hemispheric unity in the
face of North American imperialism. Sandino accepted Machado’s proposal but refused to
abandon the ideal of a “United Front” that included Nicaraguan Liberals. The Comintern initially
appealed to Sandino because of its Leninist tendencies, which advocated a less centralized path
towards revolution, but its move towards a Stalinist approach in 1929 severely strained
relations.>* Having abandoned the idea of social cooperation in favor of the primacy of the
communist party in the struggle against imperialism, the Comintern became increasingly critical
of Sandino’s stance that “neither extreme right nor extreme left but rather United Front is our
motto. That being said, it would not be unreasonable if in our struggle we were able to achieve
the cooperation of all social classes.”*® Ultimately, Sandino’s adherence to a popular front
strategy cost him the support of the Comintern but not before many of the organizations under its
umbrella provided his struggle with moral and financial support.

Hemispheric labor organizations proved particularly sympathetic to Sandino’s struggle.
Following the defeat of Sandino’s forces at the battle of Ocotal in July 1927, delegates attending

the fifth Congress of the Pan-American Federation of Labor denounced the U.S. occupation of
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Nicaragua. William Green, the president of the American Federation of Labor (AFL) “decried
the use of arms by the United States in Latin-American countries... and “deplored the unhappy
state of affairs in Nicaragua.”*® Citing that “the people of Nicaragua have been the unfortunate
victims of a foreign intervention,” the delegates of the congress unanimously approved a
resolution that called for the “immediate withdrawal of United States Forces on land, sea, and
air.”®" Transnational labor movements would become a vital backer of Nicaraguan revolutionary
movements in the coming decades as well as an outspoken opponent of the Somoza regime.

In the United States, one of Sandino’s most important allies was the All-American Anti-
Imperialist League (AAAIL), located in New York City. Affiliated with the Communist Party of
United States, the AAAIL held pro-Sandino marches and demonstrations, sent medical supplies,
and raised funds for the EDSNN, which Sandino politely thanked them for.>® In 1928, the
AAAIL held a number of protests in New York and Washington D.C against U.S. involvement
in Nicaragua.>® On one occasion, the AAAIL picketed the White House with slogans that
included “Wall Street Not Sandino Is the Real Bandit,” “We are for Sandino and Not Against
Him,” “We Demand an Immediate Withdrawal of Marines From Nicaragua,” and “Millions Are
Unemployed While We Squander the Treasury on Conquest.”®® The FBI and other law
enforcement officials, who were particularly concerned with the threat of communist subversion

in the United States, closely monitored these gatherings, which observers estimated were
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attended by hundreds of people.®* Because of this, the leaders of these movements faced arrest
by and harassment from U.S. law enforcement.

Among the leaders of the AAAIL was Sandino’s half-brother Socrates, who had been
living and working in New York since 1926. In an attempt to raise awareness about the
Nicaraguan occupation and provide funds for his brother’s movement, Scrates embarked on a
speaking tour in 1928, visiting members of the AAAIL, the U.S. Communist Party, and various
labor organizations in New York and Chicago.®? At his first and largest speaking engagement,
Sdcrates spoke to a crowd of fifteen hundred, in which he compared his brother to George
Washington and Simén Bolivar.®®* Championing his brother’s internationalism, Sécrates spoke of
Sandino’s struggle as “not merely a fight for the freedom of Nicaragua, but for the freedom of all
Latin America... and the laboring people of America.”® Because of his outspoken support for
his brother, Scrates was eventually deported, returning to Nicaragua and joining his brother.®®

The AAAIL drew the considerable attention from both the media and U.S. officials for
their efforts to raise funds for Sandino. Besides the speaking engagements, which were excellent
fundraising ventures, the AAAIL also sold and encouraged its members to use stickers that read
“Protest Against Marine Rule in Nicaragua.”® U.S. officials quickly moved to stop the
disbursement of the supposedly subversive stamps, which the U.S. Post Office deemed
“obscene.®” The AAAIL challenged the Post Office censure in federal court but lost the case

after the State Department submitted an affidavit that, according to Judge Thomas Thacher,

® The FBI’s records on the AAAIL are available online at
https://vault.fbi.gov/All%20American%20Anti%20Imperialist%20L eague%20/All%20American%20Anti%20Imper
ialist%20L eague%20Part%201%200f%201/view.

82 «“Brother Here Calls Sandino Safe From U.S.,” Chicago Daily Tribune, April 3, 1928, 16.

8 “sandino A Patriot, Says Brother Here,” New York Times, January 16, 1928, 44; “Sandino’s Brother, Speaking in
Brooklyn, Compares him to Washington,” Washington Post, January 16, 1928, 5.

% “Sandino’s Brother Demands Freedom,” New York Times, February 20, 1928, 6.

% Grossman, “Solidarity with Sandino,” 72.

% «Defies Postoffice on ‘Protest Stamp,” New York Times, January 30, 1928, 3.

87 “New Upholds Ban on Sandino Stamp,” ibid., February 2, 1928, 8.



https://vault.fbi.gov/All%20American%20Anti%20Imperialist%20League%20/All%20American%20Anti%20Imperialist%20League%20Part%201%20of%201/view
https://vault.fbi.gov/All%20American%20Anti%20Imperialist%20League%20/All%20American%20Anti%20Imperialist%20League%20Part%201%20of%201/view

39

revealed the AAAIL claim of Marine rule to be a “falsehood.”®® In general, the AAAIL’s efforts
to raise funds for medical aid for Sandino came under persistent attack from U.S. officials, who
claimed the “fund’s real use will be to buy ammunitions.”®® Despite the best efforts of those in
the U.S. government, the AAAIL proved to be a valuable asset to Sandino, providing much of
his transnational money. In April 1928 alone the AAAIL sent $33,000, with another $15,000
from the Soviet Union, to Sandino through its sister organization in Mexico.’® As a financier and
propagandist, the AAAIL proved a valuable asset in Sandino’s struggle against the United States.
Another organization vital to Sandino’s struggle was the Hands-Off Nicaragua
Committee (MAFUENIC), a Mexico City-based organization formed under the umbrella of the
Latin American branch of the All-American Anti-Imperialist League (LADLA). LADLA was
transnational in focus and consistency, with members from thirteen Latin American countries
and associations with Haitian, Cuban, and other Caribbean anti-imperialist groups. Like the
AAAIL, MAFUENIC held demonstrations in support of Sandino and raised funds for his cause.
Lead by such notable Mexicans as the artist Diego Rivera, members of MAFUENIC pledged to
“wage war to the death against Yankee imperialism” and struggle “for the union of Latin
American peoples to expel the Yankees from Latin America.””* On April 1, 1928, MAFUENIC
organized the largest pro-Sandino rally ever, in which 5,000 assembled to hear speeches from the
likes of Carleton Beals. One month later the leaders of MAFUENIC traveled to Sandino’s camp,
delivering medicine and money. Sandino so valued the efforts of MAFUENIC that he gave them

a U.S. flag that he claimed his men stole from the Marines, although it more likely came from a
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U.S.-owned mine.”® The flag later found its way into the Mexican Chamber of Deputies where
Hernan Laborde, a deputy and member of MAFUENIC, waved it while claiming “solidarity for
Sandino who represents the possibility of a unified struggle against the common enemy.” "

By the fall of 1928 Sandino had successfully created a transnational network operating
throughout the western hemisphere, with ties to Europe and other anti-colonial struggles.
However, just as Sandino reached the zenith of his international support a number of factors
converged to greatly diminish his presence on the international stage. The Nicaraguan elections
of November 4, 1928, stole much of Sandino’s thunder and his attempts to stop the election hurt
his image. Second, Sandino lost the support of his most important international allies. In the
summer of 1928, the Honduran government shutdown Ariel, and in December 1928 Froylan
Turcios resigned as Sandino’s spokesperson. Within a month of his resignation Turcios left for
Paris with a new job as consul, possibly as part of an agreement with Honduran government and
the United States. Sandino informed Turcios that any further communications would “not [be]
desired in this camp” and in another letter labeled his former Honduran ally as “my Judas.”"* In
the wake of his break with Turcios, Sandino entrusted “the general representation on the
continent” to MAFUENIC and asked the organization to continue publishing material on his
movement so that his struggle might “be known by the civilized world.”"

It was at this time that Sandino took his disastrous sojourn to Mexico in order to bolster
his flagging cause.”® Despite being snubbed and disrespected by the Mexican government, the

worst outcome of Sandino’s trip was his falling out with MAFUENIC and the Mexican

communists. In December 1929, the Communist Party of Mexico, LADLA, and MAFUENIC all
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accused Sandino of taking a bribe of $60,000 from the United States in order to keep a low
profile in Mexico.”” Sandino vehemently denied the claims, which were most likely fabricated
by the Mexican communists in order to discredit Sandino, possibly out of jealousy and
disapproval of his Latin American union or because of Sandino’s rejection of the Comintern.”®
Having lost Turcios and MAFUENIC, Sandino possessed few avenues through which to spread
his message to the outside world. Besides the Mexican organizations, Sandino also came to an
impasse with some of his own Latin American officers, most notably Agustin Farabundo Marti,
who left Sandino’s camp after an argument about his loyalty, returning to El Salvador to start his
own revolutionary movement. Having lost many of his closest supporters, Sandino sneaked out
of Mexico in the spring of 1930 and returned to the Segovias.”

Ultimately, Sandino’s break with MAFUENIC and the Comintern was most likely the
result of transformations in the Soviet Union. Under the influence of Josef Stalin, the Comintern
quit supporting non-communist national liberation struggles in February 1928. It quickly
abandoned efforts towards coalition building and emphasized the Communist party as the
vanguard of the revolutionary left. Sandino, who advocated for a united front that incorporated a
broader element of Nicaraguan political life, rejected the Comintern’s directives. The result was
not only the end of Comintern support but also that of any affiliated organizations. In 1929, the
AAAIL cut its support for Sandino and, in June of that year, held a conference against
imperialism without any mention of Nicaragua or Sandino.®® Further hindering transnational
support, the Great Depression, which began in October 1929, curtailed Sandino’s financial

support. Abandoned by his supporters on the left, the beginning of the Depression further pushed
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Sandino to the fringes of international attention.

Events in Nicaragua also stymied Sandino’s international popularity. In 1928, the newly
founded Guardia Nacional (National Guard, GN) began to take over responsibilities from the
Marines. Under the command of Anastasio Somoza Garcia, the Guardia Nacional started the
task of patrolling and policing rural Nicaragua, diminishing the cost in both U.S. lives and
money. With fewer Marine deaths and attacks on U.S. properties, U.S. popular interest in the
conflict waned. In the first three months of 1928 the New York Times listed 269 stories about
Nicaragua, 282 stories for all of 1931, and 144 for 1932.5! By the early 1932 it appeared as
popular interest in Sandino had waned. In the fall of 1931 Sandino wrote “we have come to
realize that we do not have at our disposal one single Indo-Hispanic government, much less any
other nation of the globe. Nicaragua is directly and solely represented by our army.”®? Isolated
and seemingly defeated, Sandino turned inward and restructured his movement, unaware that his
greatest triumph was nearly at hand.

Although he had lost much of his transnational support network and international
attention had shifted away from his struggle, Sandino had helped shape the political dialogue
around the occupation and created public pressure that forced a shift in U.S. policy. Popular
figures such as Will Rogers questioned the purpose of the U.S. occupation: “Why are we in
Nicaragua, and what the Hell are we doing there?”®® The U.S. press questioned its government’s
intervention in the Nicaraguan civil war as early as 1926, with the New York Times, New York
World, and Baltimore Sun all speaking out against the interventionists’ motives. In 1929 the

Boston Globe asked “What is all this fighting about? Why are these young men in marine
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uniforms being killed?” and, believing that the government was lying to its citizens, the
Washington News wrote that the U.S. public was being “shamelessly deceived by its officials.”

Negative international opinion of the U.S. occupation cast doubt in the minds of many in
the United States. In particular, the occupation of Nicaragua undermined the U.S. image in Latin
America, hurting diplomatic relations and making it difficult to conduct trade. Guatemalan
students protested the U.S. occupation in both 1926 and 1927, with many of the local papers
writing in favor of their demonstrations. Latin American books such as Barbaric Yankeeland and
The White House Shadow painted the United States as an agent of evil throughout the
hemisphere. The Latin American press proved particularly vocal, with major ne