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Abstract 
 
Scholars have debated the lack of incentives for civilians to specialize in defense topics in Latin 
America. Besides the absence of major conflicts in the region, they argue that politicians have 
no electoral benefits from raising this flag in their campaigns. However, between affirming that 
civilians do not need to know much about it or should be highly involved, essential questions 
have been forgotten: what should civilians know about defense? When civilians want to know, 
can they? The defense marketplace of ideas is perfect only theoretically. In reality, there might 
be civilian informational demands that are simply ignored, and at the same time, requests of 
disclosure that could harm important policies. Using Stepan's distinction between state, political 
society and civil society, this paper debates the types and depth of transparency required for 
each group of civilians to enhance and exert oversight of (1) civilian control, (2) military 
effectiveness, and (3) military efficacy. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Bruneu and Matei (2008) and (Matei, 2012) assert that civil-military relations are not 

only about civilian control over the military (which means their subordination to civilian 

decisions), but also about civilians being able to monitor military effectiveness and military 

efficacy – which we call here “the triad”. This ability to monitor perfectly meets the debate on 

transparency and open data.  

In an ideal world, legitimate information demands would automatically lead to 

transparency in the marketplace of ideas. It would be quite simple for civilians to access 

information about military operations and decisions in order to exert oversight. This would 

include not only good amounts of information, but also good quality and integrated data, 

respecting legal timeframes of disclosure and archival management. 

However, in the real world things are more complicated, since in the public sphere 

principals and agents can have completely different goals. This means that politicians may have 

goals like gaining the next elections or pleasing his or her campaign financiers, meanwhile 
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voters might a vast and heterogeneous variety of policies that translate their view of a good 

government (Bowles, Hamilton, & Levy, 2013).  

What defines the information availability in the marketplace is a balance between costs 

and benefits: is it worthy to know something? Is this knowledge going to be an unnecessary 

cost or it will bring benefits? As an illustration, Bowles, Hamilton and Levy (Bowles et al., 

2013) contend that 

“even if a voter cares deeply about politics and new information would help 
alter his selection of candidates, the likelihood that a single individual’s 
showing up at polls and casting his ballot will alter the election outcome is so 
small that the costs of becoming better informed outweigh the benefits of 
searching out additional information.” (p. xiv) 

 

The calculation behind the decision of not knowing is called rational ignorance, a 

concept created by Downs (1957), which for the example mentioned above means that “from 

an individual perspective, investing in gaining more knowledge about government and politics 

might not pat, even though society as a whole might benefit if voters were more informed” 

(Bowles et al., 2013).  

According to the works of Bruneau (2006), Pion-Berlin & Trinkunas (2007) and Pion-

Berlin (2006), Latin American politicians have chosen rational ignorance regarding national 

defense issues. Despite not agreeing in the depth of knowledge required for civilians to sustain 

civilian control, these authors assume that politicians do not want to know about defense 

because of a variety of reasons.  

First, they argue that there is a lack of electoral benefits they can derive from including 

national defense in their political agendas. The reasons why this subject would not translate into 

votes can be the absence of external threats in the majority of Latin American countries, the 

avoidance of the topic due to the region’s legacy of military coups, or the low impact of military 

employment in these countries. 

How could the triad of civilian control, military effectiveness and military efficacy fit 

this context of civilian disengagement and unawareness? Is this discussion salutary or 

overambitious? What would be the role of transparency in the attempts of civilian groups in 

taking over control of these issues? And finally, has the literature considered that there might 

be civilian groups hopelessly trying to get information in order to oversight the triad, with no 

success?  

This article considers that secrecy still is a military prerogative of power in Latin 

America – as a reserve domain (Serra, 2010) - , which reflects the depth of civilian control, and 

directly affects the capability of civilians to assess military effectiveness and military efficacy. 
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The question “what should civilians know?” is the trigger to set boundaries to secrecy 

in defense-related activities. However, two other questions underpin the effectiveness of 

defining what we should know, which Pion-Berlin (2005) does not consider in his article. First, 

which civilians are we talking about? Secondly, when civilians want to know something, can 

they have access to the information? The gap between these two questions and that first one 

points the way future reforms and advocacy should move towards to.  

To address the different civilian groups that might have defense informational demands 

we use Stepan’s (1980) distinction between civil society, political society and state. Each one 

of these groups have different demands in different accountability and transparency directions, 

that will translate into different processes and levels of responsiveness from the armed forces.  

This analysis is useful to understand the incentives-to-knowledge of not only important 

political actors in the Executive and the Legislature, but also of the academia, the media and 

autonomous institutions inside the government. As an illustration of actors that might be 

important in the establishment of the triad, Bruneau and Tollefson (2014) , e.g., cite the 

Brazilian Court of Auditors as one of the main civilian actors exerting real oversight regarding 

military procurements and spending.   

To understand the impact of historical processes in the establishment of a certain 

marketplace of ideas, and also to address the depths of knowledge these civilian groups should 

have, we explore two different theoretical approaches to military autonomy: the divided and 

the integrated approaches to civil-military relations. Each one of those views can establish 

different boundaries of what is disclosed or not, and if disclosure is legitimate or not.  

Finally, to address the difficulties of each actor to achieve her information goals, we 

undertake a preliminary analysis of how easy is to get information for each actor, each point of 

the triad ‘civilian control – military effectiveness – military efficacy”.  

2. The hedgehog and the fox: an unfinished debate 
 

 

In 2005 two major scholars of the field of civil-military relations raised an interesting 

debate about the incentives civilians did not have to engage in debates about national security 

and defense.  

Pion-Berlin (2005) believes that the expectation of civilian involvement with defense 

comes from a western model of civil-military relations, which doesn’t apply to less consolidated 

democracies. In some of them, civilians are simply not interested in defense and national 

security, especially when there is an absence of inter-state conflicts. In these cases, being a 
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defense specialist simply does not help politicians to get more votes. A question still unresolved 

is what types of incentives should or could be created to boost civilian engagement. The 

expectation of peace can also shape defense policies in a way that makes countries simply not 

prepared to go to war with each other (Pion-Berlin & Trinkunas, 2007). 

This leads to the discussion of the informational asymmetries generated by the excess 

of military professionalism and autonomy. This asymmetry endangers the civilian capacity of 

judgment when critical decisions must be made, despite the arguments of some authors that 

civilians have the right to be wrong (Barany, 2012b; Feaver, 2009; Siaroff, 2005; Smith, 2005). 

Some scholars responded to this issue asserting that civilian leaders should be more engaged in 

defense matters, knowing more about military strategies and budget. 

Bruneau (2005) argues that politicians are expected to know little about many issues, 

and should know sufficiently about defense in order to be able to maintain the democratic 

civilian control. In a consolidated democracy, there should not exist parts of the state ‘not 

controlled’ by civilians. There are some examples to support the need of civilian knowledge 

about defense in a corporatist environment. One of them is Nicaragua, in which the military has 

refused to execute the order of the president Enrique Bolanos and the Defense minister Jose 

Guerra to destroy thousands of soviet missiles stored in the country. Another example is 

Venezuela, where the military has publicly declared fidelity to Nicolás Maduro, after Chávez’s 

death (Bruneau, 2005; Presse, 2013). 

According to Serra (2010), the lack of political incentives for civilians to acknowledge 

defense issues is a result of stagnation between the democratic transition and the democratic 

consolidation in young democracies. It is exactly because of this that the exercise of oversight 

over the military and restricting their autonomy and prerogatives is so important.  

3. The defense marketplace of ideas through the lens of civil-military relations 

 
What drives so many different patterns and expectations of transparency in defense in 

different countries? What would it take to civilians to know more about civilian control, military 

effectiveness and military efficacy? What defines transparency in defense states have today? 

Transparency became an important concept in the realm of democratic control over any 

state institution, including the armed forces. Scholars claimed that transparency could enhance 

governance, and could help in the fight against corruption (Hollyer, Rosendorff, & Vreeland, 

2011). However, there are few proofs that transparency really affects governance positively. 

Many pro-transparency arguments are based in the value of transparency itself and that it would 
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enhance accountability - even democracy is not proved to produce better (military) public 

policy effectiveness (Desch, 2002; Tan, 2014). 

Colaresi (2014) asserts that if there is no prove of its effects, it definitely is a strong tool 

to build public consent. In democracies, public consent is vital for maintaining political 

alliances and for making reelections possible. Even secrecy has to be consented in democracies.  

The concept of the marketplace of ideas is essential in this regard, since its structures 

define how consent is built in a state – through more or less exchange of information (or 

transparency). This term “marketplace” is mentioned for the first time in the discussions about 

the first constitutional amendment of the United States, and assumes that in a society where 

every citizen has free access to information, there could be a real competition of ideas that 

would lead to the survival of only the best ones (Blocher, 2008; Ingber, 1984). 

Colaresi (2014) argues that a marketplace of ideas can be thick or thin, depending on 

the amount of information disclosed. 

 
The thin marketplace assumes that the amount of relevant publicly available 
information can be collapsed to a simple signal, victory versus defeat. The thicker 
version, as we have already seen, assumes that costs and benefits of competing 
policy proposals are available to the public (Colaresi, 2014, p. 29).  

  
Desch (2002) argues that there are no works testing the effectiveness of a thicker 

marketplace of ideas in a country’s decision to go to war or not. He uses the Israeli example to 

show that the former president Chaim Herzog benefited from her closed governing style to 

succeed the war.  

The concept also neglects difficulties in the exchange of information and public opinion 

formation. It mistakenly assumes that everyone has the same capacity to absorb and understand 

different types of information, regardless of the existence of ideological groups that simply do 

not access information that do not support their point of view (Blocher, 2008). 

Therefore, to understand the constraints reform in a current marketplace thickness 

confronts, it is essential to know the historical path-dependence of each case. Policy outcomes 

unlikely are disconnected to the patterns of power relations of a country. The path-dependence 

analysis assumes that no prior conditions can determine completely the outcome of a process. 

The relation between initial conditions and the outcome is stochastic (Mahoney, 2000).   

In addition, a path-dependence analysis can find relatively causal patterns due to the 

inherent inertia of a movement or a process. This means that when a process begins, it will tend 

to continue through reproduction mechanisms (self-reinforcing sequences) (Mahoney, 2000). 
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The civil-military relations’ lens in a path dependence analysis can give important 

information of how these marketplace structures work for defense. In a game that mixes a 

variety of political forces, institutional survival, corporatism and restricted capability to know 

about everything, these structures can give the map to understand incentives and costs involved 

in getting information and even in generating it.   

 Therewith, the subsequent section explores the possible constraints to the marketplace 

of ideas according to two opposite theoretical streams: (1) the divided approach, which 

comprises the Huntingtonian institutional theory and the corporatist theory; (2) integrated 

approach1, comprising the I/O theory and the societal theory. Each one of them has an effect in 

what is it expected to be legitimate for civilians to know. 

 
 
3.1. Theoretical lenses of civil-military relations 

 
The civil-military relations’ literature has arisen mostly from the necessity of answering 

the question “Who guards the guardians?”, especially after the World War II (Bruneau & Matei, 

2008). In order to answer those questions, two main theoretical approaches emerge as opposite 

types of relation between civilians and the military.  

Using Egnell’s (2009) terminology, these theoretical streams are the divided approach, 

which comprises the Huntingtonian institutional theory and the corporatist theory; and the 

integrated approach2, comprising the I/O theory and the societal theory. Each one of them has 

an effect in what is it expected to be legitimate for civilians to know. These theories derive 

different understandings of military autonomy and the role civilians must have in Defense, as 

the Figure 1 presents. 

 

Figure 1 – Approaches to civil-military relations 

                         
1 These denominations of divided and integrated approaches are in the work of Egnell (2009). 
2 These denominations of divided and integrated approaches are in the work of Egnell (2009). 
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Source: elaborated by the author. 

 

Samuel Huntington is one of the most important authors in this realm, who founded the 

Institutional Theory of civil-military relations3 . He wrote his theory using the case of the U.S. 

American experience during the Cold War. According to him, the separation between civilians 

and the military is essential for the maintenance of civilian control over the armed forces. The 

basic here are: civilians determine what the military have to do, and the military decides how 

to do it (Huntington, 1957).  

Alfred Stepan (1980, 1988) proposes another theory of civil-military relations, 

acknowledging many failures of the institutional theory, and asserting that institutions will 

behave in order to guarantee their survival regardless of professionalism or subordination.  

This approach was though through the experience of Latin American countries and their process 

of democratization, taking into account the feeling of imminent civilian ‘revenge’ felt by the 

military. This fear of justice against abuses occurred during the several autocratic governments 

of the region made the military to hide inside the barracks.  

 Both theories describe different expected motivations of action from the military, 

however, both still consider the separation between civilian and military worlds. Therefore, in 

this article both are under the same ‘umbrella’ of a divided approach to civil-military relations, 

which will imply in some specific constraints in the defense marketplace of ideas. We explore 

these constraints in a following subsection.  

Among the theories within the integrated approach to civil-military relations, there 

are the I/O theory and the societal theory. After three years of Huntington’s publication The 

Soldier and the State, Janowitz made harsh critiques to the institutional theory in his seminal 

work The Professional Soldier (1960), inaugurating the societal theory of civil-military 

                         
3 The Institutional Theory is also called by “classic-professional” approach by Pion-Berlin at al (2012). 
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relations (Feaver, 1996). According to the societal theory, the armed forces are a creation of the 

larger social structure. They are a microcosm of the society and should reflect it in a deeper 

integration (Pion-Berlin, Urgues & Esparza, 2010).  

These theoretical approaches assume different levels of military autonomy and different 

roles to civilians, giving distinct importance to the state as an autonomous actor. The next 

subsections explore each one of these approaches. The next sections explore more deeply each 

one of them. 

 

3.1.1. Divided approach to civil-military relations 
 

Huntington (1957) is the main author of the classic professional approach, developed in 

his book “The Soldier and the State”. The main idea of his theory is that the civilian control 

over the military is built through the subjective civilian control (which means maximizing 

civilian power) and the objective civilian control (maximizing military professionalism).  

Within the objective civilian control, Huntington stands that what draws the difference 

between professionals and laymen is: (1) their expertise – high skills and specific knowledge; 

(2) the sense of responsibility – only using their skill in benefit of the society; and (3) their 

corporateness – with the existence of a selflessness moral unit, naturally born from the 

‘common bond of work’ that puts laymen apart (Huntington, 1957).  

The author builds an altruistic aura around the military that implies (1) the military as 

an apolitical institution, (2) the military consciousness of their limits of action, (3) the 

politicians’ recognition of the military expertise in the use of the force, and (4) a mutual respect 

between civilians and the military, avoiding influence on internal issues of one another (Pion-

Berlin, Urgues & Esparza, 2010). 

The military autonomy is an important concept in Huntington’s idea of civilian control 

since it represents a sign of respect for their unique expertise. The rationale is that “a 

professional military will become less and less professional the more autonomy on military 

matters is violated” (Feaver, 1996, p. 161). This statement suggests that civilians should not 

interfere much in “technical” military decisions, in order to keep them professional. Other 

assumption of the theory is that “a professional military will always remain subordinate to 

civilian authority” (Feaver, 1996, p. 161). This idea suggests that civilians do not need to ask 

for too many information if the military is professional. 

Nevertheless, Huntington might have been somewhat naive when implying these 

assumptions. There is already an agreement among scholars that the military profession is a 
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political activity in essence, and professionalism alone is not enough to guarantee military 

subordination (Feaver, 1996; Jaskoski, 2013; Velázquez, 2008). Others stand that this 

separation between civilians and the military cannot generate effectiveness and efficiency in 

military operations (Egnell, 2009; Feaver, 2009). 

That is exactly when Stepan’s critiques take place. The author starts from the 

assumption of an organic-statist model of society, where the state is the responsible for 

achieving the common-good and only the state’s actions towards this goal would be fully 

legitimate. Nevertheless, since they have the power to establish what the common good is, it 

would act according its own goals and survival, being an important and independent actor 

(Stepan, 1980). 

Following this reasoning, political leaders will legally and widely institutionalize social 

participation to avoid governing by coercion instead of by hegemony. However, this 

participation would occur under the state’s tutelage, sometimes having only an advisory role. 

The extensive control of civil society’s participation in politics is a fertile ground for corporatist 

behaviors. This means that the state can give some participation privileges for specific groups, 

managing the distribution of these privileges according to its own interests (Stepan, 1980). 

In this type of environment, the armed forces will tend to be suspicious about rulers and 

politicians, who would not guide their actions in favor of the nation, but only for the benefit of 

themselves. This belief leads to a self-protection behavior of the armed forces or, in other words, 

the justification of a corporatist behavior (Pion-Berlin, Ugues, & Esparza, 2012). 

Within the corporatist view, military officials would not see any harm in deviating some 

of their functions to gain political leverage. This includes developmental missions that might 

include the construction of roads and bridges, agricultural assistance, the distribution of food, 

or the provision of health and educational services, and also internal missions that might involve 

repression of citizens (Pion-Berlin et al., 2012).  

To balance the public opinion and the political capital between these two types of 

mission, Pion-Berlin, Ugues and Esparza (2010) contend that at the same time the armed forces 

execute these internal operations, they tend to make public only civic and disaster relief 

missions.  

To add Stepan’s corporatist view of the Huntingtonian approach, one need to take into 

account that the armed forces are not apolitical, and they will tend to act in favor of their own 

survival.  This element changes the perception about the motivation behind the armed forces’ 

actions, that are partially for the benefit of the society, and partially to benefit themselves.  
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When exploring the Spanish transition to democracy, Zaverucha (1994) argued that when 

massive demonstrations took the streets, the military began to use an ‘apolitical discourse to 

defend themselves. 

 

A ênfase dos dois discursos no apolitismo das Forças Armadas evidenciou o nervosismo 
do regime. A tecla do apolitismo é freqüentemente batida pelo grupo militar cuja posição 
está sendo ameaçada. Quando é esse grupo que ameaça os outros, contudo, ele propaga 
que as Forças Armadas devem ter um papel político (Zaverucha, 1994, p. 28). 

  

Huntington’s principle of autonomy puts many barriers to the size of the marketplace 

of ideas in defense. This is because this view considers that too many civilian interventions in 

defense issues are an eroding element to the professionalism of the armed forces. This rationale 

suggests that if civilians ask for too much information about the military and their assigned 

missions, they would harm the only thing that could make the military subordinate: the respect 

for their expertise.  

This leads to the conclusion that if the divided approach is historically present in a 

country’s civil-military relations, the armed forces are expected to disclose only a minimum 

level of information to civilians. Civilian control would be well consolidated and sufficient this 

way. No details about the military operations (domestic or not) would be needed, as to preserve 

objective civilian control, including all civilian actors, and especially the Executive. 

 

3.1.2. Integrated approach to civil-military relations 

 

According to the integrated approach to civil-military relations, the armed forces are a 

creation of the larger social structure. They are a microcosm of the society and should reflect it 

(Pion-Berlin, Urgues & Esparza, 2010). The seminal works that advocate this view are from 

Janowitz (Janowitz, 1960, 1977) and Moskos (1977, 1986). 

One of Janowitz claims is that the military should be prepared to deliver deterrence and 

limited war, accepting also a constabulary (policing) role. This means that external threats 

would no longer be the only drivers of the military role. He admits that this role creates new 

challenges to the civilian control, since being responsible for domestic military operations can 

boost the armed forces’ political power within the state. His answer to these challenges is having 

more civilian oversight (Feaver, 1996; Janowitz, 1960). 

According to this approach, civilians should not be military laymen anymore. Following 

Janowitz’ ideas, Moskos (1977, 1986) sustains that the armed forces are leaving an institutional 
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model of functioning to an occupational one. The institutional model is the one in which not all 

the compensations are monetary, the institution constitutes a special and distinguished group, 

and there is a close link between being professional and having self-sacrifice values in the name 

of a higher objective. 

The occupational model, in turn, follows the marketplace logic, where compensations 

are mainly monetary and reflect individual skill levels. There are no symbolic payments and 

other indirect benefits. The soldier’s profession would compete with other professions, and 

mandatory conscription would not exist (Moskos, 1977, 1986).  

“The I/O thesis assumes a continuum ranging from a military organization highly 

divergent from civilian society to one highly convergent with civilian structures” (Moskos, 

1986, p. 377). When these structures are merged there is a civilianization of some military 

functions – like civilian companies and think tanks being responsible for the development of 

strategic weapons and defense policies – when they propose lower costs. The integration 

claimed by Moskos is very close to the liberal ideas, and seems to consider the market as the 

society itself, which may lead the analysis to ignore other social groups. 

Civilianizing defense is not a harmless process, though. It gives the market – or the 

defense industry – an uncertain and unlimited power, as can be seen in Jarecki’s (2005) 

documentary about the case of the United States. This raises new questions and challenges 

about transparency and military operations, related to the corporate accountability, in which the 

part of the civil society not integrated to the market has been left aside. It is elementary to 

wonder what the direction of the integration is: do societies and armed forces being closer mean 

a more civilianized military, or a more militarized society? 

The integrated approach has made several critiques to the classic-professional approach, 

advocating a greater integration between the military and the civilians. The main difference here 

is the extent of defense knowledge considered healthy sharing with the civilians (Barany, 2012b; 

Feaver, 1996, 2009). Janowitz believed that  

 

the essence of civilian control of the armed forces consisted of improved assessments of 
military performance. He did not fully appreciate the gravity of and direct impact on 
civilian oversight by the variety of potential institutional frameworks. If Huntington was 
accused of neglecting to protect democratic values, then Janowitz was faulted for failing 
to protect the democratic state (Barany, 2012, p. 22). 

 

The point that Barany highlights is very important in the comparative analysis of these 

two approaches, specifically when he asserts about the failure to protect democratic state. This 

can be understood as: promoting an approximation between civilians and the military is not only 
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a process of civilianizing the military, but also to militarize the civilians. However, civilian over-

militarization can be as harmful to democracy as the opposite situation (Feaver, 2009), and as an 

extension, to transparency. 

The societal approach does not assume only an integration of values. According to 

Moskos, this integration is mostly and practically related to the market dynamic, since the 

production chain of military assets would be handled by civilians (in the search for efficiency) 

and the conduction of several national security operations could be executed by both civilian 

armies or the military. 

 It is interesting to analyze this integration between the armed forces and society by 

looking at the actors interested in information about defense. Starting from the assumption that 

the integration is mainly market-driven, the main and maybe the only group of civil society with 

greater access to defense information would be the defense industry. In fact, the societal approach 

raises the importance of the market until the point of putting it as another actor in the 

Clausewitzean trinity (that would be no longer a trinity) of people, army and government. 

Another innovation of the societal approach is the relativity of civilian control. According 

to Feaver (1996), in the societal approach “the military will obey in part out of Huntingtonian 

‘self-imposed standards’ and in part out of “meaningful integration with civilian values” (p. 166). 

This implies new challenges in enhancing civilian control, and the Janowitz’s answer to these 

challenges is having more oversight. 

Oversight and transparency are not problems to the concept of professionalism in the 

societal view, since being a ‘professional’ on violence is no longer seen as a special quality of the 

military. However, having the civilians – more specifically the defense industry – among the most 

important actors of the civil-military relations has its management costs, since the defense 

industry can be a fragmented sector, with many different contracts and services.  

The oversight costs rise in this model because it implies more interactions with non-

governmental empowered actors, which easily creates many possibilities to hide information. 

This meets the public policy network literature, where the state tries to manage its many 

connections with autonomous actors, with different levels of interdependence and embeddedness. 

Nevertheless, this literature is tricky and fragmented, and managing these networks with no harm 

to transparency continues to be a challenge (Börzel, 2011). 

If the societal approach drives the civil-military relations in a country, it can be expected 

a pattern of contractual relations. The state (more specifically the executive power) – the 

contractor – would monitor the results of these contracted services, including the armed forces 

(that are seen as contracted professionals without the need of any specific patriotic values), private 
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armies and the defense industry. In this sense, the executive would not be fully accountable to the 

way the military operations occur, which brings more accountability problems. 

The positive side of this process is that the Executive’s defense knowledge also increases 

with the integration. Our hypothesis is that the other civilian groups can marginally benefit from 

this to get information through the Executive branch. However, there can also be an executive 

concentration of information to the detriment of the legislature and other actors. 

 
4. The triad: civilian control, military effectiveness and military efficacy 

 
Many are the authors advocating for a more comprehensive view of civil military relations, 

whether in a sense of giving importance to the context or focusing less in the obsession of 

civilian control (Barany, 2012a; Bruneau & Matei, 2008; Matei, 2012). The fact is that civilian 

control was a really important issue in a context of a series of coups and violations of political 

and human rights throughout the world. The question “Who guards the guardians?” needed an 

urgent answer, and the academia responded to it. 

However, times have changed and the challenges modern states face today are quite 

different. The necessity to have access to more intelligence information, and the lack of 

resources in general made integration between agencies more important each day, which 

created the necessity of concepts embracing this complexity. This was the case of the term 

Security Sector Reform (SSR)4 and others (Bruneau & Matei, 2008).  

Within the realm of the civil-military relations literature, addressing only civilian 

control began not to give relevant answers to the problems military forces have to deal with 

today. The concept of civilian control, which in general refers to the subordination of the 

military to civilian orders, was not enough to understand mission assignments, changing roles 

and the best use of public money investments in security.  

As Bruneau and Matei (2008) contend, “we must remember that even when civilian 

control is unquestioned, as in the United States, civilian control by itself is no guarantee that 

the policy-makers will make good decisions, or implement policy in such a way as to result in 

military success” (p. 910).  

Therewith, the authors propose adding two other variables when debating civil-military 

relations, besides civilian control, which are military effectiveness and military efficacy. 

 

                         
4 Regardless of its lack of clear boundaries, this concept raised important issues while taking into account different 
levels of information and responsibility exchange among several security actors, and also by addressing the new 
challenges and different missions and roles some of these actors are taking (Bruneau & Matei, 2008).   
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4.1.Civilian control 
 

According to these authors, democratic civilian control means authority over three different 

military topics: institutional control mechanisms, oversight and professional norms. By 

institutional control mechanisms they mean the institutions in charge of the instruments of 

security, which includes ministries of defense, parliamentary defense committees, national 

security councils, and the processes of officer promotion (Bruneau & Matei, 2008). 

Oversight, which is the second control instrument, means  

 

whether the civilians actually keep track of what the armed forces or other security 
forces do; are they in fact following the direction and guidance they receive? This 
mechanism, and the elements determining whether it works or not, includes not only 
the formal oversight mechanisms, and their staffing, in the executive, legislative, and 
judicial branches, but also the media, NGOs, and think tanks (Bruneau & Matei, 2008, 
pp. 916–917). 

 

 The control instrument of professional norms, for instance, is related to the adequacy of 

recruitment, education, training and doctrine to the two first instruments, as an inner 

institutional orientation towards subordination to civilian authority (Bruneau & Matei, 2008). 

The presence of an autocratic doctrine or training, along with the impossibility of civilians 

interfering in the definition of the military doctrine are signs of a lack of civilian control. This 

is an example of what Serra (2010) calls “reserve domains” of the military. 

 It is clear that in this discussion the authors assume the same position Bruneau (Bruneau, 

2005) advocated for in the article “Civil-Military Relations in Latin America: The Hedgehog 

and the Fox Revisited”. His vision of civilian control comprises many more elements than those 

advocated by (Pion-Berlin, 2005, 2006; Pion-Berlin & Trinkunas, 2007). In this article we argue 

that the extent to which a country adopts a divided or integrated approach to civil-military 

relations will influence the deepness of civilian knowledge about those issues. 

 

4.2.Military effectiveness 
 

Bruneau and Matei (2008) define military effectiveness in terms of the fulfillment of 

their roles and missions. In their point of view, a country has military effectiveness when its 

armed forces are capable of fulfilling duties in any or all 6 main roles of the armed forces, which 

are: (1) be prepared to fight external wars and fight them when necessary; (2) be prepared to 

fight internal wars and fight them when necessary; (3) fight global terrorism; (4) fight crime 
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(policing missions); (5) give and be ready to support humanitarian assistance; (6) and conduct 

peace support operations5. 

 However, measuring success in some operations is not an easy endeavor. An army can 

win an armed combat, but a better success could be the avoidance of the combat itself. 

Combating terrorism is not having any terrorist attacks. Fighting crime, as the authors describe, 

is an ongoing activity that has phases and constant maintenance. 

 The authors’ definition of effectiveness is the following: “the ability to actually achieve 

stated goals” (Bruneau & Matei, 2008, p. 918). They summarize what efficiency can be by 

saying that the prerequisites for that is (1) having a plan on course; (2) structures and processes 

to formulate and implement these plans – and then they cite the existence of a ministry of 

defense, national security councils and inter-agency coordination.  

  

4.3.Military efficacy 
 
 

According to Egnell (2009), it is almost impossible to separate efficiency from efficacy. This 

is because his definition of effectiveness contains efficiency as a necessary variable, as he 

quotes Millet et al (1986:37): “A fully effective military is one that derives maximum combat 

power from the resources physically and politically available”. However, ‘doing more with 

less’ is a necessary condition for efficiency, but it is not a sufficient condition – that is how each 

concept differentiates itself from each other. 

 According to Bruneau and Matei (2008), defiinf military efficacy can be quite 

problematic. First, it is difficult to measure how much defense and security is worth, in order 

to know if it is expensive or cheap to maintain a certain structure. Secondly, 

 

How, for example, can we measure the deterrent value of the armed forces, of a 
nuclear capability, of submarines vs. aircraft carriers vs. squadrons or divisions? How 
should we assess the value of a ‘hearts and minds campaign’ over ‘military force’ in 
an internal war? Or how, in fighting terrorism, should we rate the efficiency of 
intelligence when success means nothing happens?  
 

 In response to the vague definition of efficacy in the literature, in this study we will 

consider efficiency and efficacy together. However, it would be ideal to develop future studies 

addressing how to access these elements separately.  

                         
5 To consider some of these roles as a standard of military duties for all countries is problematic, as in the case of 
the deployment of the armed forces in policing missions (Edmunds, 2006; Jaskoski, 2013; Zaverucha, 2008). 
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5. Civilian informational needs 
 

The literature on civil-military relations often reduce “civilians” to the Executive and 

the Legislature, regardless of the internal specificities on the many institutions within these 

constituent powers. These works are not fully mistaken, as Huntington states: 

 

The large number, varied character, and conflicting interests of civilian groups, 
however, make it impossible to maximize their power as a whole with respect to the 
military. Consequently, the maximizing of civilian power always means the 
maximizing of the power of some particular civilian group or groups. This is 
subjective civilian control (Huntington, 1957, p. 80). 

  

Nevertheless, ‘civilians’ are also composed by many other interest groups that advocate 

different and even opposite things. Inside the government itself, there are many informational 

asymmetries between the executive, the legislature and the judiciary, as showed by Schulhofer 

(2010). 

This section will address the informational needs and demands of a broader spectrum 

of actors, having in mind that democracies have changed a lot ever since Huntington wrote the 

mentioned quote. Our assumption is that a monitory democracy is emerging, which empower 

many other civilian groups that have never had the importance they have now (Keane, 2009), 

also following a tendency of a societal integration of the armed forces, as Janowitz advocated 

– but not necessarily market-driven in the way Moskos sustained. 

Transparency and information availability are the fuel of oversight, which makes tthese 

concepts very important to the civilian control of the armed forces. As Bruneau and Matei 

(2013) state:  

 

Oversight is exercised on a regular basis by the civilian leadership to keep track of 
what the security forces do, and to ensure they are in fact following the direction and 
guidance they have received from the civilian chain of command. In a functioning 
democracy, oversight is exercised not only by formal agencies within the executive, 
legislative and judicial branches, but also by the independent media, NGOs, think 
tanks, and even international organizations, such as Human Rights Courts (Bruneau 
& Matei, 2013, p. 30-31). 

 

Stepan (1988) organizes these civilian actors in three different groups: the civil society, 

the political society, and the state. For him, the civil society consists of social groups and other 

movements (like religious groups, community associations, etc) and in professional 

organizations (like journalists, lawyers, etc). In this study we identify five civil society actors 
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that have defense informational needs: the media, universities, non-governmental 

organizations, research centers and the defense industry. 

The political society is “that arena in which the polity specifically arranges itself for 

political contestation to gain control over public power and the state apparatus” (Stepan, 1988, 

p. 4). Political parties, elections, electoral rules, political leaderships, intra party alliances, and 

the legislatures compose this arena.  

Within the political society there are the following institutions: The Ministry of Defense, 

the Parliamentary Defense Commission and the National Security Council. The reason why 

these institutions are not considered within the state in this study is because they are deeply 

related with power alliances between parties and the government of the moment.  

The state, for instance, is much more than the government itself. It comprises all the 

“administrative, legal, bureaucratic, and coercive system that attempts not only to manage the 

state apparatus but to structure relations between civil and public power” (Stepan, 1988, p. 4). 

Within the state we consider institutions like the Judiciary, the Federal Court of Auditors and 

the Public Federal Ministry, since they are more autonomous from political alliances and exert 

control of state’s actions. 

Figure 3 presents the main identified civilian groups that have defense informational 

needs and demands. 

 

Figure 2 – Civilian groups with defense informational needs 
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Source: the author. 
  

5.1.The Civil Society 

 
Among the actors in civil society that might need information from the defense sector, the most 

instinctive one to remember is the media. The importance of the media (or the press) in 

democratic nations is unquestionable, since it reflects many features of political freedom and 

civil rights. Besides this, the media is often responsible for disclosing leaked governmental 

information that reveals non-democratic policies inside democracies (Bowles et al., 2013). 

Despite the problems related to the investigative journalism like lack of protection and 

sources leaking biased information (Schulhofer, 2010), this type of journalism plays an 

important role in a sector full of secrecy that is not always justifiable.  

Journalists’ informational needs can be widely diverse, so it has to be evaluated if the 

armed forces have general mechanisms to make information requests (in this case, more 

specifically, freedom of information laws and their passive transparency mechanisms). 

The same diversity of informational needs can be applied to non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs). However, Velázquez asserts that “la cuestión military tiene poco 

interés entre miembros de las organizaciones no gubernamentales (ONG), las instituciones 

educativas, la iniciativa privada y los medios” (Velázquez, 2008, p. 54), and the only NGO’s 

actively searching for military information are those dealing with human right issues. 

This brings difficulties to the access to information, since a corporatist behavior of self-

preservation is triggered if the country has experienced some type of autocracy with the support 

of the armed forces. An example of that was the effort of a Brazilian journalist from O Globo 

of trying to have access to declassified documents from the period of the military regime. 

Despite the declassification, the Brazilian army denied access to the documents using gray areas 

of the Freedom of Information Law to justify the action (Leali, 2015). 

Universities and research centers are important civil society actors. According to 

Stepan (1988) and Velázquez (2008), universities and research centers (or think tanks) can 

affect positively the democratic civilian control of the armed forces.  

Velázquez (2008) shows his concerns about the lack of research centers and defense 

specialists independent from armed forces’ institutions. Without civilian defense experts, it is 

difficult to make any opposition or advocacy in terms of defense policy, considering the fact 

that many experts are called to act as parliamentary advisors. The number of research centers 

in each country is a good measure of civil society engagement in the democratic civilian control. 



- 19 - 

The informational needs and demands of this civilian group can be extremely wide, 

varying from historical data recollections, data from ongoing operations, procurements and 

processes within the armed forces. Despite the many tools to request information – like the 

freedom of information law – many researchers do not see as salutary to make these requests. 

There is an unspoken fear of retaliation when researchers are specialists in defense subjects and 

have contacts inside the armed forces.  

By using a law that obliges them to give information, researchers fear to be stigmatized 

and to have difficulties in having access to exclusive contacts and information later on. This is 

a clear limitation in the defense marketplace of ideas, where civil society have rights, but is not 

considered legitimate to exert them fully in some cases. 

The defense industry is other very important civilian group, especially for those nations 

that fit in the societal perspective of the civil-military relations. According to Janowitz (1977), 

“the more complex the technology of warfare, the narrower are the differences between military 

and non-military establishments, because more officers have managerial and technical skills 

applicable to civilian enterprise” (p.103).  

It is important to notice that there can be an overlap between some public policy research 

centers and the defense industry. In the specific case of the United States, think tanks sponsored 

by the defense industry’s companies have a preponderant role in elaborating and advising draft 

laws of defense policy (Jarecki, 2005). In spite of the difficulty of measuring the influence they 

have on public policies, their knowledge and advising capability is recognized by many 

countries as a way to have access to the opinion of specialists, which can generate new ideas 

and public policy solutions (Haas, 2002; Weidenbaum, 2010). 

 
5.2.The Political Society 

 

Within the Political Society, the actors within the executive branch deserve a careful 

analysis because they represent at the same time the political society and the state’s ruling 

power. They have a direct power over the armed forces (through the president or prime-

minister) and can have a tendency to keep information secret in a similar way the armed forces 

do (Schulhofer, 2010; Wells, 2004). 

The Ministry of Defense (MOD), e.g., has multiple roles and has to deal with many 

transparency directions and types. According to Bruneau and Tollefson (2009), the MOD has 

four functions: 
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(1) To structure “the power relationships between democratically elected 

civilian leaders and the armed forces command” (p. 78); 

(2) To establish civilian control and at the same time have to represent the 

needs of the military; 

(3) To maximize the employment effectiveness of the armed forces; and  

(4) To maximize military efficiency in the use of resources. 

 

Nevertheless, in many countries this MOD has little or fictitious powers over the armed 

forces, exerting a bureaucratic role instead of leadership (Bruneau & Tollefson, 2009; 

Velázquez, 2008; Zaverucha, 2005). External transparency demands – that is to say, 

transparency demands from outside the political society and the state – can be good to push 

reforms and to show ‘civilian control irregularities’ inside the MOD, especially when there are 

no political perspectives of reform. 

Addressing specifically the informational needs of the MOD, three arise as essential to 

establish civilian control of the military: budgetary information, information related to the 

establishment of roles and missions, personnel information, and information about acquisitions 

and facilities (Bruneau & Tollefson, 2009). 

The budget is a special subject for the MOD since it has been the main mean of civilian 

control used by the elected rulers. The MOD has to have active control over budget 

development, resource allocation and oversight, but sometimes this transition is slow, and the 

de jure civilian prerogatives do not turn into de facto actions. The use of facilities and material 

acquisition are important elements that also have to be controlled by the Ministry, which means 

a clear information flow between the MOD and each armed force (Bruneau & Tollefson, 2009). 

The National Security Council (NSC) is the direct source of national security 

information of the president, which makes it a very important actor in the civil-military 

relations. Many countries still have militarized NSC’s, as a reminiscence of authoritarian 

regimes. Pion-Berlin claims that civilianizing these defense institutions is an important step 

towards civilian control (Pion-Berlin, 2008). The informational needs of the NSC members will 

vary according to the situation. NSCs can be utilized or not by the president, and generally they 

include the military in their composition, as well as other civilian ministries. 

As this section explores, the executive branch should be analyzed in terms of being from 

the political society, but managing the state apparatus. The legislative branch for instance is 

one of the most important civilian actors since they represent the people’s will. The legislature 

is the most cited civilian group among the studies about civilian control (Amorim Neto, 2010; 
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Cleary & McConville, 2006; Díez, 2008; Peters & Wagner, 2013; Schulhofer, 2010; Stepan, 

1988; Velázquez, 2008). In consonance with these authors, Díez (2008) contends that:  

 
Scholars argue that parliament must not only be involved in the elaboration of defense 
policy through, for example, the integration of members of congress into national 
security councils and the designation of the military budgets, but that they must be 
active players in the oversight of defense policy implementation and in investigations 
of any wrongdoings (Díez, 2008, p. 166). 

 

However, this is an ideal model, not fully implemented in most countries. According to 

Amorim Neto (2010) and Velázquez (2008), in some democracies still in consolidation most of 

the deputies have little experience in defense matters, which makes it difficult to exert real 

oversight over the armed forces. Nonetheless, even in countries with great defense specialists 

in the legislature, legislators still have little access to national security information in 

comparison to the executive branch (Schulhofer, 2010). 

 To understand how the legislative brach may need information from the armed forces, 

this article focuses in the parliamentary permanent defense commissions. As Cleary and 

McConville state, “although parliamentary questions are a means to expose government policy, 

most oversight activities are conducted within select or special committees” (Cleary & 

McConville, 2006, p. 63).  

Digging into the legislature informational needs, Díez (2008) identifies five different 

areas related to the military that the legislature is supposed to exert oversight:  

(1) human rights;  

(2) the procurement of military equipment;  

(3) the promotion process;  

(4) the deployment of troops and military personnel abroad;  

(5) and the funding and expending of the military budget.  

 

The legislative defense commission should have the right to call members of the armed 

forces and of the MOD to clarify any issues the deputies believe are relevant, and should have 

access to sufficient data to be able to analyze and judge those five areas. The legislature’s 

control of the military budget is one of the main control means used by civilians, especially in 

countries that have experienced transitions from authoritarian to democratic regimes. Military 

budgets reduced drastically since the third wave of democracy not in the same speed of some 

other important reforms.  
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In this analysis, it is important to evaluate the de facto of these institutional oversight 

mechanisms, since the de jure analysis can hide the absence of the legislature pro activity, as 

noticed by Díez (2008) in his analysis of the Mexico. In this case, i.e., many decisions from the 

Mexican legislature about military promotions were not part of a real debate – they were just 

bureaucratic processes. 

The Brazilian case is another that illustrates the deep differences between the de facto 

and the de jure in terms of legislature control of the armed forces. According to Amorim Neto 

(2010), in spite of some use of public audiences to discuss defense matters, only 5% of the 

Defense and Foreign Affairs Commission (CRE) between 1989 and 2001 were about defense; 

and less than 2% of defense-related bills passed in the period.  

 

5.3.The State 

 

Among the institutions that comprise the state we identify the Judiciary, the Court of Auditors 

and The Federal Public Ministry. These are institutions in which the population do not elect 

directly its participants, since they provide specialized services that need in first place a 

certain knowledge background. They are autonomous and are responsible for exerting 

different types of control over the state’s functions. 

According to Schulhofer (2010) and Pozen (2005), the judiciary can and should exert 

oversight over the armed forces and the executive branch. This branch is very important in the 

cases of appeals to have access to classified defense and national security information. 

Nevertheless, as Wells (2004) and OSF (2013) conclude, 

 

Some courts exercise reasonably aggressive review of such affidavits, finding the 
government’s submission inadequate unless it contains detailed possible effects of 
disclosure. Most courts, however, rarely engage in such review, instead holding that 
the government is entitled to summary judgment if its affidavits describe the 
information withheld and the justification for withholding it with reasonable 
specificity, the information logically falls within the claimed exemptions, and there is 
no evidence on the record to controvert the government’s affidavits or show 
government bad faith (Wells, 2004, p. 1207). 

 

The judicial review of classified documents is even more important when governments 

use the mosaic theory (Pozen, 2014) to justify secret. In practice, the mosaic theory permits any 

information to be withheld because any piece of information could help the ‘enemies’ to fulfill 

an informational gap of a wider national security policy.  
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According to the foregoing, a way of analyzing the judicial branch and its informational 

needs is through the judicial review of classified documents over the claim of national security, 

and the results of the appeals. However, in many countries the Judiciary is not used to these 

ends. In Brazil, e.g., the whole process and laws regarding information requests and disclosure 

are concentrated in only one power. The last source of appeals (when the requester wants to 

contest a decision of information secrecy) are only defined for the case of the Executive branch, 

never mentioning the Judiciary as an option. 

The presence of a military justice brings other difficulties to civilian oversight, as 

D’Araujo (2010) argues. Military justice systems, in her view, are a reminiscence of military 

prerogatives that undermine civilian control.  

Another two actors are increasingly getting more important each day in the face of state 

corruption: the Federal Courts of Auditors and The Federal Public Ministries. Specially in 

Brazil, the Court of Auditors is one of the few institutions making any kind of evaluation of 

procurements and finance inside the armed forces. 

In the article Civil–Military Relations in Brazil: A Reassessment, Bruneau and Tollefson 

(2014, p.132) highlight the importance of the Court of Auditors in monitoring the public 

administration and also the defense institutions: 

 
The SAI in Brazil is the Tribunal de Contas da União (TCU) or Court 
of Audits, and it is extremely powerful and rigorous in terms of ensuring 
that government funds, including in the areas of national defense, are 
used according to the extensive and detailed guidance from both the 
executive and the legislature. This institution has authority over the 
implementation of Lei de Licitação, 8666, which is similar to US 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR, which is large and totally 
authoritative regarding contracting out), and the Lei de 
Responsabilidade Fiscal, which stipulates further detail on the 
allocation and use of public funds. The military services have their own 
inspectors-general, who ultimately report to the TCU. In short, Brazil 
does have a very robust institutional basis for efficiency in the use of 
resources. 

 

The informational demands of the Court of Auditors are clear: they involve data about 

budget implementation, procurements and spending. To what extent this information is being 

given to must be the subject of future research. 

If one considers the Court of Auditors as a state actor with defense informational 

demands, it is impossible not to cite the Public Federal Ministry. At least in Brazil, this ministry 

is responsible for conducting investigation that can begin with the identification of irregularities 

from citizens, military personnel, the court of auditors, the police, and others. According to 

Arruda (2007), many soldiers afraid of the military justice or of the decisions of their military 
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chain of command search for the Federal Public Ministry help to solve internal issues. From 

the perspective of military subordination this is quite problematic; however, it also reflects 

dissatisfaction with some practices of the armed forces. 

Understanding what type of information the Federal Public Ministry requires from the 

armed forces and how the military have been responding to that is vital to evaluate civilian 

control. 

 

6. Knowledgeable civilians: what is missing? 
 
What is missing? The defense marketplace of ideas and the way it was built defines many 

important elements to answer this question. First of all, one must consider in which view of 

civil-military relations the country is organized. This is essential to understand which actors are 

legitimate or not to have access to a type of information.  

Many factors could have influenced the extent to which information about defense is 

exchanged, but here we use the patterns of civil-military relations as the explanatory variable. 

Evidence that supports this assumption is, for example, a great advance in the strength of 

Freedom of Information Laws, but the absence of a stricter control over military documents and 

classification.  

Secondly, it is salutary to recognize that civilian control alone not provide all the 

answers to civil-military relations’ challenges of today. Civilian control, together with military 

effectiveness and efficacy, give us a framework with sufficient elements to comprise these 

challenges. If elected civilians are to make decisions and evaluate promotions within the armed 

forces, these three concepts bring a reasonable realm of knowledge necessary to make these 

wise decisions. In many countries, and especially in Latin America, elected rulers cannot trust 

one hundred percent in their military advisees, because in several occasions they will be acting 

in a corporatist way, as Stepan posed.  

Third, one has to understand the many types of civilians exist. Each civilian actor will 

have different informational needs, and their legitimacy to ask for information and to receive 

what was asked will vary according civil-military relations. We can also say that a mere civilian 

control is easier to achieve than the control of military efficiency and efficacy – which brings 

really specific features of procurement and management of military missions. 

 In response to those considerations, we present an initial effort of mapping the areas and 

the actors involved in defense regarding their likelihood of getting the information they want 

through institutional routes. Figure 3 presents the analysis.  
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Figure 3 – Likelihood of having access to information regarding the triad 

 
Source: the author. 

  

 To further test these propositions with comparative case studies, it would be interesting 

to choose countries with different levels of integration between civilians and the armed forces, 

in order to discard opposing explanations. This study was developed under the premise that 

civil-military relations will have impact on the legitimacy and ease to access information in the 

marketplace of ideas, but there can be other explanations, like the bureaucracy 

Who demands information Type of civilian

Civilian Control (Divided approach) (Integrated approach)
Ministry of Defense Political Society Low - Medium High
Security Council Political Society Medium High
Parliamentary Commission Political Society Low High
Judiciary State Medium High

Ministry of Defense Political Society Medium High
Security Council Political Society Medium High
Parliamentary Commission Political Society Low - Medium High
Court of Auditors State Medium High
Federal Public Ministry State Medium High
Media Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High
NGOs Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Academia Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High

Ministry of Defense Low - Medium Medium - High
Parliamentary Commission Low - Medium Medium - High
Judiciary Low Medium - High
Media Civil Society Low Medium - High
Academia Civil Society Low Medium - High

Military Effectiveness and Efficiency

Ministry of Defense Political Society Medium High
Security Council Political Society Medium High
Parliamentary Commission Political Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Media Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Academia Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High

Ministry of Defense Political Society Medium Medium - High
Security Council Political Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Parliamentary Commission Political Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Media Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Academia Civil Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Ministry of Defense Political Society Medium High
Parliamentary Commission Political Society Low - Medium Medium - High
Media Civil Society Low Medium - High
Academia Civil Society Low Medium - High
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professionalization in general, the way each country conducted reconciliation between civilians 

and the military (in cases where there were autocracies leaded or supported by the military. 
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