Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies

REDES 2003

Research and Education in Defense and Security Studies

October 28-30, 2003, Santiago, Chile

Panel: Institutes and the Education of Civilians in Defense

Security policy-making and academic advisors: Brazil’s academic security studies community, the Política de Defesa Nacional and the Comissão de Notáveis
Kai Michael Kenkel
Brazil
The statements and opinions presented by the authors of "REDES 2003 Academic Papers", do NOT represent the views of the Department of Defense (DoD), the National Defense University (NDU) or the Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies (CHDS). Any release, quotation or extraction for publication must be coordinated with the author of the document.  Any use of these materials outside of the context of this seminar is NOT authorized.

Center for Hemispheric Defense Studies

REDES 2003

Research and Education in Defense and Security Studies

October 27–30, 2003, Santiago de Chile

Panel on 
Security policy-making and academic advisors: Brazil’s academic security studies community, the Política de Defesa Nacional and the Comissão de Notáveis 
Kai Michael Kenkel 
Graduate Institute of International Studies (IUHEI), Geneva

Rue de Lausanne 132

1211 Genève 21 Switzerland

 +41 76 414.86.14
hanseat224@yahoo.com

Key Words: Brazil, defence policy, academics


Abstract

Using as a case study the Brazilian defence policy formulation process from 1994 to 2002, this paper argues that windows of opportunity arise for academic experts to leave their mark on defence policy under three conditions: policymaker uncertainty about future threats and policy; the professional attributes of successful academics (specialised knowledge, institutional prestige), and the normative resonance of their proposals with the political agenda of policymakers. 

The Brazilian case allows conclusions to be drawn about all three hypotheses. Uncertainty about both international and domestic factors led to the adoption of the 1996 Política de Defesa Nacional (PDN) and to the creation of a Ministry of Defence (MD). In 2002 the MD convened an Experts’ Commission (Comissão de notáveis) which provides insight into the characteristics used by policymakers in selecting outside advisors, such as specialised knowledge and prestige. The Brazilian security studies community has suffered in its ability to develop these characteristics due to the newness of the discipline, a historical stigma on defence issues, and the discursive monopoly exercised by the military apparatus—in particular the Escola de Guerra Superior. Finally, the Brazilian debate between 1994 and 2002 illustrates the dual audience experts face: the military and political establishments often evince considerable differences in normative outlook and political preference regarding defence issues. 

Does anyone listen to security academics? While policy relevance is an oft-invoked canon in International Relations and particularly in security studies, the influence of academic security experts on policy formulation at the national level has yet to be investigated in depth, much less proven. This paper presents a case study of the Brazilian defence policy formulation process between 1994 and 2002 under investigation of three hypotheses concerning factors that govern academic’s policy influence. These factors are uncertainty, academics’ attributes and the resonance of the inputs proffered. During the eight-year period under investigation, the Brazilian government published a general policy document entitled Política de Defesa Nacional (PDN) in 1996; a Ministry of Defence (MD) was created in 2000; and the MD convened an Experts’ Commission (Comissão de Notáveis) to assist in reformulating defence policy in 2002.

Hypotheses

The argument proposed in the Ph.D. thesis of which this case study is a part posits that if three factors come together the necessary conditions exist for policy influence by academics to take place; while influence is not guaranteed under these conditions, without them it is not possible. First, the policy process must be opened as a result of uncertainty on the part of policymakers that they feel can be alleviated by the inclusion of inputs from sources outside the policy bureaucracy, such as academics and non-governmental organisations. Second, once such a window of opportunity has arisen, only security experts with certain attributes will be able to make use of it and be permitted to provide inputs into the formulation process. Third, in order to be considered and implemented and thus lead to influence, the inputs produced by these outside experts must resonate with the normative commitments and political leanings of the policy bureaucracy. In evaluating these hypotheses it is important to note that the Brazilian defence policy community is divided between civilians and members of the military establishment who do not necessarily share common criteria with regard to each of the three variables.

Uncertainty
Uncertainty can be generated by various factors originating either at the domestic or the international level. Most importantly to this examination, wherever the uncertainty is generated, it must engender a feeling among policymakers that current policy does not respond to a new situation faced by the country, and that the adequate response to the new parameters can no longer be found within established governmental policy circles alone. 

In the Brazilian case, uncertainty arose as a result of processes of changes at both the global and national levels. The collapse of the Soviet Union put to rest the threat of internal Communist-inspired insurrection that had previously justified the military’s intervention in domestic politics and its retention of considerable prerogatives. Similarly, with the establishment of Mercosul the military preoccupation with Argentina lost meaning, requiring a redefinition of the military’s external mission to justify its prestige and privilege. This led to strategists to turn both towards internal missions such as drug trafficking and transnational crime and to an emphasis on instability in Colombia as a potential source of threat to Brazil. Both approaches led to an increased importance being placed on the Amazon basin, traditionally already an area of extensive involvement of the military in non-traditional missions.

At the domestic level, a change of government or sudden changes in policymaking capacity within the government can lead policymakers to perceive the need to open the policy process. The reactive nature of policymaking in Brazil leads occasionally to a notoriously lethargic pace of reform. Therefore, the time period under study—1994 to 2002—must be seen as one in which efforts to reorient defence policy and produce declaratory documents are a reaction to changes to the political landscape that occurred as a result of the end of military rule in 1985 and the adoption of the 1988 Constitution. 

As these examples show, while both civilian and uniformed officials experienced some level of uncertainty regarding new responses to new security threats, the source of that uncertainty is quite different for either community. While civilian policymakers were seeking to continue to purge the legacy of military interventionism, the focus of military analysts lay in retaining a strong corporate identity and in retaining—largely budgetary—privileges. 

Finally, differences in institutional culture explain divergences in the extent to which civilian and uniformed policymakers allowed this uncertainty to lead to the recognition of the need for outside input. The Brazilian Armed Forces (FFAA) possess a strongly institutionalised professional schooling system which in its strategic component—with a small but growing number of exceptions—promulgates a Doutrina de Segurança Nacional (DSN) viewed as a comprehensive response to security considerations. This leads to a widespread belief within the military establishment that problems can be solved using current doctrine and without recourse to outside assistance. Due to a past lack of transparency on the part of the FFAA regarding information related to defence matters, civilian experts due not exhibit the same self-assuredness and are more prone to turn to experts from without for assistance. This opacity of information flow has had important effects on civilian experts’ ability to develop certain attributes requisite for influence, such as specialised knowledge.

Academics’ attributes

Once the policy process has been opened to uncertainty-induced windows of opportunity, academic experts—among others—can begin to provide inputs into the formulation process. However, only actors with certain attributes will appear on policymakers’ proverbial radar screen: in particular those who possess a sufficient aggregate of specialised knowledge of defence matters and of institutionalised prestige. Specialised knowledge of defence-related issues can be subdivided into two types: technical (or concrete) and normative (or abstract). 

Technical knowledge includes the traditional domain of military studies, such as military strategy and tactics, force design, weapons systems, C3I and the like, traditionally produced predominantly within the military establishment and disseminated to an interested broader public. Normative specialised knowledge is more often produced—or at least more closely monitored--by civilians, in particular academics themselves, and is largely theoretical or abstract, including general theories of security, norms of international conduct, the evolving interpretation of international law, and the couching of defence issues within broader societal issues. 

In the case of Brazilian security academics, a growing number of highly talented and prolific researchers face a number of structural constraints in their ability to satisfy policymakers’ definition of compelling levels of specialised knowledge as outlined here.   As a result of their interventionist role in political governance, and at times adversarial relationship to certain sectors of civilian society, there is a traditional lack of transparency within the FFAA. Almost all technical knowledge is created within the military establishment and not often disseminated outside the defence arena. Even at the level of abstract knowledge, the FFAA hold an entrenched advantage over their civilian counterparts. The DSN is taught throughout the military schooling system and active efforts have been undertaken to marginalise other discourses of security that do not conform to the approach developed under the auspices of the Escola de Guerra Superior (ESG). 

The dominance of the ESG approach has hampered the ability of civilian experts, who do not have the same access to the dominant doctrine and may not adhere to its precepts, to be seen by military policymakers as having developed a sufficient level of abstract specialised knowledge to be useful as sources of outside input. This situation is explained more by the dominance of the ESG approach than by actual levels of abstract specialised knowledge—especially that derived from other, particularly international, sources—among Brazilian security academics. 

These experts are also hampered in their quest to build up relevant knowledge by Brazil’s location at the periphery of global centres of academic production. Of particular salience here is the language issue. Many of the major works of American and European International Relations and security studies have not been translated into Portuguese, and when they are introduced into teaching and research in Brazil it is of by a member of the majority of professors who hold a degree from the United States, Great Britain or France. 

While the DSN is rooted largely in geopolitics and counterinsurgency theory, the application of security theories widely held in the international discipline to the needs of Brazil has struggled to progress from there. Far from what has been dubbed the “new security agenda”—such bodies of literature as the “Copenhagen school” or critical security studies--making headway into Brazilian discourse, the country has yet to witness a cogent global application even of the traditional realist paradigm to its specific security needs.  

Brazilian security academics face a similar problem with regard to institutionalised prestige.  Institutionalised prestige is both individual and collective. As such it is a function both of the standing of an academic within a given community and of the standing of that community within society and the academic enterprise at the national level. Policymakers’ criteria regarding the standing of individual academics within the Brazilian security studies community will be discussed below and are briefly summarised here to include standard criteria of academic reward structures such as number of publications, conferences attended, students taught, contributions to media outlets, policy briefings and the more intangible effects of interpersonal relationships with policymakers, some of whom may be former students.

The remaining component of institutionalised prestige is the prestige of the discipline itself within academe and society. International Relations (IR) itself is a young discipline in Brazil. The first undergraduate teaching programme devoted to IR as a field of study was founded at the University of Brasília in 1974
. A graduate programme offering a Master's degree followed in 1985. There are two fully-fledged Ph.D. programmes—in Brasília and at IRI/PUC in Rio de Janeiro, respectively founded in 2002 and 2003. A of the state of institutionalisation of the field in Brazil still describe it as "an immense territory that has still not been entirely mapped"
, pointing out its "embryonic"
 character and its relative under-theoretisation and largely prescriptive nature
.

IR research outside of the organs of the state still occupies reduced "social space" compared both to other areas of research and to countries where the academic discipline itself is more advanced
. Accordingly, there are still strong traces of adaptation and particularism:

However, Brazil remained at the margin, for example, of the controversies in the North American academy over the respective validity of the realist, neo-realist and institutionalist theses, as well as it remained on the sidelines of the academic "industry of decline" that shook university bastions after the publication of Kennedy's famous book in 1987. Even the "end of History"--which more strongly mobilised the Marxists--and the "clash of civilisations", debates that "emptied inkwells" in the Northern Hemisphere after the end of the Cold War, were met here with a reaction that was at best tepid, for the simple reason that it was recognised that Brazil's position in the world was never determined by the grand lines of global strategic conflicts. In general, analytical models and approaches that did not present a connection to the specific problems of a "peripheral" and "dependent" nation, as Brazil's own academy classified the country, were not reflected here.
 

The "peripheralness" of the Brazilian discipline is dual: beyond its status as outside what is often treated as the "centre" in many political and economic analyses of the world system--on which the attendant literature can comment in greater depth than is called for here--there is the more fundamental problem of linguistic difference and distance from the largely English-language core of academic production. 

In Brazil IR publication is less driven by journals and more by monographs, perhaps due to the rather small number of available avenues for publication. These include Contexto Internacional, published by the Instituto de Relações Internacionais at the Pontifícia Universidade Católica do Rio de Janeiro; USP's Carta Internacional; Política Externa, the Revista Brasileira de Política Internacional, and several others devoted to specialisations within the discipline. Many journals perish once their founder leaves their host institution, or funding is withdrawn. Even some of the more robust journals suffer from intermittent publication or are struggling to bring issues out on schedule. 

To recap, the academic security studies community in Brazil suffers in its efforts at institutionalisation and consolidation from three major obstacles: the stigma placed on the subject within the intellectual community due to its association with the military government and its human rights violations, directed in large part at that community; the largely successful attempts by institutions within the FFAA—mostly ESG—to monopolise the security discourse within the country, and a lack of access to the basic information on its object of study. Since this information, given the object of study in this field, originates largely within the armed forces and the state, these institutions control the dissemination of information, giving their own security scholars preference, if the information is released at all. 

According to estimates common among its members, the security studies community in Brazil includes anywhere from 30-50 established specialised experts, with about 20 of these occupying primary posts in universities. There are a handful of specialised research institutes, the largest and best-known among them being the Núcleo de Estudos Estratégicos at the University of Campinas. On the whole, the security studies community is of limited size and its members face considerable structural obstacles in institutionalising their field, a necessary contribution to enhancing the institutionalised prestige the discipline can provide.

Finally, experts who possess specialized knowledge and institutionalised prestige must have the ability to present their inputs in a way that highlights their utility to solving specific and bounded policy problems. At its base, the process involves a choice between aiming directly for policy influence at the possible expense of the furtherment of a strictly academic career, and first attaining a certain level of success according to criteria from academe and then transforming this into influence and prestige in the policy sphere.

Successful policy argumentation reflects the fact that policymakers’ approach to questions differs greatly from that of academics: while a policymaker’s desk may be piled high with numerous small issues that must be dealt with immediately, academics in general are accustomed and expected to provide a more thorough and time-consuming analysis, frequently in response to a considerably more broadly posed question
. Preferably, policy inputs provide possible solutions to a policy problem in the form of a series of options, arrived at through scientific analysis or a knowledge of conceptual debates. Subsequently, normative argumentation is used to argue in favour of one of the options. The solutions provided are recognised as cogent and immediately relevant to a given problem, and are tailored to reduce to a minimum the time needed for the policymaker to reach a decision.

Resonance 

The third and final necessary condition posits that once policymakers who have entered the policy process have provided decisional options for policymakers as outlined above, these must resonate politically with the normative and political outlook of the policymaker and the government she represents. For example, proponents of the “new security agenda” are more likely to have success when presenting their ideas to officeholders in progressively-minded governments or in situations where comprehensive change away from previous doctrine is explicitly being sought.

In crafting their proposals to coincide with the normative outlook of the policy establishment, external advisors are again faced with a bifurcated audience, particularly when the policymakers in question do in fact have a progressive or change-oriented outlook and the military retains a conservative outlook. Frequently—though not inexorably—the institutional cultures of armed forces the world over favour a conservative approach to problem solving, a predilection for doctrine over innovation, and a certain degree of resistance to outside intervention from those with no experience of the soldier’s life. Often general staffs and military bodies are themselves already riven between hard-line and progressive standpoints.

If policymakers are indeed progressive this can lead to conflict within the policymaking establishment between the desire of armed forces to maintain a certain policy or doctrine, and policymakers’ wish to update the normative underpinnings of policy to reflect developments in international law, national political orientation and regional relationships. In addition to having far-reaching implications for implementation—such as in the case of military planning and threat analysis that does not reflect decisions and understandings reached at the political level or, with particular frequency, the acquisition of non-defensive weapons systems—a divided policymaking establishment renders considerably more difficult academics’ task of tailoring their outputs to the normative outlook of policymakers. Such situations highlight once again the importance of the relationship between civilian policymakers and the armed forces. 

Once potential outside participants in the policy process have met these three conditions, influence is possible. The variables, however, are mediated through a multitude of nationally specific contextual factors such as the general openness of policymaking processes in a given country, the relative importance of security issues within public debate, financial constraints and the personalities and histories of the principal actors involved.

Defence policy reformulation in Brazil, 1995-2002

One of the legacies of military rule in Brazil was the retention by the FFAA of several important prerogatives well into the period of democratic rule; these were enshrined in the 1988 Constitution. Among them was the existence of six Cabinet posts for active-duty military officers: the heads of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Armed Forces General Staff (Estado-Maior das Forças Armadas—EMFA), Military Household (Casa Militar), and eventually the National Intelligence Service (Serviço Nacional de Inteligência--SNI). As a result, each service branch formulated its policies independently; EMFA possessed merely a loose co-ordinating function that did not include the formulation of an overarching national defence policy. Nearly a decade after the end of military rule, Brazil did not possess an integrated defence policy.

The first serious efforts to develop a national defence policy beyond that produced within the FFAA began in 1995 in an organ of the executive branch, and involved both military experts and civilian government employees, some with an academic background. The result was a very vague and inclusive document entitled Política de Defesa Nacional. For reasons that will be outlined below, this document, though a large step in the direction of declaratory policy, proved insufficient within a short time. 

The defence policymaking landscape shifted drastically with the creation of the Ministry of Defence in 1999, both in terms of responsibility for policymaking and of civilian involvement. Once the MD had settled into its role somewhat, another effort was undertaken to create a comprehensive declaratory policy beginning in early 2000. This effort involved the convening of a 21-member Experts’ Commission (Comissão de Notáveis). Due to personnel changes, election results and a general lack of transparency and the low priority placed on defence issues, by mid-2003 the fruits of this collaboration had yet to be presented to the Defence Minister, much less made public or instituted as state policy. 

The 1996 Política de Defesa Nacional
Much of the preparatory work for the 1996 PDN was done under the auspices of the Secretariat for Strategic Affairs (Secretaria de Assuntos Estratégicos--SAE), an organ of the executive branch then led by former Navy Minister Almirante-de-Esquadra Mário César Flores. Informal meetings took place within SAE's Centre for Strategic Studies (Centro de Estudos Estratégicos--CEE) to discuss the country's future security policy. In 1993, a meeting took place between several "Young Turks" from within various government institutions, including Gleuber Vieira, then deputy chief of the Army General Staff and later a four-star General and Commandant of the Army, Rubens Barbosa, a career diplomat, and Thomaz Guedes da Costa, a civilian academic. 

Around this time, weekly co-ordination meetings, chiefly on the country's South American strategy and on international security issues were convened in the Foreign Ministry by Ambassador José Viegas Filho (who took over as Minister of Defence in 2003), assisted by a young diplomat named Paulo Cordeiro de Andrade Pinto
. The meetings at CEE increased in frequency as well, especially given that 1994 was an election year, in which Itamar Franco was eventually to hand the office over for Fernando Henrique Cardoso's first mandate. In response to an influential article by the Director of the Núcleo de Estudos Estratégicos at the State University of Campinas calling for political debate on defence issues during the presidential campaign, Costa wrote a policy paper in which he pointed out the immediate need for a declaratory policy document outlining directives and a clear defence policy stance for the nation.

Flores called a meeting within SAE, at which Costa's paper was used as a starting point for broader discussions on the country's defence policy needs. Based on these discussions, an Inter-Ministerial Working Group (Grupo de Trabalho Interministerial--GTI) was convened to lay the foundations for a policy document. By September 1994 this group--composed of middle-level representatives of the three service branches, SAE, EMFA and the Foreign Ministry--had produced a document entitled Bases para uma política de defesa (Foundations of a Defence Policy). As its title implies, this document was intended to provide the basic guidelines for a declaratory document. As such, it brought together for the first time the viewpoints of all of the relevant government institutions, but did not go beyond an initial cataloguing and synthesis of viewpoints. This document was ready by September of 1994, in the midst of the election campaign and less than three months before President Itamar Franco was to leave office.
 

Flores presented the document to the President, who declined to act on it, preferring to leave this task to his successor. With the entry of President Cardoso, Ambassador Ronaldo Mota Sardenberg of MRE was to take over as head of SAE. Under Sardenberg's stewardship, many of the powers and tasks delegated to SAE were to be relinquished to other government institutions, leading, according to Costa, to a delay of two years in the defence programme discussion--responsibility for this having been ceded to the Military Household—and four years in the creation of the Ministry of Defence. 

Cardoso's eight-man Interministerial Working Group--this time at the level of flag and general officers or equivalents, and including the Civilian Household (Casa Civil) and Casa Militar--began to discuss the need for a defence policy document. The Navy's representative on the GTI, Admiral Davena, pointed out that such a document already existed. It is in this slight misstatement that many of the problems surrounding the 1996 are grounded.
 

The Bases para uma política de defesa--intended only as a basic starting point for the policy development process--were adopted verbatim as the 1996 Política de Defesa Nacional. The words "Bases para uma" were simply dropped and this first, quite basic document used inappropriately as a declaratory policy document. This has led to harsh criticism of the document as inadequate and to an immediate revival of cries for a new document following the creation of the Ministry of Defence in 1999.
 

As it was however initially issued in a manner consistent with declaratory policy, though many Brazilian analysts knew better, the 1996 PDN is a document "to which foreign analysts pay much more attention than Brazilians".
 Closely based on the 1988 Constitution, the PDN represents little more than a "harmonisation of viewpoints… a formulation of orientational principles… a declaration of international posture".
 It lays the basis for declaratory policy, claims one analysis, in that it communicates the Brazilian government's interpretation of the limits within which defence policy is made
, established during the very first meetings ever between Brazilian soldiers and civilians at which defence issues were discussed.
 

The 1996 PDN thus

…has its origins in the difficulties between the Navy and the Air Force over ship-based aviation and those between the former and the Army over the country's defence strategy. It represents an appropriation--with consolidated conceptual viewpoints, coming from the diplomatic and military areas..

What is innovative about the PDN is its establishment of a defensive force posture for Brazil. The entry of the doctrine of non-offensive defence marks a departure from traditional Brazilian strategy
, though it is not without its detractors
. The 1996 PDN raises the question of the application in practice of declaratory policy. Recent Brazilian defence procurement initiatives (inter alia, major tank systems, an aircraft-carrier, and the nuclear-submarine programme) have run directly counter to the strategies and guidelines expressed in the 1996 PDN.

The impetus for elaborating the PDN supports the hypothesis that uncertainty was a factor in beginning the formulation process. The document itself, in its first paragraphs, highlights the new unanswered threats and vulnerabilities brought about by changes in the international arena
. Costa’s concept paper highlights the problems stemming from the lack of co-ordinated defence policy in the face of a changed situation more frequently requiring joint responses between service branches and an integrated governmental response
. Flores’ cover letter forwarding to the military Ministers the proposed work programme for the PDN formulation process similarly highlights the urgency of establishing a clearly defined declaratory policy
. However, as all actors in the drafting process—completed prior to the process leading to the creation of the MD—were either military officers or civilian bureaucrats, the explanatory power of the PDN process in terms of experts’ attributes and the resonance of their inputs is limited. 

Due to its history and vague nature as, in essence, a catalogue of first approaches to a unified strategy by various government organs, the PDN was not suited as the basis for concrete defence policy. Thus, once sworn into his second term and with the new unified Defence Ministry in place, FHC vested the new Ministry with the task of establishing a viable defence policy.

The creation of the MD

Brazil is one of the last countries in the world, and the last in the Western Hemisphere, to submit its Armed Forces to the control of a unified Ministry of Defence. Until then, the Commanders of Brazil's Singular Forces maintained direct access to the President of the Republic. President Fernando Henrique Cardoso proposed the creation of a Ministry of Defence and commissioned EMFA to conduct a feasibility study. Unsurprisingly, EMFA's studies suggested that a Defence Ministry be placed alongside the extant military ministries, maintaining the established prerogatives at the same level. EMFA's study listed nine reasons why the creation of a Defence Ministry was superfluous, betraying an appalling lack of comprehension of the democratic control of armed forces:

(a) the alteration of the defence structures is unnecessary, as the Armed Forces are carrying out their Constitutional mission satisfactorily;

(b) there does not exist, neither on the regional or the global level, a risk to Brazil that would justify this change;

(c) there would be a loss of political power of the military branch services, with the extinction of the posts of the  military ministers;

(d) the nomination of a civilian as Minister of Defence reveals an unnecessary preoccupation with civilian control of the Armed Forces, a function already exercised in Brazil by the President of the Republic;

(e) a new structure would not leave unharmed the present military Ministries, which would provoking the dismantling of their non-military sections, particularly in the case of the Navy and Air Force
 

(f) there would be the opportunity for undesirable "budgetary meddling", bringing about disputes over funding within the ambit of the Defence Ministry proper; 

(g) the object of the creation of the Ministry of Defence is to respond to the impositions of the United States; 

(h) what is at stake is the "battle for power", and not the legitimate interests of the Armed Forces; and 

(i) the Defence Ministry would only lead to a rise in expenses and the centralisation of activities very well run today by each individual Force.

Cardoso rejected the EMFA proposals forthwith and instituted an Interministerial Working Group (Grupo de Trabalho Interministerial--GTI) whose composition itself left much to be desired in terms of civil-military relations: co-ordinated by the head of the Casa Civil, the group included the three military branch Ministers, the Foreign Minister, as well as the Heads of EMFA, the Casa Militar, and SAE
. 

On 1 January 1999, Cardoso nominated a regional politician, Élcio Álvares, Extraordinary Minister for Defence. Ambassador Ronaldo Mota Sardenberg, a career diplomat with considerable experience in the defence arena gained during his time as head of SAE, was rejected by the military due to long-standing parochial rivalries between the Armed Forces and the Foreign Ministry. Álvares' mission was to establish the MD, which was not to be instituted officially until 10 June of that year. Due to a political scandal in his home state of Espírito Santo, Álvares' tenure in the position was to be short; he was replaced by the former Attorney-General of the Republic, Geraldo Magela de la Cruz Quintão, on 24 January 2000. Despite Cardoso's desire to fill the post of Minister of Defence with a civilian with expertise in defence issues, both Álvares and Quintão were complete newcomers to the subject, a situation criticised by many observers.

One MD employee describes the Ministry's creation as "an eminently political act".
 Several observers have surmised that the reasons behind the creation of the MD had less to do with a desire to strengthen the nature of civil-military relations within the country, but rather with political motives of another stripe--including Brazil's bid, during the time period in question, for a seat on the United Nations Security Council
. Though this assessment may appear very cynical, it appears borne out by the actual legal path used to create the Ministry: many of the legal underpinnings for the MD's creation were Presidential decrees
--a process dubbed "top-down democratisation"
. In fact, the participation of the legislative branch in the process was minimal; that of civil society and academics, in the opinion of one analyst, "irrelevant"
. 

At its inception, the MD was charged with the following missions:

1. to exercise the higher direction of the Armed Forces;

2. to constitute the central organ of the National Defence System;

3. the contribute to the optimisation of the country's defence capacity;

4. to integrate, modernise and rationalise the Armed Forces;

5. to direct the process of perfecting Brazil's defence structures; 

6. to contribute to the modernisation of the state within its sphere of responsibility.

The MD's areas of responsibility were defined as follows in the law establishing it:

• national defence policy;

• military policy and strategy;

• doctrine and force-use planning for the Armed Forces;

• special projects of interest to national defence;

• operational and strategic intelligence in the interest of defence;

• the military operations of the Armed Forces;

• the international relations of the Armed Forces;

• the defence budget;

• Armed Forces science and technology policy;

• remuneration policy for active and retired military personnel;

• support to research, development, production and export activities in areas of national defence interest;

• national maritime policy;

• national aeronautical policy and the actualisation of national policy regarding the development of activities in outer space.

Chief among the MD’s missions outlined above, given the current situation of uncertainty within the FFAA and the urgent need for the consolidation of the MD, is the crafting of a revised National Defence Policy to serve as a basis for all other subjugated policies in the defence arena.

The 2000 policy revision process and the Experts’ Commission
Once the Ministry of Defence had been created and gained momentum, the Division of National Defence Policy (Divisão de Política de Defesa Nacional—DPDN) began to undertake a revision of defence policy, seeking to replace the 1996 PDN document with a more implementable and comprehensive defence policy. An ancillary goal of this effort was to carve out the MD’s competencies vis-à-vis other governmental bodies and to secure its budget. A mid-level career diplomat, José Luiz Machado e Costa, was seconded by the Foreign Ministry to act as special advisor to Quintão. Machado’s initial approach is perhaps the clearest indicator of the explanatory power of the uncertainty hypothesis, as he admitted openly. Charged with laying the groundwork for a new, overarching defence policy and finding himself the lone civilian in a military-heavy environment, Machado e Costa realised that he needed help:

There are no civilians thinking about defence policy, there are only those in uniform who are in the Secretariat of Policy, Strategy and International Affairs, who are generals and colonels. So, what happened? I was put there by the Minister as his Special Advisor, to be the counterpoint to this. The first thing I did was to say "alone, I can't pull it off. This is a very large task, and I need to get support from people who think better than I do". I was just the intermediary.

Machado e Costa was unsure about how to proceed, and explicitly recognised the need for assistance from actors with specialised knowledge of the subject matter greater than his own. He set about examining the writings of the Brazilian security studies community, and taking recommendations as to which other experts might be called upon. Once his selection had been made, it consisted of a group—dubbed the Comissão de Notáveis or Experts’ Commission—described by the Defence Ministry official in charge of policy development as comprised of " seven academic members, six members of the military, five career diplomats, two politicians, one journalist and one political scientist".
 

Table 1: Members of the MoD Experts' Commission (Comissão de notáveis)

	Academics
	
	
	

	Professor
	Luís Antônio
	Bitencourt
	Woodrow Wilson Center, ex-SAE, ex-SNI

	Professor 
	Clóvis
	Brigagão
	CEAs, Universidade Cândido Mendes

	Coronel (ref.)
	Geraldo Lesbat 
	Cavagnari Filho
	NEE, Universidade Estadual de Campinas

	Professor
	Thomaz Guedes da
	Costa
	CHDS, (US) Nat'l Defence Univ; ex-SAE

	Professor
	René Armand
	Dreifuss
	Universidade Federal Fluminense

	Professor
	José Augusto
	Guilhon Albuquerque
	USP

	Professor
	Hélio
	Jaguaribe
	IEPES, Rio de Janeiro

	Professor
	Eliézer Rizzo de 
	Oliveira
	NEE, Universidade Estadual de Campinas

	Professor
	Domício
	Proença Júnior
	GEE/COPPE, 

Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro

	
	
	
	

	Legislative Branch
	
	
	

	Senator
	José  
	Fogaça
	Brazilian Federal Senate (PMDB-RS)

	Federal Deputy
	José
	Genoíno
	Brazilian Federal Chamber of Deputies (PT-SP)

	
	
	
	

	Executive Branch/FFAA
	
	
	

	General-de-Exército
	Alberto
	Cardoso
	Army; Director, 

Gabinete de Segurança Institucional

	Vice-Almirante (RRm) 
	Fernando Manoel Fontes
	Diegues
	Navy (ret.); ex-Director, 

Escola de Guerra Naval (EGN)

	Almirante-de-Esquadra (RRm)
	Mário César
	Flores
	Navy (ret.); ex-Director, EGN; 

ex-Director, SAE

	Tenente-Brigadeiro-do-Ar (RR)
	Murilo
	Santos
	Air Force (ret.)

	Vice-Almirante (RRm) 
	Armando Amorim Ferreira
	Vidigal
	Navy (ret.); 

ex-Director, EGN

	
	
	
	

	Foreign Ministry
	
	
	

	Ambassador
	Gelson
	Fonseca Júnior
	MRE, Perm. Rep. to the United Nations

	Ministro
	Edmundo
	Fujita
	MRE, ex-SAE

	Professor/Ministro de Estado
	Celso
	Lafer
	MRE (Minister of State, Fn. Aff.), 

USP Law Dept.

	Ambassador/Sec. Gen.
	Rubens
	Ricupero
	MRE; Secretary General, UNCTAD

	Ambassador/Min. de Est.
	Ronaldo Mota
	Sardenberg
	MRE; ex-Director, SAE; 

Minister of State, Sci. + Tech.


Both Machado e Costa and Capitão-de-Mar-e-Guerra (FN) Rudibert Kilian, who until January 2003 headed the DPDN and was the Secretary of the Policy Working Group, indicated that the majority of Experts' Commission members had been chosen based on institutionalised prestige, such as their current or former position or rank. Among the academics, professors were chosen who were "notorious for their wisdom",
 and who had established a record of extended excellence in publication. Often, issue-specific commentaries in the popular media were taken into account as well. Thus the Commission’s academic membership provides evidence of the validity of the second hypothesis regarding necessary attributes for outside academic advisors, such as specialised knowledge and institutionalised prestige. 

Among the Foreign Ministry representatives on the Experts' Commission were Ambassador Gelson Fonseca Júnior, who had written on the history of the discipline of International Relations in Brazil and been involved in security-related diplomacy and could bring a thorough knowledge of multilateralist diplomacy--one of the underpinnings of Brazilian foreign policy--to the table; Foreign Minister Professor Celso Lafer, selected both ex officio and for his knowledge gained as a Professor in the Faculty of Law at the University of São Paulo; Ambassador Ronaldo Mota Sardenberg, former head of SAE and Minister for Science and Technology at the time; Ambassador Rubens Ricupero, a diplomat of considerable experience in security matters who was Secretary-General of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development from 1995-2003; and Ministro Edmundo Fujita, a mid-career security expert. 

Legislators included Rio Grande do Sul Senator José Fogaça of the PMDB (successor to the MDB, the opposition party under the military government) and São Paulo Deputy José Genoíno of Lula da Silva's Worker's Party, who headed that chamber’s Committee on External Relations and National Defence.

The commission's military officers were all of flag or general rank, and all but one were retired. The one active-duty officer was four-star Army General Alberto Cardoso, head of the Gabinete de Segurança Institucional. It is in this office--and, to an extent in General Cardoso's person, that a great deal of power is accumulated, and Cardoso's power is a favourite target of critics of the state of civil-military relations in Brazil. The retired officers were Vice-Almirante Fernando Manoel Fontes, ex-Director of the Naval War College (Escola de Guerra Naval—EGN); ex-SAE chief Flores, who also once headed the EGN and has authored numerous articles and a book on strategy; Air Force four-star General Murilo Santos; and another former EGN director, Vice-Almirante Armando Amorim Vidigal Ferreira, also with several publications and frequent commentaries to his name. 

The academic members of the Commission, according to Kilian and Machado e Costa, were chosen based primarily on their prestige within the discipline and on the demonstration of advanced specialised knowledge through extensive publications and repeated personal references:

[W]hat is it that makes an academic--what attribute, what characteristic--makes them representatives of society?

Machado e Costa: It was a criterion that was merely… it was based on their academic production, based on their profile as a former of opinion. … 

So there was the criterion of presence in the media.

Machado e Costa: The criterion--let's put it this way--was empirical. We didn't do a survey, we didn't do research to find out what our approach would be. We basically tried to identify… for one month we read everything that came out, everything that had been published, asking around at the universities, at the research centres, at COPPE, at UFRJ, in Campinas, if there was anyone else we might be missing. The names were always the same. All the works, those published in the field, were always the same. There, we had a certain criterion. There were journalists who wrote on defence, but they weren't primary sources, that is to say they weren't formulators of new concepts, they were not--how would one put this?--articulators of new ideas. They were not contributing a new thinking.

The names that appeared repeatedly and were associated with extensive academic production were Prof. Luís Antônio Bitencourt, Prof. Clóvis Brigagão, Col. (ret.) Geraldo Lesbat Cavagnari Filho, Prof. Thomaz Guedes da Costa, Prof. René Armand Dreifuss, Prof. José Augusto Guilhon Albuquerque, Prof. Hélio Jaguaribe, Prof. Eliézer Rizzo de Oliveira and Prof. Domício Proença Júnior.
· Luís Antônio Bitencourt was a civil servant with SNI and SAE. After 13 years at the Universidade Católica de Brasília, he was employed by the United Nations before coming to the Woodrow Wilson Center at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C., whose Brazil Project he heads as of 2003. Bitencourt participated in some of the early meetings convened by Admiral Flores within SAE to discuss Brazilian national strategy.

· Prof. Clóvis Brigagão is the Co-Director of the Centre for the Study of the Americas at the Universidade Cândido Mendes in Rio de Janeiro. A former Chair of the International Peace Research Association, he was introduced to peace studies during a visit to the Peace Research Institute in Oslo, where he was to investigate the Brazilian arms industry. He is the founder of IPRA's Study Group on Ecology and Security and has written extensively on environmental security. Prof. Brigagão is also a former Chief of the Cabinet of the Rio de Janeiro State Government. He is a graduate of IUPERJ.

· Geraldo Lesbat Cavagnari Filho is a retired Army Colonel now at the State University of Campinas’ Núcleo de Estudos Estratégicos, of which he was a co-founder in 1985. Though he holds no academic degree, Cavagnari's military career saw him posted to ECEME as well as holding several other academic posts within the Army. Cavagnari is a frequent contributor to the São Paulo-area press and possesses a long bibliography on defence and strategic issues.

· Prof. Thomaz Guedes da Costa is currently at the Center for Hemispheric Defence Studies at the National Defence University in Washington, D.C. For twenty years (1980-1999) he was an analyst with CNPq--the Brazilian National Council for Scientific and Technological Development. From 1990-1999 he taught in the Department of International Relations at the University of Brasília. From 1990-1997 he co-ordinated research for the Centre for Strategic Studies at SAE. Prof. Costa defended his doctoral dissertation entitled "The formation of defence policy in Brazil: grand strategy and air power politics and doctrine during the Cold War (1945-1974) at Columbia University in 1997.

· René Armand Dreifuss passed away in May 2003. He was Professor of Political Science at the Universidade Federal Fluminense in Rio de Janeiro. He held a B.A. from the University of Haifa, an M.A. from the University of Leeds and a Ph.D. from the University of Glasgow. His research interests were diverse, but included a significant number of writings on security-related issues, predominantly from sociological and class-based perspectives. He was a founding member of the NEE in Campinas
.

· Prof. Hélio Jaguaribe is a renowned sociologist with an extensive catalogue of publications. Though not a security specialist, his publications include texts on political development, international relations, Latin America and social theory. Jaguaribe holds a bachelor's degree in law from the Pontifícia Universidade Católica do Rio de Janeiro and a doctorate from the Universität Mainz. He has taught at Harvard and Stanford Universities and at M.I.T. a former head of the Department of Sciences at ISEB (an important counterweight to ESG in the 1960s and home of important elements of the antropofagia movement), he has since 1979 been Dean of the Institute for Political and Social Studies (IEPES) in Rio de Janeiro.
 

· Prof. Eliézer Rizzo de Oliveira is Professor of Political Science at the State University of Campinas and a member of the Núcleo de Estudos Estratégicos.. He holds a doctorate from the Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques in Paris. Oliveira’s primary area of expertise is civil-military relations and he regularly publishes opinion pieces in the media as well as numerous academic publications. He is closely involved with one of Brazil's political parties and has been watching closely the process leading to the creation of the Ministry of Defence. He is a member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies.

· Prof. Domício Proença Júnior is Professor and Chairman of the Grupo de Estudos Estratégicos (Group for Strategic Studies - GEE) at the Alberto Luiz Coimbra Institute for Graduate and Research Engineering (COPPE) of the University of Brazil (UFRJ), Rio de Janeiro. He holds a D.Sc. from that institution and is a graduate of the Escola Superior de Guerra (2000). He is a member of the NEE in Campinas and of the International Institute for Strategic Studies.

The invitation to outside civilian experts to participate in the defence policymaking process in fact had a dual purpose: 

so what happened was that we had this criterion of having people who had consistently produced dense, serious and relevant work in the field in the civilian academic sphere. To insert them into the process. The idea was dual: first and foremost, to bring to the internal debate within the Ministry of Defence and the Government, civilian thinking from the academic world that was not being used because of this closing-off that had happened. And the second idea, which was also important, was to show the academics what was going on in the Ministry of Defence process. That the military had opened the dialogue and agreed to accept that contribution, that help. That they needed to open it up in order to be able to go on, because they couldn't do it alone. And they were convinced of this. … Their contribution was essential and fundamental.
 

The members of the Experts' Commission were asked to prepare written proposals incorporating their views and to submit these to the Ministry of Defence by 30 June 2000. They were then invited separately to Brasília between that date and the end of 2000 to defend their proposals in person before a committee of Defence Ministry and FFAA representatives. Machado e Costa then aggregated their proposals into a document passed on within the Ministry of Defence, which was to be incorporated to some extent into the DPDN's efforts at establishing a new defence policy.
 

As head of the DPDN, it was Kilian who was largely responsible for formulating the theoretical concept of security in use in the MD. Thus the primary target against which the resonance of the Experts’ inputs were measured, due to the personalised nature of the process within the MD, was limited to two individuals. The Experts were given a very broadly defined mandate in providing their inputs, and the contributions produced varied widely in scope, subject matter and applicability to the MD’s needs. 

During an interview
, Kilian gave an exposition of the security concept being used within DPDN, which is based on a 1985 report submitted to the United Nations Secretary-General by a group of international security experts. It declares that

[i]n principle, security is a condition in which States consider that there is no danger of military attack, political pressure or economic coercion, so that they are able to pursue freely their own development and progress. International security is thus the result and the sum of the security of each and every State member of the international community; accordingly, international security cannot be reached without full international co-operation. However, security is a relative rather than an absolute term. National and international security need to be viewed as matters of degree.

According to Kilian, the resulting concept of security that reigns within the Brazilian Ministry of Defence is broadly defined:

[t]his was, so to speak, the guiding light. From there we came to the conclusion, after extensive study, that security--a broad definition of security--is an equality, a quality, a condition or a ideal state enjoyed by an individual, a family, a community, a society or a nation, in feeling free of threats, dangers and risks. 

…this broad definition illustrates that security is a desired effect. And this effect is enjoyed in various layers, a t various levels, by men, families, communities, societies, and at the highest level, nations. … 

You can enjoy  a reasonable degree of security on the external level and internally, you have security problem at the individual level, on a smaller scale… So from there we started to investigate the following; what is defence? The first corollary we came up with in this line of reasoning was that security cannot be associated only with the effects resulting from the use of force, based on military capabilities. Security is not just an effect resulting from the use of force. 

…[this resulting effect comes from the adoption of protective measures in the social, diplomatic, economic and scientific-technological
 fields, even with respect to the environment, in response to risks and threats that contain non-military dimensions. … 

We soldiers will not enter the social arena to discuss a protective measure that has its effect there, outside of the military dimension. Because it doesn't concern our discussion. Understand? The way we define security means that both security and defence both are multi-dimensional, which contains the use of force as a resource, both this use doesn't consist only of militarisation. …

…the words security and defence do not involve only the military dimension. They involve all spheres and levels of power that are constituted by state institutions, and each within his sector must take his measure.

…so when we speak of national defence policy, we are speaking of actions in all areas, not just in the military arena. We see defence policy as a system, a systematic organisation in which the central organ is the Ministry of Defence. …

National defence is the combination of state actions with an emphasis on the application of the military expression [of national power]
 in defence of territory, sovereignty, and national interests against external threats. But external threats need not be only military. Thus, if in every sector a measure needs to be taken, defence policy is multi-sectoral. It is a state policy that must remain in place for an extended period of time. 

…so, for example, derived from the national defence policy, we in the military, as well as every other sector, will issue our own policy in relation to defence. In our case, the military, it will be called the Military Defence Policy. The Ministry of Science and Technology will issue a Science and Technology Policy for Defence. The Ministry of Economics should do an Economic Defence Policy. But, you see, this is all still in a very incipient state. There will need to be a lot of adaptations made in the governmental ambit. All this that we have been speaking about is still at the level of a theoretical construct. This system has not been implemented in practice. So what we are doing at the moment is constructing this mentality and carving out competencies inside the government. Because the central organ will be the Ministry of Defence.

Together with input from each of the service branches as well as elements within the Ministry of Defence, the papers received from members of the Experts' Commission were distilled into a document designed to serve as the cornerstone of efforts to create new policies entitled Modernização do Sistema de Defesa Nacional [MSDN]. This document is considered confidential and has as of August 2003 not yet been approved by the President. When asked about the usefulness of the contributions provided by the Experts, Machado e Costa replied that 

…not everything they said was used. A lot of things were. But what the military had to say was included also, logically. Everyone at his own level. You said it very well when you said that those who are in power, in the Executive, must decide quickly, and academics can take years to think things through. Many times that which was presented was very elaborate, very academic, very far from the focus of what we were looking for. But [the Minister also went to] various countries, china, Russia, Germany, England, France, the USA, all the countries of South America, to see if this could serve to consolidate a new kind of thinking. And this new thinking was substantiated in a document called "Modernização do Sistema de Defesa Nacional". This is a very concise 50-page document, whose first chapter is just that: "The Modernisation of the National Defence System".

The policy elaboration process was centred on yet another Working Group, this one comprised of flag and general rank representatives of the three Forces, as well as delegates from each of the subdivisions of the MD, EMFA’s successor the Defence General Staff (Estado-Maior da Defesa—EMD) and the Minister’s Special Advisors. Most members of the group were active-duty officers, though a small number of them were civilians. This working group produced a document entitled Modernisation of the National Defence System (Modernisação do Sistema de Defesa Nacional—MSDN), after generating from the Experts' inputs a matrix of 35 general categories of political action.

Table 2: Matrix of Experts’ inputs 

The left hand column contains the free translation to English of the Portuguese original on the right hand. 

	BRAZIL’S STRATEGIC PROFILE IN THE COMING DECADES AND ITS ROLE AT THE REGIONAL AND GLOBAL LEVELS
	PERFIL ESTRATÉGICO DO PAÍS NAS PRÓXIMAS DÉCADAS E SUA INSERÇÃO NOS PLANOS REGIONAL E MUNDIAL

	FRAMEWORK OF THREATS AND STRATEGIC VULNERABILITIES
	QUADRO DE AMEAÇAS E VULNERABILIDADES ESTRATÉGICAS

	LINKS BETWEEN FOREIGN AND DEFENCE POLICY
	VÍNCULO ENTRE AS POLÍTICAS EXTERNA E DE DEFESA

	THE "NEAR ABROAD": DEEPENING SOUTH AMERICAN INTEGRATION
	ENTORNO IMEDIATO: APROFUNDAMENTO DA INTEGRAÇÃO SUL-AMERICANA

	SCENARIO FOR THE SOUTH ATLANTIC AND AFRICA
	CENÁRIO SUL-ATLÂNTICO / ÁFRICA

	MUTUAL CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES
	MEDIDAS DE FORTALECIMENTO DE CONFIANÇA MÚTUA

	EVALUATION OF HEMISPHERIC POLITICO-STRATEGIC RELATIONS (USA)
	AVALIAÇÃO DAS RELAÇÕES POLÍTICO-ESTRATÉGICAS NO PLANO HEMISFÉRICO (EUA)

	RE-EQUIPMENT AND ITS EFFECTS ON THE CONTINENTAL BALANCE OF POWER
	REEQUIPAMENTO E SEUS REFLEXOS NA BALANÇA DE PODER CONTINENTAL

	POLICY ON PARTICIPATION IN PEACE OPERATIONS
	POLÍTICA DE PARTICIPAÇÃO EM MISSÕES DE PAZ

	RECONFIGURATION OF THE ARMED FORCES
	RECONFIGURAÇÃO DAS FORÇAS ARMADAS

	INSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANISATION OF THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
	ORGANIZAÇÃO INSTITUCIONAL E ADMINISTRATIVA DO MINISTÉRIO DA DEFESA

	READINESS/RAPID DEPLOYMENT FORCES
	APRESTAMENTO / FORÇAS DE DESLOCAMENTO RÁPIDO

	COMBINED USE OF FORCES
	EMPREGO COMBINADO

	OBLIGATORY MILITARY SERVICE (CONSCRIPTION)
	SERVIÇO MILITAR OBRIGATÓRIO

	PRESERVATION OF LAW AND ORDER/DRUG TRAFFICKING/NATIONAL GUARD
	PRESERVAÇÃO DA LEI E DA ORDEM / NARCOTRÁFICO / GUARDA NACIONAL

	CONTROL OF BORDERS, AREA SPACE AND MARITIME AREA
	CONTROLE DE FRONTEIRAS, DO ESPAÇO AÉREO E DA ÁREA MARÍTIMA

	SUBSIDIARY ACTIVITIES
	ATIVIDADES SUBSIDIÁRIAS

	ROLE OF SOCIETY IN DEFINING NEW ROLES FOR THE ARMED FORCES/SOCIETY'S PERCEPTION OF THE ARMED FORCES
	PAPEL DA SOCIEDADE NA DEFINIÇÃO DE NOVAS MISSÕES DAS FORÇAS ARMADAS / PERCEPÇÃO DA SOCIEDADE DAS FORÇAS ARMADAS

	CENTRE FOR DEFENCE STUDIES/INTEGRATION OF CIVILIANS AND THE MILITARY IN THE AREA OF DEFENCE
	CENTRO DE ESTUDOS DE DEFESA / INTEGRAÇÃO DE CIVIS E MILITARES NA ÁREA DE DEFESA

	SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY FOR DEFENCE
	CIÊNCIA E TECNOLOGIA VOLTADAS PARA A DEFESA

	DEVELOPMENT OF JOINT PROJECTS/ALLIANCES WITH NEIGHBOURING STATES AND DEVELOPED STATES
	DESENVOLVIMENTO DE PROJETOS CONJUNTOS / ALIANÇAS COM PAÍSES VIZINHOS E PAÍSES DESENVOLVIDOS

	INCENTIVES FOR THE NATIONAL ARMS INDUSTRY
	INCENTIVO À INDÚSTRIA BÉLICA NACIONAL

	BRAZILIAN LEADERSHIP IN SOUTH AMERICA
	LIDERANÇA DO BRASIL NA AMÉRICA DO SUL

	CURRENT NATIONAL DEFENCE POLICY
	POLÍTICA DE DEFESA NACIONAL VIGENTE

	BRAZIL'S ADHESION TO INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
	ASSINATURA DE ACORDOS INTERNACIONAIS PELO BRASIL

	ALCÂNTARA AIR BASE
	BASE DE ALCÂNTARA

	NUCLEAR SUBMARINES
	SUBMARINO NUCLEAR

	AMAZONIA
	AMAZÔNIA

	SUBREGIONAL DEFENCE MECHANISMS
	MECANISMO DE SEGURANÇA SUBREGIONAL

	NATIONAL DEFENCE POLICY: STATE OR GOVERNMENT POLICY?
	PDN: POLÍTICA DE ESTADO OU DE GOVERNO

	PERMANENT MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
	ASSENTO NO CONSELHO DE SEGURANÇA DA ONU

	DEFENSIVE DETERRENCE
	DISSUASÃO MILITAR DEFENSIVA

	BUDGET
	ORÇAMENTO

	MERCOSUL/FTAA
	MERCOSUL / ALCA

	NUCLEAR PROGRAMME
	PROGRAMA NUCLEAR


Kilian assesses the normative content of the ensuing MSDN document as follows: 

Obviously there was a lot of reaction to the initial proposals, given the conservative position of the military establishment. As a participant and follower of the ideas of the vanguard in the first product, had discussions with other members of this working group; but despite winning the academic battle, I lost the war with the hierarchy. Thus, at the end we had a result that I would classify as possible in the given situation, but which goes only halfway towards a more daring and creative project. At least in area we scored a victory; the approach to security was transformed into a multi-dimensional task, removing it from the exclusive responsibility of the FFAA. Some of the Experts' ideas were used by the working groups, which I would count as a possible forward step.
 

The process of convening the Experts’ Commission and consolidating its results into the Modernisação do Sistema de Defesa Nacional document illustrates the validity of all three hypotheses. Machado e Costa opened the process to due to his realisation of the need for external expertise. Both key actors on the bureaucratic side of the policymaking process identified professional prestige and accumulated specialised knowledge—particularly of the abstract kind—as key factors in their selection of the Commission’s membership. The inputs provided showed sufficient resonance for 35 subtopics contained in the body of the Experts’ work to be taken up into the formulation process for the MSDN. 

Conclusions

The time period from 1994 to 2002, in which various organs of the Brazilian government set about formulating the country’s first integrated declaratory defence policy, provides ample evidence of the validity of the three hypotheses underlying this analysis. Both the legacy of military rule and the national specificities of Brazilian political culture, such as its high degree of personalisation, concentration of power in the executive branch, and predominantly reactive response to policy stimuli constitute structural factors through which these variables are conditioned. 

Uncertainty reigned at the inception of the time period as a result of stimuli from both the international and domestic levels. At the international level, the end of the Cold War and the establishment of Mercosul called for a re-orientation of the principles of security policy. Domestically, civil-military relations and the ongoing restructuring of the relationship between the FFAA and society played a strong role in shaping policymakers’ assessments. The FFAA sought to find new justifications for the status quo just as some civilian policymakers sought to avail themselves of the opportunity to change it. These factors of uncertainty were important in driving the opening phases of the defence policy formulation process. 

The obstacles facing the Brazilian security studies community in fulfilling the criteria established in the second hypothesis regarding advisors’ necessary attributes—in particular the dominance of the paradigm outlined in the National Security Doctrine and the country’s location on the periphery of centres of academic production in the field—have been outlined above. Nevertheless, specialised knowledge and institutionalised prestige have been shown here to be instrumental factors governing the inclusion of academic experts in the Brazilian defence policy process. 

The resonance of these actors’ inputs remains to be seen; although there are indications that a good number of then Experts’ inputs were taken up into the MSDN document, this document remains withdrawn from public consultation, which complicates direct comparison with Experts’ inputs as submitted.   Questions also remain about the fidelity of the FFAA to defence policy as formulated in the MD with regard to procurement programmes, nuclear armament and force posture, as evidence by the nuclear submarine programme, the purchase of major combat systems such as tanks, and the acquisition of a French aircraft carrier. Despite the ever-present gap between policy as formulated and its implementation, at the level of defence policy formulation in Brazil it can be said that the influence of the country’s academic security studies community has evolved in accordance—both in positive and negative terms—with the argumentational model posited here. 
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