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Introduction

The term “exotic” has more than one meaning in English. It pertains to faraway countries and civilizations, but it is also used to describe things that are foreign, non-native, that appear out of place in given circumstances (Laqueur, 2000, p. 184).  The terrorist group Sendero Luminoso, or Shining Path, is a clear example of social and economic protest combined with a primitive ideology – that is Maoism of the age of Cultural Revolution, which has been even more simplified for the Peruvian highlands (Laqueur, 2000, p.184). It was a movement against the rich, appealing to the local population’s traditional suspicions and hatred of the central government, and thus a movement not dissimilar in character to the American militias but quite far away from them in ideological inspiration. The guerilla leaders, headed by Abimael Guzman, had both energy and idealism, and like the Russian Narodovoltsy of the 1870s, they tried to become a part of the people – the Indians – going native to the extent of even learning the Indians’ language. Eventually, Guzman was to reject Maoism and its related subspecies derived from Vietcong, the North Korean variety, and Enver Hodzha’s brand of Leninism. Guzman came to believe they were all ill-suited to the cause. Also, as a practical matter, the Maoist strategy did not fit the country; though Peru was big, but not as big as China, and modern military technology, such as helicopters, gave advantages to the government that Chang Kai-shek never had. Guzman also seemed to forget that while an overwhelming majority of the Chinese lived in the countryside at that time, three quarters of the population of Peru was concentrated in the cities. And above all, unlike China, which was caught in a long and losing war with Japan, the central government in Lima was not preoccupied with a foreign enemy (Laqueur, 2000, p. 186). Under the circumstances, it is surprising that Sendero Luminoso was comparatively successful. 
Sendero Luminoso was founded in 1970 in a multiple split in the Communist Party of Peru. It took its name from the maxim of the founder of Peru’s first communist party. The leader and principal founder was Abimael Guzmán Reynoso, alias Comrade Gonzalo, a long-time communist and former philosophy teacher at the National University of San Cristóbal de Huamanga, in the city of Ayacucho in the high Andes Mountains. He and his followers, known as Senderistas, sought to restore the “pure” ideology of Mao Zedong and adopted China’s Cultural Revolution as a model for their own revolutionary movement. The organisation’s other models were Stalinist Russia and the Khmer Rouge regime in Cambodia. Envisioning revolution as a long military offensive, the Shining Path relied primarily on the peasantry and made ruthless use of terror and violence (Encyclopaedia Britannica).
Sendero Luminoso first appeared in Peru in May 1980 by burning several ballot boxes and hanging dogs from streetlights. The government of Peru virtually ignored Sendero Luminoso for two years, which allowed the group to establish strong base areas in and around Ayacucho. When the government finally reacted, it was forced to declare a state of emergency in the south- central highlands and send in the military to regain control. Through successive administrations over the next decade, Peru was engulfed in violence and destruction, human rights abuses, corruption, and economic catastrophe. Sendero Luminoso demonstrated an uncanny ability to avoid the military’s concentrated efforts while expanding into new regions of Peru. The group also benefited from the drug trade to finance the insurgency by providing protection to coca farmers and narcotraffickers in the Upper Huallaga Valley. Only after Guzmán’s capture in 1992 did the government witness visible progress in the fight against the insurgents. Sendero Luminoso rapidly declined without Guzmán’s leadership and the remnants withdrew to the Upper Huallaga Valley. However, of late, there seems to be a resurgence of the group as has been seen through guerrilla warfare unleashed against the government and sporadic bursts of insurgent movements. Some scholars are also of the opinion that Sendero Luminoso will soon gather its resources for one last battle with the government. 

An insurgency, of course, must have a favorable environment. Peru is a struggling nation with a great disparity in the standards of living and distribution of wealth. The country is divided into three major regions: the Costa, Sierra, and Montaña (Russell W. Switzer, Jr., 1993, p.2). The Costa, or coastal region, is the most developed and contains Peru’s five largest cities, including Lima, as well as the bulk of the nation’s industries and its most extensive agricultural areas. The majority of the business and landowners in the Costa are of Spanish origin, middle-class, and consider themselves white. This region offers the greater opportunity for employment and advancement; however, historically jobs have gone to those of Spanish descent, marginalizing the people from the Sierra and Montaña regions (Russell W. Switzer, Jr., 1993, p.2). The Sierra is a mountainous region covering roughly a quarter of the territory and half the population of Peru. Peruvian Indians, who trace their roots to the Incans, inhabit this area and live at poverty levels. They speak primarily Quechua, which further alienates them from the Spanish-speaking people of the Costa region. This area has little arable land and what land is under cultivation is stony and windswept (Daniel Masterson, 1991, p. 76).  Due to the prohibitive mountain terrain and lack of access, the Sierra region historically received little government attention. The poor economic conditions, especially in the Sierra region, favored insurgency.

Sendero Luminoso is a self-described Maoist organisation that professes to advance the principles Mao Zedong introduced in China. According to Mao, during any revolution, guerrilla operations offer the greatest likelihood of success in an underdeveloped nation. Sendero adopted this tenet by continuously forwarding the call to the “People’s War” and focusing on armed strikes. A guerrilla force must have powerful political leaders who “work unceasingly to bring about internal unification. Such leaders must work with the people” (Mao Zedong, 1961, p. 2-3). The insurgents must balance operations against the enemy with actions supporting the people. Sendero typically rejected or attacked all who did not adhere to Guzmán’s interpretation of Mao. Mao also stated that the guerrillas must be sympathetic to the needs of the masses. They derive their existence and support from the people and must attempt to meet the needs of the people or the insurgency will fail. The insurgent leaders must be well trained, self-confident, able to establish severe discipline, and able to cope with counter-propaganda. These leaders must be role models for the people.
Mao provided several ‘rules’ and ‘remarks’ that outlined guerrilla behavior toward the local populace. These guidelines delineated the means of establishing and maintaining bonds with the local communities. The Viet Cong adhered to Mao’s rules and enjoyed great early acceptance and support among the people of Vietnam and serve as an example for Sendero to follow. Sendero initially lived by these principles and this made it extremely popular with the local population. However, as the government forces moved into territory formerly controlled by the insurgents and began to gain support, Sendero resorted more to coercion and terror to maintain control. By adhering to Mao’s philosophy of guerrilla warfare, Sendero Luminoso capitalized on the existing environment and convinced the population of the Sierra to organize and revolt against the government. These people were prime candidates to support this peasant-based revolution as years of government neglect or half-measures elevated their frustration. Despite the government’s success in quelling previous insurgent groups, the people of the central highlands were desperate for change and willing to resort to violence to improve their future (Russell W. Switzer, Jr, 1993, p. 8). 
This particular paper endeavours to trace the exotic nature of the group, its ideology as well as its attempt to amalgamate Maoism with a philosophy that is both sectarian in character, millenarian in more ways than one, which advocates the use of violence on a massive scale, and the application of both guerilla and terrorist tactics. It also wishes to embark upon an investigation into the causes that might have spurred on the movement, its inherently unique nature, as well as the reasons for its probable resurrection in the near future. 

Sendero Luminoso: The Early Years (1968-1980)

Sendero Luminoso was founded in the late 1960s by former university philosophy professor Abimael Guzmán (referred to by his followers by his nom de guerre Presidente Gonzalo), whose teachings created the foundation for its militant Maoist doctrine. It was an offshoot of the Communist Party of Peru — Bandera Roja ("red flag"), which in turn split from the original Peruvian Communist Party, a derivation of the Peruvian Socialist Party, founded by José Carlos Mariátegui in 1928 (Encyclopaedia Britannica).
Shining Path first established a foothold in San Cristóbal of Huamanga University, in Ayacucho, where Guzmán taught philosophy. The university had recently reopened after being closed for about half a century, and many students of the newly-educated class adopted Shining Path's radical ideology. Beginning on March 17, 1980, the Shining Path held a series of clandestine meetings in Ayacucho, known as the Central Committee's second plenary (Cynthia McClintock in Susan Eckstein, ed, 2001, p. 74).  It formed a "Revolutionary Directorate" that was political and military in nature, and ordered its militias to transfer to strategic areas in the provinces to start the "armed struggle". The group also held its "First Military School" where militants were instructed in military tactics and weapons use. They also engaged in the "criticism and self-criticism," a Maoist practice intended to purge bad habits and avoid repeating mistakes (Skidmore and Smith, 2001, p. 185). 
Latin America was a particularly turbulent region in the early 1960s. Many of the

countries were experiencing some form of political turmoil ranging from protests and strikes to revolution. Most of the striking workers were aligned with Marxist groups or left-wing labour unions, adding to fears of Communist revolution. This political turmoil, as well as economic trouble, led to military coups in many Latin American countries in order to restore order or prevent Communist takeovers. President Fernando Belaúnde Terry of the Popular Action Party (PAP) struggled with those same problems in Peru in the 1960s. Economic problems imposed extreme hardship on the peasants, most of who worked on large haciendas for low wages and meagre rations. As a result, unrest spread throughout the country, challenging Belaúnde and his administration to maintain order. At the same time, insurgents from several Cuban-style guerrilla movements were attacking isolated military and police posts in the countryside. By 1966, Belaúnde found himself forced to send in the military to crush the guerrilla movements and contain the peasants, establishing a precedent of violent military action (Skidmore and Smith, 2001, p. 204). 
Another reason for the Marxist appeal was the increasingly unequal distribution of income. The economy of Peru was almost entirely export-oriented and concentrated in the coastal and urban centres. Nearly all goods produced were sold outside the country and most of the companies producing the goods were foreign-owned; therefore, little of the money found its way to the government or Peruvian economy. These companies also provided the best-paying jobs to the few lucky enough to get them, mainly the better educated Peruvians of Spanish heritage that lived in these urban centres. The rest of the poorly paid workers in these regions were turning to leftist workers’ unions. In contrast, the mountainous interior of Peru was grossly underdeveloped and populated by Indians. The only foreign-owned businesses were mining-related and the Indians who worked in the mines were exploited and paid very low wages and thus receptive to appeals of Marxist groups. 
These conditions set the stage for the emergence of a group such as Sendero Luminoso.

The government was unable to respond adequately to the needs of the people of Peru in general and the poverty-stricken peasants in particular. This was true for both the elected leaders like President Belaúnde and the military junta. Finally, education reform led to an increasing number of peasants becoming educated, but unable to find jobs in the weak economy. The result was growing resentment which resulted in mass protests and workers strikes throughout Peru by the end of the 1970’s. Military leaders grew disillusioned and agreed to a restoration of civilian rule. At the time, however, they made it clear that they were leaving the government, but not relinquishing power (Skidmore and Smith, 2001, p. 375). 
Sendero Luminoso was much shrewder and more dedicated than the Peruvian guerrillas of the 1960s, and much more effective in building an alliance between its militants and the peasantry. In contrast to earlier revolutionary groups, Sendero Luminoso did not simply arm the peasantry and attempt to foment unrest, but instead studied its culture in order to understand its motivations and needs. In this regard, Sendero’s patience, dedication, and long-term perspective have been virtually unique among Peruvian revolutionary groups (Cynthia McClintock in Susan Eckstein, ed, 2001, p. 77). This long-range approach, as well as leadership and organisation, were the keys to its success. 

Ayacucho was an ideal area to launch Guzmán’s People’s War. The region possessed a rebellious cultural tradition, having consistently voted opposition candidates to the assembly in successive elections. Sendero’s popularity in Ayacucho derived from the leaders’ ability to identify with its social base and address local concerns. Sendero neither promoted nor restricted religious observations and conducted all training using Quechua, which is the main language of the peasants. Outside leadership was of particular consequence in turning localized rural rebellions into nationally coordinated revolutionary movements (Eckstein, 2001, p. 38). 
Sendero was unique among Peruvian Marxist groups in its openness to young provincial militants as leaders. Initially, the group’s leadership was predominantly white intellectuals, but by 1980 the leadership was largely Ayacucho-born. These locally-developed militants pushed to begin the armed struggle in 1980. In contrast to previous Peruvian revolutionaries from middleclass backgrounds, the Senderistas were prepared to live austerely for many years in remote, bleak places. They learned the Indian language if they did not already know it and often married into the communities. Much of Sendero’s strength came from its success in garnering support from the Peruvian Indians, a segment comprising close to one-half of the country’s population. Successive governments ignored and even suppressed the Indians, making them ideal candidates for recruitment in subversive movements (Skidmore and Smith, 2001, p. 212). 
Sendero Luminoso’s Actions and Their Effect
During the 1980’s, the Latin American countries were experiencing great economic hardship as a result of years of increasing debt. The situation in Peru in 1980 was one of despair. Most of Peru’s economy was geared toward making loan payments to its creditors, resulting in spiraling inflation, business closures and unemployment (Skidmore and Smith, 2001, p. 385). The people at the bottom of the economic ladder, the peasants, suffered the most because nearly all of their sources of income disappeared completely. This economic uncertainty and social injustice provided a fertile environment for terrorist activity. The Sierra was among the hardest hit regions and this allowed Guzmán and Sendero Luminoso to continue to develop the movement and gain followers. Sendero capitalized on the bleak economic conditions across the country by recruiting among the various disgruntled groups such as striking workers, anti-government political protesters, and peasants. Other potential targets for Sendero recruitment were the coca farmers and narcotraffickers. Peru was under pressure from the United States to conduct coca eradication efforts and these measures angered the coca farmers. Coca cultivation was the only means of income for many of the peasants and government eradication policy did not provide for substitute crops.
Sendero initiated its first actions in May 1980. These consisted of random acts of terror, such as assassinating local government officials and sabotaging unguarded infrastructure. Senderistas moved into many mountain communities, combining ideological indoctrination with physical intimidation against those who resisted their call to smash authority and establish an egalitarian utopia (Skidmore and Smith, 2001, p. 210). These first actions were minor irritants to the government and confusing to the people, who did not understand their implications. A Communist Party pamphlet described the action as “striking with agitation and armed propaganda through the seizure of radio stations, leaflets, and posters” (Ocasio, 2003). These pamphlets went on to describe these initial strikes as “a defiant political blow of transcendental significance that, displaying rebellious red flags and hoisting hammers and sickles, proclaimed: ‘It is right to rebel’ and ‘Power grows from the barrel of a gun” (Military Line, 2004). 
Although the early Sendero attacks centered on the Andean highlands, they occasionally struck selected sites in the cities, especially in Lima. One of the favorite targets was the United States (Ocasio, 2003). From 1980 until 1982, by carrying out these effective, small-unit actions across a large area of Peru, Sendero was able to establish control in extensive areas of Ayacucho, Huancavelica, and Apurimac. Some of the more notable attacks during this time include the attack on the U.S. Embassy on August 31, 1981, when dynamite thrown from a passing car caused structural damage to the chancery and ambassador’s residence. By October 1981, the government had declared a state of emergency in Cangello, La Mar, Huanta, and Victor Fijardo provinces. Established for 60 days, it granted the government extra powers to impose curfews, detain people, and restrict freedom of movement (Gorriti, 1999). 
By 1982, Sendero Luminoso was well on its way to controlling several provinces in and around Ayacucho and was becoming increasingly bolder in its attacks. It also continued to target the U.S. and other foreign-owned or associated structures. The U.S. Embassy reported that the insurgency posed a threat to government stability and confirmed that the insurgents were arming themselves with small arms and machineguns purchased in Peru or stolen from police and military posts (United States Central Intelligence Agency, 1982). 
In March 1982, Sendero Luminoso ushered in a new phase of the rebellion. In a well coordinated military offensive, 300 guerrillas operating in three separate columns, assaulted and held the maximum security prison of Ayacucho and released a total of 247 prisoners, including over 100 suspected terrorists (Lane, 2000). The rebels followed this success with simultaneous strikes on several civil guard posts and municipal offices. The insurgents also sabotaged the electrical towers near Lima, blacking out the city for several hours. This forced Belaúnde to act. He expanded the emergency zone to include sixteen provinces in Ayacucho and the neighboring departments of Apurimac and Huancavelica. The emergency zone decree allowed the police to move in once again and assume control of the region by restricting movement and suspending civil rights. Government forces could detain individuals for weeks without cause. Human rights groups accused the police of committing many atrocities once they moved into areas and some statistics seem to support those claims. The real victims were the peasants. On one side, they had the government, which curtailed their movement, imposed curfews, and treated them harshly. On the other side, the Senderistas threatened to kill anyone suspected of supporting or cooperating with the government. As one peasant stated, the situation was a “plague on both your houses” (McClintock, in Susan Eckstein ed., 2001, pp. 89-90).
Government Response to the Insurgency (1983-1990)
For the remainder of the 1980’s, Peru witnessed an erratic counterinsurgency campaign, as successive administrations wrestled with competing demands in an attempt to defeat Sendero. Belaúnde ceded control of the counterinsurgency to the military at the expense of civic works projects. The military established its presence throughout the Emergency Zone and worked to restore local governments, including creating local militias to help defend government-controlled areas. By the time of Belaúnde’s ouster in the national elections, Peru was an abusive martial state and the insurgency was spreading to new regions. 
The new president, Alan Garcia, attempted to address the needs of the population while bringing the military under control. He launched a series of expensive civic projects, while reorganizing the military to make it more responsive to civilian control. The government also offered amnesty to the insurgents and increased its support to the local militias. The administration was successful in reducing the insurgency to previous levels, but its economic initiatives eventually proved catastrophic to the economy and the counterinsurgency. By the time of his defeat in the national elections, the economy was in disarray, death squads appeared and Sendero was once again on the rise.
The military expanded its counterinsurgency campaign throughout the Emergency Zone beginning in 1983. Its priority was to identify pro-Sendero communities and then send company-sized patrols into those areas. The forces conducted raids on suspected insurgent strongholds in order to kill or capture guerrillas, but the raids often resulted in arbitrary acts of violence against the populace. Soldiers often burned entire villages, and there were many reports of rapes, beatings, torture and other atrocities. Later, government officials learned of multiple mass graves in the area which the locals attributed to this violence (Cynthia McClintock in Susan Eckstein, ed., 2001, p. 89). 
As the counter guerrilla campaign continued into 1984, the violence between the military and Sendero Luminoso increased to horrible proportions. Each operation resulted in high casualties. The level of violence was so high that the population became almost indifferent to the death toll – fifty people in the San Francisco area, thirty peasants in Chiara, forty after an operation in Rosario, thirty people in Pomabamba, forty commissioners of the various People’s Committees in Vinchos (Ocasio, 2003). 
Relations between Garcia and the military were strained from the beginning. Garcia had based his campaign on a populist platform, promising a domestic stimulus package and rejection of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) policies that many believed had crippled the economy. Like his predecessors, he would have to deal with massive social and economics problems, ones that Sendero Luminoso would actively continue to exploit. After his July 1985 assumption of power, President Garcia quickly raised human rights standards in the security forces. He fired three top generals associated with atrocities and instituted training programmes to better civil-military relations (Carol Graham in Rex. A. Hudson, ed., 1992). He also passed the Law of Political-Military Commands which established a legal basis for political-military commands in the Emergency Zone and placed them under the control of the National Defense Council (David Scott Palmer in Rex A. Hudson, ed., 1992). This council consisted of four military officers, including the commanders of the services and four civilians, including the president, and was responsible for oversight of counterinsurgency planning. It was hoped this organisation would make the military more responsive to civilian control and thus more likely to demonstrate better human rights practices.
Fujimori Counterinsurgency (1990-2000)
As Fujimori took office, Sendero Luminoso numbered close to 25,000 militants and

controlled about one-fourth of all municipalities, but more significantly, it undermined the moral, social, and political order of Peru (Susan Eckstein, 2001, p. 362). The new president had developed a comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy to defeat Sendero, but the insurgency was not his only concern. The president also inherited an economy suffering from hyperinflation and cut-off from international aid, as well as a restive population looking to the government to improve their lives. The chief executive introduced “Fujishock”, a series of austerity measures designed to bring the economy under control and return foreign aid and investment. In addition, he was now responsible for a government and military facing numerous charges of corruption. Fujimori purged the military leadership in order to place loyalists in position to carry out his programmes. The president focused on economic and government issues to strengthen his position, even at the expense of allowing Sendero to grow, before launching his counterinsurgency. Eventually, he assumed absolute control of the country in a self-coup in order to push through his anti-terror initiatives. Although many decried his actions, Fujimori was able to capture Guzman and all but destroy Sendero Luminoso.
Almost immediately after taking office, Fujimori relieved the commander of the Navy and his intelligence chief for actively opposing his candidacy during the presidential campaign. He also replaced the top two Air Force commanders, who had a history of working against each other in order to gain power, with loyalist officers. Fujimori promulgated Decree Law No. 752 in November 1991 which allowed him to appoint the military commanders from among the senior ranking generals and allowed the appointed officers to remain at their posts indefinitely (Mauceri and Cameron, 2004). 
To improve Peru’s economy, the president launched immediate austerity programmes and began repayment of debts in coordination with the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. Both measures brought instant international approval and increased aid. Foreign investors now viewed Peru as a more stable and favorable environment for investment. By December 1990, Fujimori was making progress with the economic situation in Peru. His administration’s adherence to IMF measures dropped inflation from 400 to 10 percent. However, the austerity measures were also sparking labour unrest which bolstered Sendero’s ability to recruit in Lima. The administration increased cooperation with the United States in the areas of counter narcotics and intelligence-gathering. One of the most notable examples was the involvement of the CIA with the counter-terrorism intelligence agency of the Peruvian National Police, DINCOTE. 

The Drug Enforcement Agency also intensified its cooperation with Peru, assisting the

Peruvian Air Force to interdict drug flights into Colombia. Many in Peru resented the pressure the U.S. placed on Latin American countries, including Peru, over the counter-narcotics effort. The U.S. tied much of its aid to counter-narcotics performance measures. Many also criticized the fact that crop-eradication efforts did not provide replacement crops to help peasants earn income. The Peruvian military refused to participate in counter-narcotics operations because of the many demands by the U.S. Even President Fujimori worked toward trying to remove performance conditions from economic and military aid with U.S (Russell W. Switzer, Jr., 1993, p.61). In response to increased foreign presence, Sendero Luminoso stepped up its violence against foreigners. In August 1990, it attacked and killed two Mormon missionaries near Huancayo. A handwritten note left near the bodies demanded that all “Yankee invaders” leave Peru. It also detonated several car bombs the same week in Lima, including one that targeted the Mexican embassy, and one near the presidential palace on August 13 (Russell W. Switzer, Jr., 1993, p. 61). 
By the beginning of 1991, Sendero was a major force in Peru, operating with increasing freedom of movement and effectively attacking targets at will. Although Sendero continued to avoid large-scale firefights with military units, it attacked smaller military forces and outposts and most police units. It posed such a threat that senior officials in the George Bush administration feared that it might be able to seize power. Bernard Aronson, the Assistant Secretary of State for Latin America, was especially alarmed, comparing Sendero Luminoso to the Khmer Rouge of Cambodia (Lane, 2000). By August, Sendero Luminoso’s continuing campaign against foreigners was having an effect. The group appeared to specifically attack Japanese targets, possibly because of Fujimori’s Japanese descent. In mid-July, Sendero killed three Japanese aid workers near Huaral and a Peruvian-Japanese businessman in Lima. Japan withdrew all of its aid workers from Peru in response. Sendero also attacked and killed a Canadian aid worker and an Australian nun. The Fujimori administration seemed powerless to prevent the attacks. The president advised foreigners residing in rural Peru to evacuate areas of guerrilla activities and move to urban centres, such as Lima (Russell W. Switzer, Jr., 1993, p.62). 
In contrast to Belaúnde and Garcia, Fujimori actually developed a national strategy to

defeat the insurgency. The centrepiece of this strategy was a series of laws designed to bolster the military’s control of the areas designated as emergency zones. These laws also increased judicial powers over accused terrorists. These measures included allowing suspected terrorists to be held for up to 15 days without being charged and allowed judges to remain anonymous when presiding over terrorism cases. Additionally,

Fujimori had pressed the judicial branch to try Sendero Luminoso leader Abimael Guzmán in absentia. This move drew criticism from many within and outside the government. Despite common knowledge in Peru of Guzmán’s role in Sendero, he was exonerated by the Supreme Court for lack of evidence. Fujimori ordered the military to deploy throughout Lima to prevent possible unrest, dissolved congress, disbanded the judiciary, and suspended the constitution, declaring a “national reconstruction” government (Russell W. Switzer, Jr., 1993, p.65). For the time being, democracy was finished as Peru became the first South American country of the 1990’s to slip back into authoritarianism. 
In response, the United States cut off military and economic assistance, but, covert aid apparently continued, including CIA funds for the intelligence cell within DINCOTE that was still searching for Sendero leaders. In June 1992, the group arrested the Sendero logistics and financial chief. He was interrogated and information was gathered of several possible safe houses in Lima that Guzmán could be using. Surveillance was kept on them and from one of the houses turned up many items that indicated Guzmán’s presence, including psoriasis medicine, Absolut vodka bottles, and empty cartons of Winston Lights cigarettes. On September 14, 1992, a raid of the house was carried out which resulted in the capture of the elusive Sendero Luminoso chief (Lane, 2000). 
Guzmán’s capture was the turning point in the fight against Sendero Luminoso. Guzmán was more than the head of the group; he was the spiritual bond that held the movement together. With his arrest, Sendero lost the guidance of “Gonzalo Thought,” those principles set forth by Guzmán. Naturally, Guzmán had deputies and a politburo, but Guzmán was Sendero, just as Osama bin Laden is Al Qaeda. Undoubtedly, Guzmán’s fall left Sendero with a great power vacuum and severely limited. Peru braced for Sendero’s response, expecting an onslaught of activity. Although the leader was gone, the individual cells did not need to be told to strike (United States, Central Intelligence Agency, 1992, p. 5). 
By September 1993, Sendero was on the verge of collapse. The group had taken nearly

twelve years to reach its zenith, but after Guzmán’s arrest, only one year to fall apart. It had not conducted any major attacks in almost a year and had experienced a series of high-level leadership arrests. Then, in a surprise move, Guzmán issued several letters from prison in which the government claimed he called on his followers to lay down their arms and engage in peace talks with the authorities. On 24 September, 1993, after nearly a year in captivity, Guzmán issued a statement that was known as the ‘speech from the cage (Abimael Guzman, 2006). 
The decline continued in 1995. The police arrested many Senderistas prior to the national elections, preventing any attempt to disrupt the vote. In a major coordinated operation, counterterrorist police arrested approximately twenty members of Sendero Luminoso in the cities of Lima, Callao, Huancayo, and Arequipa. Among those captured was the number two leader and central committee member Margi Clavo Peralta, who later publicly announced her support for peace talks with the government (United States, Department of State, Patterns of Global Terrorism, 1995). But the authorities suffered setbacks in the campaign against Sendero Luminoso. In October a Sendero patrol attacked several army patrols near Aspuzana, killing fifteen soldiers.

In March, the London-based Revolutionary Internationalist Movement (RIM) issued a call to “Rally to the Defense of our Red Flag Flying in Peru!” RIM also stated its opposition to the call for a peace accord which would have “represented a compromise of the fundamental interests of the people and an abandonment of the People’s War and the revolutionary road” (Ocasio, 1995). This interest from abroad most likely came about by the influence of Senderistas who had fled to other countries. Several groups sympathetic to Sendero Luminoso formed in various countries, during the course of the “People’s War,” including the United States.
Despite the call for help, Sendero and the insurgency were all but finished. Peru entered a period of relative calm and the Fujimori administration was riding a wave of popularity and prosperity. The only news involving Sendero Luminoso anymore was the occasional arrest of a Sendero leader, such as that of senior Sendero leader Elizabeth Cardenas, alias Comrade Aurora, in December 1995 (United States, Department Of State, Patterns of Global Terrorism Report, 1996). It appeared that President Fujimori could turn his focus from military matters and the insurgency to domestic and economic issues. Sendero disrupted this period of calm, when it made an unexpected attack across the south central highlands. 
By 2000, the main effort against Sendero Luminoso was in the courts. Several Sendero leaders were convicted and received sentences of thirty years to life in prison. The military continued to round up remaining Sendero leaders. Much of the successes resulted from increased U.S anti-terrorism training and aid to the Peruvian forces. By the end of the year, Sendero strength was estimated to be down to 100-200 militants (United States, Department of State, Patterns of Global Terrorism Report, 2000). Additionally, Peru was cooperating fully with U.S. law enforcement including sharing intelligence and sharing access to databases.
Conclusion
Although the organisation's numbers had lessened by 2003, a militant faction of Shining Path called Proseguir (or "Onward") continued to be active. It is believed that the faction consists of three companies known as the North, or Pangoa, the Centre, or Pucuta, and the South, or Vizcatan. On March 21, 2002, a car bomb exploded outside the American embassy in Lima just before a visit by U.S. President George W. Bush. Nine people were killed and 30 were injured; the attack was blamed on Shining Path (BBC News, 2002). 
On June 9, 2003, a Shining Path group attacked a camp in Ayacucho, and took 68 employees of the Argentinean company Techint and three police guards as hostages. They had been working in the Camisea gas pipeline project that would take natural gas from Cusco to Lima (New York Times, 2003). According to sources from Peru's Interior Ministry, the terrorists asked for a sizable ransom to free the hostages. Two days later, after a rapid military response, the terrorists abandoned the hostages; according to government sources no ransom was paid (BBC News, 2003). 
In 2003, the Peruvian National Police broke up several Shining Path training camps and captured many members and leaders (Patterns of Global Terrorism, 2003). It also freed about 100 indigenous people held in virtual slavery. By late October 2003 there were 96 terrorist incidents in Peru, projecting a 15% decrease from the 134 kidnappings and armed attacks in 2002 (MIPT, 2005). 
In January 2004, a man known as Comrade Artemio and identifying himself as one of the Sendero Luminoso leaders said in a media interview that the group would resume violent operations unless the Peruvian government granted amnesty to other top Shining Path leaders within 60 days. In September that same year, a comprehensive sweep by police in five cities found 17 suspected members. According to the interior minister, eight of the arrested were school teachers and high-level school administrators. 

Despite these arrests, Sendero Luminoso continues to exist in Peru. Various skirmishes between the terrorists and the state continued resulting in losses for both. It seemed as if Sendero had not been wiped out at all. In September 2008, government forces announced the killing of five rebels in the Vizcatan region. That same month, Artemio gave his first recorded interview since 2006. In it he stated that the Shining Path would continue to fight despite escalating military pressure (AP Press, 2008). In October 2008, in Huancavelica province, the guerrillas engaged a military convoy with explosives and firearms, demonstrating their continued ability to strike and inflict casualties on military targets. The conflict resulted in the death of 12 soldiers and two to seven civilians. 
In conclusion it may be stated that Peruvian Maoism, was a stunning example of schematism. And that’s actually a point in itself. A lot of people have wondered why, when Latin America was being swept by the Cuban model of national liberation, and when Argentina and Bolivia had developed powerful Trotskyist movements, Maoism should take root in Peru alone and come to dominate the left there. It came about through the more or less accidental situation that Peru’s leftist military government of the early 1970s cultivated close links with China, and so it was that Mao Zedong Thought became the hegemonic discourse in Peru’s universities. This is actually quite important in the case of Sendero Luminoso. What is noteworthy is that Sendero did win a mass Indian base, given its radical insensitivity to Peru’s distinctive social system.
It seems that once again Sendero Luminoso is reorganizing itself in order to make a comeback; however, how far they would be successful is yet to be seen. Sendero’s primary weakness lay in the fact that it had never been a paragon of democratic ideals. The rebels have been known to destroying ballot boxes and of killing those who had earlier violated their election ban. The damage Sendero caused to Peruvian economy was gargantuan in nature and thus it remains to be seen whether the Peruvian populace would give them a second chance. It also remains to be seen whether their strange ideology of Maoism and indigenous beliefs can possibly be amalgamated together to form a new alternative for the people to believe in. Perhaps Sendero once more is in need of a leader as charismatic as Guzman, or of a political philosophy that will work suitably well in the Peruvian scenario. 
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