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Who Does What to Whom and How
Toward a Comparative Analys:s
of Latin American Corporatism

Recent research on Latin American politics has placed substantial
emphasis on the authoritarian relationships between national states and
interest groups characteristic of the region. Particular attention has
been paid to the limitation of pluralism and to “corporative” patterns
of interesi representation as distinctive features of the systems. of
state-group relations that have emerged. However, though many theo-
retical statements and descriptive case studies have examined these
themes, little cross-national research has systematically compared state-
- group relations across a number of cases. Yel systematic comparison
can yield important benefits, both as a means of sharpening conceptu-
alizations and- ultimately as an approach to testing propositions about
the emergence of different types of state-group relations.

This chapter explores opportunities for the comparative analysis of
state-group relations in Latin America. It first evaluates the contribu-
tion - that - quantitative cross-national research on national political
regimes has made to the analysis of interest representation. Building
on available conceptual discussions of corporatism, it proposes an
approach to comparing corporative structures cross-nationally. It then
argues that though the examination of corporative structures is an
1mportant starting point, it is essential to consider as.well the differing
relationships of economic and political power that: are ratified or
consolidated by means of these structures. The answers to the question,
*‘Who does what, to whom, and how?”’ may be used for identifying a
series of dimensions in terms of which these relationships can be
compared.  An' examination of the answers to these questions with
reference to one major-aspect of state-group relations—the relationship
between the state and organized laber in the modern sector—is pre-
sented to 111ustrate the wide variety of uses to which corporative
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structures have been put in Latin America. It is argued that the answers
to these questions have appeared in certain recurring patterns and that
an essential fask of future research is to identify the variety of different
patterns that have emerged in Latin America. Finally, it is suggested
that if the comparative analysis of state-group relations is to be mean-

ingful substantively, a research sttategy based on the analysis of rela-
tively small numbers of cases and relatively simple cross-tabulations of
nominal -and" ordinal scales denved from careful scoring of historical
data must be employed.

Cros&_i-_'Na!iiQu?l Analyses of Nai;ioplalll‘oliﬁcal Regimes

Cross-national research that has included Latin American countiies
has given extensive attention to the analysis of national political re-
gimes but has made only a limited contribution to the comparative
analysis of authoritarian patterns of interest representation and state-
group relations.! One reason for this limitation has been the fact that
the substantive concerns of much of this lterature have been embedded
in a tradition of research on political change oriented around the
analysis of democracy and the evolution of territorially based systems
‘of representation. These themes were emphasized in part because of a
desire to deal with aspects of political life that lend themselves readily
- to counting and quantification, and in part because of the widespread
belief in the 1960s that formal democracy and democratization were
central issues of political development. These studies focused ‘on such
things as extent of suffrage; degree of competitiveness of the party
system (which involves the results of territorial elections and the
~ distribution of seats in a territorially based leglslature), and the regu-

larity of elections and of constitutional succession.? The most impor-
tant cross-national data banks that have included Latin America empha-
size these same kinds of variables.?

In contrast to the heavy emphasis on territorial representatmn
relatively little ‘attention has been given to the system of interest
representation. The greatest problem with efforts to analyze interest
politics: cross-nationally is the limited investment that has been made in
developing relevant measures. As a result, most studies that have em-
ployed indices measuring characteristics: of interest representation have
used: the same indicators, those developed by Arthur Banks and Roebert
Textor.* Banks and Textor constructed two indices that dealt with
interest-group: representatlon The first is 2 measure of freedom of
group opposition that distinguished countries where groups were free to

- organize and -able to oppose, free to organize but limited in ability to
oppose, tolerated  informally but effectively outside the established
political system, and not tolerated. They also classified interest articula-
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! tion by associational groups as either significant, moderate, limited, or
: neghglble

Three observatlons may be made about the Banks and Textor indica-

“tors. First, from the perspective of political science, their efforts were

particularly interesting because of the extent to whlch their data bank,
unlike many, was made up predominantly of political variables. Their
work clearly represented ‘a bold. attempt to get at some of the more

‘ complex aspects of pelitical tife. ‘Second, however, in' any attempt to
score all the nations of the world on a large number of. complex

variables, there are likely to be major problems of reliability. Reliability
is indeed a problem for the Banks and Textor assessment of interest

politics in Latin America. For a number of count¥ies the scores have
~only a weak corresspondence with the conventional wisdom among
' Latin American specialists concerning interest politics in the reglon

;Fmale, their categories represent highly aggregated descnptmns swhich

fail to deal conceptually with the different mechanisms through which
state control and regulation are exercised and which do not take into
account the fact that.in any particular country there are likely tobea
number: of distinct “subsystems” of mterest representatmn that may
differ greatly across sectoral o, class lines.® .-

A limited number of additional, studies. have appea.red that make
some contribution to the comparative analysis of interest representa—
tion. Deane Neubauer developed two ordinal variables on which he

-scored the extent of organization .of voluntary associations as hxgh or

low and the degree of group autonomy as high, medium, or low.”

However, he unfortunately included only two Latin American countries
among the ten that he considered. Other studies have overcome the
problem of the high degree of aggregation involved in characterizing the

entire systein of interest tepresentation by focusmg on only one aspect'

the labor movement. Irma Adelman and Cynthia- Moms scored elghteen
Latin American countries on an ordinal measure of the strength and
autonomy. of .the labor movement.® Other authors have analyzed the
extent of union membership.and strike activity.? Though one of these
studies includes-only one Latin. American couniry and another analyzes
all of the data in dichotomous form, thereby losing a great deal of
information;..they. do have the advantage of including more concrete
comparative data on what are clearly important aspects of interest
repr%entation I-Iowever, though they include variables that would be
very useful in the comparative analysis of authorifarian systems of
interest representatlon? they do not. dlrectly measure the authontanan
characteristics of these. systems. :

On balance, then, little in the cross-natlonal literature can be of use
in analyzing interest groups and state-group relations in Latin America.
Cross-national studies have made a heavy investment in measuring -and
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analyzing features of national -political régimes related to democracy _

and territorial representation and have devoted only limited attention

to interest representation.

Ironically, one of the most important critiques of this neglect mightg
be made not from the point of view of the scholar interested ini

authoritarianism and corporatism, but from the point of view of demo-!
cratic theory: While cross-national analysts have been ‘measuring democ- i
racy in terms of elections and parties, the pluralist school of democratic ’

theory has emphasized interest-group politics as a principal basis for!
democratic representation.!® The “antipluralist”. tradition within the |

literature on American politics places a similar emphasis on the role of -
interest politics, though with less optimistic conclusions regarding the

implications of existing patterns of group interaction for American
democracy. !
cross-national studies obviously represents a serious limitation from
both of these perspectives. -

From the point of view of scholars interested in authoritarianism and

corporatism, this neglect of interest politics is equally serious. Some of
the most important aspects of political life emphasized in analyses of

authoritarian politics are the ways in which pluralism is limited and the

ways in which elites confrol interest aggregation and articulation

through a variety of means, in considerable measure through establish-

ing corporative structures. Yet no effort has been made to construct .
indices dealing with these mechanisms. Cross-national studies have thus :
to a substantial degree become divorced from the central analytic '

concerns of a growing body of research on Latin American politics.
Because of the heavy emphasis in cross-national studies on indicators of
democracy and territorial representation, regimes have too often been

conceptualized in terms of a continuum with democracy at one end and .
" an unspecified nondemocratic, authoritarian, or undeveloped political :

system at the other. Relatively little attention has been devoted to the
numerous dimensions of variation among the nondemocratic systems,
or to the .extent to which certain features usually associated with
authoritarianjsm, such as corporatism, cut across a democratic-
nondemocratic dimension. It is therefore time to go beyond the early.
scoring of regimes to construct indicators. of the various techniques for

channeling and controlling interest representation as a fundamental

dimension in terms of which regimes may be compared.

. Comparing Corporative Structures

Given this neglect of interest representation in cross-national re-
search, what direction can cross-national studies of this aspect of

The conspicuous neglect of interest politics in most !
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political life- mast usefully take? One promising focus is suggested by
recent writing on interest representation in Latin America that empha-
sizes the concept of *“corporatism.” Though this term has been applied
to a wide variety of different phenomena—including ideology, broad
cultural traditions, modes of political action, and types of political
participation'? —there appedrs to ‘be a growing consensus regarding its
meaning when it is used‘to describe systems of interest representation.
Philippe Schmitter, Howard - Wiarda, Kenneth Mericle, Guillermo
O’Donnell, Robert Kaufman, James Malloy, and Alfred Stepan have all
presented essentially structural definitions that treat corporatism as an
approach to organizing state-society relations.!® While using different
vocabulary and phrasing, they all treat corporatism as a type of interest
representation based on noncompeting, officially sanctioned, state-
supervised groups. In contrast to the pattern of interest politics based
on autonomous groups that is posited by the pluralist model and
approximated to a substantial degree in some empitical cases, in the
case:of corporatism the state encourages the formation of a limited
number of officially recognized groups that interact with the state in
clearly defined and regularized ways.

Though -these definitions have not been applied to the systematic
comparative analysis of corporatism, their empirical referents are suf-
ficieritly clear that they are useful for developing such a comparison.
They point to three specific types of mechanisms used in regulating
state-group relations: structuring, subsidy, and control. The following
working definition may be employed as a synthesis of available defini-
tions:

A system of interest representation is defined as corporative to the extent
that it is characterized by a pattern of state structuring of representation that
produces a system of officially sanctioned, noncompetitive interest associa-
tions which are organized into legally prescribed functional groupings; to the
extent that these associations. are subsidized by the state; and to the extent
that there is explicit state conirol over the leadership, demand-making, and
internal governance of these associations.

This definition lends itself relatively easily fo comparative analysis
because it is explicitly criterial.’® That is, it identifies a series of traits
that may be présent or absent to varying degrees. It thus avoids an
excessively naxrrow conception of corporatism as a phenomenon that is
either present -or -absent and views i instead as a dimension (or,
potentially a set of dimensions—see the next section) along which cases
may be arrayed. :

What types of data can most usefully be employed in the compara-
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tive analysis of these corporative traits? Various authors have empha-
sized that. the relationship between the state and interest associations in
Latin : Afnerica -is, .to +a’ substantial degree, formalized in the legal
l system.'® . Oneé useful point of entry is therefore to examine the formal
legislation that regulates state-group relations. The analysis of law also
has two important practical advantages. First; many of the relevant laws
a::e::eadﬂy available, providing a convenient source of comparative data.
Second, the analysis of laws from different historical periods makes it
pogsible to develop data involving relatively long time series, permitting
net.conly comparative analysis among countries but also extended
longitudinal analysis within countries. -
As part of an ongoing study of state-labor relations in Latin America,
" we have attempted to take advantage of this opportunity for com-
pai:ativelbngitudinal analysis ‘by using labor law as a principal source of
data *0n one important aspect of state-group relations. A code for
scoring labor law has been developed that identifies thirty-six different
provisions for state structuring; subsidy, and control of organized labor.
The relevant provisions concerning state structuring ecan be classified

vnder the following sﬁbheadings: registration and recognition of -
unions;  compulsory membership and the representation of nonmem- .

bers; -definition of the sectors into which unions are to organize;
hierarchical and horizontal structuring of unions; monopoly of xepre-
sentation; and creation of multiclass representative bodies in which
" workers’ representatives participate. Two types of subsidy of unions
have been identified: state financing and direct state involvement in
sponsorship. Three types of control have been identified: control of
demand-making, control of leadership, and direct state monitoring and
intervention in unicn affairs. On the basis of this code, the labor laws of
ten Latln American countries have been .scored annually for the period
1905 to 1974.%° : o - -
Data collected on the basis of a code of this-type can be aggregated
and analyzed in a variety of ways. One approach is to construct an
overall index of the extent to which corporative provisions are present
in the laws of each country. Such an index permits a defailed analysis
of the timing and degree of chianges in the legal framework of state-
labor relations. The order and patterns in which different corporative
provisions ai)pear in -different countries may also be ‘tested- to see
whether they fit any récognized scaling patterns. The three different
approaches to shaping statelabor relations—structuring, subsidy, and
controi—may be analyzed to discover whether, to some degree, they
represent distinct dimensions that appear in different combinations in

different settings. Data on labor law can also be analyzed in connection .

with other variables in an attempt to-explain variations in the extent to
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and in the timing of their appearance. L
. The analysis of the legal framework of state-gFoup relations obvi-
ously represents only a starting point in the analysis of corporative
structures. One must also consider the application of law and -certain
aspects .0f corporative practice that may never be ratified in law. Such
an extension of the analysis would have to rely on available mono-
graphic literature on state-group relations or on new field research, and
hence would not lend itself as readily to. the. comparison of large
numbers of cases. It would be more appropriate; to use this supplemen-
tary type of data in more focused comparisons of small numbers of
cases or in the analysis of change over time within a. single country.
Even with these limijtations in the scope of comparison, however, it
appears that an analysis of this type focusing on bosh law-snd informal
practice would provide a valuable approach to comparing ¢orporative
On the basis of available conceptual discussions of corporatism, it is
thus possible to derive a set of criteria: for evaluating the degreé to
which any particular case is’ characterized by .corporative structires of
state-group  relations. Howevet, conceptualizing: ‘corp@ratismz.on.ly in

- which these:corporative legal provisions have appeared in each country

“terms ‘of structure, whether formal or informal; canhot by-itself form

the basis of an adequate .analysis. Similar- structures-may v- have very

different functions in different settings.!” . They may: be used to ratify

or consolidate very different.distributions of political. and:‘economic

- power. To the extent that this is the case, an undexstan ding of structure

provides insights into the means through which certain ends are acconis
plished, but not into what these ends are or. who seeks to accemplish
them. Yet it is precisely this context of power relationships that males
the analysis of structure interesting.. . .. = . . L '

WHo Dogs What, to Whoin, and How? .

If one is to move beyond. a concern: with -structure and. study the
relationships of economic and political power. that -aré’ ratified - or
consolidated by means of corporative stritctures;. it is- éssential. to
identify dimensions in terms of which these ‘relationships:can’ most
usefully be compared. With Lasswellian brevity e ‘may-ask, “Who

-does what; to-whiom, and how?” The answers to. this question may. be

used as ‘a starting point for identifying the différent.-types. of-corpora-

tive state-group relations that have emerged in Tatin ‘Arherica:. . .- ..
In the analysis that follows, as in the dis¢ussion.: of labor.law pre-

sented earlier, the focus will be restricted to the relatioriship: between

 the state anid organized labor. This may be justified ot only bécatbe it
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LS .
makes the task at hand more manageable, but also because, as O’Don-
nell has emphasized, state-labor relations are-a particularly crucial aspect
of the reality of Latin American corporatism.!® If one were to consider
the relations between the state and other interest associations, a set of
parallel, yet distinct, answers to these questions would emerge.

Who?

When one says that corporatism ratifies or consolidates relationships
of economic and political power, it is essential to ask, Whose power?
Who creates or uses corporative structures? Whose interests are being
served? '

Since the focus of this portion of the analysis is on state-labor
relations, it is convenient to begin by considering these two “actors”™—
the state and organized labor. Corporatism may enhance either the
power of the state or the power of the labor movement—or, in many
cases, of particular sectors or factions within the state or the labor
movement. In some cases, corporative structures of state-labor relations
are introduced or actively retained in seitings in which a strong state is
consolidating its domination over the labor movement. At the other
extreme, a weak state may enter into a coalition with a powerful, often
highly mobilized, labor movement, introducing corporative provisions
desired by labor organizations or labor leaders in exchange for political
support. A wide range of empirical cases, involving a variety of different
power relationships and alliance patterns, are found beftween these
extremes.

The way in which these apparently opposite cutcomes can be
achieved may be understood by considering separately the three com-
ponent elements of corporatism discussed above: structuring, subsidy,
and control. Whereas structuring can be used o reduce the ability of
organized labor to engage in active and effective demand-making, it
may also be used to ratify or reinforce the dominance of a favored
sector of organized labor which is an ally of the government over other
sectors of the labor movement. Though subsidy can reduce the auton-
omy and militancy of organized labor by making labor leaders depen-
dent -.on the state and reducing their concern with defending and
winning support of their own rank and file, it may also be used
selectively to reinforce the power of a favored sector of the labor
movement in relation to other sectors. Finally, though mechanisms of
direct control may be used against the entire labor movement, they
may also be used selectively against certain sectors of organized labor in
a way that strengthens the position of the sector that is allied with the
government.'®

The difference between these two patterns corresponds to a distine-

* along this dimension within. Latin America as well, The instang
. state corporatism are numerous, with the: contemporary authontanan
. regimes in Brazil, Uruguay, and Chile obvious examples A-'striking
. example of societal corporatism is Cuba in 1983, whien a: powerful {abor
' movement won important concessions from a re]atwely weak govern-
: ment.”? In many other cases, there is a complex mix of ¢ontrol from
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tion” that Schmitter, drawing on the literature on European corpora-
tism, has identified as the contrast between state and societal corpora-
tism. Following Mihail Manoilesco, Lie charactenzes state corporatism
ag that in which “singular, noncompetitive, hierarchma]ly ordered repre-
sentative ‘corporations’® ate created by and Kept as auxiliary and
dependent organs of the state which found[s] its: legitimacy and effec-
tive functioning on othéer bases.” In the case gf'sédietal corporatism,
“the legitimacy- and functlomng of the state [ate] primarily or exclu-
sively dependent on the dotivity of ‘corpotatichs:’” In the first case, -
interest assoclatlons dre thus “dependent dhd' penetrated” in the sec-
ond case, they are “autoriomous and penetrative.”’?? ‘Schmitter identi-
fies societal ‘¢orporatism . primarily with the: “pa beral, advanced
capitalist, organized democratic welfare state’ that has ‘emiérged in the
most advanced North Atlantic societies 4nd state corparatism with the
“antiliberal, delayed capitalist authoritarian, neomercantﬂlst” state that
is more characteristic of Latin America.?! -

It is certainly correct that societal corporatism is more prewalent in
North Atlantic societies and state corporatism more prevalent in Latin
America. However, it is evident that there are 51gzuﬁcant v"'1at10ns

above and mobilization from below—including Venezuela in the period

" after 1945, Argentina after 1943, Mexico under Lazaro Ca:cdenas, and
. Colombia during the Liberal era. 23

Though the state-societal distinction promdes a useful startmg point
for answering the question of “who,” it is 1mporta.nt that it not lead
one to treat society and the state as unified entities. The present
discussion has alréady employed a relatlvely disaggregated conceptlon
of the societal side of the distinction, both because.the analysis; has
been restricted to the laboF movement and because the implications of
corporatism for organized labor were explained in terms of its conse-
guences for the relations among different sectors of the labor move-
ment. In dealmg with the state, one must. likewise be careful not to
treat it as a “black box,” thereby neglecting to cons1de1' the question of
‘“who” the state 1s, or whlch economic or polltlcal groups are acting
through it.

*That is, multiclass mterest assocnatzons that appear in the most extreme cases of
“corporatism’’ as defined earlier in this chapter.
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o

: In the case of societal corporatism, it is primarily the labor move-
nient, or a sector.of it, that is acting through the state—or, more
spec1ﬁca]1y, ext:ractmg concessions from the state or winning conces-

‘slons by allying with other actors’in the state or associated with it. In
‘the case of -state corporatlsm, and in those cases which involve a
g 'c_emplex mix of initiative from above and mobilization from below, a
variety of economic and political interests may come into play. These
may: again include the interests of the favored sectors of the labor
movement, but in a context of more initiative from above and less
autonomous initiative on the part of labor. Other interests served have
included those of elements of the urban middle class, national industri-
- alists, foreign capital, and civilian technocrats inside and outside the
state. Military elites have often played a central role, including both
national political leaders who have risen from the military and in some
cases the military acting as an institution. Finally, political parties have
played a crucial role in the development of corporatism in a number of
countries.?*

_ Whatand to Whom?
In emphasizing that corporatism ratifies or consolidates relationships

of economic and political power, it is important to ask, “Power to do

what, and to whom?”* The exercise of political power is ofinterest, not in
itself, but rather in terms of how it is used for pursuing certain
objectives or policies. The question is “‘what” policies and objectives,
and at “whom” are they directed? -

An important part of the answer to this question fnvolves the impact
of corporative provisions on labor-managément relations. These provi-
sions may greatly strengthen the position of labor vis-3-vis management,
as when corporative structures are used to protect major sectors of the
‘working class that have not previously been organized in unions or have
not participated .in collective bargaining.?® Altemnatively, corporative
provisions can’be used to weaken the labor movement in its relations

. with management. In some cases this is done through a genheral tighten-
ing of control over the entire labor movement.?® In other instances, it
may be done by deliberately supporting a portion of the labor move-
ment that i clearly more moderate and less militant in its demands. 7
"I these different contexts, the answer to the question “to whom” thus
varies. In some instances, corporative structures aid organized labor and
tousome degree are directed against employers. In other instances, they
favor.employers and are directed against organized labor.

Apart. from the- Immediate consequences for the labor movement,
answering the question “what and to whom™ requires a consideration
of the broader ‘policy objectives being pursued by the state. These are

_redlstnbutlon of resources to. the lo_wer classes In th'
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relevant, because corporatwe structures may be used either to win the
support of the labor movement in a way that enhances the ability of
the state to pursue certam broad objectlves or to facﬂltate the control
of the labor movement in a way that reduces its abﬂIty to oppose the
state as the state pursue jectives that may co_nﬂjct wi_th:the interests
of ah important portion of organized labor. = = .

A stnkmg vanety of policy orientations—in terms of a right-to-left
eiated W1th corporatxsm A conveme Y means

of summanzmg _
strategy puxsued

hshed modern seétoi- and the actlve attempt to extend beneﬁts telless
pnvﬂeged groups _W1th1n somety, and revolutzonary, whxch mews the

of the degree to which they ‘are onented around the red15tr1but1on'of
wealth to the lower classes. L
In terms of these categones, there 1s great dlvers1ty am ny

middle of the spectrum Juan Perdn’s fjxst government m Argentma,
Getulio Vargas §, first government in Brazil, and the Cardenas penod in
Mexico are obwous examples. Other reg:mes that fall in the ‘populist
category includé Venezuela from 1945 to 1948, Cuba i in, 1933 .and the
experiment in “military socialistm” in Bolivia in 1936.30 .~
Finally, one case in Whlch a number of new corporahve

ctu.res of
state-labor relations were introduced fits in the revolutlonary C etegory—
contemporary Cuba. Because of the degree to which the content of
public policy in Cuba dlverges from that which is trad1t1onally
associated with corporatism, this case underlines the importance of
analyzing the functions perf¢ rméd by partlcular corp' ra tructures.
The labor movement 1n pre-Castro Cuba had‘ to a sub tantaal degree

tant sectors of orgamzed labor did not mltlaily support
even though the overall thrust ‘of the revolution inv

was inevitably concer'ned "about ensuring the loyalty of domest1c gEPUPS
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and introduced a series of new coxporatwe provisions in labor legisla-
tion as a means of building a labor movement that would support the
revolution, This sharp increase in corporahve provisions produced some
of the h:ghest scores on the aggregate “corporatism” variable that have
appeared among the countries considered in our analysu; of Iabor
law. >

Corporative structures of state-labor relations have thus played an
1mportant role under regimes that span the full spectrum from right to
left. The introduction or consolidation of corporative structures has

made it easier for these regimes to promote very different patterns of

dlstnbutmn of resources in society. The answer to the question “to
whom” has thus varied greatly, since these pohcms have benefited, and
have been directed against, very different combinations of groups with-
in society.

The contexts in which corporative structures emerge may be ana-
lyzed in terms of more immediate political goals, as well as in terms of
broad development strategms Specifically, political elites have used the
introduction of corporative structures as a means of winning and
consolidating political power. In Bolivia in 1936 and in Argentina after
1943, corporative structures were used to win labor support for politi-
cal leaders who rose to power from the military. Corporative struc-
tures have also played an important role in the winning and consolida-
tion of power by political parties. In some cases parties have sought to
expand their electoral base by .encouraging the formation of a new
labor movement; in some cases a new party and a new labor movement
have emerged together; and in still others, a new party has been built
onto a labor movement that already had substantial power.* Finally,
corporative structures may be used to facﬂltate the consolidation of
power by poiitical coalitions that wish to pursue policies opposed by
organized labor. In these cases, corporatwe mechanisms are used to
reduce the political power of organized labor.

How?

The final step in addressing the quest;on, “Who does what, to whom,
and how?” involves an analysis of the ways in which the corporahve
ordenng of state—labor relations is achieved. This brings the discussion
back to the issues of structure considered in an earlier section of this
chapter However, structure is now treated as only one of several
dimenisions in terms of which specific cases of corporatism can be
compared '

In addressmg the question of “how,” one must consider the d:fferent ’

patterns of corporative provisions present in each country.3 In what
combinations and variations do they occur? Do different combmatlons
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of provisions for structuring, subsidy, and control appear in different
settings?.

Important vanatmns w:thm ‘each of these broad categories of struc-
tunng subsidy, and control are also present. Some of the most striking
différences are found in the approaches to structuring labor representa-
tion. These mclude variations in terms.of the presence or absence of
particular’ prowsmns In addition, highly varied partial approximations
of certain important corporative “traits” hiave appeared: Conceptual
discussions of eorporatlsm eniphasize such features as the- ‘replacement
of “horizontal” class orgamzatlons with “vertlcal” orgarizations that
correspond to functional sectors of the écotiomy; the: granting of
monopoly of representation; a.nd comptﬂsory membershlp ¥Yet these
features - of corporatlsm ‘ravely appear in their most elaborated orm.

. Instead; they are often achieved indirectly through vanous combma-

tions of legal provisions and inforial practices.

With regard to' the vertical organlzatlon of’ representatmn alepg
functional lines—as oppesed to horizontal organization along class
lines—perhaps the closest approximation in contemporary = Ldtin
America i5 the attempt to supersede herizorital organization by
lishing self-managing enterprises such as ‘those which have appearé
Petu. In general, howeéver, the fundamental basis for organizing in
representation in Latin America rethains horizontal, along class lines.
Within this framework, many attempts have been riade to achieve some
degree of vertical integration among different class groups tlirough the
formation of public or semipublic representative bodies- that bring
together representatives of business and labor. Thése mc}ude ‘vanous
kinds of social and economic councils and a variety of agencies con-
cerned with specific policy areas such as social security. _

Ancther, very different, approach to fragmenting worker represent_a-
tion and substituting vertical for horizontal integration has appeared in
several countries. Laws have emerged that appesr to de this: by orient-
ing worker representation around local “enterprise” unions {also re:
ferred o0 as “plant” unions, “works” unions, -and" “industrial
unions).3® Particularly in countries at lower levels of industrialization,
where factories are small, such a unit of organization appears to lend.
itself readily to the formation of labor organizations W}}i(-:%l reseneble
“company unions™ and which help perpetuate a paternahst;c relation-
ship between workers and managers. In one case, the'requirement that a
portion of the profits of the enterprise go duectly to the union appeared
to strengthen this relationship.?®:. -

In some cases, an. exclusive monopoly of representataon has been
granted oumght to partlculax urtions, but with this feature of corpora-
tism as well, perhaps the rhost striking thing is the variety of partial
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approximations that have appeared. These may be ordered in terms of a
broa(?. spef:iirum of degrees of monopoly, including the extension of
certain privileges associated with monopoly of representation to more

than one urion, but not to all unions, in particular occupational '

groupings; granting of monopoly of representation to an interassocia-

tional committee that represents all unions in the particular occupa-

tional grouping; granting many privileges associated with monopoly of

representation to one union, but permitting other unions to exist; and

granting a monopoly of representation .to one union and completely
- prohibiting competing unions.

Provisions for compulsory membership are in fact relatively rare.
Once again, what one finds is a variety of provisions that indirectly
perform the same functions as compulsory membership. These include
laws that give unions the right to represent nonmembers (such as
provisions that make collective bargaining agreements entered into by
the union applicable to nonmembers); provisions concerning open,
closed, and union shops; and syndical taxes that apply to nonmembers
as well as members.

The state may subsidize organized labor in many different ways as

. well. Along with the great variety of funds available through ministries
of labor and public welfare programs that directly or indirectly subsi-

dize union leaders or union activities, the most crucial form of subsidy

involves state assistance in the collection of union dues. The most
comprehensive means of doing this is the syndical tax, which is paid by
all workers under the union’s Junsdxctlon—whether or not they are
union members—and is distributed among the varicus levels of union
hierarchy. Such taxes have rarely appeared, however, and provisions
that facilitate the colection of union dues generally involve such things
as dues checkoffs, requirements regarding open, closed, and union
shops, and laws concerning compulsory membership.

One also finds a variety of mechanisms of direct control of labor
_representation. A number of different provisions limit the right to
strike and specify when strikes may occur in relation to:conciliation
and arbitration procedures. Many different requirements have appeared
concerning who may be a union leader. Finsally, a variety of provisions
give legal sanction to direct state involvement in the internal governance -
of unions, including provisions that allow a state official to attend a
union meeting; permit a state official to preside over a union meeting;
authorize the state to assume direct control of unions; and give formal
legal sanction for the state to disband unions. The various forms that
these and other mechanisms of control have taken merit central atten-
tion in any attempt to answer the question of “how?”’
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. Varieties of Corporatism

In considering the various answers to the question * Vho does what,
to whom, and how?” it is evident that different answers cluster to some
degree in recurring patterns. Two of the most widely discussed patterns
are associated with regimes based on the “populist coalitions™ that have
emerged in the phase of import-substituting industrialization in some
Latin American countries and with the *“bureaucratic-authoritarian™
regimes that have emerged in some countries in the context of eco-
nomic crises associated with the apparent ‘“exhaustion” of the initial
“easy” phases of import substitution. The most conspicuous examples
of these populist regimes are-the- first Vargas government in Brazil and
the first Peron government in Argentina, with the Cardenas period in
Mexico exhibiting many similar features. The “bureaucratic-
authoritarian” pattern is best exemplified by the post-1964 regime in
Brazil and the Ongania period in Argentina. It has also been followed to
some degree by the post-1973 regimes in Chile and Uruguay.>” Though
much remains to be done in terms of elaborating and systematically
testing arguments about the emergence and characteristics of these re-
gimes, a brief summary of available arguments provides a useful iltus-
tration of what two important varieties of corporatism may look like.

In the case of regimes based on populist coalitions, the answer to the
question “who” is often intermediate with regard to the distinction
between state and societal corporatism. Organized labor, or a sector of
it, is in alliance with the government, which derives its legitimacy in
part from the support of labor. Other actors in the dominant political
coalition include a newly emerging class of national industrialists,
important sectors of the newly emerging labor movement, and the
political elites that lead these coalitions. These may involve leaders who
have risen from the military, as in the case of Perdn; the elite of a
political party, as in the Cardenas era in Mexico; or other civilian
political leaders, as in the case of Vargas in Brazil.

These regimes tend to strengthen the bargaining position of orga-
nized iabor. Their emergence frequently either coincides with or shortly
follows the first major elaboration of corporative provisions in labor
law.*® These provisions often mark the énd of long periods in which
governments attempted to deny or at least limit the right of unions to
exist and a shift to active government protection of unions, generally

focused on one sector or confederation with which the government
seeks to form an alliance. This protection is accompanied by active
support for the formation of new unions and for broadening worker
benefits through expanded social security programs and wage increases.
The immediate answer to “what,” in terms of the working class, is the
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protection, and sometimes the creation, of an organized labor move-
ment and an extension of benefits to the working class. .

In terms of broader economic policy, these regimes pursue the
“populist” development strategies that are intended to promote import-
substituting industrialization: the termination of free-trade policies, the
development of domestic industry, and the expansion of the domestic
market for consumer goods. The protection of organized labor and the
extension of benefits to the working class appear to complement the
goal of promoting industrialization in two ways. First, they win the
allegiance of organized labor to the political coalition which supports
the public policies that directly encourage industrialization. In addition,
they increase labor income and thereby expand the domestic market
for nationally produced consumer goods.

Politically, a common feature of the way in which corporative
structures are employed under these regimes is in building a strong
political party. The “incorporating,” ““inclusionary”® thrust of the use of
corporatistn under these regimes serves to win the support of labor and
often gives these parties a powerful base in the labor movement.??

In the case of bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes, the answer to the
question “who” emphatically involves state corporatism rather than an
intermediate case between state and societal corporatism. In these
regimes the state does not depend on labor for legitimacy and support.
The ruling coalition includes technocratic elites within—as well as
outside—the state bureaucracy; the military, often acting to a substan-
tial degree as an institution; and, directly or indirectly, foreign capital.

These regimes tend to weaken the bargaining position, as well as the
overall political power, of organized labor. They exclude the labor
movement from political power and adopt a policy of holding down
wages or at least producing a shift in labor income unfavorable to large
sectors of the working class.*’ Corporative structures play a central
role in implementing these policies. This control of organized labor and
labor income—as well as the broader “conventional® development stra-
tegies of these regimes—is part of the effort to overcome the crises of
" inflation and balance-of-payments deficits associated with the apparent
“exhaustion” of import substitution, to facilitate capital accurnulation,
and to attract new foreign investment.

Politically, corporative structures are employed to protect the posi-
tion of the military as it tries to rule as an institution. In contrast to the
earlier period, the primary thrust of corporatism is “‘exclusionary,” and
the purpose is to contro! the political demands of organized labor.*!

This schematic summary of these two patterns shows how particular
combinations of answers regarding “what and to whom” as well as
“who” have been grouped together in the context of two phases of
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industrial growth in certain countries in Latin America. In each phase, a
certain economic and political “logic” appears to have produced these
particular recurring patterns. Much remains to be done in terms of
exploring the way these different features are linked even in the most
often discussed examples of these regimes, and assessing the way they
appear in modified form in other countries during different phases of
economic growth.*? Nonetheless, these do appear to be two of the
most important patterns that have emerged in Latin America,

These two phases of industrial growth are by no means the only
contexts in which it is relevant to look for patterns. An important
direction that studies of corporatism must take involves the analysis of
other modal, as well as deviant, patterns. For instance, attention needs
to be given .to cases in which a substantial elaboration of corporative
structures of state-labor relations has occurred in preindustrial settings.
In these contexts, rather different combinations of interests of other
urban middie-class and rural elite groups appear to come into play,
along with a variety of military, party, and other political interests.*?

Conclusion

A remarkable variety of answers to the question, “ Who does what, to
whom, and how?” thus emerges, even when one considers only one
aspect of the system of interest representation—state-labor relations.
This finding may suggest that the concept of corporatism casts too
broad a net and perhaps obscures a variety of 1nterestmg distinctions
that ought to be made within the Latin American context. In a period
in which the study of corporatism is increasingly popular in research on
Latin America, it may be too easy to achieve a sense of intellectual
closure by simply applying the label “corporative” to a given political
situation. Because corporative structures appear in such a wide va.nety
of contexts, this sense of closure may be illusory.

The concept of corporatism does usefully highlight certain features
of systems of interest representation that distinguish them both from
pluralism and from situations in which there is a denial of the right of
groups—most commonly labor unions—io exist.*® Corporatism is a
system of nonpluralist group representation both because it is nonplu-
ralist and because it is a system of group representation. The approach
to the comparative analysis of corporative structures proposed earlier
provides a basis for determining the degree to which corporatism, in
this sense, is present in any particular case.

Once one has considered these important issues of corporative struc-
ture, however, it is essential to analyze the relationships of economic
and political power that are ratified or consolidated through these
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structures and to use differences in these relationships as a basis for
identifying different varieties of corporatism. In this chapter, we have
tried to take a first step in this direction by identifying dimensions in
terms of which one might distinguish different varieties of corporatism.
We then presented a preliminary discussion of the combinations of
answers that go together in recurring patterns.

If the next task for comparative analysts is the further exploration of
different varieties of corporatism, what implications does this have for
the types of cross-national comparisons that are most appropriate? It
was suggested that certain aspects of the legal structure of corpora-
tism—and hence an important part of the answer to the question
“how?’—lend themselves to fairly elaborate measurement and scaling
across large numbers of cases and over long periods of time. On the
other hand, the informal aspects of structure and the answers to the
questions ‘“who, what, and to whom™ require a very different kind of
analysis.

What is called for is a type of ‘“‘event scoring” of historical data that
involves the classification of cases in terms of nominal or ordinal scales
on the basis of available historical evidence. Because of the difficulty of
collecting this type of data, it may not be possible to analyze large
numbers of cases. The kinds of comparison that can be made on the
basis of these data will often not involve elaborate, multivariate tests of
hypotheses, but rather a type of “small-N”> analysis based on selected
cross-tabulations of categorical variables.*® This may not allow for
sophisticated statistical analysis, but it will permit systematic cross-
national comparison. This approach obviously loses a great deal in
terms of the number of cases that can be considered and the kinds of
data manipulation that can be performed, but these losses appear to be
a small price to pay for greater substantive relevance.
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carried out in connection with the scoring of labor law discussed earlier.

35. Examples include the 1907 law in Brazil, the 1924 law in Chile, and the
1944 law in Colombia. See Arnaldo Susskind, Direito brasileiro do trabatho, vol. 1
(Rio de Janeiro: Empresa “A Noite,” 1943), p. 100; Philippe C. Schmitter, In terest
Conflict and Political Change in Brazil (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1971),
p- 111; Moises Poblete Troncoso, Labor Organizations in Chile (Washington, D.C.:
United States Government Printing Office, 1928), p. 3; James O. Morris, Elites,
Intellectuals, end Consensus (Ithaca: New York State School of Industrial and
Labor Relations, Cornell University, 1966), p. 130; and Urrutia, Development of
the Colombian Labor Movement, p. 155.

36. See Alan Angell, Politics and the Labour Movement in Chile (London
Oxford University Press, 1972), p. 63.

37. For an interesting early statement regarding the basic coalitional alternatives
involved in these two paiterns, see Trotsky, Marxism and the Trade Unions, pp.
10--11. James Malloy provides a valuable introduction to these patterns in chap. 1
of this volume. Standard general works on these patterns include Fernando Hen-
rigue Cardoso and Enzo Faletto, Dependencia y deserrollo en América Lating
{Mexico: Siglo Veintiuno, Editores, 1969); Fernando Henrigue Cardoso, ‘““Associ-
ated Dependent Development: Theoretical and Practical Implications,” in Authori-
tarian Brazil: Origins, Policies, and Future, ed, Alfred Stepan (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1973), pp. 142—76; and O’Donnell, Modernization and Bureau-
cratic-Authoritarianism.

38. These shifts emerge clearly in the preliminary analysis of labor law that we
have carried out.

39. For a discussion of the coneepts of incorporation and inclusion, see O'Don-
nell, Modernization end Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism, pp. 53 ff.; and Stepan,
State and Society, chap. 3.

40. For a discussion of issues of income distribution under one of these regimes,
see Kenneth 8. Mericle, “Conflict Regulation in the Brazilian Industrial Relations
System” (doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1974 ).

41. For discussions of the concept of exclusion, see O'Donnell, Modernization
and Buregucratic-Authoritorianism, pp. 53 ff.; and Stepan, Stete and Society, chap.

42. For a diseussion of the differing patterns of development followed by
bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes—and of the differing patterns of economic and
political “logic” through which these regimes seleet policies—see Guillermo A.
O’Donnell, “Reflexiones sobre las tendencias generales de cambio en el Estado
burocratlco-autontano” (Buenos Aires: Centro de Estudios de Estado y Sociedad,
1975).

43. For an extended discussion of the configuration of interests that surrounded
an important, early law in Chile, see Morris, Elites, Intellectuals, and Consensus.

44. For a general discussion of these issues involving the denial of the right of
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association and the right of combination, see Reinhard Bendix, Nation-Building and
Citizenship (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964), pp. 80—87.

45. Two- recent studies of Latin America which make interesting causal infey-
ences on-the basis of relatively small case bases and.the careful use of cross-tabula-
tion of eategorical variables-are Kaufman, chap. 5 in this volume, and Stepan, State
and Society, chap. 3. Other examples of this approach include Ted Robért Gurr and
Muriel McClelland; Political Performance: A Tiselve-Nation Study, Sage Profes-
sional Papers in Comparative Politics (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1971}; Pride,
Origins of Democracy; Clarke and Kornberg, “A Note on Social Cleavages;” and
Ruth Berins Collier, *“Electoral Politics and Authoritarian Rule: Institutional Trans-
fer and Political Change in Tropical Africa (doctoral dissertation, University of
Chicago, 1974), chap. 6. . : ) :



