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Who Does What, to Whom, and How:
Toward a Comparative Analysis
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 interest 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. Yet 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
important 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 labor in the modern sector—is pre-
sented to illustrate 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 task 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 strategy based on the analysis of rela-
tively small numbers of cases and relatively simple cross-tabulations of
nominal and ordinal scales derived from careful scoring of historical
data must be employed.

Cross-National Analyses of National Political Regimes

Cross-national research that has included Latin American countries
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 literature 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 legislature); and the regu-
larity of elections and of constitutional succession.? The most impor-
tant cross-national data banks that have inctuded Latin America empha-
size these same kinds of variables.?

In contrast to the heavy emphasis on territorial representation,
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 Robert
Textor.* Banks and Textor constructed two indices that dealt with
interest-group representation. The first is a 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
negligible.

Three observations 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 which 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 political life. 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 countries the scores have
only a weak correspondence with the conventional wisdom among
Latin American specialists concerning interest politics in the region.’
Finally, their categories represent highly aggregated descriptions which
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 to be a
number of distinct “‘subsystems” of interest representation that may
differ greatly across sectoral or class lines.®

A limited number of additional studies have appeared 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 high 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 system of interest representation by focusing on only one aspect:
the labor movement. Irma Adelman and Cynthia Morris scored eighteen
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 country 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
representation. However, though they include variables that would be
very useful in the comparative analysis of authoritarian systems of
interest representation, they do not directly measure the authoritarian
characteristics of these systems.

On balance, then, little in the cross-national 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 regimes 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 might
be made not from the point of view of the scholar interested in
authoritarianism and corporatism, but from the point of view of demo-
cratic theory: While cross-national analysts have been measuring democ-
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.!! The conspicuous neglect of interest politics in most
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 control 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
authoritarianism, 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
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political life- most 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 appears 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 empirical 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-
ficiently 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 control over the leadership, demand-making, and
internal governance of these associations.

This definition lends itself relatively easily to comparative analysis
because it is explicitly criterial.'* That is, it identifies a series of traits
that may be present or absent to varying degrees. It thus avoids an
excessively narrow conception of corporatism as a phenomenon that is
either present or absent and views it 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 America is, to a substantial degree, formalized in the legal
system.!®> One 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
are readily available, providing a convenient source of comparative data.
Second, the analysis of laws from different historical periods makes it
possible to develop data involving relatively long time series, permitting
not only 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-
parative-longitudinal analysis by using labor law as a principal source of
data on 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 can be classified
under the following subheadings: 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 repre-
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 union affairs. On the basis of this code, the labor laws of
ten Latin American countries have been scored annually for the period
1905 to 1974.1¢
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 detailed analysis
of the timing and degree of changes in the legal framework of state-
labor relations. The order and patterns in which different corporative
provisions appear in different countries may also be tested to see
whether they fit any recognized scaling patterns. The three different
approaches to shaping state-labor relations—structuring, subsidy, and
control—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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‘which these corporative legal provisions have appeared in each country

and in the timing of their appearance.

The analysis of the legal framework of state-group 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 of 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
eases or in the analysis of change over time within a single country.
Even with these limitations in the scope of comparison, however, it
appears that an analysis of this type focusing on both law and informal
practice would provide a valuable approach to comparing corporative
structures.

On the basis of available conceptual discussions of corporatism, it is
thus possible to derive a set of criteria for evaluating the degree to
which any particular case is characterized by corporative structures of
state-group relations. However, conceptualizing corporatism only in
terms of structure, whether formal or informal, cannot by itself form
the basis of an adequate analysis. Similar structures may 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 understanding of structure
provides insights into the means through which certain ends are accom-
plished, but not into what those ends are or who seeks to accomplish
them. Yet it is precisely this context of power relationships that makes
the analysis of structure interesting.

Who Does What, to Whom, and How?

If one is to move beyond a concern with structure and study the
relationships of economic and political power that are ratified or
consolidated by means of corporative structures, it is essential to
identify dimensions in terms of which these relationships can most
usefully be compared. With Lasswellian brevity one may ask, “Who
does what, to whom, and how?”’ The answers to. this question may be
used as a starting point for identifying the different types of corpora-
tive state-group relations that have emerged in Latin America.

In the analysis that follows, as in the discussion of labor ‘law pre-
sented earlier, the focus will be restricted to the relationship between
the state and organized labor. This may be justified not only because it
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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.18 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, 1t 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 settings 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 between these
extremes.

The way in which these apparently opposite outcomes 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 to 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 distinc-
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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, he characterizes state corporatism
as that in which ‘“‘singular, noncompetitive, hierarchically ordered repre-
sentative ‘corporations’* are created by and kept as auxiliary and
dependent organs of the state which found[s] its legitimacy and effec-
tive functioning on other bases.” In the case of societal corporatism,
“the legitimacy and functioning of the state [are] primarily or exclu-
sively dependent on the activity of ‘corporations.’” In the first case,
interest associations are thus ‘‘dependent and penetrated’’; in the sec-
ond case, they are ‘‘autonomous and penetrative.””?® Schmitter identi-
fies societal corporatism primarily with the “‘postliberal, advanced
capitalist, organized democratic welfare state”” that has emerged in the
most advanced North Atlantic societies and state corporatism with the
‘“‘antiliberal, delayed capitalist authoritarian, neomercantilist’ state that
is more characteristic of Latin America.?!

It is certainly correct that societal corporatism is more prevalent in
North Atlantic societies and state corporatism more prevalent in Latin
America. However, it is evident that there are significant variations
along this dimension within Latin America as well. The instances of
state corporatism are numerous, with the contemporary authoritarian
regimes in Brazil, Uruguay, and Chile obvious examples. A striking
example of societal corporatism is Cuba in 1933, when a powerful labor
movement won important concessions from a relatively weak govern-
ment.??> In many other cases, there is a complex mix of control from
above and mobilization from below—including Venezuela in the period
after 1945, Argentina after 1943, Mexico under Lazaro Cardenas, and
Colombia during the Liberal era.??

Though the state-societal distinction provides a useful starting point
for answering the question of “who,” it is important that it not lead
one to treat society and the state as unified entities. The present
discussion has already employed a relatively disaggregated conception
of the societal side of the distinction, both because the analysis has
been restricted to the labor movement and because the implications of
corporatism for organized labor were explained in terms of its conse-
quences for the relations among different sectors of the labor move-
ment. In dealing with the state, one must likewise be careful not to
treat it as a “‘black box,”” thereby neglecting to consider the question of
“who” the state is, or which economic or political groups are acting
through it.

*That is, multiclass interest associations that appear in the most extreme cases of
“‘corporatism’’ as defined earlier in this chapter.
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In the case of societal corporatism, it is primarily the labor move-
ment, or a sector of it, that is acting through the state—or, more
specifically, extracting concessions from the state or winning conces-
sions by allying with other actors in the state or associated with it. In
the case of state corporatism, and in those cases which involve a
complex 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.?*

What and 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 of interest, not in
itself, but rather in terms of how it is used for pursuing certain
objectives or policies. The question is ‘“what” p011c1es and objectives,
and at “whom’’ are they directed?

An important part of the answer to this question involves the impact
of corporative provisions on labor-management relations. These provi-
sions may greatly strengthen the position of labor vis-a-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.?® Alternatively, corporative
provisions can be used to weaken the labor movement in its relations

. with management. In some cases this is done through a general 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 is clearly more moderate and less militant in its demands. 2’
In these different contexts, the answer to the question “to whom”’ thus
varies. In some instances, corporative structures aid organized labor and
to some 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
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relevant because corporative 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 certain broad objectives or to facilitate the control
of the labor movement in a way that reduces its ability to oppose the
state as the state pursues objectives that may conflict with the interests
of an important portion of organized labor.

A striking variety of policy orientations—in terms of a right-to-left
spectrum—has been associated with corporatism.?® A convenient means
of summarizing this spectrum is in terms of the overall development
strategy pursued by the state. Drawing on the classification proposed
by Charles W. Anderson, three types of development strategies may be
identified: conventional, based on the elaboration and subsidy of the
established modern sector; populist, based on the subsidy of the estab-
lished modern sector and the active attempt to extend benefits to less
privileged groups within society; and revolutionary, which views the
established modern sector as an obstacle to development.?® The rela-
tionship among these three categories may be conceptualized in terms
of the degree to which they are oriented around the redistribution of
wealth to the lower classes.

In terms of these categories, there is great diversity among the
regimes under which corporative structures of state-labor relations have
played an important role in Latin America. The post-1964 regime in
Brazil and the Juan Carlos Ongania period in Argentina clearly fall at
the conventional end of the spectrum. In the populist category at the
middle of the spectrum, Juan Perdn’s first government in Argentina,
Getulio Vargas’s first government in Brazil, and the Cirdenas period in
Mexico are obvious examples. Other regimes that fall in the populist
category include Venezuela from 1945 to 1948, Cuba in 1933, and the
experiment in “military socialism” in Bolivia in 1936.3°

Finally, one case in which a number of new corporative structures of
state-labor relations were introduced fits in the revolutionary category—
contemporary Cuba. Because of the degree to which the content of
public policy in Cuba diverges from that which is traditionally
associated with corporatism, this case underlines the importance of
analyzing the functions performed by particular corporative structures.

The labor movement in pre-Castro Cuba had to a substantial degree
been dominated by relatively conservative, and often corrupt, leaders
who did not play a significant role in the overthrow of Batista. Impor-
tant sectors of organized labor did not initially support the revolution,
even though the overall thrust of the revolution involved a major
redistribution of resources to the lower classes. In the context of
massive foreign opposition to the revolution, the Cuban government
was inevitably concerned about ensuring the loyalty of domestic groups
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and introduced a series of new corporative provisions in labor legisla-
tion as a means of building a labor movement that would support the
revolution. This sharp increase in corporative provisions produced some
of the highest scores on the aggregate “‘corporatism’’ variable that have
appeared among the countries considered in our analysis of labor
law.3!

Corporative structures of state-labor relations have thus played an
important 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

distribution of resources in society. The answer to the question ‘“to
whom” has thus varied greatly, since these policies 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 strategies. 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.3? 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.33 Finally,
corporative structures may be used to facilitate the consolidation of
power by political coalitions that wish to pursue policies opposed by
organized labor. In these cases, corporative mechanisms are used to
reduce the political power of organized labor.

How?

The final step in addressing the question, “Who does what, to whom,
and how?” involves an analysis of the ways in which the corporative
ordering 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
dimensions in terms of which specific cases of corporatism can be
compared.

In addressing the question of “how,” one must consider the different
patterns of corporative provisions present in each country.3* In what
combinations and variations do they occur? Do different combinations
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of provisions for structuring, subsidy, and control appear in different
settings?

Important variations within each of these broad categories of s.truc-
turing, subsidy, and control are also present. Some of the most striking
differences are found in the approaches to structuring labor representa-
tion. These include variations in terms of the presence or absencg of
particular provisions. In addition, highly varied partial approximations
of certain important corporative ‘‘traits” have appeared. Conceptual
discussions of corporatism emphasize such features as the replacement
of “horizontal” class organizations with “vertical’> organizations that
correspond to functional sectors of the economy; the granting of
monopoly of representation; and compulsory membership. Yet these
features of corporatism rarely appear in their most elaborated form.

. Instead, they are often achieved indirectly through various combina-

tions of legal provisions and informal practices.

With regard to the vertical organization of representation along
functional lines—as oppoesed to horizontal organization along clags
lines—perhaps the closest approximation in contemporary Latin
America is the attempt to supersede horizontal organization by estab-
lishing self-managing enterprises such as those which have appgared in
Peru. In general, however, the fundamental basis for organizing mtgrest
representation in Latin America remains horizontal, along class lines.
Within this framework, many attempts have been made to achieve some
degree of vertical integration among different class groups through t-:he
formation of public or semipublic representative bodies that b-rmg
together representatives of business and labor. These include various
kinds of social and economic councils and a variety of agencies con-
cerned with specific policy areas such as social security.

Another, very different, approach to fragmenting worker represent.a-
tion and substituting vertical for horizontal integration has appeared in
several countries. Laws have emerged that appear to do this by orient-
ing worker representation around local “enterprise” union.s (also_ re:
ferred to as “plant” unions, “works” wunions, and “md}lstr}al’
unions).?® 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 which resen.lble
“company unions” and which help perpetuate a paternalistic relation-
ship between workers and managers. In one case, the requin.ament that a
portion of the profits of the enterprise go directly to the union appeared
to strengthen this relationship.3¢

In some cases, an exclusive monopoly of representation has been
granted outright to particular unions, but with this feature of corpora-
tism as well, perhaps the most striking thing is the variety of partial
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approximations that have appeared. These may be ordered in terms of a
broagl spe_ctrum of degrees of monopoly, including the extension of
certain privileges associated with monopoly of representation to more

than one union, 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 concering 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 jurisdiction—whether or not they are
union members—and is distributed among the various levels of union
hierarchy. Such taxes have rarely appeared, however, and provisions
that facilitate the collection 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. Finally, 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 “ VWho 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 illus-
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 labor. Their emergence frequently either coincides with or shortly
follows the first major elaboration of corporative provisions in labor
law.3® These provisions often mark the end 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
corporatism 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 accumulation,
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 control 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 middle-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 interesting 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 variety
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—to 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.

Vhat 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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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 infer-
ences on the basis of relatively small case bases and the careful use of cross-tabula-
tion of categorical variables are Kaufman, chap. 5 in this volume, and Stepan, State
and Society, chap. 3. Other examples of this approach include Ted Robert Gurr and
Muriel McClelland; Political Performance: A Twelve-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.

Chapter 15 in James Malloy, ed., Authoritarianism and Corporatism

in Latin America (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1977).



