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Preface to the 2002 Edition

Guillermo O’Donnell

THE UNIVERSITY of Notre Dame Press should be congratulated for its
decision to reissue this remarkable book. Shaping the Political Arena
follows the best Weberian tradition of historical political sociology, in
several senses.

In one of these senses, which will be immediately obvious to the
reader, this book displays encyclopedic knowledge and the skillful uti-
lization of a huge and varied literature.

In a second sense, the Colliers have a broad—macro—and very im-
portant question: What were the patterns, and the consequences, of the
incorporation of labor {basically, urban labor) into the national arenas of
politics of Latin America?' The authors trace these consequences in rela-
tion both to labor and, no less importantly, to the overall characteristics
of the political regimes and more generally of the societies that emerged
during and after (and, as they show, partly as a result of) the political in-
corporation of labor in Latin America.

In a third sense, as Weber did, this book uses a rather wide array of
causal factors without reducing its explanations to any of them. Yet this
is not intellectually undisciplined eclecticism: these factors are carefully
sorted out and assessed in each case and across cases.

Fourth, and related to the preceding remark, I found it particularly
pleasurable, as I did in Weber’s Economy and Society, to “watch” the au-
thors of Shaping the Political Arena move in each step of their analysis
with clear—and explicit—self-consciousness of their methodology. In
many passages of their book, the Colliers do us the important service of
pointing out what they believe are the scope, the possible robustness, and
the likely limitations of their findings and arguments. In fact, I have
found this methodological self-consciousness extremely useful both for
my own work and for my teaching—it is nice, and indeed helpful, to
watch very good minds carefully telling us about the rationale of the con-
ceptual and empirical steps they are taking.

Fifth, because the Colliers have a theoretical framework backed by
impressive research, they come out with a series of hypotheses and con-

! Always mindful of the need to offer clear definitions, the authors consider incorpo-
ration as the “first sustained and at least partially successful attempt by the state to legiti-
mate and shape an institutionalized labor movement” [p. 161}.
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clusions that add enormously to our knowledge not only of labor but also
of political processes—broadly understood—in Latin America.

A book of this scope and complexity invites various uses and readings.
Mine, as implied above, is that of the study of a complex collective actor
by means of a theoretical framework that moves both through time (trac-
ing the history of the respective labor movements in eight countries)
and by means of “horizontal” comparisons. The main comparisons are of
cases that are paired by means of similarities in certain factors that the
theory indicates as particularly relevant. Some of these pairings are coun-
terintuitive, and certainly they would not have been generated had the
questions posed been different from the ones of this book; for example, it
took me some time and several discussions with the authors until I fully
understood—and agreed with-—the pairing of two cases, Brazil and Chile,
that in many other respects are very different, as the Colliers themselves
emphasize. Here, as usual in these procedures, the proof of the pudding is
in the eating: as the reader will notice, these pairings highlight important
similarities, both in the process of labor incorporation and in the over-
all consequences they generated. Furthermore, these procedures are dis-
ciplined by the innovative and conceptually powerful typologies that the
authors elaborate on the relationships between the labor movement on
one side, and the various kinds of incorporation effected by the state and
political parties, on the other.

The book moves analytically back and forth between histories of each
case, told in considerable detail and with remarkable knowledge, and
comparisons that are apposite because they are anchored in similarities
that are shown to be theoretically relevant and empirically useful. This, as
noted above, is comparative historical (political) sociology at its best. It is
extremely difficult and time consuming to do this well, and its product—
the present book—well deserves the attentive reading it demands.

Notice what, in my reading (and, I take it, in the intention of the
authors), this book accomplishes. To begin with, it deals with a most
important fact in the history of modern politics: the constitution and
eventual incorporation into the main political arenas of a major social
actor, the working class, especially its urban segment. This class was not
already “there,” constituted as such before its political incorporation. It
had, nonetheless, characteristics largely determined by social, economic,
ideological, and political factors that long preceded its incorporation, and
that show significant differences among the countries included in this
study—hence the first comparative excursion of the book. In turn, these
factors, interacting with elite strategies, heavily influenced the kinds—
and the limits—of political incorporation of the working class, and in so
doing defined the specific characteristics with which this class was con-
stituted as an actor in the respective national political arenas. The periods
in which these incorporations occurred are what the authors call critical

PREFACE X1

junctures, epochal times that transform important societal parameters
and have long-standing reverberations—a concept that can be and has
been fruitfully used by several authors in the study of other topics.

For the study of these critical junctures, the comparisons, nOw in terms
of paired cases, are very helpful. As the authors persnaswely sh.ow,
in Latin America there were at least four patterns of labor incorporation:
(1) the radical populism of Mexico and Venezuela; .(2) the labor populism
of Argentina and Peru; (3) the electoral mobilization (of labor) by a tra-
ditional party of Uruguay and Colombia; and (4) the pattern that at 'le?ast
in the initial period was more exclusionary, involving the depolitiza-
tion and control effected in Brazil and Chile.* The Collierg further show,
by going back to the history of each case and then' returning to the four
paired comparisons, that each mode of incorporation ggnerated its own
ulegacy,” disaggregated into the more or less immediate reactions to
labor incorporation (the “aftermath”) and its longer term “heritage.” As
they argue, and highlight in the title of their boqk, this flow of events_has
significantly contributed to “shaping the political arena” of these elgnt
countries (which as a set contain a very large proportion of the Latin
American population and territory). The incorporation of the worklng
class into the national political arena—however precarious, subordi-
nated, and controlled it was in most cases, and notwithstanding the re-
actions, sometimes repressive, it provoked—deeply influenced thg po.h-
tics and, indeed, the whole of society in these countries.® Even with its
limitations—closely mapped in this book—this incorporation meant tne
end of oligarchic domination and of a predominantly agrarian society in
these countries.

As this book makes clear in the reflections it includes under the head-
ing of “Heritage,” these events did not lead directly to democracy (ra.lther,
in some of these countries, they led to nasty authoritarian reactions).
Consequently, among many other valuable contributions, this book shows
that in Latin America the paths to democracy have been quite different
from those traversed by the highly developed capitalist countries. Tne
historical specificity of the Latin American paths to democracy is a topic
that still needs much research. It is an important topic, both in its own
right and because it should be a major explanatory factor_ of thtz charantet-
istics—and failings—of contemporary democracy in this region. This is
not the main focus of this book. Yet, as Weber did with his work, the pres-
ent study illuminates and opens up areas of inquiry that are not central to
its purpose, furnishes knowledge that is extremely relevant to those

2 Tuse, in italics, the terms used by the authors. ’ .
3 The authors summarize nicely their approach when they point out that their wor.k
“builds upon an analysis of the dialectical interplay between labor control and labor mobi-

lization” (p. 745).
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areas, and shows in an exemplary way how a theoretically guided and
methodologically self-conscious approach may be used in dealing with
some broad—and extremely important—issues.*

Writing this preface in 2002, I cannot avoid an additional note. In Latin
America, the social actor this book traces—the working class, especially
its urban segment—never achieved full political incorporation, under-
standing by this a broadly accepted and properly represented location in
the circuits of political, economic, and social power. Furthermore, in
most of our countries, the ravages of economic and social crises and poli-
cies, under both authoritarian and democratic rule, have significantly di-
minished the absolute and relative weight of the working class. Still, it is
very hard to imagine a democratic future (other than a rather perversely
updated version of oligarchic rule) without a vigorous presence of the
working class in what this book calls “the political arena.” Whether this
kind of presence is still possible, and in what ways, is a major question
for the answer to which this study, beyond its great intrinsic interest,
proviciles indispensable historical, theoretical, and methodological back-
ground.

4 As the authors properly note, “Obviously, the argument is not that labor politics and
state-labor relations can, by themselves, explain broader patterns of change. Rather, the
focus on these issues provides an optic through which a larger panorama of change can be
assessed and, in part, explained” (p. 745, italics added).

Authors’ Note to the 2002 Edition

THE YEARS since the initial publication of Shaping the Political Arena
have seen major changes both in the larger scholarly literature in which
this study is embedded and also in Latin American politics—the topic of
the book.! Shaping the Political Arena has been part of a lively, expand-
ing research program of comparative-historical analysis. This program
builds on evolving conceptions of critical junctures, path dependence,
and historical institutionalism. Its methodological tools are, in impor-
tant measure, those of small-N analysis and controlled comparison.
Among the many substantive themes that have been analyzed in this tra-
dition, the study of national political regimes has had a central place.? In
the intervening years, it has also become more evident that Latin Ameri-
can politics is, indeed, experiencing the new critical juncture we dis-
cussed at the end of the last chapter. The class coalitions, party systems,
and resulting regime dynamics that were our central focus have in im-
portant respects been destabilized. In some countries, they have been su-
perseded entirely.

For this new printing of the book, we have not undertaken the Hercu-
lean task of updating the text to respond either to the evolving literature
in comparative-historical analysis or to recent developments in Latin
American politics. In this Authors’ Note we would, however, like to offer
some brief comments about the book’s central claims. This study was
conceived and initially written (if not finally published) when political-
economic and dependency perspectives were influential in research on
Latin America. Our purpose was to offer an alternative approach that put
greater weight on social and political factors. Specifically, the book ana-
lyzes the critical juncture during which organized labor was initially in-
corporated into the political and legal system. The goal was to explore the
impact of party systems on regime dynamics, where the party system is
understood as the political institutionalization of class coalitions. These
new coalitions were integrally linked to changes in social structure: the

! We thank the University of Notre Dame Press for its efforts in reissuing this book, as
well as the Kellogg Institute of International Studies at Notre Dame for its support of this
initiative.

2 See James Mahoney and Dietrich Rueschemeyer, eds., Comparative Historical Analy-
sis in the Social Sciences (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002).
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formation of two “new” classes and the move from, schematically, a two-
class society of lord and peasant to a four-class society that also included a
proletarian working class and the urban middle sectors.

Long books often have the disadvantage of provoking simplistic take-
home messages with which they become identified. In the case of Shaping
the Political Arena, these have included: “labor incorporation matters”
and “critical junctures are important.” Indeed, the proposition that the
initial incorporation of the labor movement is a critical juncture that
matters is central to our argument. But how does it matter? And for what?

Labor incorporation occurs in diverse ways, producing distinctive pat-
terns of reaction and counterreaction. These differences are consequen-
tial for subsequent party structure and regime dynamics: for whether,
during the period of new opposition movements and political and eco-
nomic crisis in the 1960s and 1970s, politics was integrative or polar-
izing; for whether countries established, or failed to establish, political
institutions and resources that helped to meet the political and eco-
nomic challenges of this period; and for whether, in the end, these politi-
cal systems self-destructed during those decades. The crucial interven-
ing variable is the party system.

Three key steps in the argument are as follows.?

e Class Coalitions in the Incorporation Period. The critical juncture of
initial labor incorporation centrally involves the construction of new
class coalitions that take two basic forms. In some cases an accommo-
dationist alliance produces a modus vivendi among the upper classes
and pits them against the lower classes in a sustained effort to control
and depoliticize labor organizations (with the peasants initially, though
unreliably, attached to agrarian elites through clientelistic ties). In other
cases a populist alliance links the organized working class (and some-
times the organized peasantry) with the middle sectors, a pattern
accompanied by diverse forms of worker mobilization.

» Party Heritage. The incorporation period is followed by intense reac-
tions and counter-reactions that fundamentally transform the balance
between political mobilization and control that the state had sought
to establish in the prior phase. New coalitional relationships emerge,
building on key aspects of coalitional patterns from the incorporation
period. These new relationships then crystallize in the party system,
through which they are institutionalized in the political arena, creating
patterns we call the party heritage of incorporation. We typologize the
divergent forms of this heritage in light of the political and coalitional

3 The timing of each step in the argument for each country is explained in detail in the
main text, and many key terms and distinctions are defined in the glossary.

AUTHORS' NOTE Xv

location of the organized working class and labor-based parties, includ-
ing crucially their relationship to a centrist majority electoral bloc (Fig-
ure 7.2, p. 504).

e Regime Dynamics. In the final step of the argument, these party sys-
tems structure distinctive processes of accommodation and conflict,
producing integrative versus conflictual political dynamics. These ulti-
mately influence the political capacity to avoid, rather than succumb
to, bureaucratic-authoritarian coups.

Looking beyond these steps in the argument, it merits emphasis that we
explicitly viewed the trajectories of change explored in this book—which
encompass much of twentieth-century Latin American politics—as a de-
limited historical episode, centered on the transition to a “modern” social
structure and the emergence of mass politics. At the end of the book we
speculated about a new critical juncture in the current period. Today it is
even clearer that with the rise of neoliberalism in national economic poli-
cies, the partial eclipse of union power, and the uncertain emergence of
alternative popular sector actors, among many other transformations,
Latin America is in the midst of fundamental political change.

As was the case with the previous critical juncture, this new episode in-
volves a basic alteration of the relationships among class structure, party
systems, and regime dynamics. Though this process will have common
features across a number of countries, it will be variegated in its content
and timing and in the trajectories of change that emerge in the political
arena. Reactions and counterreactions growing out of the earlier party
heritage will contribute to shaping these divergent trajectories in this
new era.

This brief commentary is not the proper place to launch an analysis of
these processes. However, we would like to conclude by observing that
the conceptual and methodological tools of comparative-historical re-
search, noted above, will prove valuable in ongoing efforts to undertake
such an analysis. Very crucially, these tools strengthen the analyst’s
capacity to evaluate continuity and change in terms of carefully concep-
tualized variables, as well as to assess short-term and long-term explana-
tions for emerging patterns of change.

Ruth Berins Collier and David Collier
Berkeley, May 2002
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Overview

IN THE COURSE of capitalist development in Latin America, one of the fun-
damental political transitions has been the emergence of worker protest and
an organized labor movement, along with the varied responses of the state to
this new actor within society. During a relatively well-defined period in
most countries, a historic change took place in the relationship between the
state and the working class. An earlier pattern—in which repression was gen-
erally a far more central feature of the state response to worker organization
and protest—gave way to state policies that launched the “initial incorpora-
tion” of the labor movement. State control of the working class ceased to be
principally the responsibility of the police or the army but rather was
achieved at least in part through the legalization and institutionalization of
a labor movement sanctioned and regulated by the state. In addition, actors
within the state began to explore far more extensively the possibility of mo-
bilizing workers as a major political constituency.

The terms on which the labor movement was initially incorporated dif-
fered greatly within Latin America. In some countries the policies of the in-
corporation period aimed primarily at establishing new mechanisms of state
control. In other cases the concern with control was combined with a major
effort to cultivate labor support, encompassing a central role of a political
party—or a political movement that later became a party—and sometimes
producing dramatic episodes of worker mobilization. The alternative strate-
gies of control and mobilization produced contrasting reactions and counter-
reactions, generating different modes of conflict and accommodation that
laid the foundation for contrasting political legacies.

The analysis of these distinct patterns of conflict and accommodation of-
fers new insight into important contrasts among countries such as: whether
a cohesive, integrative political center was formed or more polarized politics
emerged; whether and how party systems came to channel social conflict;
and, more specifically, why in some countries the electoral and trade-union
arenas came to be dominated by parties of the center, whereas elsewhere par-
ties of the left came to play a far greater role. The analysis sheds light on
alternative patterns of sectoral and class coalitions, distinct modes of cen-
trifugal and centripetal political competition, and contrasting patterns of sta-
bility and conflict. It also helps explain whether countries followed a demo-
cratic or authoritarian path through the period of new opposition movements
and economic and political crisis of the 1960s and 1970s.

The emergence of different forms of control and mobilization during the
initial incorporation periods, along with their varied legacies, is the focus of
this book. The study is based on a comparative-historical analysis of the
eight countries with the longest history of urban commercial and industrial
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development in the region: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico,
Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela.

It bears emphasis that single-country monographs and historical studies
focused on each of these eight countries have commonly asserted that the
years we identify as the initial incorporation periods were historical water-
sheds that had a major impact on the subsequent evolution of politics.! Yet
these analyses, focusing as they do on individual countries, not surprisingly
have lacked consistent criteria for identifying and comparing the incorpora-
tion periods, as well as for carrying out a comparative assessment of their
legacies. The goal of this book is to provide a framework for this comparison
and to offer a methodological and analytic basis for assessing the causal im-
pact of the incorporation periods on the national political regime.

In focusing on the state’s role in shaping the labor movement and on the
reactions and counterreactions at the level of national politics produced by
these state initiatives, we do not intend to suggest that workers and labor
leaders did not themselves play a major role in constituting labor move-
ments. Their role has been amply documented,? and at various points it plays
an important part in the present analysis.? However, our primary attention
centers at a different level: the repercussions for the larger evolution of na-
tional politics of alternative state strategies for dealing with the labor move-
ment. At this level of analysis, one can identify fundamentally contrasting
trajectories of change that merit sustained attention in their own right.

In that the book seeks to trace out these contrasting trajectories of national
political change, we see this study as part of the ongoing quest in the Latin
American field over the past 30 years to explain the different paths of na-
tional development found within the region.? In this context, our analysis is

! For example, Argentina: Corradi 1985:58; Doyon 1975:153; Mallon and Sourrouille
1975:7; Horowitz 1990; Wynia 1978:43-44, 80; Luna 1969:15; Fayt, quoted in Ciria
1968:326; Waisman 1987; Torre 1989:530. Brazil: Schmitter 1971:127; Mericle 1977:304;
Erickson 1977:11; Ianni 1970:89; Simaio 1981:169. Chile: Morris 1966:2; Barria 1972:37—
38; S. Valenzuela 1976:141; Bergquist 1981:45-46; 1986:75; Pike 1963:188. Colombia: Ur-
rutia 1969a:109, 113; Dix 1967:91; Molina 1974:280; 1977:85, 101. Mexico: Hansen
1974:34, 98-101; Garrido 1982:11, 296; Cérdova 1974; 1976:204, 211; 1979:9-11; Corne-
lius 1973:392-93. Peru: Sulmont 1977:82; Pareja 1980:115; Angell 1980:21; Adams
1984:36-37; and from a comparative perspective C. Anderson 1967:249. Uruguay: Finch
1981:9; Vanger 1963:272, 274; 1980:348; Caetano 1983a:5; Fitzgibbon 1954:122. Vene-
zuela: Levine 1973:29; Alexander 1982:224; Martz 1966:62; Godio 1982:30, 85; and from a
comparative perspective, C. Anderson 1967:283-84.

2 At the level of a broad comparative-historical analysis, see Bergquist {1986). Many ex-
cellent monographic studies also adopt this perspective. _

3 Chapter 3 focuses on the early history of the labor movement from the perspective of
worker organization and worker protest. In the analysis of the incorporation periods in
Chapter 4, the discussion of the goals of actors within the state who initiate incorpora-
tion—the “project from above’—is juxtaposed with a discussion of the goals of the leading
sectors of the labor movement, the “project from below.”

4 A partial list of relevant authors and citations dealing with the comparative analysis of
South America and Mexico that address these themes might include J. Johnson (1958),
Silvert and Germani {1961}, Hirschman (1965, 1977, 1979), Di Tella {1965, 1968}, C. Ander-
son (1967), Halperin Donghi (1969), Cardoso and Faletto (1969, 1979), Schmitter (1972),
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both narrow and broad. It is narrow in that it focuses on critical transitions
in the relationship between the state and one particular actor in society, the
organized labor movement. Yet it is broad in that this focus serves as an optic
through which a much larger spectrum of political relationships and patterns
of change can be integrated into an explanatory framework. The analysis is
likewise broad because it is framed by scholarly debates on democracy and
authoritarianism, corporatism, patterns of state transformation in the face of
new social forces, the formation of distinct types of party systems, and the
relative autonomy of politics.

Obviously, the issues considered here are not unique to Latin America.
They are, for instance, the focus of a broad spectrum of authors concerned
with European development, from Karl Marx to T. H. Marshall and Reinhard
Bendix, who have analyzed these themes within the context of what Bendix
(1964:23) refers to as the “pervasive, structural transformations’”’ of Western
societies that encompassed in the economic sphere the spread of market re-
lationships and in the political sphere the spread of individualistic authority
relationships. Crucial to the latter was the extension of citizenship to the
lower class, involving the right of ““association’” and “‘combination” and the
diverse ways in which worker organization, worker protest, and state policy
toward worker associations interacted to shape the evolution of national pol-
itics {(Bendix 1964:chap. 3, esp. 80-87). The present study parallels the con-
cerns of various analysts of Europe who have viewed the incorporation of the
working class as a pivotal transition within this larger process of societal
change.5

The method of this book is a type of comparative history designed to dis-
cover and assess explanations of change. The method has two components.
The first is the generation and evaluation of hypotheses through the exami-
nation of similarities and contrasts among countries. The second is the pro-
cedure of “process tracing’’¢ over time within countries, through which ex-
planations are further probed. We thereby evaluate whether the dynamics of
change within each country plausibly reflect the same causal pattern sug-
gested by the comparison among countries. The result is an analysis cen-
trally concerned with the elaboration of concepts and comparisons, but also
shaped by the conviction that this elaboration must be anchored in a close,
processual analysis of cases over long periods of time. The book thus presents
an extended examination of each case over several decades, and we hope that
for readers who lack a close knowledge of these countries, this historical pre-
sentation will make our argument clear. However, we do not intend this as

O’Donnell {1973, 1975}, Bambirra (1974}, R. Kaufman (1977a, 1977b, 1979, 1986), Stepan
(1978b, 1988}, D. Collier (1979), Therborn {1979), O'Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead
(1986), and Bergquist {1986).

s Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Waisman 1982; Lipset 1983; Luebbert 1986, 1987; J. Stephens
1986.

6 The procedure was proposed by George and McKeown {1985:34ff.}. It is similar to the
procedure of “discerning” earlier advocated by Barton and Lazarsfeld (1969) and of “pattern
matching” advocated by Campbell (1975).
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a general political history of these countries—nor even of the labor move-
ment or of state-labor relations. Rather, the historical treatment is selective,
focused on probing arguments related to our principal thesis about the emer-
gence and impact of the incorporation periods.

The Historical Argument

In the first decades of the 20th century, the relationship between the state
and the labor movement changed fundamentally. Prior to that time, state
policy commonly involved extensive repression of working class organiza-
tion and protest, repression that on many occasions resulted in the death of
dozens or even hundreds of workers. This earlier era saw occasional ad hoc
state cooperation with labor groups in sectors too important economically or
politically to permit their continual repression, as well as occasional state
efforts to mobilize the support of workers. Nonetheless, the labor movement
was dealt with in important measure coercively—by the police or the army.

During a well-defined period in each country, this relationship was altered.
In general, some use of repression continued, but control was to a greater
degree accomplished through the legalization and institutionalization of cer-
tain types of labor organization. Unions became legitimate actors within
these societies. In conjunction with the unions’ more legitimate role, politi-
cal leaders also began to pursue far more extensively than before the option
of mobilizing workers as a base of political support.

This change to new modes of state-labor relations—from repression to in-
stitutionalization, from exclusion to incorporation—generally took place in
the context of a larger set of political transformations also occurring in the
early decades of this century. These included a decline in the political dom-
inance of older oligarchic groups and the assumption of power by newer
elites drawn in part from the “middle sectors,’”” whose social, economic, and
political importance was increasing rapidly with the sustained economic ex-
pansion and the growing importance of the urban commercial and manufac-
turing sector during this period. Reformist elements that emerged from the
more traditional elite also played a significant role in this period of change.
The new political leadership promoted a transition from a laissez-faire state
to a more interventionist state, a change signaled by the promulgation of new
“social constitutions.” The state came increasingly to assume new social,
welfare, and economic responsibilities involving above all the modern sector
of the economy, but in a few cases also encompassing a restructuring of work
and property relations within the traditional rural sector.

The incorporation of the labor movement was typically high on this
agenda of change, though its timing varied among countries. In conjunction
with the new social and welfare responsibilities, the state introduced new
legislation regulating such things as working conditions, minimum wage,

7 See discussion of this term in the glossary.
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and social security. With the new economic responsibilities, the state began
to establish a regularized system of labor relations, assuming a role as medi-
ator of class conflict and arbiter of labor-management disputes. Actors
within the state established regularized, legal channels of labor relations and
made some concessions to correct the worst abuses of the working class,
thereby seeking to take the labor question out of the streets and away from
the police or army and bring it into the realm of law by providing mecha-
nisms for the peaceful settlement of labor disputes. The goal, in the terms in
which it was commonly conceived, was to “harmonize the interests of labor
and capital.” These changes were accompanied by the introduction of cor-
poratism as a new set of structures for the vertical integration of society.
Corporatism in Latin America thus involved the legalization and institution-
alization of an organized labor movement, but one that was shaped and con-
trolled by the state.

This, then, is the historical commonality of these countries. In the course
of capitalist modernization, two broad new sectors produced by moderniza-
tion, the working class and the middle sectors, began to be integrated into
the polity in more subordinate and more dominant positions, respectively,
within the framework of an important redefinition of the role of the state in
society.

The argument of this book is that within the framework of this historical

commonality, there were fundamental political differences in how this pro-
cess of labor incorporation occurred. In most cases the result was ultimately
the creation of an organized labor movement and system of industrial rela-
tions in important measure controlled and regulated by the state. Yet this
occurred in very different ways. Correspondingly, the larger political legacy
of these earlier periods differs fundamentally among countries. To introduce
these differences, it is necessary to discuss further the incorporation periods
themselves.
Types of Incorporation Periods. We define the initial incorporation of the
labor movement as the first sustained and at least partially successful at-
tempt by the state to legitimate and shape an institutionalized labor move-
ment. During the incorporation periods, institutionalized channels for re-
solving labor conflicts were created in order to supersede the ad hoc use of
repression characteristic of earlier periods of state-labor relations, and the
state came to assume a major role in institutionalizing a new system of class
bargaining. :

The analysis of initial incorporation revolves around two arguments. First,
this fundamental change in state-labor relations occurred in relatively well-
defined policy periods. These periods correspond to historical experiences as
chronologically diverse as the Batlle era in the first decade and a half of the
20th century in Uruguay, the aftermath of the Mexican Revolution in the
years following the 1917 constitution, the Vargas administration in Brazil
beginning in 1930, and the Perdn era in Argentina beginning in the 1940s. In
most but not all cases, these incorporation periods coincided with the larger
period of political reform and expansion of the role of the state discussed
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above. Issues that arise in the identification and comparison of the incorpo-
ration periods are discussed in the glossary.

The second argument is that the different forms of control and support
mobilization that emerged, along with the distinct actors that led the incor-
poration projects, are a key to distinguishing among them. At the most gen-
eral level, we identify two broad types of incorporation experiences: state
incorporation and party incorporation.

In the case of state incorporation, the principal agency through which the

incorporation period was initiated was the legal and bureaucratic apparatus
of the state, and the principal goal of the leaders who initiated incorporation
was the control and depoliticization of the labor movement. In the case of
party incorporation, a central agency of incorporation was a political party or
political movement that later became a party, and a fundamental goal of po-
litical leaders, in addition to control, was the mobilization of working class
support through this party or movement. This mobilization of labor con-
trasted sharply with the depoliticization characteristic of state incorpora-
tion.? In addition to distinguishing between state and party incorporation, we
also explore three subtypes of party incorporation, discussed below.
Legacy of Incorporation. The distinct types of incorporation had a funda-
mental impact on the subsequent evolution of national politics. In all eight
countries the incorporation experience produced a strong political reaction,
and in most countries this reaction culminated in the breakdown of the na-
tional political regime under which the incorporation policies had been im-
plemented. In the face of this reaction and of the counterreaction it often
produced, the ultimate legacy of incorporation commonly entailed outcomes
quite divergent from the goals of the leaders of the original incorporation
period. To understand these outcomes, one must examine closely these re-
actions and subsequent counterreactions. We will refer to the period of reac-
tions and counterreactions as the “aftermath’” of incorporation, and to the
longer-term consequences as the “‘heritage’’ of incorporation.

Two sequences of change may initially be identified. In cases of state in-
corporation, the incorporation project was principally concerned with state
control of the labor movement and was implemented under an authoritarian
regime. Correspondingly, the initial regime breakdown brought with it a pro-
cess of democratization. In the cases of party incorporation, the incorpora-
tion period promoted progressive social policies and the political mobiliza-
tion of the working class, and the regime under which incorporation
occurred was in most cases more democratic and competitive. Here the in-
corporation period triggered a strong conservative reaction, which in most
cases ultimately led to a coup and a period of authoritarian rule, followed

8 Given the definition of incorporation periods presented above, the state by definition
played a role in both types of incorporation. The key question is whether, in addition, a
party or movement played a major role and whether a central goal was depoliticization, as
opposed to politicization in favor of this party or movement. For a further discussion of
these distinctions, see Chapter 5.
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later by the institution of some form of more competitive, civilian electoral
regime.

By tracing the movement of the countries through these different se-
quences of change, we gain new insights into the evolving role of the labor
movement in sectoral and class alliances and hence into the character of
these alliances, the articulation of these alliances with the party system and
the character of the party system, and the way crucial issues concerning the
legitimation of the state were resolved—or often, not resolved. Special atten-
tion focuses on whether a stable majority bloc emerged roughly at the center
of the electoral arena, whether unions were linked to parties of the center or
parties of the left, and, relatedly, whether the union movement was generally
in the governing coalition or tended to be excluded. On the basis of these
dimensions, four broad types of outcomes are identified: integrative party
systems, multiparty polarizing systems, systems characterized by electoral
stability and social conflict, and stalemated party systems.

The consequences of these distinct patterns were dramatically manifested
in the period of social and economic crisis and new opposition movements
during the 1960s and 1970s, a period that culminated in the emergence of
“the new authoritarianism” in some, but not all, of the most modernized
countries of Latin America. The problem of explaining this outcome, as well
as the contrasting experience of other relatively modernized countries that
retained civilian regimes, has received wide scholarly attention over more
than a decade.® We argue that an important part of the explanation of these
contrasting regime outcomes is the structure of contestation and cooperation
in the national political arena, which was in important respects the legacy of
incorporation and of the reaction to it.

For each country, the analysis extends either to the onset of these author-
itarian periods or to approximately 1980. After this point, significant changes
in the parameters of politics occurred. Nonetheless, contrasts among coun-
tries that are in part the legacy of incorporation remain fundamental to
understanding the agenda of political issues faced both by military govern-
ments and by the leaders of later democratization efforts. A primary goal of
the book is to explore this evolving legacy of incorporation.

Looking at the overall trajectory of the different countries through this se-
quence of change, one observes a complex relationship between the character
of the incorporation period and its legacy. In the intermediate run, the con-
trol-oriented approach of state incorporation in some important respects cre-
ated a greater opportunity for future polarization. This occurred for several
reasons, among them that many of the legal controls of unions broke down
with the competitive bidding for workers’ votes under a subsequent demo-
cratic regime, and that state incorporation left unresolved the partisan affili-
ation of workers and unions, leaving them available for mobilization by
other actors in later periods. By contrast the often radical mobilization of
party incorporation created political ties and loyalties that in some cases

® O'Donnell 1973, 1975, 1982; Stepan 1973; Linz and Stepan 1978; D. Collier 1979.
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later contributed to conservatization of the labor movement and its integra-
tion within a centrist political bloc. Thus one potential trajectory of change
was from control to polarization, and a second from mobilization to integra-
tion. A major goal of the analysis is to probe the factors that led particular
countries to follow either of these two trajectories.

A final observation is in order about the normative implications of alter-
native outcomes such as polarization and integration. Under some circum-
stances and from some normative perspectives, the “stability” or reduction
of conflict that might be associated with the outcome of integration are pref-
erable to instability and conflict. Under other circumstances and from other
normative perspectives, stability and reduction of conflict may be seen as
blocking needed change, whereas polarization may open new avenues for
change. These alternative assessments were actively contested in the eight
countries during the periods studied here, and they are explicitly debated by
social scientists who study these countries. In this book, our goal is not pri-
marily to evaluate these outcomes but rather to advance the understanding
of the political context in which they were fought out.

Relative Autonomy of the Political and the Impact of
Socioeconomic Change

The book thus explores the long-term impact of political differences among
countries during the incorporation period. By contrast, much of the literature
on political change in Latin America has focused on social and economic
explanations. Although we do not claim to present a monocausal model—in
that we do not pretend to explain all the observed variations or features of
regimes on the basis of political factors—the political argument explored
here nonetheless does raise the issue of the relative autonomy of the politi-
cal.

In recent decades in the context of the larger debate—both Marxist and
non-Marxist—on the state, much attention was paid to the issue of political
autonomy, particularly on a theoretical level. Yet, during the period when
dependency theory was ascendant in Latin American studies, political anal-
ysis at times seemed to lose its way and politics was often considered epi-
phenomenal. What really mattered was the underlying pact of domination,
which came part and parcel with the economic base.l©

Subsequently, concern with the political sphere was revived and rein-
forced. In part this was due to the particular conjuncture in Latin America.
As the military regimes of the 1960s and 1970s left the scene, attention
turned to the possibility of creating a political arena that safeguarded demo-
cratic values, even in a situation where the underlying economic parameters
had not changed.!! Thus, there was interest first in political values that were

10 For a critique of this perspective, see Cardoso (1979).
11 O'Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead {1986) and Goodman (forthcoming) are examples
of this focus.
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previously disparaged and secondly in institution-building in the political
arena for the consolidation of democracy.

It seems clear that some facets of the political process act as powerful and
fundamental causal variables in social life and provide the basis for an un-
derlying “‘political logic” that animates change, which is in a sense analo-
gous to the “capital logic” that is a central concern of the dependency per-
spective. One component of this political logic is the generation of political
projects in order to form coalitions to gain or retain political power.!2 It con-
sists of a potentially autonomous realm of conflict over political incumbency
and entails a political dynamic that played a central role in shaping the in-
corporation projects. Another component is the pursuit of legitimation,
which is a fundamental imperative of the state and one that may conflict
with other imperatives such as the protection and promotion of capital ac-
cumulation (Habermas 1975; O’Connor 1973). In addition to the potentially
autonomous dynamic of change that revolves around these imperatives of
incumbency and legitimacy, other sources of political autonomy are found
in vested interests, sunk costs, and institutional rigidities.

The argument is not that the socioeconomic context of politics is unim-
portant. Rather it is that the political arena is not simply fluid, constantly
responding to socioeconomic change. Instead, because of an autonomous po-
litical logic and vested interests, it may be resistant to such change over sig-
nificant periods of time. Socioeconomic change is important to political out-
comes, but the political arena may to some degree follow its own pattern and
pace of change, that at times takes a highly discontinuous form.

This pattern of discontinuity contrasts with many forms of economic and
social change. Socioeconomic change, such as urbanization or economic
growth, is often a continuous process that proceeds at a more-or-less even
rate—or an evenly fluctuating rate. It commonly entails the aggregation of
innumerable changes or decisions by individual actors over time. A model of
this type of incremental change is so fundamental to neoclassical economics
that on the title page of his seminal work Principles of Economics, Alfred
Marshall (1916) placed the maxim natura non facit saltum—nature makes
no leaps. Some political change—for instance, that in the “‘behavioral” or
attitudinal realm—may also occur incrementally.

However, other aspects of political change, in the structural, institutional,
and policy spheres, may be more discontinuous. This discontinuity consists
of macro transformations, deriving from a process of decision making for the
collectivity regarding the distribution of political and societal resources and
associated issues of conflict and cooperation. This process leads to the found-
ing of new legal orders, state structures, or other institutional arrangements.

1> See Cavarozzi (1975:33-37). This focus is related to C. Anderson’s widely noted dis-
cussion of the logic of “winning, consolidating, and maintaining power” that is part of his
“prudence model” of developmental policy-making in Latin America (1967:87, Chaps. 3~
4) and parallels both Anderson (1967:87) and Ames’s (1987 concern with “political sur-
vival.”” The focus is obviously similar to the larger concern in political analysis with how
the goal of gaining and retaining power shapes political action (Downs 1957).
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Such episodes of macro change may be followed by periods of minimal
change or by more incremental and perhaps more informal change. For in-
stance, smaller incremental changes in policy may be made, laws may not
be applied, their implementation may evolve, and institutions and structures
may begin to operate or behave in different ways. But these involve relatively
minor shifts within a framework in which changes on a large scale are rela-
tively infrequent. Between such major changes, institutions and structural
rigidities create a partially autonomous logic of the political arena.

It is within this framework that the uneven impact of social and economic
change on politics, of the kind explored in this book, must be understood.
This perspective is introduced further in Chapter 1.

Approach to Comparison

Selection of Cases. The choice of the eight countries analyzed here is based
on three criteria. First, along with vast differences in their social and eco-
nomic makeup, these countries have the longest history of urban commer-
cial and manufacturing development in Latin America. More than other
Latin American countries, their modern sectors have for much of this cen-
tury been sufficiently large to create an active arena of labor politics and
state-labor relations. As a result, labor politics has long been a central issue
on the national political agenda.!?

Second, because these countries represent a “‘comparison set’”’ that pro-
vides a useful basis for exploring hypotheses about industrial modernization,
they have already received substantial attention in previous research on the
political economy of industrialization and regime transformation. The pres-
ent study therefore can build on an important body of analysis comparing the
evolution of these cases. In particular, The New Authoritarianism in Latin
America (D. Collier 1979), analyzed the same eight countries, focusing on
the period of opposition movements, crises, and the rise of authoritarianism
in the 1960s and 1970s. The present volume, by contrast, takes the analysis
for these eight cases from roughly the beginning of the 20th century up to
this period of opposition and crisis. It thus responds to the challenge posed

13 In conjunction with this shared experience of economic and industrial growth and the
related issue of country size, these eight countries loom large within the overall picture of
demographic and economic expansion in Latin America. As of 1980 they contained 84 per-
cent of the population of the 20 countries commonly defined as Latin America—i.e., with
a ‘“Latin” (Spanish, Portuguese, or French) colonial history—and as of 1979 they had 92
percent of the gross domestic product (not including Cuba). Although the major role of
Cuba within the Latin American and international scene since the 1960s and the impor-
tance of the Central American crisis in the 1980s belies any argument that big countries
are “‘more important,” the demographic and economic preponderance of these eight coun-
tries merits note. Among the 20 countries, Brazil had 35 percent of the population, Mexico
20 percent, and the other six countries 29 percent. Among the 19 countries, Brazil had 32
percent of the GDP, Mexico 25 percent, and the other six countries 35 percent (Wilkie and
Haber 1983:5, 280--81).
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in the final chapter of The New Authoritarianism: that it is essential to view
the rise and fall of authoritarianism in Latin America that occurred between
the 1960s and the 1980s within the framework of longer cycles of regime
change within the region (394-95).

Third, this set of countries is auspicious because for each of these cases
there is an extensive body of historical and monographic literature on na-
tional politics and trade unions that constitutes an invaluable basis for the
type of comparative analysis of secondary sources carried out here.
Differences and Commonalities among Cases. A principal challenge of
comparative-historical research is to push the systematic comparison of cases
as far as possible without pushing it to a point where it does violence to the
distinctive attributes of each case. Scholarly debates on comparative research
are enlivened by strong disagreements about where that point is located.

It is easy to enumerate prominent features of the national political evolu-
tion of each country that are of great relevance for this analysis and which
appear conspicuously unique. For instance, in Mexico these would include
the revolution and its very nonrevolutionary one-party heritage; in Uruguay
the peculiar tradition of two-party politics, the reformist genius of Batlle, and
the social welfare state, juxtaposed with the economic and political stagna-
tion of recent decades. In Chile, they would include strong parties of the left
located in a national political system also characterized by a strong right and
deeply ingrained conservatism; and in Argentina the explosive mobilization
of Peronism, its conservatization and fragmentation, and its troubled politi-
cal legacy.

Any comparative analysis that did not address these distinctive attributes
would fail to capture the reality of these countries. Yet it is equally obvious
that a meaningful understanding of these cases cannot be gained only by
dwelling on their unique traits, but must be achieved in part through a com-
parative assessment of the larger political issues that are fought out and the
commonalities, as well as contrasts, in the political and institutional forms
taken by the resolution of these issues.

Splitters and Lumpers. The problem of adequately assessing these similar-
ities and contrasts suggests the relevance here of the distinction suggested
by J. H. Hexter {1979:241-43) between two types of analysts: “‘splitters’” and
“lumpers.”’!* Splitters are quick to see contrasts among cases and to focus on
the distinctive attributes of each case. Their contribution is essential, since
the close, contextually rich analysis they tend to produce is invaluable for
understanding the cases under consideration, for bringing to light new infor-
mation, for generating new hypotheses and theories, and for providing the
basic data on which all comparative analysis depends. Lumpers, by contrast,
have an eye for generalizations and commonalities, for fitting particular

!4 The following discussion parallels in important respects Skocpol and Somers’s (1980)
analysis of different approaches to comparison. Splitters generally follow their method of
“contrast of contexts’; lumpers follow their method of “parallel demonstration of theory”’;
and the middle ground that we advocate corresponds to their “macro-causal analysis.”
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cases into broad categories. Their approach is likewise essential, since it
plays an important role in synthesizing the details presented in case studies.

One major risk for the lumpers is the methodological problem identified
by Eldon Kenworthy (1973) in his article entitled “The Function of the Little
Known Case in Theory Formation or What Peronism Wasn’t.” Kenworthy, a
specialist in Argentine politics, criticized the misuse of the case of Peronist
Argentina, which at an earlier point was poorly understood by broad compar-
ativists. These comparativists, according to Kenworthy, distorted the Argen-
tine experience to fit it into their conceptual categories.

A variant of this problem, which has arisen in the comparative analysis of
the historical periods of concern in this book, could be referred to as “‘the
misuse of the best known case.” In this instance, a general pattern for a
whole region is derived from the best known case {or cases) writ large. Fox
instance, in the analysis of state-labor relations and populism in Latin Amer-
ica, the experiences of two or possibly three leaders have often commanded
the attention of analysts: Perén (a relatively well-known case among Latin
Americanists), Vargas in Brazil, and perhaps Cardenas in Mexico. Generali-
zations have too often presented a single picture for Latin America that com-
bined elements of each of these experiences, forming a composite that ulti-
mately corresponds neither to the original case or cases on which the
generalization is based, nor to other cases to which it is applied (R. Collier
1982:98-100).

What is too often missing is an analytic middle ground between splitters
and lumpers that encompasses simultaneously a concern with similarities
and differences. In carrying out description, such an approach attempts to
identify multiple patterns rather than necessarily to “lump”’ cases into a sin-
gle type. In testing explanations, this approach employs the systematic ex-
amination of similarities and contrasts among cases as a means of assessing
hypotheses about patterns of change.

An important concomitant of occupying this middle ground is the recog-
nition of a crucial point: the claim that two countries are similar or different
with regard to a particular attribute does not, and is not intended to, assign
to them the overall status of being similar or different cases. It is relevant to
underline this point because in the fields of comparative analysis and Latin
American studies, when scholars engage in a carefully contextualized com-
parison of “‘whole countries,””!s there can be a tendency to depict certain
countries as “really” similar or different—to a degree that may paralyze com-
parative research. For instance, students of the Southern Cone commonly
hold that Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay share an underlying socioeconomic
structure that contrasts markedly with the rest of South America, giving a
common “meaning”’ to the dynamics of their politics. Yet in terms of the
structure of its party system, Uruguay has historically had much more in

15 Obviously, no one really compares “whole countries,” but only specific attributes of
countries. This expression is used to refer to what Ragin {1987) has called the ‘‘case ori-
ented,” rather than “variable oriented,” approach of comparative-historical analysis, which
is strongly concerned with how each variable is embedded in its larger context within a
given case.
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common with Colombia than with its Southern Cone neighbors. Uruguay is
not inherently more similar either to Colombia or to other Southern Cone
‘countries. Rather, it shares with each important similarities and differences.

In sum, our methodological stance recognizes the contribution of both

splitters and lumpers, but insists on the flexible application of a middle po-
sition that acknowledges a diversity of similarities and contrasts among any
combination of cases.
Most Similar and Most Different Systems Designs. In focusing on the anal-
ysis of similarities and differences, we employ two strategies of comparison,
a combination of a “most similar” and a “most different” systems design
(Przeworski and Teune 1970; Przeworski 1987).1¢ These two designs are
tideal types,” and the matching and contrasting of cases that they posit is
never perfectly achieved in any real analysis. Yet they are invaluable points
of reference in constructing comparisons.

First, the overall analysis of the eight countries can be considered a most
similar systems design. These eight cases are broadly matched, in that
among the countries of Latin America, they have overall the longest history
of urban, commercial, and industrial development, and in conjunction with
this development have experienced the broad transformations in the political
sphere discussed above. Further, these changes have occurred within a com-
mon regional and cultural context. Against the backdrop of these similari-
ties, this methodological design identifies four broad types of incorporation
periods and seeks to discover whether corresponding contrasts emerge in the
legacy of incorporation.

Second, the comparison of countries with similar types of incorporation
constitutes a most different systems design. Countries with similar incor-
poration experiences typically exhibited major contrasts in the pattern of so-
cioeconomic development, the characteristics of the labor movement, and
other important political attributes. The comparison within these sets of
cases therefore constitutes a most different systems strategy, which juxta-
poses cases that are fundamentally different in a nuraber of respects. Within
the framework of these differences, if countries that had a similar incorpo-
ration experience were also similar in terms of longer-term outcomes, then
one has a stronger basis for inferring that these outcomes were indeed a con-
sequence of the type of incorporation. The profound differences in the back-
ground variables thus serve to place in sharp relief the conjunction of similar
types of incorporation period and similar outcomes. -

Types of Incorporation and Country Pairs

In addition to the distinction between state and party incorporation pre-
sented above, we identify three subtypes of party incorporation. The eight
countries distributed themselves among the four resulting types of incorpo-

16 These correspond to J. S. Mill’s (1974/1843) methods of difference and agreement, re-
spectively.
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ration periods in a way that placed two countries within each type. The book
is thus organized around the analysis of four pairs of countries: Brazil and
Chile, Mexico and Venezuela, Uruguay and Colombia, and Peru and’ Argen-
tina. From the perspective of the most different systems design, it is essential
to emphasize both the similarities and contrasts within each pair.
Similarities within Each Pair. The core similarity in each pair derives from
the analysis of the incorporation periods, presented in Chapter 5. The cases
of state incorporation, where the state sought primarily to impose new meth-
ods of control, are Brazil (1930-45) and Chile (1920-31}). Among the cases of
party incorporation, where the concern with control was accompanied by a
major effort at support mobilization, we distinguish three subtypes. First, in
Colombia (1930-45) and Uruguay {1903-16), the mobilization of workers was
carried out by traditional parties as an aspect of electoral competition within
an established two-party system. Since these parties were founded in the
19th century and had strong ties to the economic elite, not surprisingly this
type involved the most limited mobilization of the working class, being re-
stricted largely to electoral mobilization. We refer to this category as elec-
toral mobilization by a traditional party.

The other two types of party incorporation were led by new, explicitly anti-
oligarchic parties, and both involved more comprehensive forms of mobi-
lization. In Peru {1939—48) and Argentina (1943-55), the party or movement
that led the incorporation period not only engaged in the electoral mobiliza-
tion of workers, but also systematically and successfully built partisan ties
to labor organizations and drove out of the labor movement elements affili-
ated with other parties, leading us to label these cases labor populism.

Finally, in Mexico (1917—40) and Venezuela (1935-48), the mobilization of
the incorporation period took its most comprehensive form. In the other six
countries the transformations of the incorporation period were almost en-
tirely restricted to the labor movement in the modern sector of the economy
and did not encompass peasants in the traditional rural sector.!” However, in
Mexico and Venezuela the incorporation project was extended to this part of
the rural sector, accompanied by agrarian reform, and therefore represented
the most comprehensive assault on rural property relations and on the exist-
ing oligarchy.!® Given the comprehensive character of the transformations
launched by these incorporation periods, we refer to them as radical popu-
lism.

17 We treat workers in modernized rural enclaves as being in the modern sector. A dis-
cussion of these terms is found in the glossary.

18 As is clear in Chapter 4 and 5, in the other four cases of party incorporation, the incor-
poration of the peasantry and the corresponding reorganization of rural property relations
were not a central feature of this period for two very different reasons. In Peru and Colom-
bia, the oligarchy was sufficiently strong to make this an unlikely outcome, whereas in
Argentina and Uruguay and extensive traditional peasantry did not exist. Hence, although
within both pairs of cases (Peru-Argentina and Uruguay-Colombia) this outcome had dif-
ferent causes, its consequences were partially similar, as we will see in Chapters 5 and 6.
Although in Argentina important reforms occurred in the rural sector, they did not encom-
pass a restructuring of rural property relations of the kind found in Mexico and Venezuela.
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Two further observations may be made about this grouping of cases. First,
although these pairs are derived from a comparison of the incorporation pe-

.riods, this grouping of cases had deep roots in the periods prior to incorpora-

tion and extends well beyond them. Second, it is essential to think of these
types of incorporation periods as analytic categories, not as perfect descrip-
tions of each country. Obviously, the two countries within each category are
not identical in terms of the defining dimensions, but they are far more sim-
ilar to one another in terms of these dimensions than they are to the coun-
tries identified with the other categories.

Differences within Each Pair. In the framework of the most different sys-
tems design, we are centrally concerned with fundamental economic, social,

* and political differences within each pair. These differences represent the

contrasting contexts within which the analysis focuses on the similarity in
the incorporation period and on the hypothesized similarity in the legacy
within each pair. In three of the four pairs (excluding Mexico and Venezuela),
this most different systems design juxtaposes within each pair: (1) a more
socially homogeneous, relatively urban, far more European society of the
Southern Cone, which is relatively modernized in terms of per capita indi-
cators of education, literacy, and urbanization—Chile, Uruguay, and Argen-
tina—with (2) a more socially heterogeneous, less urban society, which has a
substantial population of Indian or African extraction and which is consid-
erably less modernized in per capita terms—Brazil, Colombia, and Peru (see
Table 0.1}.

Marked contrasts are also found between Mexico and Venezuela, though
these contrasts have changed during the decades covered in this study. In the

TABLE 0.1
Pairs of Countries: Similarities and Differences

Political Similarities during Incorporation Period

Party Incorporation

Electoral Mob. Labor Radical
Incorporation by Trad. Party Populism  Populism

Socioeconomic State
Differences

More socially homo- Chile Uruguay Argentina Venezuela®
geneous, higher on
per capita modern-
ization indicators

Less socially homoge- Brazil Colombia Peru Mexico?
neous, lower on per
capita moderniza-
tion indicators

¢ This ordering of Venezuela and Mexico refers roughly to the period of the 1950s to the
1970s. In the late 19th century and the first part of the 20th century, the ordering of these
two countries on several of these variables was the opposite from that reflected here (see
Chapter 3), and in the 1970s and 1980s, they more nearly converged.
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19th century and into the first decades of the 20th century, Venezuela was
among the least developed of the eight countries. However, with the rise of
the petroleum sector, by roughly the 1950s Venezuela corresponded more
nearly to the first row in Table 0.1, with high levels of per capita income;
whereas in important respects Mexico lagged behind. However, with Mexi-
co’s oil boom in the 1970s, it gained again on some indicators. Depending on
the particular period under consideration, different contrasts therefore come
into play in the comparison of Mexico and Venezuela.

Political differences within the pairs are also of great importance to the
analysis. Some political differences vary consistently with the socioeco-
nomic contrasts noted above, and others do not. For instance, given the link
between patterns of socioeconomic development and the emergence of
strong labor movements (see Chapter 3}, the countries in the upper row of
Table 0.1 generally have stronger labor movements, and those in the lower
row, with greater surplus labor, generally have weaker labor movements. On
the other hand, differences in type of party system are of great importance to
the analysis, but do not vary consistently among the pairs. The strong parties
of Chile and the weak parties of Brazil present a major contrast that is crucial
for our analysis, though we will argue that in the 1960s these two countries
were distinctive among the eight in the degree to which they were character-
ized by polarizing, multiparty politics. Similarly, it is important to distin-
guish the two-party system of Venezuela from the one-party dominant sys-
tem of Mexico, though we label both integrative party systems.

Maijor parts of the book are organized around the discussion of these pairs.
We juxtapose the two cases in each pair in order to explore their parallel
(though certainly not identical) experiences with the incorporation periods
and their legacies. At the same time, we explore contrasts within each pair.

Alternative Explanations

To assess the explanatory value of a focus on incorporation periods and their
legacies, it is helpful to probe the relationship between this perspective and
other explanatory approaches. Some of the most relevant of these approaches
may be noted briefly here.

Many studies have explored the impact of social and economic change on
the evolution of national politics in Latin America, focusing on such inter-
related dimensions as differing levels of socioeconomic modernization, dis-
tinct patterns of economic development and social change, and contrasting
modes of articulation with the international economy. Such explanations re-
ceive substantial attention in this book. Chapter 3 examines their impact on
the initial emergence of different types of labor movements, and Chapter 4
assesses their role in the emergence of reform movements that challenged
the ““oligarchic state’” and that in most cases launched the incorporation pe-
riod. We address other aspects of the impact of sociceconomic change as
well, though we hypothesize that once the incorporation periods occurred,
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distinctive political dynamics were set in motion that must be analyzed in
their own right and not simply as a reflection of economic and social forces,

In addition to the impact of social and economic change, transnational po-
litical developments must be considered. For instance, the diffusion of ide-
ologies and modes of political organization had an important impact. This
includes the demonstration effect of the revolutionary ideologies and models
derived from the Russian and Cuban revolutions, as well as the organiza-
tional and ideological alternatives presented to the labor movement in each
country by the different types of trade unionism emerging in Europe and in
~other parts of Latin America. The policies of foreign governments were also
of great importance, particularly those of the United States. Other interna-
tional actors played a role as well, such as the international communist
movement, whose evolving policy had a major impact on the coalitional po-
sition not only of national communist parties but also of national labor
movements, thereby strongly influencing domestic coalitional patterns. Both
world wars had major ramifications in Latin America.

Piecing together these various external influences, one can picture a kind
of transnational historical “/grid”’ through which these countries passed. The
grid consisted of a series of historical episodes that occurred at the interna-
tional level, and the episodes within the grid can collectively be thought of
as phases in what is sometimes referred to as “world historical time.” Con-
sidering these episodes in chronological order, and recognizing that some
may overlap, they would include (1) the decline of anarchism and the rise of
alternative approaches to worker organization, including socialism, commu-
nism, and national populism; (2) the Russian Revolution and its immediate
aftermath, along with the internal wage-price squeeze triggered in part by the
economic impact of World War I, which precipitated in most of Latin Amer-
ica and in much of the Western world a dramatic wave of worker protest; (3}
the international depression of the 1930s; (4) the Comintern’s coalitional
strategy before and during World War II of “popular frontism’’ and class col-
laboration in support of the Allied war effort that was adopted as part of the
struggle against fascism; (5) the onset of the cold war after 1945, which
brought a dramatic change in coalitional patterns in a number of countries;
(6) the internationalization of important sectors of the economy in these
countries beginning as early as the 1950s in response to new external oppor-
tunities and pressures; (7) the Cuban Revolution and the broader interna-
tional climate of social protest and radicalization of the 1960s and early
1970s; and (8) the international dimensions of the reaction that sought to
limit the impact of this protest and radicalization, involving the very impor-
tant role of the U.S. government.

One of the fascinating issues posed by this study is the uneven relationship
between these phases of world historic time and the analytic phases that are
the focus of this book—that is, the periods of the oligarchic state, initial in-
corporation, aftermath, and heritage. We thus confront the interaction be-
tween a Jongitudinal and a cross-sectional perspective: between the unfold-
ing over time within each country of phases of political change, and a
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sequence of international developments that influenced all the countries at
roughly the same chronological time, but often at a different point in relation
to these internal political phases.

In this framework, timing is important. Depending on timing, an incorpo-
ration period may have been cut short by the impact of the depression; oz, if
it began later, its leaders may have had the ““advantage’’ of appearing to offer
a solution to the problems of the depression. Similarly, the conflicts of the
aftermath period may have been worked out in the atmosphere of more con-
ciliatory class relations of the later 1930s or early 1940s or in the more con-
flictual atmosphere of the late 1940s. Such differences had a significant im-
pact on the patterns we analyze, and throughout the study we seek to be
sensitive to this impact.

A final observation should be made about the problem of assessing rival
explanations in a work of comparative-historical analysis such as this book.
Research in this tradition draws great strength from its close focus on rela-
tively few countries and from the rich treatment of cases often entailed in
the construction of the complex categorical variables that are commonly em-
ployed. Yet this tradition is weaker in its capacity to address two issues that
can be handled routinely with statistical analysis. Comparative-historical
analysis lacks the capacity to state precisely the degree to which a given fac-
tor is a partial explanation of some important outcome, and it lacks a precise
means of summarizing relationships in terms that are probabilistic rather
than deterministic.

The practitioner of this approach must therefore rely on historical analysis
and common sense both in weighing alternative explanations and in recog-
nizing that the relationships under analysis are probabilistic and partial. It is
in this spirit that we explore the impact of the incorporation periods: as ex-
planatory factors that must be looked at in conjunction with other explana-
tions and as important explanations that make certain outcomes more likely,
but not inevitable.

The idea of partial explanation is crucial in the analysis of the pairs of
countries. Simply because two countries had parallel experiences in the in-
corporation period, we would not expect that they will come out exactly the
same on the relevant variables in the heritage period. Rather—as is particu-
larly evident in the case of Chile and Brazil, where enormous differences
might lead one to predict sharply contrasting trajectories of change—the hy-
pothesized finding is that the two countries will prove to be more similar
than one might otherwise expect. Our goal is to develop this kind of multi-
variate perspective in assessing our argument.

Organization of the Book
Following this Overview, Chapter 1 explicates the underlying analytic frame-

work, drawing on Lipset and Rokkan’s {1967) model of discontinuous politi-
cal change that focuses on ‘‘critical junctures’” and their legacies. The reader
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more concerned with the discussion of Latin America than with these ge-
neric issues of discontinuous change may wish to turn directly to Chapter 2,

. which examines the context within which the analysis is situated by explor-

ing basic issues of state-labor relations within the region.

Chapter 3 begins the historical analysis, assessing the events that set our
story into motion: the dramatic emergence of worker organization and pro-
test at the end of the 19th century and in the first decades of the 20th cen-
tury, during the era of what is commonly referred to in Latin America as the
“oligarchic state.” Chapter 4 then traces the emergence of the reformist chal-
lenges to oligarchic domination. This challenge was led by elements of the
middle sectors and dissident members of the traditional elite, who in all
eight countries eventually launched a reform period that inaugurated the
transformation of the oligarchic state. To orient the reader, Figure 0.1 pro-
vides a chronological overview of these reform periods (R}, as well as of the
subsequent periods discussed below: incorporation, aftermath, and heritage.
The definitions and assumptions that underlie the identification of these pe-
riods are presented in Chapters 1, 4 and 5, and in the glossary.

Chapter 5 analyzes the incorporation periods, exploring the distinctive dy-
namics of state incorporation and of the three types of party incorporation.
As can be seen in Figure 0.1, in five of the countries, the onset of incorpora-
tion and the reform period discussed above coincided, whereas in three oth-
ers there was a delay before the onset of incorporation (indicated by an arrow
following the “R”). The circumstances of th1s delay are analyzed in Chap-
ter 4.

Chapter 6 explores what we define as the aftermath period, constituted by
the initial political reaction and counterreaction to the incorporation expe-
rience. Chapter 7 then analyzes the larger heritage, focusing on the institu-
tional arrangements forged during the period of incorporation and its after-

math. The concluding chapter, in addition to synthesizing the argument,

poses the question of whether the legacy of incorporation still persists or has
been superseded in each of the eight countries. This question arises both in
the countries that had military governments in the 1960s and 1970s and in
those that experienced continuous civilian rule.

Following the concluding chapter, the glossary defines a number of terms
used in this book and presents an extended discussion of the concept of the
initial incorporation of the labor movement. Readers interested in the issues
of method and comparison that arise in applying this concept should refer to
the glossary, as well as to the analysis of critical junctures in Chapter 1.

Within each of the historical chapters—that is, Chapters 3 to 7—the order
of presentation is intended to highlight the contrasts among the pairs of
countries. Thus, each of these chapters begins with Brazil and Chile, thereby
establishing one pole of comparison involving the traits associated with state
incorporation (or its antecedents or legacy, according to the chapter). We then
examine Mexico and Venezuela, the two cases that exhibited all the key
traits of party incorporation and that thereby represent the other pole of the
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Figure 0.1 Chronological Overview: Onset of Reform Period, Incorporation.
Aftermath, and Heritage
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2R {reform period) followed by no dashes indicates that the incorporation period began
immediately with the onset of the reform period. R with dashes and an arrow indicates a
delay.

b AFT (aftermath period) refers to the immediate political dynamics following incorpo-
ration.

" <HER {heritage period) refers to the longer-term legacy of incorporation. The heritage
period encompasses most of the aftermath period, excluding only the episodes of conser-
vative, authoritarian rule that followed incorporation in five of the cases of party incorpo-
ration. The complex issue of when each heritage period ends is explored in Chapter 8.

4 COUP refers specifically to the major coups, which occurred in five of the countries in
the 1960s or 1970s and which launched periods of military rule that interrupted the mode
of party politics that characterized the heritage period. Chapter 8 asks whether the pattern
of politics that reemerged after this period of military rule reflected a continuation of the
heritage of incorporation..

comparison. Finally, we analyze the other two pairs, which in some impor-
tant respects are intermediate cases.?

To encourage systematic comparison, we have presented the analysis of
the eight countries in a standardized format that lends itself to the close ex-
amination of similarities and contrasts among cases. To this end, we have

19 In the historical chapters, as a practical matter we faced the alternative of writing up
the two members of each pair separately or weaving them into a single analysis. At differ-
ent points we found the material lent itself more readily to one or the other mode of pre-
sentation, and we proceeded accordingly. The eight cases are presented separately in Chap-
ter 3, which deals with the early history of the labor movement. In Chapter 4, both Brazil
and Chile and also Uruguay and Colombia are presented together as pairs, and the same
format is used for Brazil and Chile in the following chapters. In Chapters 4-7 all the re-
maining countries are presented separately, though with frequent comparison both within
and between the pairs.

OVERVIEW 23

used a common set of headings within each chapter for most of the countries,
introducing variations as needed to capture distinctive features of specific

~ cases. These variations are particularly evident for Brazil and Chile, which,

as cases of state incorporation, follow a contrasting trajectory of change.
The analysis proceeds in the following manner. In examining the emer-

gence of working-class organization and protest in Chapter 3, we present for

each country first an analysis of the socioeconomic context and then of the
labor movement itself. The analysis of the reformist challenge in Chapter 4
focuses on the period of the oligarchic state, the emergence of the reform
alliance, the initial transition and change of government, and the role of la-
bor in the transition. The assessment of the incorporation periods in Chapter
5, for the cases of party incorporation, focuses on the ‘‘project from above’’—
that is, the goals and strategies of the leaders of the incorporation period ; the
#project from below’’—that is, the goals and strategies of the labor move-
ment, the political exchange on which the incorporation period was founded,
the role of the party, and the emergence of opposition and polarization. For
the cases of state incorporation, where there is little or no exchange, party
role, or polarization, these latter three sections are replaced by a general anal-
ysis of labor policy. The analysis of the aftermath of incorporation in Chapter
6, in the cases of party incorporation, focuses on the conservative reaction,
the formation of a new governing coalition in counterreaction to this conser-
vative period, and the transformation of the party that accompanies the
emergence of this new coalition. Finally, in analyzing the heritage of incor-
poration in Chapter 7, we first provide an overview of the party system and
then systematically review for each country the reaction to the new opposi-
tion movements and crises of the late 1950s to the 1970s.20

The organization of the book is intended to facilitate different approaches
to reading it. Readers who wish to focus on a particular analytic period in a
number of countries can follow the headings for each country that corre-
spond to the standardized subsections noted above. For readers interested in
an overview of the analysis, each chapter begins with an introduction to the
relevant step in the argument and provides a summary of the country pat-
terns in that step. The write-up of each pair of countries in Chapters 5 to 7
begins with a further introduction to the pair, and Chapter 8 provides an
overall summary of the argument. Finally, readers who wish to focus on a
specific country should read the chapter introductions and the introductions
to the relevant pair of countries as well as the appropriate country sections.
For any of these approaches, readers will be aided by the Index of Countries
by Analytic Period.

%0 For the countries where the heritage period as analyzed here is ended by a coup in the
1960s, this part of the analysis stops in the 1960s.



