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the popular interest regime fro_m one centered on a union-party
based in urban associational networks (A-Net) has en-
jub (ur-Hub) to.0%¢ infi ture for popular-sector representation
gt enermpiatopsl KEMIESES S T RPN S
and problem solving. To_ a.nalyzc the. ynamics of the new u? erest regime,
| to compare explicitly some lmportan} CharaClC}'lSllCS of the up-Hub
ok A-Net. This comparison is necessarily drawn in broad strokes, pre-
o .1he a ene;al picture that overlooks differences among national interest
sm.tmi }fowcver, it provides an important context for subsequent chapters
:;g:r:an:y outa more focused empirical examination of popular problem solv-
ing and the organizational infrastructure of the A-Net.

The chapter presents two kinds of comparisons between the popular interest
regimes. The first concerns patterns of collective action; the second, relations
between states and popular organizations. Collective action is directly relevant
to two of the major themes in the volume: the extent of individual participa-
tion in the interest regime and the nature of coordination among popular
organizations. We develop a theoretical framework for contrasting the logic of
collective action in the up-Hub and A-Net, one that moves beyond previous
conceptions in several respects. We start by making an analytic distinction
between collective action among individuals in the formation of and partici-
pation in organizations (“individual collective action”) and that among orga-
nizations themselves (“organizational collective action”) in coordinating their
activities, This distinction, while simple in the abstract, has not been fully
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e ‘“11 istics of organizations themselves as well as from the EConopy;, "
character . s that unions, whic Corj,
1 of the state. The analysis suggest » Which predopy; B

he up-Hub, tend 1o be characterized by greater obstacles 1o indiyig, in
the UE-L175 i these proble W
Jective action nnlessthe state steps in to solve these p ™S, and ing, dg :
ing the period of the up-Hub the state under st did play this role in Vie -
ing N L f; s,
Associations, which predominate in the A-Net, :i? not :-ace the same bty
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to individual collective action for organizationa ?m;,a- = and.?arhc'l’atinn
Hence, associations are less reliant on the state in t. Is sense, Sp"“taneou;
emanation” (Berger 1981) is at least a greater POSSll?II'tY- The ‘relatlonship i
reversed with regard to organizational collective action: coordination g, g
organizational entities is likely to be more difficult in the' A-Net than the
Hub, and the state, in the two historical PCTI_OdS_ respectlvely, reln‘forces this
difference, again providing incentives for organizational collective action among
unions but not (or much less so) for associations.

These logics of collective action have implications for two aggregate traitg
of the interest regime: scope and scaling, to which the chapter then turns. Scop,
refers to the extent to which the interest regime attracts the participation of
the popular sectors; it is affected by the logic of individual collective action for
organizational formation and participation. Scaling refers to overall trends i
organizational coordination within the interest regime; it is affected by the

rga 8l Y
ease of organizational collective action. An advantage of the A-Net is that jt is
potentially more inclusive; that is, while unions, as the core organizations of
the up-Hub, are restricted to formal workers, with others able to organize but
consigned to a peripheral status, the A-Net does not marginalize associations
of the larger popular sectors. In the spe
ur-Hub to associations in the A-Net,

tatio

cific sense of comparing unions in the
: the scope of the A-Net is potentially
greater. Even if the state helps solve collective problems for unions, they still
have the potential for encompassing a more restricted base of participants,
whereas associations are organizational forms that are available to a much lIJa ;
base,.such as amas de casa and informal workers, who would be unabl l’glzie
definition to participate in unions in the up-Hub. While empirical ” _Y
son is difficult, the data that will be presented below suggest that ¢ C:"‘P‘“‘f'
potential advantage of associations in the A-Net compared to o al'e i
UP-Hub has not generally been realized, In terms of scaling uss.:;m‘uo'ns s
been able to overcome some disincentives for organizaliana'] coll Cla_tlons l:nave
but the A-Net remains substantially less coordinated than the ...?,Cxt.:.\f s
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The second comparison betv\feen the two interest regimes involves the nature
of relationships popular organizations have with the state. Unions in the ue-
Hub had extensive and complex relations with the state, which often penetrated
and co-opted ‘hem_- Associations in the A-Net are quite different, During the
period of democratization, Mmany associations participated in antiauthoritarian
opposition to_ t!m state; and d}m_ng times of economic crisis, particularly the
1980s debt crisis, many associations engaged in provisioning or subsistence
activities quite independent of the state, Butsubsequently, “ordinary times” have
lent themsclves to more routinized patterns of claim making and other forms of
associational interaction with the state—as the deliverers of government pro-
grams, as participants in institutional fora established by the state, as recipients
of state financing, and sometimes as partial creations of the state, in that offi-
cials played a role in the founding of the association. This pattern of state-
association relations in the A-Net has occurred in the context of changes in the
state, including, most prominently, shifts in the state’s approach to social policy
delivery, political decentralization, and change in state support of associations.
State relations are important for two aggregate traits of the interest regime:
access and autonomy. Neither trait can be observed directly. Therefore, in the
data analysis we examine the accessing strategies of popular organizations,
which can be viewed in terms of the institutional channels for voice that pop-
ular organizations utilize for presenting claims to the state, the level of the
state at which claims are made, the role of political parties as intermediaries,
and the kinds of demands that flow through these channels. To explore auton-
omy, we examine relationships of direct dependence that organizations have
with the state or political parties for resources or organizational advantage.
Such relations of dependence may provide the incentives for organizations to
behave in certain ways, thereby compromising their own autonomy. In lhif lat-
ter vein, autonomy is often seen as potentially jeopardized by the mechanisms
that provide access, so that there may be a trade-off between access and auton-
omy. The examination in this chapter of accessing sl.ra.(egles, state de;?er_tu
dence, and party-association relations in the A-Net anticipates the an.alyms in
subsequent chapters, where these issues are addressed in greater detail.

Comparative Logics of Collective A_ction:
Implications for Scope and Scaling

The popular interest regime, as an infrastructure conslitute_dlby orgfsnlrml:o.r:s.
is shaped by both patterns of collective action among individuals in forming
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and participating in these organizations m;d'by P?[‘[:e'ms' ?f Couefﬁvc. Aoy

izations in coordinating their activities.! In consldel'mgd'r
among the organi  and the A-Net, then, a natural Blickns dif
ferences between the up-Huban . “logics of collecti i :[a"- »
theoretical analysis of these two different “logics o. (¢ dec live action (0]30:;
1965) in the two interest regimes. T'he ot sectlo(l; e;e Sy ff aMewory
for this analysis, which has implications for scope and scaling, two impoy,,
aggregate traits of the up-Hub and the A-.Net. These two traf:ts affect the rep.
resentational capacity of the interest regime. As pe-,-uz_zottr (2004b) argues,
participation is not necessarily required for an organization to fep refem con-
stituencies, particularly for those organizations that perform monitoring func.
tions. Yet the extent of participation in aggregate is an important indicator of
how the infrastructure functions as a vehicle for representation that articy-
lates, aggregates, and otherwise pursues popular-sector interests, Scaling, or
engaging in joint activity across organizations, is a powerful option for any set
of interest organizations. For the popular sectors, as a group endowed more
with numerical than with financial resources, coordination can be particularly
important for leveraging strength—exerting influence, undertaking activities
on a bigger scale, and reaching higher levels of government.

Auscful approach to theorizing these dimensions is to view scope and scal-
ins as empirical outcomes of two distinct logics of collective action. The ana-
lytic approac‘h developed here elaborates on Olson’s original formulation, which
f collective action, and on subsequent
ntiating distinct collective action chal-
uPS, particularly capitalists versus the
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giver 200313, derived from, for exampie, e

; ,elili"e yersus noncompetitive sectors, skil] |E\rels
c snizations. l:lowever. l.hf-‘SE analyses, rooted Pri:mvi]
8 vanced indus.trlai countries, are oriented towarq l'o::,
il to capture 21 important aspect of Latin American gy,

3 ancous mixture of informal and formal workers, as wel]

undercmplo)'f-‘ds who are more likely to pursue interes:slhlher;::mf,mp}oyed
gh popular

gssociations than through_union organizations. For these gron
{ social movement theorists are often insightfu]. Ps: the analyses

The present appr?ach extends. H?e literature on collecy
s First, as mentlf)ncd, .we distinguish individua] col
animtwm' ?ollca‘lve a;':tlo'n. S-e‘cond, the analys?s focuses on two sets of fac-

{ors that shape Incentives ot individual and organizational collective actio
he traits of the predominant base organizational units of the interest re l:nT
and aspects of the state. In this section we ask how these other factors, DF;nif
sational traits a.md the 'state, affect the mcenli_ves for participation in order to
form organizanonf (unionsand po?ular associations) and, once formed, to sus-
ain participation in them and achieve coordination among them. Many orga-
nizational differences distinguish unions and popular associations, Although
the upsurge of associationalism in Latin America has attracted great scholarly
interest, the specific question of how these distinct organizational forms pro-
vide different incentives or disincentives for collective action compared with
unions remains underexamined. For this question, the literature on social
movements, in its emphasis on framing and mobilizational structures, pro-
vides a theoretical touchstone. The other set of factors pertain to the state.
Whereas much of the Olsonian tradition is rather “inward-looking” in that it
focuses on the characteristics of the group itself, the present approach focuses
equally on factors “external” to the organization itself, especially on how the
orientation of the state both directly and indirectly shapes incentives for col-
lective action within and among organizations. The indirect effect of state fac-
tors bears similarities to arguments in the political process theory of social
movements, although the emphasis in that literature is often on more con-
junctural political factors that explain episodes or cycles of prot'esl, fa_'he" than
the more structural factors emphasized here, specifically the fmentauon of t.he
slate toward a particular model of political economy: In this regard, we dis-
linguish the 151 state from the neoliberal state. o
The analytic framework thus views the logics of both types of collect!
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and (c) the nature of demands. The state facoy :‘Ii,(.b)
Ty,

wrone” of states, or the political econo'my of its basic P°”°Yorie" 4
from the WPE = © ' ate policy are particularly relevant: (a) poy; fa.
s dmﬁl‘zzsof the base organiza[ionai unit, (b) policy 'ega:zjm
garding the ’eg:ofnlic intervention, and (c) social policy. It should be emphl:f
s.tate macﬁ]:‘: two sets of factorsare interrelated, as the organizational facyq,,
:f:fl::::selves influenced by the state. Statr? action may faffec_t t!'le ‘?Ominance
within the overall interest regime of a.partrcular typf:' ol _Orgcll]mzm i
as the three specific organizational traits un.der cxamma_non ere. :

The analysis begins by Jooking at the logics of collective acuan‘ that dcr.m
from organizational and state traits. The former suggests that unions, which
predominated in the up-Hub, tend to be characterized by grefiter obstacles
regarding individual collective action; however, the 1s1 state typically stepped

in to solve or ameliorate some of these problems. Associations, which pre-

dominate in the A-Net, face less severe individual collective action problems
nizational col-

and hence rely less on the state in this sense. With regard to orga
Jective action, the problems are reversed: coordination among organizations is

likely to be more difficult for associations than for unions.

highlightcd: (a)
interest convergence

Organizational Traits and Collective Action

Labor unions and popular associations, the two predominant base organiza-
tions of the up-Hub and the A-Net respectively, are quite distinct types of
organizations, often with contrasting implications for collective action. The fol-
lowing analysis examines differences between unions and associations in terms
of resources, interest convergence, and the nature of the demands typically
made. These are traits largely “inherent” to unions and popular associations.
In this discussion, it must be remembered that, as we will see in the next sec-
tion, the state may step in to “solve” collective action problems so that some of
the problems described here, particularly those of unions, are often
Resources. Labor unions and popular associations differ in te °Veft?me_
resources at their command, particularly personnel and maeri, rms of the
the type of constituency participation and the type of financin
For unions, resource requirements are very high if (he
capacity. Because collective bargaining is their basic activity and theip \14:
weapon has historically been the strike—or credible strike eir ultimate

% A = threat—,
the constituency participation of a significant number or Percentage otfhe,; need
relevant

I resources, or
g
Y are to have any
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o,ganizational Traits and Collective Action
Tub.lt' 3
. onal  Unions in Associations Effect on Collective Action
%?;:smza vp-Hub in A-Net Individual Organizational
es Personnel: Persnnnsl: Low- Unions: - Uiiioas &
Resourees High-cost formal cost flexible Assoc: + Abgoc: =
membership participation
Material: Material: Varies,
signiﬁcanl and but rarely both
self-funded; stable,  significant
reliable level and self-funded;
uncertain level
it Low among High among Unions: - Unions: +
Tntt’:mgeme competing self-selecting Assoc: + Afsoc =
o workers but high participants,
among union low among
members, high associations
among unions
Demands Recurrent, often Often one-shot Unions:+/-  Unions: +

nondisaggregable  and disaggregable  Assoc: +/-  Assoc:

workers and, if possible, material resources for a strike fund. Hence .the model
of constituency participation of unions is one of formal membelrshl-p. Psua!ly
drawn from a delimited group of individuals who are employed in similar cir-
cumstances. Membership carries costs, which are high, sucl:! as dues 'f'“d the
need to conform to organizational choices, like the decis;_on .tc.> strike and
forego income. Unions thus experience serious obstaclc.s.to individual collec-
tive action. Although these barriers may be somewhat mitigated by the low cost
of participation in terms of time and by the side payments of mem'l?er se;
vices, like health care, pensions, and vacation resorts, the obstacles remain high:
unions are difficult to form and, as Olson (1965:66ff.) s?ggisled. unions m.ust
often sustain participation through some type of “coe:-::?or:.: such as the union
shop or, as we shall see in the next section, state regu gl
tl))ncc; formed, however, the formal membership model “locks “:l § bot:fp;:;
ticipation and material resources. The stability and am}l))le f:'n ;:fders -
resource model help unions coordinate. With -forma.l members lp; TR
able to commit to cross-organizational collective action and l;m:'; 7 fiction.
strategic goals that may impose short-term COSts wnt:out :ations’ e
Union dues provide predictable funding for da;{-wi ayit:‘p
siomal staff, and long-term budgetary and strategic P 3"61" ﬁ.ibil e
Popular associations rarely have formal members and ex
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jation than unions in the uature o‘f fonsmuency Particip,,.
more var tions exist such as some associations of street ye, s on 4.
7 1 Y F
though excePt cases it is probably a misnomer to speak of Membergy. %
in mos i
zoolsl), lth " assocations have participants, and the costs to parﬁcipall;al |
es gt fan Y
Rather, ly required, and participation is generally volung My
low. Dues are rarely . . AY ang
2 be tailored to fit one’s changing level of enthusiy
intermittent and can be tatior bty hocoiae el M. By,
ther, many associations, particular y P e ts : Y on prof,
.t ee ipants,
sional staff and only minimally need or even e [P thPt ; 1 Contragy,
unions, then, the more flexible models of pal'thlpé.l ion that characterize p,,
popular associations require lower levels of comn.nt.mem :tnd tend to facilityy
associational formation. On the other hand, assoc:a.nonsc.) en ha\fe more trgy.
ble sustaining individual participation, because, unlike unions, which have g,
stantial barriers to exit (leaving a union not only entails forgoing these benefir;
but is also often costly and disruptive, generally requiring a change of jobs)
associations are characterized by few barriers to exit. However, because some
associations can easily replenish their participants and others have little rel;-
ance on them, on balance the associational resource model provides incen-
tives for individual collective action.

With respect to collective action among associations, the resource models
of associations may, in some ways, provide incentives for coordination. Associ-
ations, which are generally resource-poor, sometimes rely for funding or train-
ing on other associations that have the raison d'étre of coordination and/or
receive money from the state or international
marked for such activities. At the same time,
on constituent participation tend to find coordi
because coordination across association:
problem of larger numbers and beca
barriers to exit.

In sum, the union resource model based
um, th ; N on formal mem ip wi
makes individual collective action initially problematic for OE;" ih.lp:_vlth ld;u:s.
anizational for-

mation, b}xtonce unions are formed, it facilitates Organizationg] i i
For associations, the low resource requirey nal collective action.

isan incentive for individual collective acti':: l;::. Z:gﬂlnoiw €ost resource model

the same time, however, associations have 3 . o Zational formatjon. At

uncertainty, which makes individual collective actiop, model f»f substantial

tion and organizational collective action or Courdina(fof‘r ongu:l'_tg Participa-
Interest Convergence. A second organizational factor jg s Mg

or heterogeneity among individuals and 1o Crest convergence

interests a ke oAb Wy
re constructed; however, the burden of this task is nog €Cognized,
o Cverywhe,
re

donors that is explicitly ear-
popular associations that rely
nation more difficult precisely
s heightens the Olsonian free rider
ise participants are presented with no
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me. This factor malfcs formation easier for g
ordination more dlfﬁcl.l'?_
s of individual collective action for or
1 a notable difficulty regarding a lack of interest convergence, based on
icularly acute individual coordination problem. Though workers con-
apar on a desire for better wages and working conditions, they directly com-
[:\vilh one another in a flexible, no.nurfionized labor market, driving wages
pel and making interest heterogeneity, indeed competition, endemic to pro-
down status. The importance of framing and collective identity, like class
Imr]a-nusness, in overcoming this problem for collective action has long been
conscio d, but the nature of the task is usefully formulated by Offe and
:eﬂ?gnﬂh l‘ who suggest that forging a collective identity involves a somewhat
we:s:ﬂ‘.:ai dynamic in which “interests can only be met to the extent that
S artly redefined” (1980:81).
they &r¢ Faﬁons, on the other hand, do not face the same kind of competition
Asw;:ould.be participants. They more typically attract participants for proj-
amm.‘g r policy goals that are more specific and delimited—for example,
ects, issues, Or P articipate in associations for specific infrastructural projects,
i F:;ooperate to secure space on the streets when its use is threat-
i mha); have the advantage that participants self-select, come together
ened. ?e};;i; ¢ common interests, and have less to overcome in forging a con-
aroun :lj) f interests for initial formation.  bobsl )
i - ison is reversed for organizational collective action: interest con
The companlsom be greater across unions than across associations, making
=7 . associations. The union movement fo;uses :n
; {onist issues, related to wages and work condi-
. ]im[:‘i:: ‘:v?:;ruifij:?:;gsots differ by sector, the most :‘im;:‘iona;t :ei;:ll::l
110!15. cohesive enough to scale and often c
urf'ql:lsgili-;hgtzi;r;ty::trﬁfn?;ivel. In addition, as we shall see, 1::;:;::;:;‘1
g ity in the state asan
Wolkata e ke‘y i xft:l:rml?eo,rt];gti’;ncrests of those in the pril:rate :hni
a target of grievances. issues of national policy, sur:h asl o0se 3
public sectors converged on many 1 d regulate individual con
job: inimum wages asa benchmark, ne jon. Even across
profect o SEL I} | as macroeconomic regulation. Even acro
tracts and collective rights, as we! asm + existed to provide an incentive
sectors, then, enough commonality of mt«?rcs ninterests at the national
y commao A 5
to establish vertical structures for r"-f"w.mtm& LpPs, through institutionalized
level. Furthermore, the affiliation of unions (0

tion, has
: :<tory of collabora
organizational links, interlocking Jeadership, or ﬂf}i‘:ilcr:;;s. Not only did party
Played some role in constructing a convergence ©
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party identification, but in additiop, polif;

. . t a common . ,
linkage impar elped unions coordinate on specific ngra;?mpar_
i

ties could be brnkers' thath
forities or concessions.
ek e
terests. The work situations of participants P 1Y Widely,
most are in the informal sector, others are 0{“}"’ wo;' ers](unemploml
out of the labor force altogether. Further, t-even :;1 ormal workers afe adiye
category, sometimes explicitly defined as inclu Mg Wage. carners 1N small o,
informal enterprises, microentrepreneurs who hire thc.m‘, domestic Workers,
and the self-employed. Given this diversity, most assocm'uons do not take ,
productionist demands at all. They focus on fi great van-ety of (.nher, usually
consumptionist issues, including most prominently social stamc_es. poverty,
and neighborhood and local development. With such a great diversity of issyes
being addressed and interests being advanced, it may be more difficult for
associations to coordinate. Of course, interest heterogeneity is not as great a
problem for the subset of associations that focus on the same issue. However,
as we will see below, a third organizational trait may mean that coordinating
around even the same issue may be difficult.

There is, of course, some asymmetry in comparing only unions in the vp-
Hub to a diverse set of popular associations in the A-Net. However, the point
is that in the up-Hub, working-class interests were constructed in a homoge-
neous way and framed around at least a minimal leve
orientation and class identity and around a lim
By contrast, the A-Net does much less to const
and identity or to prioritize a subset of issues:
sarily less homogenizing,

Nor do associations have a common
struct common identities or convergent p
separate issues or that subsumes them y 3
above, it has long been suggested that colrlljciri\l iia:irf::i(w"dc' e
the problem of interest heterogeneity, and th
ilarly has emphasized the importance of co
Some observers have seen a common disc
ti-;ipa:.o:y de:ocracy.rbut an ov;rarching identity mg,
when interests are as fragmented as they are ; {aki
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on. The degree to w.hich demands can be “disaggregated”
for both the formation of organizations ang
Iming Across asso:iatllons.
a[«Ddiverﬂb“"ty isin p:r: aﬂ';_cted by the nature of demands, as envisioned
pectrum running from 1SC1'_9l€, one-shot demands to thoge that are
and in some cases ess?ntlally unbounded, in that they cannot be
ome determined point. It is useful to contrast associational and
ds with those of the new social movements (Nsm), which have
ben i portant cases for theonzmg“ col'leclwe. .ﬂctiﬂﬂ., and typically have de-
s that represent one end of the “deliverability” spectrum: transformative,
man Iy unbounded, postmaterial demands that cannot be “satisfied” Though
yirtua )’so make more specific deliverable demands, dominating their larger
sually a much broader demand that is ultimately unfeasible within
le time frame. Even a responsive government can, for example, only
oy “satisfy” demands for racial equality, fulfill an environmental agenda,
partially ve the forests. This “insatiability” of demands can be a powerful in-
or even saf ¢ continued organization and mobilization; indeed, responsiveness
ducement fol f the government may be as likely to energize as demobilize such
i ‘:md sustain them over time. Such transformative and long-term
mflvemfnts Iso provide a common, salient goal that subsumes the many
orientations also p ds made by individual associations, thereby unit-
itating coordination among organizations.
more likely to hold both for unions and espe-

whose demands are more immediate and
f this dimension, the

can shape

coﬂ"dma"
» more directly, coordi-
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ongoing:
satisfied at S
ynion deman
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A quite different dynamic is
cially for popular associations, .
discrete rather than unbounded. Along a confmuum o S
demands of unions and some popular associanctns may be seen :Z i s 7
ate,in the sense that although they tend to be discrete anctihf:nlhc ;:ecun op
arelatively short time frame, they are not'o'ne-shot but ran as,,,ects 15N
unions, wages as well as many national PO]ICIE-S, such - 1:.13 Yaw it
economic policy that unions may be involved in negotia mg.rcm el i
short term, and then they must be renegotiated. The recur

S ilitates organiza-
S ? . cipation and faci A
demands gives incentives for sustaining particip tures are needed for ongoing

tional coordination, as stable coordinating struc -tions that administer pro-
claim making and concertation. Similarlyf Macpe h as policing,
grams, and those that may be concerned wit
health, or education, may, like unions, have recurr 75

On the opposite end of the spectrum from thed 1n,ds or
Mige in activities around discrete and immediate e

h ongoing issues suc
ing demands. b
many associations
problems that
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” urban services infrastructure investments, o, lang
such :Sare fulflled, the activities come to an end, Evidenc,
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long-term coordination. ! ;
The second aspect of demands is whether they are directed toward policies
that are easy or difficult to disaggregate in terms of constituencies, or the degree
to which demands are for targetable or excludable goods. Lowi (1964) insight-
fully argued that policies that lend themselves to disaggregation display dif-
ferent patterns of group contestation and are played out in different “political
arenas,” or through different policy processes, compared to those not easily
disaggregated. Distinguishing distributive, redistributive, and regulatory poli-
c1es:‘LQ‘W1 made l‘h_e fundamental observation that different types of actors are
the primary Poh_ucal units’j i_n each policy arena—peak associations weigh in
?er;lr:dlslln:;utwe 1:_sues, cOa-llllf)r.lS of more discrete interest groups tend to con-
test regula ory policy, and individuals, firms, or small interest groups operate
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may be less willing to pay tlhe cost of participation in collective action. How-
ever organizational incentives for coordination across unions increase when
Jemands cannot be disaggregated.

Many popular associations present a different picture. As the above exam-
plesof demands for UfPafl services, infrastructure investments, and land titles
indicate, popular associations are more likely to focus on distributive demands
that can be disaggregated, in the sense that a government response can be tar-
geted to one association and withheld from another. The disaggregability pro-
vides an incentive for individual collective action, since success is more likely
when the response is cheap (as it is when targeted), and would-be participants
are more likely to join an effort that promises to reap quick rewards. However,
disaggregability has negative implications for associational coordination. The
piecemeal and discretionary response to these demands—a sidewalk here, a
health clinic there—is conducive to clientelism and co-optation, and it dis-
courages the establishment of ongoing, institutionalized relations of cooper-
ation among associations. While some analysts see the new associationalism
asa bulwark against clientelism, the opposite may be equally likely: fundamen-
tal characteristics of associations, their desire for state access and resources, and
the nature of their demands make them vulnerable to clientelistic relations.

Some associations may, of course, have a larger—and national—political
agenda, for example, health and education policies, active labor market poli-
cies, poverty relief, and tax and redistributive policies. However, many associ-
ations focus on disaggregable demands, and the fact that core demands can be
satisfied individually lowers the incentives for cooperation or coordination.
Precisely because it is cheaper to dole out targeted benefits and hence disag-
gregated demands are more easily fulfilled, associations may have an incentive
to demand a particular subsidy or distribution for just one neighborhood,
rather than to present the demand as a politically more difficult form of “enti-
tlement” for all similar neighborhoods.

In sum, for both unions and associations the nature of demands produces
countervailing incentives for individual collective action. The recurrent nature
of union demands provides an incentive for collective action, but their aggre-
gated nature increases incentives for free riding. The disaggregated nature
of associational demands facilitates formation, but their nonrecurrent nature
makes sustaining participation more difficult. With respect to collective action
between organizations, however, the effect of demands is less ambiguous: they
provide incentives for coordination among unions, while discouraging co-
ordination among associations.
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iate state action,
has redefined appropriate s The political economy of the 151 4p

rmulating its i jon in others.
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refol'beual slagtcs differ regarding three major policy areas that are central
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neoli of their effects on collective action: state regulation of popular orgap;.
terms

zations, macroeconomic policys and .social. policy.In C‘?;s"lj!“:z%}::'::"spaﬂ of
the state, then, the following discussion will refer specihically late of
the up-Hub and the neoliberal state of A-Net. ‘

Regulatory Policy. The first contrast concerns state 'regulﬂthﬂ of the base
organizations of the interest regime. The 151 and lfeohberal states took very
different approaches to regulating, respectively, unions and popular associa-
tions. In the current period, neoliberal states have adopted a “pluralist” approach
to associations, typically marked only by minimal and voluntary registration
requirements, in contrast to the 1s1 period, when Latin American states exten-
sively regulated unions in a pattern widely analyzed as state corporatism, in
which the state legally recognized strike and bargaining rights—necessary for
basic union functioning—in exchange for extensive regulation (Schmitter
1971,1974; Erickson 1977; Stepan 1978; Collier and Collier 1979).

Regarding collective action among individuals, state regulation of unions
had somewhat contradictory effects regarding

acteristics illuminaté
deve

incentives for union formation.

Table 3.2 State Traits and Collective Action

1s1 State/ i
State Traits vt Neoliberal Effect on Collective Action
R sl SO TR ey
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Organizations (associations) e '0 Unions: +
. Assoc: 0
IE‘O:’;;"“W Interventionist Market- Lo
Social Poli oriented Asr:;?S: + Unions: +
i s0C: :
i ::’r;"&'mt‘m- Broader, more Uni b Assoc:
it decentralized fHOnL: Uni
‘ntralized Assoc; 4 Nions: +
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arding registration, lcgal recognition, and minimum mem-
s T ments were an impediment to unjon formation, and, more
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{'J"'l; ed 10 coﬂ{Pn of and workers’ participation in unions ip specific sec-
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c regulation ' d and hence legitimized as political actors, but blocked
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s for individual or organi.mtional collective action among associations
te provided for unions.
.., The third state dimension for analysis is social policy. While
peoliberal states have substantially different orientations toward
both provide some incentives for collective action for popu-
soci pations. Social policy under 1s1 was primarily employment based and
Jar© ni icted to formal workers or to unionized workers, leading to a pat-
Jargely ;cstrlca[ed welfare states (Garretén 1994; Mesa-Lago 1997; Raczynski
tern n;:gcxtent that unionization helped deliver benefits such as pensions
so01)-TO ¢ that other workers had more difficulty attaining, this approach
and health €& ave strong incentives for individual collective action. The
0 social PO]lcﬁﬁactﬂr of welfare provision also offered substantial barriers
gxclusioﬂﬂl"y . tives for—exit, as workers might risk losing important bene-
4 heir unions. Finally, the centralized nature of social policy
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makingafferf der to make claims concerning health care, pension systems,
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Scope and Scaling in the up-Hub and the A-Net

The analysis above considered several factors,
cations for the scope and scaling of the interest

ical framework just presented bear out empirica
point in the same dj; rection,

astraightforward prediction

each of which suggesteq impl;.
regime. How does the theoy.
d| lly? Since the factors did notal)
itis f'not possible to weight and aggregate them inty
5 Tl:_ls prol?lem is particularly vexing for scope. The
e €clive action in associati

density in the A-Net; however, the more active rolae“c?;1 the state in solving the

individual collective act;
tion problems of upj ;
- ey oAy, Srp Ons may attenuate the potential

s would suggest greater

. gr.calcr and more consistent
e different logics of organiza-
-Net are less ambivalent—Dboth

! ; L to scaling,
tional collective action in the up—Huban:t.[:]as ;
e A.

state a.ncl Organizational factors seemeg
coordination in the former. For y 9y

data that can be marshaled, “testin o o Hlon by
suggested above, i :

Scope encompassed by the p Teg: d.n he
redominant base up;j un el regardj 4
i < A-Net re, irding
respectively (see table 3 3).0nemustubviuusl 5 Unions asso ‘l ; -
: kedpe y ex . A5sociations,

erni, Inte i
= f:fjmnasurcmem 1n"§l‘t‘lmg
- - and comy-
Predomingp, Oranizg, om
iona]



LOGICS OF COLLECTIVE ACTION
79

pensity of Organizational Participation Across Iner,
est Regimes

able33
Argentina Chile Pe
ity 0.1 350 : i
~, Densil 5 ’ 250
ynion (1975 -
o Peak Y28 223 ) (1' :73) S |t 12:51)'
a0 Density - i 7 57
-];’1“1':95 (8.4 in 1985)° 135
i z
associationa! Density 222 252 559 178
lf[‘msrammnuc) ’
associational Density 342 40.6 68.4 259
[-rpoli:ical") -
sontttS: Union density from Roberts database and Roberts (fonhcoming), Associational density
m CIRELA database.
f:m, Union density s calculated as the percent of the total labor force that is unionized.

,mm[ density is based on the percent r_:f a random sample of popular-sector adulu‘lhn'n
e apital €ity: Of the two scores f’f associational density, the first reports those Iglnns-m;mﬂ
Jeast 0n¢ assaciation specifically dedicated to problem solving; the second indicator also includes

articipation in sports, cultural, ional, and religious izations if

hose reparting P ; i 3
respondents report that this association undﬂl'takcs political, that is, problem-solving, activities.
i should be noted that the data here differs slightly from that presented in figure 4.1, in which the
datais not restricted to the popular sectors.
sBecause of the late adoption of econom ic reforms in Venezuela, union density peaked later than

elsewhere.
+Because of the early economic reform in Chile, union density declined earlier than elsewhere.

¢, associations of course existed during the ue-Hub,
and unions continue to be important in the A-Net. Further, union density is
calculated as a proportion of the total national labor force, whereas associa-
tional participation is calculated as a proportion of the popular sectors in the
capital city. For these and other reasons, the measures are not directly com-
parable. Nevertheless, some general points can be made.

Even though unions, unlike popular associations, have the potcntial of reach-
ing only a restricted subgroup of formal workers, union density in the up-Hub

relative to the total workforce (including agricullural workers) was often sub-
solving the collective action problem

stantial, aided by the role of the state in i 9
of workers in forming and participating in unions. Yet associationalism has

form of each interest regim
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ome widespread. Despite the shortcomings in compari,
scems likely that in Peru associational density has outstripped thime e
density of the up-Hub, and only in Argentina does it seem cleay t[:ia : Mgy
tional density might be lagging behind peak union density. The daty i ia.
onstrate the degree to which union density declined from the time o ten
sate and the up-Hub to the time of the neoliberal state and the A'Nel.an;he Iy
the exception of Argentina, the degree to which participation in assgda';“u'
appears to outpace union density in the contemporary period. -
A sharper contrast exists between the vp-Hub and the A-Net regargj,
scaling. Unions under the up-Hub developed a high degree of r:‘:)c.peran’og
over time, bath in terms of coordination among unions in activities and im:
gration into formal coordinating structures. As labor movements became
institutionalized, base-level unions were frequently integrated into regional
sectoral, or national labor federations and confederations, which then repre-'
sented or intermediated their interests in both the private arena of collective
bz-irgaining and in interactions with state and party officials. This pattern of
hierarchical integration was generally formalized—federations had explicit
roles and‘powcrs in the representation of local unions, and some type of for-
mal election o delegation from the base organizations to the higher bodies
generally P"""fif-‘d = least quasi-legitimation. In addition to providinga struc-
ture for lcoo.rdmaung and representing base-level uni ! . 8 s
through institutional channels, the federations also pl e m‘akmg d'l"'ms
coordinfxted action for protest. Although no dat G ﬂP'aYCd : “?l‘-‘ BTl
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Courdinalicn Among Popular Associations
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™ aumber of linkages) Percent of

0 iations

I* 194

5-10 29

11-30 18.4

31+ 19

Linked to Coordinating 14.1
Gatioi

Associatio s

//——\‘;\
i this datas but clearly eviderft.. isalsoa {narkcd difference in
(inating structures chara_ct.erlzmg each interest regime.

Associations thus ex:lllbli a pattern of, at best, loose coordination in fluid
petworks, with “federatfons or coordinating organizations playing some role
his pattern accords with numerous other findings in the literature on civil
scietyand social movements in Latin America (Chalmers, Martin, and Piester
1997; Alvarez, Dagnino, and Escobar 1998; Alvarez 1998) and cautions against
Jn overstatement of extreme atomization. The implications of this pattern of
coordination for the operation of the A-Net as a structure of representation
are double-edged. As many analysts have noted, networked patterns of coor-
dination may be less prone to Michelsian oligarchy and threats to democratic
sccountability: to the subordination of base-level interests and to co-optation
of organizaliona! leaders by political elites. However, a pattern of loose, net-
worked coordination may make it more difficult for associations to leverage
their strength in national-level claim making and may make associational net-
works less attractive allies for political parties, although, as will be suggested
in chapter 8, electoral support is often sought among associations.

the type of coor-

State Linkages: Implications for Access and Autonomy

Inaddition to providing different logics of collective action, a second contrast
between the up-Hub and the A-Net regards linkages between the state and
Popular organizations, These affect the access popular organizations may have

ces in coordinating associations

5. For analys; . i
b ¥sis of country variati i n of differen:
e ry variation, further discussion of caling in the ANet

Ween i &
o he two interest regimes, and a much more detailed investigation of
Benerally, gee chapter 7,
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onomy. Relations with the state are fung

ir aut 3 i
vell as their e
(o the state 3 ¥ \he interest TeBME is inserted into politics and Operaye,

e tation. AS noted in chapter 1, a::-ces‘s ing Strategies ares
astructure of represen “nalyss define political activities in these terms, Ho.
fundamental that m:zynot all problem solving by popular organizatign is
ever, 45 fl.ll'[her not " i employers is an integral part of the aui\’ilie;
state largeted-—bargammg ed activities are widespread amg

z iety-target

4 while many society: ; : ?

of Iab_or‘un;o;:; e ocus of policy-making authority 3pq
associations.

remains the | 5y
. ty of an interest regj
the target of contestation, 4 est regime

so that the accessing capacl

is a fundamental trait. . ' |
Relations with the state also may compromise autonomy, a dynamic that js
elite actors use state resources (o shape

particularly important given that many ; o ;
and control popular organizations or mobilize political support. We can think

of two general kinds of relationships that present threats to autonomy. Asso-
ciations may enter into relationships of dependence on the state, relying on
state funding, implementing state programs, or even being partially founded
by state actors. More generally, threats to autonomy can emerge from the pur-
suit of accessing strategies themselves. Access and autonomy are often in tension
with each other—autonomy may wane as access increases. Popular organiza-
tions may 111“_5 face a tradeoff between access and autonomy. Relations that offer
P e e S
compromised, as when associati " Arson i, leﬂd. aul-onomy el
2, ons modify demands to maintain favor with
the state or are induced to become partisan actors, Gi HLEIn dRvVOr
lar organizations that value autonomy may b, . Given this tradeoff, popu-
¥ be reluctant to pay the cost of

entering into relationships with
state and pa y
for the access these relationships afford Wil oty e i 8

therefore particularly complex
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nis*t tendencies became
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0 et claims pf“?"“’f :?wardflccal-level officials, who are responsible
{ions decisions and distri utlc:ms_o most relevance, particularly in the cop-
jor (¢ gministrative decentralization; for some claims, however, access at the
-Onal Jevel is vital: Therefore, variation in t.he degree to which 2 popular
atio! *regime has channels of access at the national, as wel] a5 local, level is an
interes v dimension for comparison. The absence of popular-sector organi-
impmaﬁom poli cy-making arenas would leave these constituencies without
zations olicy areas central to their well-being.
voice in fed in chapter 1, it is important to emphasize the distinction between
As 1o and influence. The latter is notoriously difficult to assess and has
accessing blems that have often plagued analysts of the interest arena (Baum-
posed PO d Leech 1998:58). Accessing refers not to influence but to patterns
rtner 31: between popular organizations and elected or appointed decision
- within the state either directly or indirectly through political parties.
i s can be intermittent or more regularized, and they can take place
T Pan:j::nels that may be cither formal or informal.
‘hmug'h:on in access between the up-Hub and the A-Net is influenced by the
‘Varl:.l‘m of the state. With the contrast between the 151 and the neoliberal
onenla;hle up-Hub afforded more access to unions, particularly at the national
;:Ssihan the A-Net does to associations. The 1s1 state established formal sys-
ems of industrial relations, involving both a “private” (but Sighly repines;
space of policy making of primary importance to W?rkers (COllfC“VF bﬁmrz;
ing) and spaces in state institutions, suchas conallfmcm and arbitration boai
and labor courts, in accordance with an economic model that could accom-
modate a certain degree of class compromise at both the mi?ro and macro le‘_/—
dsof the firm and national policy respectively. In addition, it .oﬁen sigggpd In
forms of concertation and negotiation with labor confederations over afp;cts
of national economic policy, though these arrangemfms v‘verc WPlca;Ly :1 ::(-i
mal, ad hoe, and quite asymmetric. As a result, unions in the ve-Hu o
isitutionalized channels of access, although the institutional configuratio
that were implemented varied across cases.
The logic of the neoliberal state has provided a different pattern r:fo afcec::
“0der the A-Net, With the withdrawal of the state from many forniin: olicy
Tomig intervention and a move toward more insulated, technocratic p

sec Ome associa-
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garding macroeconomic policy hflS been largely i

litical changes have .left the 'neohberal st?te More openof{
| policy and other 1ssu¢s. .FISCaI al?d admmistrali\red A
ocus of policy making and implementatio,, i :
etal actors (Oxhorn 2004; Montero ang S"‘mue‘

; tability has arguably put pressure
2004a). Greater emphasis on accountabIfity 12 linput. M o
¢ officials to be more responsive to e anyfoml"'“ﬁﬂd
o d . R i
emm;l:t)vinces or states, have begun to implement innovative institutiop,
even i e T
es have pr

spaces of access for popular assocnat:'ons, Theslle .:Eaf ; p ‘lm.anly been
arrangements for participation in policy S assoczalwns'some
voice in social policy or in the distribution of the budget for urban infy,.
structural improvements, usually at the local level. While this template is be.
coming more common, it has so far been partially and unevenly implemented,
and its ability to deliver real policy-making access to associations, especially
beyond the municipal level, is still uncertain. In sum, state channels for access
under the A-Net are often substantial but appear to be more confined to the
locallevel and involve a different set of issues and policy areas when compared
to patterns under the up-Hub.

Disparities ben:veen the two interest regimes in terms of access also derive
from 1‘}“ gatekeeping role of parties, which may act as intermediaries between

5 e

Popular organizations and the state. In the yp- Hub, parties initially forging

ti i N
c::xsiomnd(’gﬁ; gy support could do 5o only by offering substantial
i ; unio::sr ‘r!mfl Collier 1991), The implications and payoffs of party
butin general, the rc‘[’::i::s?ﬁm;s countries and across time within countries,
teer labor, unions seryeq P Was grounded in g pgsic exchange.® As volun-

i as electora] 2
vote and provide large-scqle demonst shock troops” that coylq mobilize the
1o cement party ideny;

Tations of .
fication, anq Public support. The helped
support, to legitimate parties ;mm;;fh’":lre 8eneral sourceg of core zol j(i-u]
unions often gained ¢ larger
50 Po,

ists had influence wi:h'me S ofaccess, A5 mempbu'ar kg exchange,
and won elected os'(-m the party ang ofyp, ran for s Of these Lups, union-

o Positions. Popyigy Lipg Or office ¢ it a
TY: leftist Lips, g i ChIE: Somic Were l)’l:'iczlﬂy the | party candidates
such parties or blocs Organized glnvensmuted 2 large, ¢, N Ar8est party in the
et o "Pl:msi:i:)n Petitive bloc. Since
ns, g
they constituted

making, access T
However, other po! :
access regarding SOt
tralization has brought the ] ‘
ing some issues closer to socl

(1991) call the incoy i
Iudersofpopu!iurr:::l\:run dﬂleﬂa ) s :
el - 'ere quite differeny, s iy
were often submdinatcd to pa, 5
Tty control,
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le35 lnslil“li(’n"l Channels of Access Across Interesy Regimes
e ur-Hub

Industrial relations st
Formal 1 System Particj .
pirect Channels  (mandatory Participation) (u: 'C'f‘a.‘or)’lpollcy coungijg
evey my :
ate P Plementatioy,
i,- uh hmltedparticipationj "
/ Informal  Informal ad-hoc concertation

‘]:;rt'guhr Patterns of
Ontacting ang Tai :
initated from pejgnr ™8

Channels  on macroeconomic policy

Level Predominantly nationa| P"Cdﬂminanuy it
Policy Magroeconqmic px_:liqv_ Social policy ;
Areas national social policy local dﬁm’;’; '::‘f;:;l;:cture.
BOvernance
Access Oxpaade tio; exchsrge of More distant relations i,
party access for support possible short-term
Negotiated exchanges

important policy-making structures, and in thi.s way too th.ey provided a chan-
el of access for unions at all levels, from municipal to national, depending, of
course, on their own relationship to power.

Parties in the current period tend to have more distant relationships with
their constituencies and to rely much less on societal organizations for elec-
toral and political support. Consequently, the same basic exchange of support
for access has not been reproduced. New parties have often formed around
“neopopulist” candidates, who make personalistic appeals th‘at ore l'arglely u;;
mediated through organizations. “Audience” (Manin 199?) parties s:mﬂ:r y "f‘;“_
appeals to an atomized mass public, so that most parties do not seek to a -
deassociations in the same way. Even the old Lips have ad_opted ey lzia:-:ns.
ollikage to voters. These parties have reordered their consu:;cnc:;s ;]2 s
formed their relationships to unions, which no !Oﬂgﬁ tend mhas syl
ivileged position as a core support group. While adapwuolr;uppon.?ﬂrl)f
molved continued targeting of the popular sectors i elm::tr:l relations, acti-
Wategies haye generally emphasized contingent, mslrum}fan e
it isodically, particularly at election time, rather 't B iti
"85 with popular associations. Even for those Palm":ﬁes o not institu-
I‘“d i associational support base, however, political pa

£ mp]e, to
g le, for exa
longfy ; R comparable, .
r”'“Corporatc associations in a way that is comp or ap’s labor

N P enting, 4
by s labor sector in Mexico, the PJ’s o Ar}%obcns(forthcommg)
Teus iy Venezuela, in the carlier interest regime: AS
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CT“H;
has argued, the neoliberal critical juncture “has undermineq -
and led to a proliferation of individualized linkages to Machipe, 5 Panih

or professional-electoral parties. . . . A frlm?re fr:[gmentcd, ulony, s::aiiﬂ.
pluralistic civil society . . . IHO‘_N has| fluid an feﬂuchs‘ linkage X pand
organizations.” Parties thus prowdzi less acoess for associations jp f,, A "y
It should be noted, however, that this pattern is consistent wig, the sty
elected leaders to win political loyalty by using associations to impleme, Sla:{
programs. i
The contrasts just described are summarized in table 3.5. While 10 Compy.
ative data directly taps these contrasts, some survey results give more empir.
cal detail about the pattern of accessing in the core segment of the A-Net, Tp,
top row of table 3.6 compares four indicators of accessing: the Proportion of
associations for which contacting local and national officials js important, th,
proportion that reports regular participation in institutional spaces provideg
by government, and the proportion that reports contacting leaders of politicy|
parties as important. The data confirm a pattern of accessing th
marily at the local level. Yet national-level contacting is not insi
are the institutional spaces provided by the state, at least for the core segment

of the interest regime captured in the sample. The data also confirm that polit-
ical parties are less active as intermediary structures.

The table also shows the main issy
and, for each issue area,

at occurs pri-
ignificant, nor

e categories of concern to associations
the proportion of associations working on that issue
essing strategy. Associations are dedicated to a great
abroad repertoire that contrasts sharply with the pro-
p-Hub. The chain-referra] sample makes it difficult to

diversity of issue areas,
ductionist bias of the y

Table 3.6 Patterns of Accessing in the A-Net

Local National Institutional  Part
) Total Contact  Congaey Space c(,m);,
Incidence (A) (% of A) (% ofA) (g of A) (o of A) (9 0fA)
Social Service 305 55.0 291
Poverty 249 64.0 271 ;.}.g ey
Neighborhood 215 62.3 260 35 170
Public Bads 146 63.8 283 46'9 22.0
Politics 133 69.8 452 5 - 204
Productionist 13.2 66.4 392 ;: 221
Toul . N . iy g LR i
% 16.7
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-<tribution of issue orientations in T
s l.hcadtllje emphasis is on social service d:I?:eamc‘“‘lonal world, but in
fhese & \while productionist issues, political i %> poverty, and neighbor-
ood i i ; e (such as corruption and
-ohts), and public bads (such as violence and : P
man M8 cular i ¢ and pollution) take a back
o some extent, part_xcu ar issues are more likely to be pursued th
sl_‘J:md channels or accessing strategies. Associations dedicated to I‘e’dt l:cm;';h
j:d pglitical themes are c-orfsiderab]y more likelyl to make natiorl:’al-lt:u\:i:lluzzzfE
15, €O ared to associations p.ursuu_lg other issues. If we infer that thes
tac! Jevel channels are especially vital for the pursuit of these inte e
verall l-ocal orien.talion of- the A-Net may introduce a generalrfasi:
aginst the pursuit of these I.SSUCS..WIIh respectto political problems, this bias
might be amelioraled some‘what since these issues—along with public bads—
also seem especially cqnducwe to access fhrough institutional spaces and other
Participawﬂ’ innovations. However, this is not the case with productionist
Ssues:

The A-Net thus may differ from the u p-Hub not just in terms of its greater
diversity of issues addressed, but also because the pattern of accessing seems
speciﬁta"Y biased somewhat against productionist and political issues that
are more often pursued through national-level accessing, which is harder to
secure. The significance of this issue bias, especially regarding productionist
issues, can be more fully appreciated if we compare (cautiously, given the nature
of the sample) the distribution of issue categories from table 3.6 with data on
issue salience drawn from our survey of individuals. The categories do not
match up perfectly (the responses aggregated into the issue categories in table
1.6 were generated through an open-ended question, whereas the responses
for salience were selected from a list), but the comparison is nevertheless in-
structive and suggests a relative inability of the A-Net to address salient, work-
related issues. In response to a question concerning the most important problem
in the country, 45.1 percent of popular-sector individuals pointed to unemploy-
ment or work. In comparison, only 22.2 percent chose health, basic needs,
housing, or education. Yet, as table 3.6 indicates, associations are far more likely

to address the latter group of issues than the former.
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xternal intervention, whether by gOvernmen
lit.

psor development agencies.” Linkages with i
ties, can lead to challenges to aumnsla
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Because the word “representation” invokes alit_onomo:s_ s?cie:al a_ctors, Sd"!lh_l
ter (1977) appmpriately insisted on the word interme iation”to invoke jng,
the idea that structures that stood between society and the state (o Presen
societal interests were o 1€ degree or another shaped by the state and g,
channels of “state interest” 28 well as of societal interest. The kinds of relatioy,
ships popular organizations have with states and parties_and the ways thes,
may potentially challenge autonomy thus become a key dimension for angly.
sis of interest regimes.
It is useful to analyze the challenges posed by relationships with externg]
in terms of inducements as well as constraints

actors, particularly the state,
Jationships between unions and the state within

(Collier and Collier 1979)- Re
the up-Hub were governed by corporatist labor laws that regulated unions in

great detail through a combination of the two mechanisms. Constraints refer
to overt controls regulating the activities of unions, their leadership, and their
internal governance. Inducements bestow benefits or advantages, which may
sllmpt}:l organizational be!lav.:or through incentives that derive from, for exam-
pm :.l gro;pec: of continuing government subsidies. The bestowal of benefits
also induce coo| i i i iding i
. r:ugh o perative beh-avuf)r, even co-optation, providing incentives
e r;e'o" in their application, thereby privileging some unions but
ertfpe:“f neﬁlsllg Ot:fr, often dissident elements of the labor movement
of control by the state w i ;
e e ere extensive and formally embodied in
Compared to unions, sta
, states generally im) :
popular associati . 3 pose relatively few i
. izmr ) l:llol'l.s that constitute direct constraints Why! regulau?n_s on
8! . with the government, this formal state re R T
pro forma an:i largely optional for many kinds :0
cw:n:‘m;l law,” comparable to labor law, that -
or “rights” ; ; rovides ej i
ok f tsdlo carry out basic activities (Pal‘alrel Vides either direct regulation
acti 4 »SAG E0me: associations, those orienteq (© the right to bar, gain collec-
Ivities, may not come into contact wj toward certain ki
ot t With the nds of self-hel,
i re frequently, however, associationg : State at al]. p
ucements. Despi re pry :
spite the lack of regulati presented with 5 set of state in-

own decisions without €
; L aroll
jcal parties, religious § !
cither directly or through po]mcaI par

gi‘mion seems to be mostly
activities. There is no “asso-

ON under th
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» activities that in various ways lead them to interact with

though state influence tends to be substantially more : Iaﬂlle ot

i d alfhough associ_alions'may indeed maintain greate: ;lnc:e;:::i’:::er

Hran many unions, interactions ?v1fh the state may nevertheless have implica
he autonomy of associations. In theorizing how the en, emp r

create inducements that challenge autonomy, it is usEia'fl tc)el;:t' Ok

of state-association linkage that are relatively widespread ;:d

jions for ¢
{he state may

of tWO kinds e
heir possible implications.
pursuit of accessing strategies and the orientation of state policy

First, the pursult e
may shape assom_auonal agendas. Associations that attempt to gain or main-
(ain access 0 policy makers OT.Pa“Y bf({kETS may be induced to enter into co-
nperative—or perha_ps co-oplwe—.relatlon.ships, especially with the prospect
of repeated interaction- Cooperative relations and some adjustment to the
f demands may be beneficial to the organization in representing the
and an association may, in the process, retain substantial
autonomy. At the same time, just as journalists may have an incentive to refrain
from critical reporting on valued sources, the effect may be stronger: associa-
tions may shape their agendas and political support accordingly, gambling on
anunknown return to this behavior. These inducements present potential chal-

Jenges to autonomy.

similarly, the orientation of state policy and programs may offer strong

incentives that guide associational activities and shape ihe. age:qda”of the lar_gcr

popular interest regime by signaling the great.er_“avallablhly of specific

demand-making targets. As a consequence, a[sso:ahons mlay :::n;:::ni::omf
i fori ive goals. For example,

or give less priority to other substantive g d :Jmands Sy

labor programs in Argentina channeled the energy and !
a govemmem-inirinted program, in a sense

and existing associations toward :
diverting attention from other approaches to welfare and income suplll)or: ::'.:a:::
2007). Thus, through incentives provided by existing .pr?grams‘.it e; sadim
shape the substantive orientation of individual associations anlhivstaw - fds
or skew the larger, aggregated interest regime toward programs

i is 2002)-
most acceptable (e.g., Cigler and Loomis ) ependenceonhesit

A i stem from more direct
second set of inducements peadeiE b e more frequen ‘tly
g trend of public-

usually for resources. Over the last tWo d A i

become dircctly involved in funding ﬂSSOCia:'O"S' Th_e grz‘;]fwﬂy and program
private partnerships or state “outsourcing of service ament for @ major
implementation makes associations dependent on fher:f Vca rogram of denial
Partof their activities. Through the threat Ofexdus.ml? r]l,c}::vior, for instance
offunding, the state may implicitly constrain association?

pature O
interests of its base,

—
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Table 3.7 Relationships of Dependence (percent of associations)
il i
Receives money from the state p
seDegear B Distributes government program 23:3
State actor involved in founding 0
Dependence Receives money from party a5
ol Party involved in founding 63
through a tacit understanding between associations and political leaders or gty
1d be blunted. In addition, the state may eﬁeciivdy

officials that criticisms shou
exert controls on associations through requirements for funding or participa.

tion in programs, such as criteria for constituting a soup kitchen or distributing
resources in a particular way. Finally, states have sometimes become involved
in the founding of associations and may in that way exert influence, especially
on younger associations. Table 3.7 shows the proportion of associations in our
sample that reported each of these three types of state-association linkages.
In addition to these activities involving dependence on states, popular orga-
nizations may of course develop similar relations with political parties. In the
u.p-Hub,_ th.e “exchange” relationship mentioned above often led to substan-
tial l:estnctmns on union _autonumy, although these restrictions varied across
g:::es :"d e've‘r; across time periods. Subordination of unions to the party
rre : 2 = E
iyt c;‘:s':'m ::jez““'i; when governing populist parties had the responsi-
S ing and sustaining policy and governing coalitions. Other
also faced the classic trade-off betw h :
constituency and party or electoral Een he e mmatin i ol f X0
it ctoral strategies. apra in Peru conservatized
while in the face of a r[r;mr ol escaping the military ban on its clectoral victory;
reversal, the pj in Argcnli:asji‘: :-:?:anbont;he L i
subordinate uni S7s g
same way. Som inati ¢ unions or cons
acit Yﬁ_ esub(.)rdmauun of union interests to PO
sbe e |st_uu:s, like the Socialist Party in Chil Pparty goals was also a fea-
':r"s ;ps ;zlj".:d through time, with the strategicc, thc?u.gh’ again, these rela-
Ps L}; N addition, LEps could be vehicles of cq.. position and goals of the
ers became more dependent on fa OPtation, so that union lead-
party than they wer “O1S and career opporpupy; L i
gy .;onhthchrank and file. Portunities through the
= » with the ¢ angeinth'
support, parti €Ir strategies s
i md;?l_ ies generall)’_do not subordinate pog ; for mob:hz.ng electoral
» itionally subordinated and Pular associatione
with regard to access, party-associati Corlurollcd ; ons in the way
5 3 iation relati, 5 P
when they exist, tend to be characterized"[),;:s']-l
51, i

Relationships alm,
ost
never take the form of formal or informg|
mal inge, i
Bration ine-
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ad are negotiated on an ad hoc, recurrent basis. As shown i

ssociations rely on parties for financial S“PPOr-t 5 h:w'l: in
ved in their founding. Just as the greater distancing of a;:) f‘d
arties accentuates a difference between the A-Net and up—:llal;
so it does with the role of parties in their subordinati:n
t organizations. However, this reduced role of parties does
isk to autonomy stemming from individual politicians who
listic relationships with associations. Support mobi-
h associations is available to politicians at all levels, from incum-
to mayors and also to those in the legislative branches at both

Conclusion

scaling, access,
f collective action ans

Tble38 Comparison of up-Hub and A-Net

the up-Hub to the A-Net in terms of four dimen-
and autonomy. The first part of the analysis exam-
d relations between the state and popular
of exploring two aggregate traits of the interest
ing collective action suggested that the scope of the

ble, despite the much larger

nts under the A-Net, and that scaling might be

up-Hub

A-Net

Scope

Scaling

Access

State actions solve otherwise
greater individual collective
action problems

Unions generally highly
coordinated, prominent role of

“Natural” ease of individual
collective action

Associations substantially less
scaled, less dominant role of
{inating associations

federations and confederations
a

Accessing predominantly at
national level, parties often play
intermediary role, mainly
productionist and macroeconomic
claims

Auton 5
My Detailed state regulation and party

affiliation; constraints as well as
'"d.llfemems to affect union
activities

COn
Accessing pr
Jevel, parties m
intermediaries,
of claims

edominantly at local
ore rarely play role as
great diversity

Associations more autonomous, hu:n ;
involvement in government progra
and state subsidies may crlru.u.‘
dependence and shape activities

AND THE POPUL
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he vp-Hub than in the A-Net. Aithough bri
g.

’ i
considerably more extensive in ub
risons is difficult, both contrasts seem .

Y

ing data to bear o these compa
born out. i
alysis of relations with the state suggested that the tyg

The subsequent an:
mes have been marked by different patterns of access and autonomy

The up-Hub offered formal and informal channels of access predominant]y
the national level, both directly to the state and through parties as interme.
aries, which largely served as conduits for productionist claims. The A-Net ig
characterized by greater access than has sometimes been assumed, over a much
greater diversity of issues; yet the pattern is more fragile, occurring primarily af
the local level, rarely involving political parties as intermediaries, and at least to
some extent not prioritizing the most salient issues. This divergent pattern of
access emerges in tandem with a difference regarding autonomy. The ue-Hub
involved substantial restrictions on union autonomy, marked by the controlling
or ;o-optive inbﬂuence of both state and party actors. The A-Net is not free of
such con i i *aes
bk ;’:i:al:-:nlzlla:sl:::lx:i:’:‘:ll threaten associational autonomy are more
Table 3.
Bl i et
strokes. Of course, the actual operation of the Ae.:;" -Hub an-d A-Net in broad
aggre.gate traits is considerably more complex, and sw ?aCh o
gent interest regime is still taking on diﬁerent'fomacmss countries the emer-
on_SOmg analysis. Subsequent chapters shed lj RS A bex iljectios
traits from various perspectives with more fog

terest regi

ht on each of these aggregate
cused empirical investigation.



