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Comparison of the paths of two countries with developmentalist regimes led by

left-of-center parties, Chile and Mexico, shows that the democratic regime, Chile’s, had

better social indicators than its authoritarian counterpart at the price of slower

industrialization.
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Following the 1930s Great Depression, the crisis of economic liberalism opened
the way for interventionist models that subordinated market functioning to
sociopolitical objectives (Eichengreen, 2008; Levitt, 2006; Polanyi, 2001). Among these
models, so-called developmentalism aims to achieve industrialization and technological
catching-up through bureaucratic planning, active industrial policies, and long-term
state-business ties (Amsden, 2001; Wade, 1990; Woo-Cumings, 1999). Historically,
developmentalist regimes have been adopted by several countries in the Global South as
an attempt to overcome their peripheral position in the international economic order
(Caldentey, 2008; Pempel, 1998, 1999; Singh and Ovadia, 2018). Although the flagship
cases of developmentalism took place in East Asian countries where right-wing
nationalist parties governed through authoritarian political regimes (Johnson, 1987;
Randall, 2007), this does not mean that left-of-center parties and democratic institutions
are obstacles to developmentalist regimes (Woo-Cumings, 1999; Robinson and White,
1998; White, 1998). In Latin America, for instance, developmentalism has been a
recurrent influence on the agendas of left-of-center parties by providing an economic
rationale for challenging foreign capital and promoting domestic growth strategies
(Wylde, 2012; Ban, 2013; Gezmis, 2018; Strange, 2014; Yates and Bakker, 2014).
Similarly, as discussed by Fonseca (2015), the combination of democracy and
developmentalism is more than a theoretical possibility, being observed in countries like
Argentina under Juan Perén (1946—-1955) and Brazil under Juscelino Kubitschek (1956—
1961) and Jodo Goulart (1961-1964). It is possible to argue, however, that the East
Asian success introduced an analytical bias into the political economy literature that
privileges the role of state bureaucracies and overlooks the relevance of political parties
and institutions (Pempel, 1998; 1999). Against this background, this article aims to

address the following research question: How does democracy affect the economic and



social performance of developmentalist regimes led by left-of-center parties? It
compares the case of Chile under the Partido Radical (Radical Party) (1939-1952), an
experience that provides an opportunity to assess the mechanisms that connect
democracy to economic and social outcomes in a relatively stable setting, with the case
of Mexico under the Partido Revolucionario Institucional (Institutional Revolutionary
Party—PRI) (1934-1982), a left-of-center party that combined authoritarian rule and
developmentalist policies.

Because the literature on democratic varieties of developmentalism tends to
overlook the role of political parties (Woo-Cumings, 1999; Robinson and White, 1998),
our focus on the experience of left-of-center parties demands justification. Specifically,
we argue that a left-of-center government differs from its conservative and centrist
counterparts in its programmatic commitment to both economic transformation and
social inclusion. As is illustrated by the Latin American Pink Tide, the concomitant
pursuit of these two goals introduces dilemmas that are not the same as those faced by
right-of-center administrations (Wylde, 2012; Loureiro and Saad-Filho, 2019; Yates and
Bakker, 2014). Thus the contribution of this research lies in highlighting the existence
of competing mechanisms that may theoretically shape the impact of democracy on the
outcomes of left-of-center developmentalist governments in opposite directions. With
respect to economic performance, for instance, democratic institutions allow left-of-
center parties to build broader sociopolitical coalitions around developmentalism while
imposing obstacles to policy reorientation, institutional reform, and redistribution of
property rights according to the goals of economic nationalism. Similarly, in terms of
social performance, democratic regimes provide more opportunities for bargaining and
mobilization by autonomous labor unions and social movements but also exclude the

possibility of radical changes in the distribution of wealth and income.



The remainder of this article is organized as follows: The first section builds the
theoretical framework. The second section describes the research design, while the third
and the fourth present the case studies on Chile and Mexico. The fifth section offers

brief final remarks.

From Developmentalist States to Developmentalist Regimes:

The Role of Democratic Institutions and Left-of-Center Parties

Although Latin American scholars were already referring to developmentalism
in the 1960s and 1970s (Cardoso, 1971; Fonseca, 2015; Jaguaribe, 1962), it was only in
the 1980s that writers like Johnson (1982), Amsden (1989), and Wade (1990) put the
developmentalist state framework at the center of the mainstream political science
debate, providing a theoretical alternative to the neoclassical development paradigm
amid the global rise of neoliberalism (Onis, 1991). According to Johnson (1999), the
concept of the developmentalist state is both particular and generalizable. The term
refers to the kind of economic policy followed by East Asian governments in the second
half of the twentieth century but also can be extended to other countries that seek rapid
industrialization and technological catching-up through state-led development!
(Caldentey, 2008; Singh and Ovadia, 2018).

Considering the aforementioned literature, it is possible to conceptualize
developmentalist states around three core attributes: active industrial policies, which
provide private actors with a cohesive vision of the future based on the pursuit of
structural change through rapid industrialization (Chang, 1993; 1995; 1999); a
symbiotic relationship between the state and selected business groups that participate in

policy formulation and benefit from market-conforming methods of intervention



(Amsden, 1989; 2001; Wade, 1990); and a pivotal role for the bureaucracy, which is
responsible not only for designing and implementing industrial policies but also for
negotiating and enforcing the alignment of private business groups with the national
development strategy2 (Evans, 1995; Johnson, 1982).

As with any theoretical approach, the developmentalist state framework is not
free of shortcomings. In this regard, Pempel (1998; 1999) criticizes the characterization
of developmentalist bureaucracies as depoliticized, socially disembodied, and aware of
a self-evident national interest and as neglecting the role of socioeconomic coalitions
and the international political environment. It is against this background that he
proposes the concept of the developmentalist regime to shed light on the way
developmentalist principles are put into practice—shifting the analytical focus to the
socioeconomic alliances, the political-economic institutions, and the public policy
profile that enable successive administrations to pursue a developmentalist agenda. He
contends that building a developmentalist regime requires the capacity to set the public
agenda, a relatively stable socioeconomic support coalition, the ability to distribute
benefits to supporters, and an ideology that legitimates the policies adopted. The
developmentalist-regime framework opens the way for discussing the pursuit of state-
led development by left-of-center parties under democratic institutions.

Regarding the interaction between democracy and developmentalism, for
instance, Robinson and White (1998) mention that the early literature on the topic
considered democratic regimes more exposed to pressures that divert policies from the
developmentalist path, eroding the capacity to change economic institutions and
redistribute property rights. In this regard, Johnson (1987) refers to an elective affinity
between authoritarianism and developmentalism. Similarly, O’Donnell (1973) identifies

a nexus between bureaucratic-authoritarianism and heavy industrialization in Latin



America. Underlying this potential affinity, two factors deserve further attention. First,
authoritarian regimes tend to be better able to maintain a stable and undervalued
currency (Eichengreen, 2008; Steinberg and Malhotra, 2014), which contributes to the
foreign competitiveness of the manufacturing sector and, consequently, the long-term
sustainability of the developmentalist regime (Bresser-Pereira, Oreiro, and Marconi,
2014). In a similar vein, the distributive conflict that emerges from democratic disputes
affects the risk assessment of lenders, paving the way for credit rationing (Wolfson,
1996).

At the same time, Woo-Cumings (1999) and Robinson and White (1998)
contend that democracy and developmentalism are compatible. Among the factors that
favor this possibility, for example, is that democratic institutions contribute to building
long-term consensus around the developmentalist agenda (Furtado, 1964; 1984; Unger,
2008). In addition, openness to societal pressures favors the combination of economic
transformation and social inclusion and benefits from the potential efficiency gains that
emerge from deliberative development (Evans, 2003).

A similar duality emerges from the analysis of the interaction between left-of-
center parties and developmentalism. In historical terms, for example, most
developmentalist experiences have not been led by left-of-center parties, and the content
of developmentalist policies may be incompatible with part of the leftist agenda because
of the symbiotic relationship between capitalists and the state, which presents risks for
labor unions and social movements. However, at least in the case of Latin American
countries, developmentalism has been one of the constitutive ideas of left-of-center
parties, providing a rationale for economic nationalism, resistance to neoliberalism, a
rupture with dependency, and even income distribution. Throughout the twentieth

century, for instance, developmentalist scholars associated with the United Nations



Economic Commission for Latin America argued in favor of industrialization as a path
to autonomous development (Furtado, 1961; Prebisch, 1950). Recently,
developmentalism had an important influence on the agendas of the so-called Pink Tide
governments3 (Wylde, 2012; Ban, 2013; Féliz, 2019; Gezmis, 2018; Loureiro and Saad-

Filho, 2019; Strange, 2014; Yates and Bakker, 2014).

Research Design

The units of analysis of our research are two governments led by left-of-center
parties that built or tried to build developmentalist regimes in Latin America after the
Great Depression.* The characterization of a government as committed to building a
developmentalist regime stems from the presence of a developmentalist ideology that
guides the bureaucracy in the creation of institutions and the formulation of active
industrial policies and a symbiotic relationship between the government and selected
business groups that benefit from the development strategy chosen in the form of
incentives received (Pempel, 1998; 1999). The classification of the ruling political party
as left-of-center is less straightforward. In this regard, we consider the origin and the
program of the party, paying special attention to its adherence to economic nationalism
and support from labor unions and social movements and the ideology of opposition
parties.

Regarding the definition of democracy, we adopted a procedural
conceptualization that relies on the existence or not of institutional arrangements that
enable political decision making through competitive elections (Schumpeter, 2008;

Przeworski et al., 2000; Alvarez et al., 1996; Dahl, 1971). Considering the objectives of



this article, this conceptualization reduces the risk of conflation of the definitions of
democracy and development if democracy were defined substantively.

Moving to the hypotheses, at least at the theoretical level there are competing
mechanisms shaping the relationship between democracy and socioeconomic outcomes
in a developmentalist regime led by a left-of-center party. In terms of economic
performance, for example, heterogeneous interest groups such as capitalists and workers
are more inclined to build long-term consensus around the developmentalist agenda if
they can deliberate through democratic institutions (Unger, 2008). In addition, this
openness to deliberative development leads to efficiency gains that emerge from the
participation of societal actors in the policy design (Evans, 2003). In the case of social
outcomes, democracy provides more space for independent labor unions and social
movements to exert pressure in favor of income and wealth distribution (Furtado, 1964;
1984). In both dimensions, however, democratic regimes also have negative
implications such as empowering interest groups that oppose institutional change,
policy reorientation, and redistribution of property rights (Johnson, 1987). Moreover,
with respect to economic performance, the democratic contention fuels currency
overvaluation and distributive conflict, paving the way for the deterioration of external
competitiveness, the postponing of private investment, and the rationing of credit supply
(Eichengreen, 2008; Steinberg and Malhotra, 2014; Wolfson, 1996). Therefore, in the
face of the competing theoretical expectations, the impact of democracy on economic
and social performance may be either positive or negative.

In this article, the assessment of this relationship relies in the first place on a
case study centered on Chile under the governments led by the Radical Party (1939—
1952)—Ileft-of-center governments that attempted to build developmentalist regimes

under democratic institutions.> Specifically, we analyze the impact of the political



regime on two dependent variables: economic performance, measured by the evolution
of the gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, the investment rate, and the
participation of manufacturing industry in the economy, and social outcomes, measured
by the evolution of the income inequality and the wage share in the national income. To
avoid spurious correlation, we also rely on process-tracing techniques. According to
George and Bennett (2005) and Gerring (2007), process-racing should be used to
identify the causal mechanisms that connect the explanatory variables with the
dependent ones. As stated by Beach and Pedersen (2013), mechanisms should be
described in terms of entities and activities, and therefore we focus on the way the
political regime favors or hinders the action of bureaucracies, business groups, and
workers in the building of a developmentalist regime by a left-of-center government as
a means to link these activities to observed economic and social outcomes.

We complement this analysis with a comparison of this case with the case of the
governments led by the PRI in Mexico® (1934-1982). In line with Mill’s (2011) method
of difference, the Mexican experience was led by a left-of-center party that attempted to
build a developmentalist regime but relied on authoritarian political institutions. We
opted for classifying both parties as “left-of-center” instead of “left-wing” for two main
reasons. In programmatic terms, the Radical Party and the PRI proposed a
transformative agenda within the limits of capitalism, keeping their distance from
socialism even in its reformist varieties. With regard to their positions on the political
spectrum, despite some conjunctural approximations both parties maintained a
conflictive relationship with the communist movement, even coming to outlaw the
Communist Party under their governments.

Other similarities are the pivotal role of economic nationalism in the party

ideology, the relevance of natural resources such as copper and oil among exports, and



persistence through successive administrations. The use of the comparative method
aims to assess to what extent an authoritarian regime has opposite economic and social
implications. In this sense, as in the case of democracy, competing mechanisms can be
theorized. Regarding economic performance, for instance, authoritarian regimes may be
more likely to approve institutional reforms, reformulate policies, and redistribute
property rights, fostering economic and social change (Johnson, 1987). In a similar
vein, authoritarianism tends to favor currency undervaluation and stability, boosting the
external competitiveness of manufacturing industries (Steinberg and Malhotra, 2014).
However, the greater risk of corruption and the lack of participation of societal actors in
policy making may lead to inefficiency and difficulties of implementation (Woo-
Cumings, 1999; Evans, 2003). Similarly, the lack of autonomy of labor unions and
social movements and the interpenetration of state and business groups may negatively
affect income distribution (Robinson and White, 1998).

We do not take political regime as the sole reason for the differences between
Chile under the Radical Party and Mexico under the PRI. Differences with respect to
natural resources endowments and ethnic cleavages may also have contributed to
divergent economic and social performances. These aspects do not, however, invalidate
the pivotal role of political institutions. For example, even though Chile has relied on
copper and Mexico on oil, both countries have faced the challenge of overcoming
dependency upon primary goods in favor of industrial production. In a similar vein, the
relative proportion of indigenous population is higher in Mexico than in Chile, but this

difference does not seem enough to explain their differences in terms of social policies.

The Democratic Developmentalist Regime in Chile (1939-1952)



From 1891 to 1925, Chilean political institutions were based on an unstable
parliamentary system dominated by oligarchic interests (Vial, 1981). The economic
counterpart of this regime was the dependence on exports of natural resources such as
saltpeter and copper, which had a low impact on the national economy since they were
predominantly under the control of foreign companies (Arrizabalo, 1995; Meller, 1996;
Monteo6n, 1982). On the one hand, this dependent pattern of development made Chile
the Latin American country most affected by the Great Depression.” On the other hand,
the primary exports dynamized the social structure of the country by stimulating
urbanization and more powerful labor unions® and left-of-center parties (Benavides,
1982; Morris, 2000; Palma, 1984). The recurrent political instability combined with the
economic deterioration of the 1920s and 1930s led to the end of the parliamentary
system in 1925, opening the way for the victory of the Radical Party in the 1938
presidential elections.

The Radical Party, created in 1888, was the first Chilean party to have a written
program and statute. In these documents the party established as fundamental principles
(1) the right to vote, (2) individual freedom, (3) the separation of church and state, (4)
the independence of the judiciary, (5) free, secular, and compulsory primary education,
and (6) the improvement of the legal status of women and workers. It was distinctive
among oligarchic parliamentary institutions in having a base made up of the middle
class (Faundez, 2007). Although originally aligned with liberalism, from the beginning
of the twentieth century the party was committed to economic interventionism. This
ideological reorientation was embraced at its third national convention in 1906, when it
recognized the existence of the class struggle and embraced a gradualist strategy aimed
at reducing social inequalities through state intervention (Partido Radical, 1906: 1). In

1936 the Radical Party articulated the creation of an electoral coalition that united left-



of-center organizations such as the Socialist, Communist, Democratic, and Radical
Socialist parties and the Confederation of Chilean Workers. Although the alliance was
dissolved in 1946, this was an innovation in the Latin American context (Aggio, 2002).
Three radical governments—Iled by Pedro Aguirre (1938—1941), Juan Antonio Rios
(1942-1946), and Gabriel Gonzalez Videla (1946—1952)— maintained the democratic
regime characterized by successive free and fair elections (Collier and Sater, 2004). In
addition, the Radical Party constantly engaged in negotiations with liberal and
conservative opposition parties with congressional representation.’

Moving to economic performance, the characteristics of Chile under the Radical
Party seem to indicate that democracy presented obstacles to the implementation of the
developmentalist project. For instance, the necessary bargaining between government
and the right-wing opposition parties that held half of the seats in Congress led to the
delay, limitation, and even rejection of key institutional changes (Moulian, 1985). An
emblematic example was the creation in 1939 of the Corporacién de Fomento de la
Produccién (Corporation for the Promotion of Production—CORFO), the institution
that became the main bureaucratic apparatus for planning and financing development
policies (Mufioz, 1993). After two months of intense debate it was approved with only
conservative votes after the ruling coalition agreed to withdraw a bill authorizing the
creation of agricultural workers’ unions (Ortega, 1989). Because of this legislative
bargaining, the executive had to abandon or adapt important items on its agenda.

CORFO’s administrative council was made up of 22 members representing the
presidency, the legislature, state enterprises, various business associations, the Institute
of Engineers of Chile, and the Confederation of Chilean Workers (Ortega, 1989). The
corporation dominated the country's economic life until 1973, acting as a development

bank that provided credit for the creation of several state-owned'? and private



companies and strategic private investment projects (Del Pozo, 1989). During the
radical governments it controlled 30 percent of total investment in capital goods, more
than 25 percent of public investment, and 18 percent of total gross investment (Meller,
1996).

Although the presence of different socioeconomic groups on its administrative
council contributed to creating a relative consensus around industrialization and
economic interventionism (Aggio, 1997), it also led to a reduction of policy autonomy.
Therefore the pivotal role of bureaucratic planning was public financing and investment,
avoiding more profound changes in property rights. Reflecting the bargaining between
the government and the right-wing opposition, there were no expropriations of foreign
companies or even incentives for agrarian reform!! (Grant, 1983). This explains, for
example, why business leaders forged in the radical period supported interventionist
policies and believed that the development of private industry would not be possible
without state intervention (Ackermann, 1970).

In line with this pattern of economic interventionism, after World War II the
government expanded its support for the private sector through measures like
differentiated import tariffs and multiple exchange rates as a means to avoid a retreat of
industrial progress in response to the return of the flow of foreign goods (Echenique,
1983). These incentives, however, only partially compensated for the currency
overvaluation trend that characterized the radical period (Astorga, 2007), reducing the
competitiveness of manufacturing industries and slowing down the process of export
substitution (Ffrench-Davis et al., 2000).

Democracy seems to have affected the design and implementation of social
policies through two complementary channels. First, the Radical Party depended on the

electoral and parliamentary support of other left-of-center parties, which appointed



ministers and participated in policy formulation (Moulian, 1985; Reyes, 1989).
Additionally, autonomous and strengthened labor unions'? based on a growing working
class were able to bargain with the government on issues like wage policy and the
supply of public goods (Subercaseaux, 2009; Zapata, 2004). As might be expected, the
social dimension of radical policy making faced greater resistance from the opposition,
representing most of the proposals barred by the Congress (Konings, 2010).
Nonetheless, it was possible to expand the existing policies by, for example, increasing
the coverage of social security from 52 percent to 80 percent of workers (Faundez,
2007). Similarly, the government consolidated the provision of public education by
creating 500 schools and increasing by six times the number of students enrolled in
primary education (Quezada, 2011). Technical schools focused on education for
industry were also expanded, leading to the founding of the State Technical University
in 1947.

With regard to wage policy, radical administrations created the so-called shared-
sacrifice policy, connecting wages to the evolution of profits. In 1941 the government
also established automatic wage increases indexed to the cost of living (Chile, 1956). As
a result of these policies, during the radical period, the minimum wage was always
above inflation, maintaining annual real wage growth at an average of 3.5 percent per
year (Dingemans, 2011). According to Ackermann (1970), wage policy even came
before economic growth and inflation control'? in the order of radical priorities.

The aforementioned mechanisms and policies had implications for the economic
and social outcomes of the developmentalist regime built by the radical administrations.
Specifically, economic performance was less successful than social performance. In
comparison with Mexico, despite presenting a similar trend regarding the proportion of

the GDP represented by manufacturing (Figure 1), Chile exhibited slower growth in



GDP per capita (Figure 2) and an almost stagnant investment rate (Figure 3). At the
same time, the country experienced a decline in income inequality (Figure 4) and an

increase in the proportion of the national income represented by wages (see Figure 5).

FIGURES 1-5 ABOUT HERE

Figure 1. Manufacturing value added (% of GDP), Chile (1939 = 100) and Mexico
(1934 = 100) (Montevideo-Oxford Latin American Economic History Database).

Figure 2. GDP per capita, Chile (1939 = 100) and Mexico (1934 = 100) (Montevideo-
Oxford Latin American Economic History Database).

Figure 3. Gross domestic fixed investment (% of GDP), Chile (1939 = 100) and Mexico
(1934 = 100) (Montevideo-Oxford Latin American Economic History Database).

Figure 4. Income inequality (Gini index), Chile and Mexico (Astorga, 2017).

Figure 5. Proportion of wages in national income, Chile and Mexico (Weber, 2017;
Frankema, 2009).

Considering the feedback between the social and economic dimensions, the
growth regime during radical administrations may have created a profit squeeze in
which the increasing proportion of wages had a negative impact on the evolution of the
investment rate. In a similar vein, the preponderance of state-owned credit in the
financing of industrial investment was the counterpart of the lack of response of
domestic private banks (Grove, 1951), which provided credit at a slower pace
potentially reflecting business uncertainty with respect to long-term national

development.



Despite the participation of business groups and right-wing parties in the
building of the developmentalist regime led by the Radical Party, the notion of the profit
squeeze helps explain why the bourgeoisie gradually withdrew from the
developmentalist consensus, fueling the political conflicts that culminated in the 1973
military coup. Whereas a neoliberal approach would propose that wages must be
contained to boost investment, a critical approach like ours contends that this tension
between wage share and investment is an example of the limits of developmentalism as
a progressive political position. In other words, since developmentalist regimes still rely
on private decisions to achieve economic development, they may face a conflict
between growth and redistribution, especially if they are unwilling (or unable) to take

further steps in the direction of economic equality.

The Authoritarian Developmentalist Regime in Mexico (1934—-1982)

During the government of General Porfirio Diaz (1876-1911), Mexico enjoyed
relative peace as the expansion of the army and rural paramilitary forces led to the
suppression of peasant revolts and banditry (Foster, 2007). Political disputes also
declined through the elimination of political rivals, the appointment of the candidates
for Congress by the president himself, and the maintenance of the office by fraudulent
elections. In response to the political stabilization, foreign investment began to flow to
the country, which experienced rapid economic growth and some industrialization
mainly based on the mining and oil sectors. The construction of railways and telegraph
lines was central to this process and decisive in unifying the country and strengthening
state power (Kirkwood, 2000). This economic growth, however, was not reflected in the

standard of living of the population; on the contrary, both in the countryside and in the



city, working conditions only worsened as the landed oligarchy and the foreign capital
multiplied their gains. Growing dissatisfaction with the government escalated in 1907,
when the downturn of the U.S. economy crippled the Mexican economy, and this,
combined with the president's refusal to step down, led to the Mexican Revolution
(1910-1920).

Of the consequences of the greatest civil war in Mexico, three stand out. First, it
wiped out the political (though not the economic) power of the landed oligarchy
(Dezalay and Garth, 2002). Secondly, with the enactment of the 1917 Constitution, it
eliminated monopolies of water and mineral resources, limited foreign investment,
destroyed debt peonage, granted labor the right to organize, and created the minimum
wage and government insurance in times of unemployment, retirement, sickness, and
death. Finally, it led to the creation of the PRI and the institutional framework that
allowed it to remain in power for 71 years. Established in 1929 as the National
Revolutionary Party and acquiring its current name in 1946, it was thought of as an
organization that would merge all the allies of the Mexican Revolution as a means to
resolve the conflicts of the presidential succession democratically and thus
institutionalize the revolutionary program (Marban, 1970; Vargas, 2013). The ideals of
political stability, nationalism, and social justice were pivotal in PRI discourse until the
early 1980s (Hernandez, 2016).

Although the key characteristic of the regime was its single-party aspect, its
main actor was the country’s president. Since reelection was forbidden, presidents held
power and direct influence over the party and the state only during the six years of their
terms. This arrangement made possible the emergence of a strong leader in every
election and at the same time prevented the individual usurpation of power. The only

way the sitting president had of maintaining some degree of influence was choosing the



candidate for the next election—a presidential prerogative despite the party convention
(Langston, 2006). Conventions were a mere formality, and presidential elections were
just the same, serving only to legitimate authoritarian rule (Schedler, 2006). The
absence of freedom and fairness is apparent in the restrictions on the electoral
participation of opposition parties and the size of the ruling majorities (Gillingham,
2012).

The authoritarian political regime seems to have removed some barriers to the
implementation of the developmentalist project. For instance, the government was able
to massively redistribute property rights as a means to reduce dependency on foreign
companies, which owned most of the country's industries and exploited natural
resources without paying enough taxes (Hamilton, 1975). According to Foster (2007)
and Kirkwood (2000), self-sufficiency and independence were common goals of all PRI
administrations. In this regard, many interventionist policies were implemented, among
them the nationalization of strategic industries such as steel, petrochemicals, railways,
electric power, fertilizer, paper, cement, and sugar, the restriction of foreign investment,
which was limited to manufacturing and to only a minority of the shares of any
company, and the combination of government interference in management decisions
with the provision of loans, tax breaks, and tariff protection. Because of these policies,
far more interventionist than the ones deployed by the Radical Party in Chile, Mexico
reduced its dependency on imports and achieved self-sufficiency in iron, oil, and steel
(Foster, 2007). The Industrial Research Office of the Bank of Mexico, created in 1941
and made up of technocrats with complete autonomy to formulate industrial policy, was
the center of bureaucratic planning. and the Camara Nacional de la Industria de
Transformacién (National Chamber of Transformation Industries—CANACINTRA),

established in the same year to replace the regional chambers of industry, allowed the



government to deal with a unified national institution instead of a number of
organizations (Story, 1986). Since it was overseen by the Department of the Treasury,
CANACINTRA did not produce greater participation of private actors in policy
making, serving mainly to subordinate the industrial business groups and legitimate
bureaucratic planning (Gauss, 2010).

The authoritarian political regime seems to have affected the design and
implementation of social policies through two complementary channels—the
subordination of labor unions to the government and the increasing interpenetration of
government and business interests. The main labor union of Mexico, the Confederation
of Mexican Workers, was established in response to the PRI’s need for workers’
mobilization to advance its agenda (Kirkwood, 2000). At the time most unions were
weak, disorganized, and rife with internal conflict (Angulo, 1990). With the building of
this institutional structure the PRI was able control organized labor, taming its capacity
to bargain autonomously (Hamilton, 1975). The relationship between government and
business groups followed a similar pattern. During the 1930s the PRI government
arbitrated strikes in favor of labor demands while conducting land reform and providing
technical assistance to peasants (Foster, 2007), but as economic growth accelerated,
forging the so-called Mexican miracle from 1940 to 1970, it suppressed the
demonstrations that emerged as the result of income inequality and the deterioration of
the standard of living (Cockroft, 1983; Gutiérrez, 2005). This alignment of government
and business agendas reflected a profit-led growth strategy that was based on low wages
and income concentration (Fitzgerald, 1985). In line with this strategy and reflecting
their control over organized labor, the PRI administrations managed to maintain a stable
and undervalued exchange rate throughout the developmentalist decades (Astorga,

2007), boosting the foreign competitiveness of manufacturing and export substitution



toward industrial goods (Ramirez, 1986). Similarly, by taming the distributive conflict,
the PRI succeeded in stabilizing the expectations of private investors, paving the way
for the expansion of the private credit supply, especially through the so-called
financieras (loosely regulated investment banks that had a pivotal role in the financing
of industrial investment) (Serrano, 2015). To a certain extent, this profit-led growth
strategy culminated in the adoption of neoliberal policies in the 1980s in response to the
exhaustion of the Mexican miracle and the import-substitution model.

These mechanisms and policies had implications for the economic and social
outcomes of the developmentalist regime built by the PRI administrations. Specifically,
their economic performance was more successful than their social one. In comparison
with Chile (see Figures 1-5), despite exhibiting a similar trend in manufacturing value
added, Mexico has shown much faster growth in GDP per capita and investment rate
but an increase in income inequality and a decrease in the proportion of wages in the

national income.

Final Remarks

In this article, we have discussed how democracy affects the economic
performance and the social consequences of developmentalist regimes led by left-of-
center political parties, comparing two Latin American cases: Chile under a democratic
regime led by the Radical Party and Mexico under an authoritarian regime led by the
PRI In a nutshell, we have argued that political regimes shape the economic and social
performance of left-of-center parties by mediating the action of bureaucracies, business
groups, and workers. This analytical focus on left-of-center parties matters because their

developmentalistism was based on a shared commitment to economic transformation



and social inclusion. The case studies suggest that left-of-center parties that implement a
developmentalist agenda through democratic institutions tend to obtain better social
performance—reducing income inequality and increasing the proportion of wages in the
national income—than similar parties that pursue developmentalism in the context of an
authoritarian regime. At the same time, democratic political regimes slow down the
pace of economic transformation sought by left-of-center parties. Chilean democracy
imposed more obstacles to the bureaucratic planning, policy reorientation, institutional
reform, and redistribution of property rights that would have been necessary for
fostering growth and investment while providing more opportunities for the bargaining
and mobilization by autonomous labor unions and social movements that led to a
progressive wage policy and an expansion of the supply of public goods.

The research discussed in this article has implications for the literature on
developmentalist regimes. We have provided further evidence in favor of the
compatibility of democracy and developmentalism argued by Woo-Cumings (1999) and
Robinson and White (1998). Moreover, we have added nuance to this general argument
by showing that democratic institutions have a heterogeneous impact on the social and
economic dimensions of left-of-center projects. Finally, we have shown that, in the case
of the Pink Tide governments of the twenty-first century discussed by Féliz (2019),
Loureiro and Saad-Filho (2019), and Yates and Bakker (2014), the international
conjuncture and the management of heterogeneous political coalitions constrained the
capacity of progressive governments to achieve deeper socioeconomic transformations.
In line with the theoretical framework proposed here, these experiences show that the
democratic setting acted as an enabler of the mobilization of the popular sectors,
favoring the design and implementation of inclusionary social policies. At the same

time, business groups were able to weaponize democratic institutions against the



economic programs of these administrations, imposing a myriad of obstacles to the
transformation of the productive structure. Despite the differences between these cases,
the general pattern that fosters social inclusion without altering integration into global
markets and dependency upon primary exports applies to the experiences of Brazil
under the Workers’ Party, Bolivia under the Movement for Socialism, and Ecuador
during the Citizens’ Revolution, encompassing both moderate and contestatory varieties

of the Pink Tide governments.

Notes
1. The developmentalist commitment to the pursuit of specific goals (industrialization
and technological catching-up) through specific means (state-led development) is
different from a general pursuit of higher growth rates through market-led development.
2. In this regard, Evans (1995) builds the concept of embedded autonomy, according to
which developmentalist bureaucracies must maintain a balance between independence
from the private sector and the capacity to incorporate their demands into shared
development projects.
3. The characterization of this influence led to the creation of a myriad of derived terms
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such as “neo-developmentalism,” “social developmentalism,” and even “developmental
neoliberalism” (Bastos, 2012; Bresser-Pereira, 2011; Saad-Filho, 2020).

4. The focus on Latin America is justified mainly by the fact that the region contains
most of the twentieth-century experiences of democratic developmentalism.
Additionally, since developmentalism had a key influence on the Pink Tide (Yates and

Bakker, 2014), the analysis of Latin American cases can potentially provide lessons for

recent experiences.



5. There were other such experiences in Latin American countries, but they either were
short-lived (like the Goulart administration in Brazil) or had a controversial ideological
classification (like Battllismo in Uruguay).

6. The case study on Mexico excludes the transition period of the Mexican Revolution
(1910-1934) and the period after the Mexican debt crisis (which led to the adoption of
neoliberal policies).

7. From 1929 to 1932, the GDP fell by 38.3 percent and GDP per capita by 60 percent
while the levels of exports and imports declined by 78 percent and 83 percent,
respectively.

8. An example of the early organization of Chilean workers is the average of nine
strikes per year between 1890 and 1925 (Grez, 2000).

9. At the same time, the nondemocratic exception of the radical period affected the
Communist Party, which became illegal after the approval of the Permanent Defense of
Democracy Act in 1948. Besides communist electoral growth, this law can be
associated with the bargain between the Chilean government and the United States for
loans for the construction of the Concon Oil Refinery, the Paipote National Smelter, and
the Huachipato Steelworks (Collier and Sater, 2004; Rector, 2003).

10. Among the many state-owned companies created by CORFO, Del Pozo (1989)
highlights the National Electricity Company, the Pacific Steel Company, the National
Oil Company, the National Sugar Industry, the Copper Manufacturing Company, the
Concon Oil Refinery, the Paipote National Foundry, the National Sugar Industry, and
the Huachipato Steelworks.

11. Democratic institutions alter and filter the initiatives of any government, and their
impact is not uniform across different ideologies. However, in the case of Chile, for

example, left-of-center developmentalist governments faced more opposition regarding



copper nationalization than centrist developmentalist administrations engaged in similar
initiatives. In addition, by depending on the support of a more heterogeneous social
base, including industrial groups, the middle classes, and workers, left-of-center
developmentalist governments had to manage a more complex democratic bargain than
right-of-center ones.

12. During the radical period, union membership went from 50,000 to 300,000 (Flores,
2003).

13. According to Lessa (1967) and Rector (2003), the idea that inflation was the price of

rapid progress was widely advocated by radical governments.

References
Ackermann, Maria G.
1970 Burguesia industrial e ideologia de desarrollo en Chile. Santiago: FLACSO.
Aggio, Alberto
1997 “Frente popular, modernizagado e revolucdo passiva no Chile.” Revista
Brasileira de Historia 17 (34): 221-224.
2002 Democracia e socialismo: A experiéncia chilena. Sao Paulo: Annablume.Alvarez,
Mike, José Antonio Cheibub, Fernando Limongi and Adam Przeworski
1996 “Classifying political regimes.” Studies In Comparative International
Development 31: 3-36.
Amsden, Alice
1989 Asia’s Next Giant: South Korea and Late Industrialization. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
2001 The Rise of ‘the Rest’: Challenges to the West from Late-industrializing

Economies. New York: Oxford University Press.



Angulo, Blanca
1990 “En la construccion y consolidacion del estado cardenista, 19361940, pp. 73—
110 in Javier Aguilar Garcia (ed.), Historia de la CTM, 1936—1990: El movimiento
obrero y el estado mexicano. Mexico City: Universidad Nacional Auténoma de
Meéxico.

Arrizabalo, Xabier
1997 Crisis y ajuste en la economia mundial: Implicaciones y significado de las
politicas del FMI-BM. Madrid: Ed. Sintesis.

Astorga, Pablo
2007 “Real exchange rates in Latin America: what does the 20th century reveal?”
IFCS Working Papers in Economic History 07/03: 1-60.
2017 “Functional inequality in Latin America: news from the twentieth century,” pp.
17-41 in Luis Bértola and Jeffrey Williamson (eds.), Has Latin American Inequality
Changed Direction? Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

Ban, Cornel
2013 “Brazil’s liberal neo-developmentalism: new paradigm or edited orthodoxy?”
Review of International Political Economy 20 (2): 298-331.

Bastos, Pedro
2012 “A economia politica do novo-desenvolvimentismo e do social
desenvolvimentismo.” Economia e Sociedade 21: 779-810.

Beach, Derek and Rasmus Pedersen
2013 Process-Tracing Methods: Foundations and Guidelines. Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press.

Benavides, Leopoldo



1982 La democratizacion y el desarrollo en el proyecto popular: Chile 1890—1970.
Santiago: FLACSO.

Bresser-Pereira, Luiz C.
2011 “From the national-bourgeoisie to the dependency interpretation of Latin
America.” Latin American Perspectives 38 (3): 40-58.

Bresser-Pereira, Luiz Carlos, José Luis Oreiro, and Nelson Marconi
2014 Developmental Macroeconomics: New Developmentalism as a Growth
Strategy. New York: Routledge.

Caldentey, Esteban
2008 “The concept and evolution of the developmental state.” International Journal
of Political Economy 37 (3): 27-53.

Cardoso, Fernando H.
1971 Politica e desenvolvimento em sociedades dependentes: Ideologias do
empresariado industrial argentino e brasileiro. Rio de Janeiro: Zahar Editores.

Chang, Ha-Joon
1993 “The political economy of industrial policy in Korea.” Cambridge Journal of
Economics 16 (2): 131-157.
1995 The Role of the State in Economic Change. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
1999 “The economic theory of the developmental state,” in M. Woo-Cumings (ed.),
The Developmental State. New York: Cornell University Press.

Chile
1956 Exposicion del Directorio del Banco Central de Chile relacionada con la
situacion econémica y financiera del pais. Memoria Anual del Banco Central de
Chile 1955. Santiago: Banco Central de Chile.

Cockroft, James



1983 Mexico: Class Formation, Capital Accumulation, and the State. New Y ork:
Monthly Review Press.
Collier, Simon and William Sater
2004 A History of Chile, 1808—2002. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Dahl, Robert
1971 Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Del Pozo, José
1989 “Los gobiernos radicales en Chile frente al desarrollo (1938-1952).” Caravelle
53 (01): 37-64.
Dezalay, Yves and Bryant Garth
2002 The Internationalization of Palace Wars: Lawyers, Economists, and the Contest
to Transform Latin American States. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Dingemans, Alfonso
2011 Una historia econémica sin fin:. Chile y Argentina en la formacion de una
economia de mercado, 1973—2001. Santiago: RIL Editores.
Echenique, Antonia
1983 Historia de la Compariia de Acero del Pacifico S.A.:1905—1950. Santiago:
CAP.
Eichengreen, Barry
2008 Globalizing Capital: A History of the International Monetary System.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Evans, Peter
1995 Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial Transformation. Princeton:

Princeton University Press.



2003 “Além da ‘monocultura institucional’: institui¢cdes, capacidades e o
desenvolvimento deliberativo.” Sociologias 5 (9): 20—63.

Faundez, Julio
2007 Democratization, Development and Legality: Chile 1831-1973. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Féliz, Mariano
2019 “Neodevelopmentalism and dependency in twenty-first-century Argentina:
insights from the work of Ruy Mauro Marini.” Latin American Perspectives 46 (1):
105-121.

Ffrench-Davis, Ricardo, Oscar Mufioz, José Miguel Benavente, and Gustavo Crespi
2000 “The industrialization of Chile during protectionism, 1940-82,” pp. 114153 in
Enrique Cérdenas, Jos€é Antonio Ocampo and Rosemary Thorp (eds.), An Economic
History of Twentieth-Century Latin America. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Fitzgerald, Valpy
1985 “The financial constraint on relative autonomy: the state and capital
accumulation in Mexico, 1940-82,” pp. 210-240 in Chirstian Anglade and Carlos
Fortin (eds.), The State and Capital Accumulation in Latin America. London:
Macmillan Press.

Flores, Jorge
2003 “Las politicas laborales en Chile 1900-1970.”

http://www.archivochile.com/Ideas Autores/rojasfj/rojasfj0007.pdf (accessed

September 18, 2022).

Fonseca, Pedro


http://www.archivochile.com/Ideas_Autores/rojasfj/rojasfj0007.pdf

2015 “Desenvolvimentismo: a constru¢ao do conceito,” pp. 29-78 in A. Calixtre, A.
Biancarelli, and M. Cintra (eds.), Presente e futuro do desenvolvimento brasileiro.
Brasilia: IPEA.
Foster, Lynn
2007 A Brief History of Mexico. New York: Checkmark Books.
Frankema, Ewout
2009 Has Latin America Always Been Unequal? A Comparative Study of Asset and
Income Inequality in the Long Twentieth Century. Leiden: Brill.
Furtado, Celso
1964 Dialética do desenvolvimento. Rio de Janeiro: Fundo de Cultura.
1984 Criatividade e desenvolvimento em época de crise. Rio de Janeiro: Paz e Terra.
Gauss, Susan
2010 Made in Mexico: Regions, Nation, and the State in the Rise of Mexican
Industrialism, 1920s—1940s. State College: Pennsylvania State University Press.
George, Alexander and Andrew Bennett
2005 Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences. Cambridge: MIT
Press.
Gerring, John
2007 Case Study Research: Principles and Practices. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Gezmis, Hilal
2018 “From neoliberalism to neo-developmentalism? The political economy of post-
crisis Argentina (2002-2015).” New Political Economy 23 (1): 66—87.

Gillingham, Paul



2012 “Mexican elections, 1910—1994: voters, violence and veto power,” in Roderic
Camp (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Mexican Politics. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Grant, Geraldine
1983 “Social classes in Latin America, part II: class formation and struggle.” Latin
American Perspectives 10 (2/3): 151-170.

Grez, Sergio
2000 “Transicion en las formas de lucha: motines peonales y huelgas obreras en
Chile (1891-1907).” Historia 33: 141-225.

Grove, Daniel L.
1951 “The role of the banking system in the Chilean inflation.” IMF Staff Papers 2
(1): 33-59.

Gutiérrez, Cuauhtémoc
2005 Estructura socioeconémica de México, 1940-2000. Mexico City: Limusa.

Hamilton, Nora
1975 “Mexico: the limits of state capitalism.” Latin American Perspectives 2 (2): 81—
108.

Herndndez, Rogelio
2016 Historia minima del Partido Revolucionario Institucional. Mexico City: El
Colegio de México.

Jaguaribe, Helio
1962 Desenvolvimento economico e desenvolvimento politico. Rio de Janeiro: Fundo
de Cultura.

Johnson, Chalmers



1982 MITI and the Japanese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial Policy, 1925-1975.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1987 “Political institutions and economic performance: the government-business
relationship,” pp. 73—89 in Frederic Deyo (ed.), The Political Economy of New Asian
Industrialism. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
1999 “The developmental state: odyssey of a concept”, pp. 32-60 in Meredith Woo-
Cumings (ed), The Developmental State. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Kirkwood, Burton
2000 The History of Mexico. London: Greenwood Press.

Konings, Luis
2010 “La cuestion social en Chile: concepto, problematizacion y explicacion.”
Estudios Historicos CDHRP 2 (5): 1-14.

Langston, Joy
2006 “The birth and transformation of Dedazo in Mexico,” in Gratchner Helmke and
Steven Levitsky (eds.), Informal Institutions and Democracy: Lessons from Latin
America. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Lessa, Carlos
1967 “Dos experiéncias de politica econdmica: Brasil-Chile.” El Trimestre
Econémico 135 (34): 445-487.

Levitt, Kari P.
2006 “Keynes and Polanyi: the 1920s and the 1990s.” Review of International
Political Economy 13 (1): 152—-177.

Loureiro, Pedro M. and Alfredo Saad-Filho
2019 “The limits of pragmatism: the rise and fall of the Brazilian Workers’ Party

(2002-2016).” Latin American Perspectives 46 (1): 66—84.



Marban, Miguel O.
1970 El partido de la Revolucion Mexicana. Mexico City: Salvador Turanzas del
Valle.
Meller, Patricio
1996 Un siglo de economia politica chilena (1890—1990). Santiago: Andrés Bello.
Mill, John S.
2011 A System of Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive: Being a Connected View of the
Principles of Evidence, and the Methods of Scientific Investigation. Volume 1.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Montedn, Michael
1982 Chile in the Nitrate Era. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.
Morris, James
2000 “Las élites, los intelectuales y el consenso,” in Hernan Godoy (ed.), Estructura
social de Chile. Santiago: Editorial Los Andes.
Moulian, Tomas
1985 “Violencia, gradualismo y reformas en el desarrollo politico chileno,” in A.
Adulnate, A. Flisfisch, and T. Moulian (eds.), Estudios sobre el sistema de partidos
en Chile. Santiago: FLACSO.
Muiioz, Oscar (ed.)
1993 Historias personales, politicas publicas. Santiago: Editorial los Andes.
O’Donnell, Guillermo
1973 Modernisation and Bureaucratic Authoritarianism. Berkeley: Institute of
International Studies.

Onis, Ziya



1991 “Review: the logic of the developmental state.” Comparative Politics 24 (1):
109-126.

Ortega, Luis
1989 Corporacion de Fomento de la Produccion: 50 aiios de realizaciones 1939—
1989. Santiago: Universidad de Santiago de Chile.

Palma, Gabriel
1984 “Chile 1914-1935: de economia exportadora a sustitutiva de importaciones.”
Coleccion de Estudios del CIEPLAN 12: 61-88.

Partido Radical
1906 Convencion del Partido Radical. Santiago: Imprenta y Libreria El

Comercio.

Pempel, T. J.

1998 Regime Shift: Comparative Dynamics of the Japanese Political Economy.
London: Cornell University Press.

1999 “The developmental regime in a changing world economy,” pp. 137-181 in M.
Woo-Cumings (ed.), The Developmental State. New York: Cornell Paperbacks.

Polanyi, Karl
2001 The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time.
Boston: Beacon Press.

Przeworski, Adam, Michael E. Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi
2000 Democracy and Development: Political Institutions and Well-Being in the
World, 1950—1990. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Quezada, Abraham
2011 Pedro Aguirre Cerda o la trayectoria de un ideal educativo. Santiago:

Universidad de Santiago de Chile.



Ramirez, Miguel D.
1986 “Mexico's development experience, 1950-85: lessons and future prospects.”
Journal of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs 28 (2): 39—-65.
Randall, Vicky
2007 “Political parties and democratic developmental states.” Development Policy
Review 25: 633-652.
Rector, J.
2003 The History of Chile. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Reyes, John
1989 “El Presidente y su partido durante la época radical: Chile 1938-1952.”
Estudios Publicos 35:71-101.
Robinson, Mark and Gordon White
1998 The Democratic Developmental State. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Saad-Filho, Alfredo
2020 “Varieties of neoliberalism in Brazil (2003—-2019).” Latin American
Perspectives 47 (1): 9-27.
Schedler, Andreas
2006 “The logic of electoral authoritarianism,” in A. Schedler (ed.), Electoral
Authoritarianism: The Dynamics of Unfree Competition. London: Lynne Rienner.
Schumpeter, Joseph
2008 Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy: Third Edition. New York: Harper.
Serrano, Alexandre
2015 “Banking history of Mexico and the 1982 nationalization of banks.” Journal of
Emerging Issues in Economics, Finance and Banking 4: 1554-1577.

Singh, Jewellord and Jesse Ovadia



2018 “The theory and practice of building developmental states in the Global South.”
Third World Quarterly 39(6): 1033—1055.
Steinberg, David and Krishan Malhotra
2014 “The effect of authoritarian regime type on exchange rate policy.” World
Politics 66: 491-529.
Story, Dale
1986 Industry, the State, and Public Policy in Mexico. Austin: University of Texas
Press.
Strange, Gerard
2014 Towards a New Political Economy of Development States and Regions in the
Post-Neoliberal World. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Subercaseaux, Bernardo
2009 “Imaginario politico de transformacion.” Universum 24 (2): 218-260.
Unger, Roberto M.
2008 O que a esquerda deve propor. Rio de Janeiro: Civilizagdo Brasileira.
Vargas, José
2013 “Historia e ideologia del continuum PNR-PRM-PRI.” Revista de Derecho
Estasiolégico. Ideologia y Militancia 2 (1): 143—157.
Vial, Gonzalo
1981 Historia de Chile (1891-1973). Santiago: Editorial Santillana.
Wade, Robert
1990 Governing the Market: Economic Theory and the Role of Government in East
Asian Industrialization. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Weber, Javier



2017 “The political economy of income inequality in Chile since 1850,” pp. 43—64 in
Luis Bértola and Jeffrey Williamson (eds.), Has Latin American Inequality Changed
Direction? Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

White, Gordon
1998 “Constructing a democratic developmental state,” in M. Robinson and G. White
(eds.), The Democratic Developmental State: Political and Institutional Design.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wolfson, Martin H.
1996 “A post Keynesian theory of credit rationing.” Journal of Post Keynesian
Economics 18: 443—-470.

Woo-Cumings, Meredith (ed.)
1999 The Developmental State. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Wylde, Christopher
2012 Latin America after Neoliberalism: Developmental Regimes in Post-Crisis
States. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Yates, Julian and Karen Bakker
2014 “Debating the ‘post-neoliberal turn’ in Latin America.” Progress in Human
Geography 38 (1): 62-90.

Zapata, Francisco
2004 “De la democracia representativa a la democracia: movimiento obrero y sistema

politico en Chile.” Revista Enfoques 2 (3): 125—155.



