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With the publication in 1973 of Modernization and Bureaucratic-Authori­
tarianism: Studies in South American Politics,l Guillermo O'Donnell ini­
tiated a new phase in the debate over the relationship between social
change and politics in Latin America. In contrast to most of the political
development literature of the 1950s and 1960s, O'Donnell argued that
social and economic modernization in the context of delayed develop­
ment is more likely to lead to authoritarianism than democracy. His
analysis focused on the emergence of military regimes in Argentina and
Brazil in the middle 1960s-regimes that he labeled "bureaucratic­
authoritarian" to distinguish them from oligarchical and populist forms
of authoritarian rule found in less modernized countries. O'Donnell's
suggestion that an 1/elective affinity" exists between higher levels of
modernization and the rise of bureaucratic-authoritarianism in South
America anticipated the military takeovers of the 1970s in Chile, Uruguay,
and Argentina. The timeliness of his argument, together with its broad
theoretical implications, stimulated considerable discussion, which cul­
minated in the recent publication of a volume devoted to the exploration
of themes raised by O'Donnell. 2

In a series of more recent essays, O'Donnell has shifted his theo­
retical focus and attempted to analyze the workings, impact, and dy­
namics of bureaucratic-authoritarianism. 3 This recent work raises critical
questions about the relative importance of political, social, economic,
and other factors in accounting for patterns of change once authoritarian
rule has been imposed. Yet to date discussion of O'Donnell's work has
continued to center largely around the problem of explaining the rise of
bureaucratic-authoritarianism. As a result the analysis of similarities and
differences among cases of bureaucratic-authoritarian (BA) rule has been
neglected in favor of broader comparisons or submerged within a dis-
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cussion of conceptual issues. The present essay attempts to redress this
imbalance by assessing O'Donnell's theoretical contribution to under­
standing the evolution of bureaucratic-authoritarianism. It focuses spe­
cifically on the hypotheses that he has advanced to account for major
variations among cases and explores their validity in the light of recent
his torical experience.

MODERNIZATION AND BUREAUCRATIC-AUTHORITARIANISM

O'Donnell's 1973 book dealt only parenthetically with the problem of
explaining variations in the impact, performance, and degrees of con­
solidation of bureaucratic-authoritarianism. 4 After analyzing the weak­
nesses of the assumptions, methodology, and classifications that had
emerged from modernization theory and suggesting a more appropriate
conceptualization of the relationship between modernization and poli­
tics, O'Donnell focused his analysis on the factors that led to attempts to
impose bureaucratic-authoritarianism in Brazil and Argentina during
the 1960s. He thus employed concepts and variables that emphasized
general similarities between the two cases.

O'Donnell explained the rise of bureaucratic-authoritarianism in
Brazil and Argentina primarily in terms of the growing political weight
of lower middle- and working-class groups (the "popular sector"), the
appearance of economic "bottlenecks," and the increased significance of
technocratic roles. He suggested that the "horizontal" industrial growth
of the two countries, based on consumer goods import substitution and
the expansion of the domestic market, had created the basis for populist
coalitions that encouraged the economic and political incorporation of
the popular sector. As the "easy" stage of import substitution was ex­
hausted, leading to the appearance of economic problems such as infla­
tion and balance-of-payments crises, as well as a reduced ability to
respond to the demands generated by popular sector activation, the
populist coalitions collapsed. According to O'Donnell, at that stage the
increasingly significant technocratic role incumbents in both private and
public sectors, who attributed the growth crisis to the political activation
of popular groups, became the "core" of a coup coalition. The resultant
military regimes attempted to exclude and deactivate the popular sector
and implemented policies designed to maximize the "biased set of in­
dicators" used by technocrats to measure economic performance.

To distinguish the post-1964 and post-1966 Brazilian and Argen­
tine regimes from other types of South American authoritarianism,
O'Donnell classified them as "bureaucratic-authoritarian political sys­
tems." The term "bureaucratic" was used to emphasize features specific
to authoritarian systems at "high" levels of modernization: "the growth
of organizational strength of many social sectors, the governmental at-
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tempts at control by 'encapsulation,' the career patterns and power bases
of most incumbents of technocratic roles, and the pivotal role played by
large (public and private) bureaucracies."s O'Donnell thus linked high
levels of modernization with a new type of South American authoritari­
anism. 6 His proposed classification explicitly dismissed the military na­
ture of these regimes as "typologically inconsequential." In O'Donnell's
view, "What matters most are the policies of each system and the social
problems to which it responds, the coalition on which it is based, and
whether or not it attempts to exclude and deactivate the popular sector."7

It is difficult in a brief summary to do justice to the innovative
character of Modernization and Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism. O'Donnell
was hardly the first to criticize modernization theory, but his arguments
were particularly persuasive, in part because they were grounded in a
detailed analysis of the Argentine case. Nearly half of his book was de­
voted to a discussion of the democratic political "game" in Argentina and
to the changes that led to the 1966 attempt to inaugurate bureaucratic­
authoritarianism. O'Donnell thereby offered not only a valuable synthe­
sis of the literature on Argentina, but also an original interpretation of the
economic and political crisis of the 1960s that stressed the qualitative dif­
ference between the 1966 coup and earlier military interventions. By
drawing comparisons between the Brazilian and Argentine cases,
O'Donnell generalized beyond the Argentine data to emphasize the
larger theoretical implications of bureaucratic-authoritarianism.

Moreover, O'Donnell's study synthesized several intellectual tra­
ditions that had tended to remain disparate. He moved easily between
the theoretical language of North American political science and the his­
tory of Latin American social and political events. His analysis had an
historical-materialist character because of its focus on the manner in
which social and economic contingencies structure political develop­
ments. At the same time O'Donnell's key concept, bureaucratic-authori­
tarianism, was distinctly Weberian, particularly when presented in con­
junction with such "Weberianisms" as the role of "expertise" in shaping
the action of "technocratic role incumbents" and the "elective affinity"
between modernization and authoritarianism.

In short, O'Donnell recast modernization theory by arguing that
"the processes set in motion by high-level modernization tend to gen­
erate authoritarianism."B His reconceptualization of the modernization
process and characterization of its political consequences made an origi­
nal contribution to our understanding of political change and have con­
tinued to serve as an important focal point for scholarly research and
debate.
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THE EVOLUTION OF A CONCEPT

In a series of recent essays O'Donnell has broadened his major concept.
Throughout his original work the referent of bureaucratic-authoritari­
anism was the "political system," which had the status of a dependent
variable. 9 Change in this variable (e.g., from democratic to bureaucratic­
authoritarian) was the consequence of the interplay of a set of indepen­
dent variables such as class interests, popular sector activation, economic
processes, and the rise of technocracy. In O'Donnell's later works the
referent of bureaucratic-authoritarianism shifts to the "state," a change
of considerable theoretical significance. 10

The state, for O'Donnell, is an aspect of the relations of domina­
tion in society embodied in law and public institutions and reflected in
ideology. 11 Under democracy the manner in which the state reinforces
and maintains class domination is obscured by the claim of the state to
represent and defend the nation, to rest upon the consent of the citi­
zenry, and to realize the aspirations of the people. This "objectified"
state appears to be "above" class interests, and the legitimacy of its
institutions allow it to serve as the organizational focus of consensus
within society. O'Donnell argues that the BA state, in contrast, is unable
to achieve legitimacy. Its dependence on international capital weakens
its claims to represent the nation; it is self-imposed rather than based on
the consent of its citizenry; and it transparently serves the interests of
the upper bourgeoisie, rather than the people. Such a state must de­
pend openly upon coercion, further reducing its claim to legitimacy.
Consequently, while the BA state may appear monolithic, O'Donnell
suggests that it is in fact characterized by "fragilities."12

While a lack of legitimacy and a related dependence on coercion
characterize the BA state, these features alone do not define that state.
O'Donnell recently offered the following definition:

BA is a type of authoritarian state whose principal characteristics are: 1. It
is ... guarantor of the domination exercised through a class structure subor­
dinated to the upper fractions of a highly oligopolized and transnationalized
bourgeoisie.... 2. In institutional terms, it is comprised of organizations in
which specialists in coercion have decisive weight, as well as those whose aim it
is to achieve "normalization" of the economy 3. It is a system of political
exclusion of a previously activated popular sector 4.... BA is based on the
suppression of two fundamental mediations-citizenship and 10 popular. ...
5. BA is also a system of economic exclusion of the popular sector.... 6. It
corresponds to, and promotes, an increasing transnationalization of the produc­
tive structure.... 7.... it endeavors to "depoliticize" social issues by dealing
with them in terms of the supposedly neutral and objective criteria of technical
rationality.... 8. In the first stage ... it involves closing the channels of access
for the representation of popular and class interests. 13

In this expanded definition the theoretical status of bureaucratic­
authoritarianism is considerably altered. The defining characteristics
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now include several features that O'Donnell's earlier work suggested
were causes of "political system" change (such as class interests), as
well as others (such as changes in economic structure) that are subsequent
to and hence logically consequences of the emergence of bureaucratic­
authoritarianism. Thus, in O'Donnell's recent essays, bureaucratic­
authoritarianism no longer constitutes part of an explanatory theory, in
the usual sense of the term, but becomes a broad, descriptive label
applied to a typified end-state, defined by the conjuncture of at least
eight factors-in short, an "ideal type" in the Weberian sense. O'Don­
nell himself has made this explicit: "The result is an analytical creation, a
'constructed type' that does not seek to describe completely or exactly
any of the cases attributed to it, though they approximate to it suf­
ficiently to be included in a category which reveals common general
patterns./ 14

Ideal types may be highly suggestive, yet they present two char­
acteristic problems. First, they aggregate several variables, tending to
obscure the relationships among those variables and leading to the need
for unspecifiable circumlocutions such as "elective affinities" between
variables. Second, the relationship between empirical reality and the
ideal type becomes problematic: the latter is neither a hypothesis to be
tested against the facts nor an empirical generalization based upon
them. Dealing with these problems has been a common theme of those
who have worked with the issues raised by O'Donnell. 15

The expansion of an already complex concept creates particular
problems for the analysis of similarities and differences among cases of
BA rule. By defining bureaucratic-authoritarianism partially in terms of
its consequences, O'Donnell logically rules out the possibility of falsify­
ing key generalizations about the social and economic impact of political
change. The questionable nature of the relationship between reality and
the ideal referent also raises questions about which cases provide a basis
for evaluating his account of patterns of change subsequent to the emer­
gence of authoritarian rule. O'Donnell makes allusions chiefly to Argen­
tina, Brazil, Chile, and Uruguay; but he suggests that Spain, Mexico,
Greece, South Korea, the Philippines, Poland, Hungary, and Austria
have at various times been characterized by states with "important simi­
larities" or "correspondences" to bureaucratic-authoritarianism. Yet
there are a variety of differences between these cases and the definition
of the BA state. Mexico, for example, which in the past O'Donnell has
described as such a state, at the very least lacks the institutional domi­
nance of the military, abolition of democratic mechanisms, and open
rejection of citizenry and people as legitimating referents. It is therefore
not clear that such cases can properly be designated as BA states, lead­
ing to a corresponding uncertainty as to whether they provide informa­
tion with which to generate or test propositions. 16
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THE IMPORTANCE OF THREAT

The crucial variable identified by O'Donnell as conditioning the devel­
opment of bureaucratic-authoritarianism is the level of perceived threat
to the existing socioeconomic order generated by the precoup crisis. The
level of prior threat not only represents a difference in originating cir­
cumstances; in O'Donnell's view it shapes subsequent features of the
BA state and accounts for differences among cases. "The economic and
political crises that precede the BA admit variations from one case to
another that have repercussions on the specific characteristics of the BA
that results."17 These repercussions are discussed throughout O'Don­
nell's more recent essays. The following quotation illustrates the nature
of his argument.

What do these differences in threat level imply? The general answer is that the
greater the threat level, the greater the polarization and visibility of the class
content of the conflicts that precede implantation of the BA. This, in turn, tends
to produce a stronger cohesion among the dominant classes, to prompt a more
complete subordination of most middle sectors to them, and to provoke a more
obvious and drastic defeat of the popular sector and its allies.... A higher
threat level lends more weight, within the armed forces, to the "hard-line"
groups ... and closely connected, a higher threat level leads to ... more syste­
matic repression for the attainment of the political deactivation of the popular
sector.... 18

Other political consequences of a higher threat level specifically identi­
fied by O'Donnell are that the alliance that initially supported the BA
state's implantation disintegrates more rapidly;19 that the likelihood of
disillusioned supporters of BA rule participating in a decisive challenge
to the state is reduced;20 that the appearance of an effective political
challenge takes longer (lithe BA has more time");21 and that a return to
democracy is less likely to be proposed from within the state apparatus. 22

O'Donnell also argues that threat levels explain variations in
economic policies and economic performance. The short-term conse­
quences of a higher threat level that he has specifically identified in­
clude: (1) more careful adherence to orthodox economic policies,23
(2) more immediate inflows of external public assistance to help stabilize
the economy,24 (3) more difficulty in reducing the rate of inflation to
acceptable levels, (4) less capacity for the state to invest, (5) less proba­
bility of rapidly restoring economic growth, (6) slower restoration of
investor confidence,25 and (7) by implication, less immediate success in
attracting long-term private foreign investment. 26

The hypothesized consequences of high threat outlined above
play an important role in O'Donnell's analysis of the evolution of bu­
reaucratic-authoritarianism. He argues that the BA state passes through
three stages. The first stage is characterized by orthodox policies de­
signed to attract long term foreign capital, the expansion of state con-
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troIs to extirpate the threat from the popular sector, and the narrowing
of the BA state's base of political support. The resolution of the eco­
nomic and political crisis associated with the emergence of BA rule,
coupled with substantial entries of foreign capital, allow for the transi­
tion to the second stage. During this stage the "duo" of the state and
international capital is transformed into a "menage a trois" through the
incorporation of the national bourgeoisie into the ruling coalition, and
economic policy becomes more nationalist and less orthodox. O'Donnell
argues that "the statizing and nationalizing trend takes place against the
background of the continuing mutual indispensability between the BA
and international capital," which to some extent turns foreign investors
into "hostages of the internal political game." The formation of the "me­
nage a trois" reduces the political isolation of the BA state and con­
tributes to its viability by decreasing the likelihood of the formation of an
opposition coalition between the national bourgeoisie and the popular
sector. However, "underlying political-institutional irrationalities" re­
main unsolved and pull the BA state into a third stage characterized by
"decompression" and the search for some formula which can provide
the legitimating mediations necessary for stable hegemony, yet not
threaten the system of domination. 27

According to O'Donnell's analysis, threat not only shapes the
first stage of BA rule, but conditions the movement to the second one.
"Two factors appear particularly important in determining the speed
with which this nationalist and statist path ... emerges as an alterna­
tive. One of them involves the different levels of threat that precede
each BA. The second involves the issue of how quickly and decisively
the initial economic policies of the BA state meet with success." Inas­
much as the second factor, economic success, is also a function of the
level of threat, threat appears to be the decisive variable accounting for
the evolution of bureaucratic-authoritarianism and for differences
among cases. However, in O'Donnell's formulation, the relationship
between threat level and success in development to the second stage is
not linear. Low threat levels, as in the 1966-70 Argentine case.' lead to
rapid economic recovery and the emergence of an effective challenge to
bureaucratic-authoritarianism that precludes the transition to the second
stage. High threat levels, on the other hand, lead to slow economic
recovery and problems in constituting the "duo," let alone the "trio," as
in the cases of post-1973 Chile, post-1973 Uruguay, and post-1976 Ar­
gentina. 28 Only in the case of an intermediate prior threat level, post­
1964 Brazil, has economic recovery occurred without the serious political
challenges that prevent transition to the second stage.

As a result of the emphasis placed on threat, which accounts not
only for some of the defining characteristics of bureaucratic-authoritari­
anism, but also for variations over time and between cases, other vari-
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abIes receive limited attention in O'Donnell's recent essays. O'Donnell
makes a single reference to "the specific history of the armed forces" as
a relevant factor, mentions the relative autonomy and militancy of the
working class in one footnote, and deals with the issue of internal mar­
ket size in a single passing footnote reference to long-term trends. 29 He
also fails to incorpora te such variables as the condition of the world
economy, decision-making structures, and institutional arrangements
within his theoretical framework. Also noteworthy by omission in
O'Donnell's recent work is the concept of modernization. The absolute
size of the modern sector plays an important role in the propositions set
forth in Modernization and Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism but disappears
from his analysis of the dynamics of the BA state. This variable does not
even appear in his discussion of economic policies and performance.

The character of O'Donnell's recent work therefore differs sig­
nificantly from that of his 1973 book, which stressed the dynamic of the
"game" constituted by social groups with specific policy interests strug­
gling for advantage under the rules of a given institutional framework.
His recent approach is more abstract and tends to bypass postcoup
institutional arrangements and political maneuverings in favor of an
emphasis on underlying questions of class interest and political legiti­
macy. The central role assigned to precoup threat levels in explaining
developments under bureaucratic-authoritarianism reflects this shift in
perspective.

Obviously, a key question raised by this theoretical approach con­
cerns the extent to which precoup threat accounts for postcoup develop­
ments. Does prior threat exert a decisive influence upon patterns of
change following the emergence of bureaucratic-authoritarianism, or
can variations among cases be traced to other factors? This essay ex­
plores the issue through a comparative analysis of the five cases that fall
most clearly within the BA category: post-1964 Brazil, post-1966 Argen­
tina, post-1973 Chile, post-1973 Uruguay, and post-1976 Argentina. It
treats the presumed consequences of threat as hypotheses and evaluates
them with reference to the initial period of authoritarian rule.

THREAT AND REPRESSION

The major variable used by O'Donnell to explain similarities and differ­
ences in BA rule is not easily operationalized. As defined by O'Donnell,
"The 'threat' concept refers to the degree to which internal and external
dominant classes and sectors considered that the breach of the capitalist
parameters and of the society's international alignments was imminent
and willingly sought by the leadership of the popular sector."30 Thus
O'Donnell uses the concept "threat" to refer to "perceived threat."
However, the latter is an intervening variable that he suggests is influ-
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enced by three factors: the level of popular activation, the rate of increase
of such activation, and the ideology of activated groups (non-Marxist
ideologies such as Peronism posing less perception of threat than Marx­
ist or socialist ideologies). O'Donnell describes Chile in 1973 as a case of
high threat, Brazil in 1964 as a case of intermediate threat, and Argentina
in 1966 as a case of lower threat. 31 Recently he has added Argentina in
1976 and, by implication, Uruguay in 1973 to the high threat category. 32
He has not, however, ranked the three high threat cases in terlns of
prior threat levels.

One of the most important hypothesized consequences of threat
is repression. O'Donnell uses the latter term to refer to the various forms
of coercion employed by authoritarian regimes for "the attainment of
the political deactivation of the popular sector and for the subordination
of its class organizations, especially the unions."33 While repression
does not distinguish bureaucratic-authoritarianism from other forms of
authoritarian rule,34 the use of coercion against previously activated
lower middle- and working-class elements has been a common charac­
teristic of recent authoritarian rule in Argentina, Chile, Uruguay and
Brazil. The conditions surrounding the emergence of BA rule in these
countries, particularly the threat posed by popular sector political activa­
tion, unquestionably provide a basis for understanding this similarity.

Marked differences in the use of repression, however, have char­
acterized BA rule in the four countries. O'Donnell suggests these con­
trasts may also be related to originating conditions. He explicitly argues
that higher threat levels lead to "more widespread and systematic re­
pression," including "stricter control of the communications media" and
more repression applied against trade unions. He also indicates that
threat levels affect the pattern of repression. "A high threat induces both
the initial application of repression and the willingness to continue to
apply it." Repression, in turn, plays a major role in his analysis of politi­
cal dynamics, inasmuch as it theoretically affects the level of political
activation and the likelihood of a serious opposition challenge during
the initial stage of authoritarianism. 35

Even the Brazilian and post-1966 Argentine cases, to which
O'Donnell most consistently refers, raise some questions about this line
of argument. During the initial period of BA rule, the level of repression
was not notably higher in Brazil than in Argentina. The retention of the
electoral arena in Brazil, for example, left open possibilities for popular
sector influence that had been closed by the Ongania government in
Argentina. Differences in the level of repression only became marked
after-1968, when mass arrests and the widespread and highly institu­
tionalized use of torture appeared in Brazil for the first time. 36 Yet,
according to O'Donnell's analysis, Brazil in 1968 was already making the
transition to the second stage of BA rule, whereas bureaucratic-authori-

11

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628


Latin American Research Review

tarianism in Argentina was collapsing. Since the initial level of postcoup
represssion fails to explain these differing paths, O'Donnell's account of
regime dynamics and the relevance of prior threat levels for understand­
ing the variations between the two cases appear questionable. The
escalation of repression in Brazil after the initial period of BA rule can be
explained more effectively in terms of postcoup developments, particu­
larly the rising influence of "hard line" officers and the emergence after
1967 of church, student, labor, and guerrilla opposition, than in terms of
the threat associated with regime origins.

The more recent high threat cases also cast doubt upon the
significance of originating conditions for explaining postcoup patterns
of repression. The greatest threat occurred in the Chilean case, marked
by the highest percentage of labor force unionization, the sharpest rate
of increase in union membership and other forms of political participa­
tion in the years preceding the coup, the highest strike rate, and the
control of the precoup government by a Marxist dominated coalition. 37
In Chile a break with capitalism was more than a threat; it had already
begun. In accordance with O'Donnell's hypothesis, initial repression
associated with the coup was also extremely high. It resulted in five to
thirty thousand deaths and forty-five to fifty thousand political pris­
oners. 38 Six months after the coup the cumulative total of political
arrests was estimated at eighty thousand. 39 However, subsequently the
rate of arrest and execution diminished considerably.

In Argentina before the 1976 coup, the proportion of the work
force unionized was somewhat lower than in precoup Chile; the strike
rate had increased,40 but otherwise the level of popular sector political
activation had not changed significantly; and, although a strong guerrilla
challenge had appeared, neither the precoup government nor the lead­
ership of the popular sector was Marxist. Unlike Chile, the coup itself
did not give rise to high levels of violence. However, repression, which
began even before the military takeover, accelerated rapidly in the fol­
lowing months. In January 1977, Amnesty International reported that
there were five to six thousand political prisoners in Argentina and that
an incalculable number of others, variously estimated at three to thirty
thousand, had been abducted or had "disappeared" over the previous
two and a half years. 41 More recent reports indicate that political deten­
tions, abductions, and deaths attributable to security forces continued
after 1977, but estimates of the total number of persons affected vary
widely. Three years after the coup human rights organizations in Argen­
tina estimated the total number of "disappearances" at five to fifteen
thousand persons. 42 Other estimates suggest that thirty to one hundred
thousand Argentines were imprisoned, kidnapped, or killed during the
first three years of military rule. 43

In precoup Uruguay the proportion of the work force unionized
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was similar to Argentina;44 the strike rate had increased significantly;45
the Tupamaro guerrilla movement had reached major proportions; and
the leadership of the trade union movement was Marxist. However,
capture of the government by groups seeking to break with the capitalist
economic order was not a serious threat, given the poor showing of the
Frente Amplio in the 1971 elections. Also, by 1973, when the incremen­
tal process of military takeover culminated in an autogolpe or clear re­
gime change, the army had eradicated the Tupamaro challenge. Yet, on
a per capita basis, the level of political imprisonment in Uruguay ex­
ceeded that of the other high threat cases. Amnesty International esti­
mated in 1976 that there were six thousand political prisoners, or one for
every five hundred persons in the population. As of 1979 the govern­
ment was still holding one in everyone thousand citizens under deten­
tion as a political prisoner, without taking into account either the ap­
proximately five hundred thousand Uruguayans who had fled into exile
or those who, in 1978 and 1979, continued to be detained and inter­
rogated for short periods of time without formal charges. 46 Cumulative
figures for the 1973 to 1977 period alone indicate that seventy thousand
persons were detained, or more than one for every thirty adults. 47 As of
1980 Uruguay had also experienced the most sustained use of repres­
sion to demobilize the popular sector. Restrictions on strikes and the
arrest of trade union leaders, for example, began before the coup and
continued through 1980. Indeed, a case could be made that the level of
repression in Uruguay between 1973 and 1980 exceeded that of Chile,
despite the lower level of threat. 48 On the other hand, far more deaths
resulted from the Chilean military coup. In 1979 Amnesty International
estimated that the number of "disappearances" and deaths due to tor­
ture in Uruguay over the preceding six years equalled less than two
hundred. 49

These three recent cases thus offer some support for the hypothe­
sis originally developed by O'Donnell to explain the contrasts between
BA rule in Brazil and Argentina during the 1960s. The level of postcoup
repression in all of the high threat cases has vastly exceeded that of post­
1964 Brazil and post-1966 Argentina. The evidence is somewhat more
ambiguous with respect to differences within the high threat category.
The Chilean case can be ranked first both in terms of the level of threat
and the initial level of repression, but available information provides no
basis for drawing a sharp distinction between the initial level of repres­
sion in post-1973 Uruguay and post-1976 Argentina. How the latter two
cases should be ranked in terms of threat also remains unclear, particu­
larly since O'Donnell makes no direct reference to guerrilla movements
as a form of popular political activation contributing to the perception of
threat. In any case, the three high threat cases differ less with respect to
the initial level of repression than to the pattern of repression. Whereas
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a steady tapering off of high initial levels of violence characterizes the
Chilean case, in Uruguay and Argentina low initial violence was fol­
lowed by the rise of repression. Insufficient time has elapsed to compare
the Argentine case, but the patterns of postcoup repression in Chile and
Uruguay also differ with respect to the length of time the government
maintained highly repressive controls, including those directed specifi­
cally at trade union activities and the communications media. Prior
threat levels consequently offer only a partial basis for understanding
variations among the five cases.

POLITICAL DEACTIVATION

A second major hypothesized consequence of prior threat is the political
exclusion or deactivation of the popular sector. O'Donnell argues that
higher threat levels lead to more success in political deactivation, be­
cause of the impact of threat on repression, which is an intervening
variable. Political deactivation, in turn, plays a major role in his analysis
of the evolution of BA rule. More deactivation during the initial stage of
authoritarianism theoretically facilitates the transition to the second
stage. Thus, according to O'Donnell's analysis, political deactivation
partially accounts for variations in policy performance, political align­
ments, and degrees of consolidation of bureaucratic-authoritarianism
over time.

Assessing the impact of threat upon the subsequent deactivation
of popular sector groups presents difficulties, given the clandestine na­
ture of most political organizations and activities under BA rule. In
addition, O'Donnell fails to provide unambiguous guidelines for select­
ing indicators of deactivation. He defines political activation as the ca­
pacity to transform political preferences into political demands. 50 He
also indicates (1) that the distinguishing characteristic of exclusionary
efforts aimed at deactivation is the elimination of the electoral arena, as
opposed to the elimination of strikes or demonstrations, and (2) that the
retention of the electoral arena, even if surrounded with constraints on
parties representing the popular sector, provides an important channel
for popular sector influence. 51 Consequently, it could be argued that,
contrary to O'Donnell's hypothesis, the least deactivation occurred in
the medium threat case. The Brazilian military did not eliminate the
electoral arena. Until the announcement of Institutional Act No. 2 in
October 1965, even the old political parties remained on the political
scene. On the other hand, O'Donnell's comparison of the Brazilian and
post-1966 Argentine cases suggests that retention of the capacity to press
demands through strikes and other forms of protest by organized labor
is the key indicator of success in deactivation. But in this case too the
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evidence suggests patterns that do not conform entirely to O'Donnell's
arguments.

Looking first at the Brazilian and post-1966 Argentine cases, the
relationship between prior threat levels and political deactivation does
fit O'Donnell's hypothesis insofar as the most relevant indicator of de­
activation is labor protest. But, as indicated above, variations in the level
of initial repression fail to account for the difference in political deactiva­
tion. Consequently, the argument linking higher threat to more deacti­
vation is not convincing. Long-standing contrasts in the political aware­
ness of subordinate groups, the structure of the labor market, and the
related strength and autonomy of union organizations in Brazil and
Argentina account more readily for the greater success of the Argentine
working class in pressing demands than variations in the level of prior
threat or initial repression. As O'Donnell argued in Modernization and
Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism, a much higher level of repression would
have been required to achieve the deactivation of the working class in
Argentina than in Brazil. S3

The differing outcomes of the effort to consolidate BA rule in Ar­
entina and Brazil may also have led O'Donnell to exaggerate the differ­
ences in popular sector activation in the two cases. In 1971, for example,
he wrote: "When the socioeconomic implications of the 'bureaucratic­
authoritarian' systems became fully apparent, they triggered 'social ex­
plosions' in the Argentine modern areas, while they aroused no signifi­
can t opposition in Brazil." He related the difference to the "retention of
the relatively high level of political activation by the Argentine popular
sector."S4 Despite theoretical shifts, O'Donnell's recent work also attri­
butes importance to the Argentine cordobazo of 1969 and omits discussion
of the opposition that emerged in Brazil after 1967.ss Yet, objectively, the
opposition in Brazil did pose an important challenge, particularly in
view of the activities of the urban guerrillas. The development of impor­
tant opposition to BA rule also took approximately the same amount of
time in the two countries, contrary to O'Donnell's argument that higher
threat creates more time for the consolidation of BA rule. To the extent
that events prior to the cordobazo provide a basis for arguing that op­
position appeared more rapidly in Argentina than in Brazil, other fac­
tors, particularly the previously mentioned contrasts in subordinate
group political awareness and organization and the relatively slow pace
with which the break with constitutional democracy took place in Brazil,
explain the difference more effectively than variations in the level of
prior threat or initial repression.

The higher threat countries also offer mixed support for the hy­
pothesis that more threat leads to more deactivation. The success of
deactivation has varied considerably among them. Despite high levels of
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repression, the Argentine military encountered severe problems in curb­
ing labor protest between 1976 and 1980. Major strikes, work stoppages,
and sabotage repeatedly disrupted both private and public-sector firms. 56
In the province of Buenos Aires alone more than thirteen hundred labor
conflicts were reported in September and October 1978.57 On the other
hand, the military enjoyed considerable short-term success in deactivat­
ing organized labor in the other two high threat cases. During the first
five years of BA rule, Uruguayan and Chilean labor leaders issued state­
ments attacking the government,58 but limited evidence exists of strikes
or other forms of disruptive popular protest. After 1978 the two cases
began to diverge considerably, as controls on communications media
and labor organizations were relaxed in Chile. The relative success of
the military in dismantling guerrilla groups and other forms of armed
resistance in the three countries has varied along similar lines. Whereas
armed resistance disappeared rapidly in the wake of the Uruguayan and
Chilean military takeovers, the Argentine military fought a relatively
protracted battle.

While important links can be found both between prior threat
and repression and between repression and deactivation, overall the
evidence suggests that threat levels provide an insufficient explanation
for variations in deactivation. If deactivation is used to refer to the ab­
sence of party and electoral activity, then the least deactivation occurred
in Brazil during the initial stage of BA rule, and no important differences
exist between the high and low threat cases. If, on the other hand, the
retention of the capacity to press demands through strikes and other
forms of organized protest is more relevant, then military efforts to
deactivate popular sectors during the first years of BA rule proved least
successful in Argentina, under both the "low threat" conditions associ­
ated with the 1966 coup and the "high threat" conditions preceding the
1976 one, and most successful in the Brazilian, Uruguayan, and Chilean
cases. The importance of armed resistance has also failed to vary con­
sistently with prior threat levels.

ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE

O'Donnell's recent writings explicitly single out prior threat as a signifi­
cant variable for explaining similarities and differences in economic per­
formance during the early phase of BA rule. O'Donnell argues that "the
lower the level of prior crisis and threat, the greater the probability of
rapidly achieving normalization and restoring economic growth....
Inversely, the higher the level of prior crisis and threat, the less the
probability of achieving success (even from the point of view of the
leaders of the BA and their allies) in the normalization of the economy."
Key indicators of the perpetuation of the economic crisis that precedes
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BA rule include higher rates of inflation, the absence of economic
growth, and drastic reductions in popular consumption. S9

As indicated by table 1, the rate of economic recovery subsequent
to the implantation of bureaucratic-authoritarianism broadly conforms
to O'Donnell's generalizations. Far more serious economic crises sur­
rounded the emergence of BA rule in the 1970s than in the 1960s, and
the short-term economic performance of the five cases reflects this dif­
ference. The contrasts between Brazil and post-1966 Argentina, on the
one hand, and the subsequent higher threat cases, on the other, are
particularly striking with regard to both rates of economic growth and
inflation. Differences within the high threat category also partially fit
O'Donnell's arguments. During the four years following the military
takeover, Uruguay experienced less inflation and more rapid rates of
industrial and GOP growth than post-1976 Argentina or post-1973 Chile.

In addition, shifts in real wage and price levels suggest that post-

TABLE 1 Selected Indicators of BA Economic Performance

GOP Consumer Industrial
Growth Prices Activity Unemployment Real
(average (average (average Rate 3 Years Wages

annual 0/0 annual % annual 0/0 after BA (total 0/0
change) a change)a change) a Installation change)h

Argentina, 1967-70 5.0 16.7 6.6 4.3 +2.8<:
Brazil, 1965-68 5.5 39.9 6.4 4.2<1 -7.1e

Uruguay, 1974-77 3.4 66.9 5.1 12.7 -25.0
Argentina, 1977-79 2.6 f 170.4f 2.2 1.5 n.a.
Chile, 1974-77 1.4 296.0 0.6 17.0 -18.4g

Source: World Bank, World Tables, 1976, pp. 48-49, 60-61; International Labour Office, Year
Book of Labour Statistics, 1977, pp. 460-61; Instituto Brasileiro de Estatistica, Funda<;ao
IBGE, Anudrio estatistico do Brasil, 1968, p. 427; U.S. Department of Commerce, Foreign
Economic Trends and Their Implications for the United States: Argen tina, May 1980, p. 3; World
Bank, Uruguay Economic Memorandum, 1979, pp. 3, 197; ECLA, Economic Survey of Latin
America, 1969, pp. 109, 126; ibid., 1971, p. 79; Universidad de Chile, Departamento de
Economia, Comentarios sobre la situacion economica, segundo semestre 1979, p. 14; IMF, Inter­
national Financial Statistics Yearbook, 1979, p. 55; Inter-American Development Bank, Eco­
nomic and Social Progress in Latin America, 1976, p. 8; ibid., 1978, p. 10; John R. Wells, "Brazil
and the Post-1973 Crisis in the International Economy," in Inflation and Stabilisation in Latin
America, ed. Rosemary Thorp and Laurence Whitehead (New York: Holmes & Meier,
1979), p. 229; United Nations, Yearbook of International Account Statistics, 1978, II, pp. 217-43.

apost-1976 Argentine data refer to three-year averages. Data for other cases refer to four­
year averages following the year of BA installation.
hThe percentage reflects a comparison between real wages in the year of BA installation
with real wage levels four years later.
cBasic industrial wages.
dFirst quarter 1968 survey of Sao Paulo and selected regions.
eManufacturing wages in the State of Guanabara.
rprovisional data.
~Change between 1972 and 1977.
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1966 Argentina experienced less economic dislocation than post-1964
Brazil; however, the two cases fail to differ very significantly in terms of
the speed with which economic growth was restored. Two years after
the 1964 coup, Brazil achieved a 5.1 percent rate of GOP growth, which
compares very favorably with the 4.6 percent increase in the Argentine
GOP two years after the 1966 COUp.60 The average annual GOP and
industrial growth rates for the four years following the 1964 and 1966
coups also appear very similar. In view of the link drawn by O'Donnell
between short-term economic performance and BA survival, this simi­
larity is noteworthy, because post-1964 Brazil and post-1966 Argentina
provide the clearest examples, respectively, of successful and unsuccess­
ful attempts to impose bureaucratic-authoritarianism.

The similarity between the Argentine and Brazilian rates of eco­
nomic recovery in the 1960s also raises some important questions about
the possible influence of variations in the timing of the emergence of
bureaucratic-authoritarianism on economic performance. The average
rate of economic growth in Latin America as a whole has fallen since the
military seized control in the high threat cases. The combined GOP of
the region only increased at the average annual rate of 4.2 percent in the
1975-78 period, as compared to 8.5 percent between 1968 and 1974. 61
Average annual rates of change in inflation and industrial production
show a similar deterioration after 1974. These trends reflect changes in
the world economy, particularly the low and declining rates of economic
growth in the industrial economies with which the region carries on
most of its trade, the rise of protectionist barriers, and the related slow­
down in the expansion of world trade. The terms of trade for Latin
America as a whole also deteriorated sharply after 1975 and averaged 17
percent less in 1978 than in 1973. 62 The policy options and rates of
economic recovery of the three recent high threat cases have unques­
tionably been constrained by these changes; indeed, the terms of trade
for the three countries showed particularly unfavorable trends in the
1970s. Between 1973 and 1975 the terms of trade for Uruguay and Chile
dropped, respectively, 65 and 29 percent, largely because of rising im­
port prices. 63 The decline for Argentina in these years, which equalled
35 percent,64 continued after the 1976 coup. According to ECLA, the
countrys' terms of trade reached their lowest level in fifty years in 1977. 65

At the very least, the correspondence between trends in the
world economy and rates of BA economic recovery suggests that prior
threat levels provide only a partial explanation for variations in eco­
nomic performance. All three high threat cases confronted unfavorable
conjunctions of external conditions, whereas the only clearly identified
cases of low and medium threat emerged under comparatively favorable
world economic conditions. Moreover, despite differences in threat
level, the rates of economic growth of the two BA cases which emerged

18

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628


BUREAUCRATIC-AUTHORITARIANISM REVISITED

in the 1960s hardly differ. To the extent that it can be argued that the
economy recovered more rapidly in post-1966 Argentina than in Brazil,
the difference might also be related to the timing of BA emergence
relative to shifting external economic trends.

The timing of BA emergence also offers a basis for understanding
the extent to which efforts to attract foreign investment met with success
in the initial period of authoritarian rule. An "increasing transnational­
ization of the productive structure," which O'Oonnelllists as a defining
characteristic of the BA state,66 more adequately describes developments
in non-BA countries, such as Colombia, during the 1960s than trends in
Argentina, Uruguay, and Chile during the 1970s. In direct contrast to
Brazil and post-1966 Argentina, none of the three recent military re­
gimes succeeded in attracting large inflows of foreign capital in forms
other than loans and credits during their first years in power. Net private
direct foreign investment in Chile decreased by U.S. $500.2 million in the
four years following the military coup (1974-77). Ouring the same pe­
riod in Uruguay, net" direct foreign investment showed no change. A
comparable figure for Argentina is not available, but during 1977 net
private direct foreign investment only equalled U.S. $51.4 million. 67
High levels of prior threat and crisis can be related both directly and
indirectly to these trends; but foreign investment levels reflect external
as well as internal conditions. For example, changes in foreign sensi­
tivity to the human rights issue as well as conditions in Chile account for
the failure of the U.S. Overseas Private Investment Corporation to extend
guarantees to foreign investors in Chile after the 1973 coup. Overall, the
international context in which the Brazilian and post-1966 Argentine
regimes emerged created far more favorable conditions for foreign in­
vestment than those confronted by recent regimes. The fact that the
"Brazilian miracle" has already occurred constitutes in itself an impor­
tant source of variation between conditions in the 1960s and 1970s. By
the 1970s multinationals had already located major export-oriented in­
vestments in Brazil.

Long-standing differences between the economies of the four
countries also suggest that correlations between the level of prior crisis
and threat, on the one hand, and short-term rates of economic recovery,
on the other, need to be evaluated carefully. The contrasting growth
rates of post-1964 Brazil and post-1973 Uruguay, for example, cannot be
explained solely in terms of prior threat. A variety of factors, including
limited market size and low rates of rural investment, have contributed
to a lack of economic growth in Uruguay since the 1950s. Indeed, by
Uruguayan standards the 3.4 percent GOP growth rate achieved be­
tween 1974 and 1977 might qualify as an "economic miracle."68 Between
1950 and 1960 the country experienced a zero growth rate. From 1960 to
1973 the average rate of GOP growth only equalled 1.2 percent. In con-
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trast, the average rate of GDP growth in Brazil during the 1950s ex­
ceeded 6 percent. 69 Not only do such marked historical differences in
economic performance raise questions about the extent to which the
economic and political conditions surrounding military seizures of
power can explain postcoup economic performance, they also suggest
that the success or failure of BA economic policies cannot be evaluated
adequately strictly on the basis of cross-national comparisons of post­
coup performance. O'Donnell has emphasized the importance of short­
term economic performance to explain variations in the internal political
cohesion of BA regimes. Perceptions of the relative success or failure of
economic policies are consequently critical. A country's previous stan­
dard of economic performance undoubtedly conditions these per­
ceptions. The use of such standards of comparison might explain the
varying survival rates of BA rule in Brazil and Argentina during the
1960s more persuasively than simple cross-national standards; yet it
should be emphasized that no relationship exists between prior levels of
threat and postcoup economic success as measured by previous stan­
dards of economic performance.

Changes in popular consumption standards, as reflected in real
wage and unemployment data, raise a final set of questions about the
relationship between threat and rates of postcoup economic recovery.
Given the enormous controversy that has surrounded the analysis of
postcoup income distribution, real wages, and employment in all five
cases, such data must be used with considerable caution. Nevertheless,
"the drastic reduction in popular consumption prescribed by economic
orthodoxy"70 appears far more evident in the Chilean and Uruguayan
cases than in post-1976 Argentina. Between 1977 and 1979 Argentine
unemployment remained extremely low, although possibly not as low
as the official figure presented in table 1 suggests. Moreover, while real
wages fell sharply in 1976, both before and after the coup, the 1978
report of the Inter-American Development Bank observed that "avail­
able statistics on average real wages of industrial workers indicate that
they have held steady since the second quarter of 1976, with fluctuations
around 10 percent."71 The May 1980 U.S. Department of Commerce
report on Argentina also suggested that real wages had improved dur­
ing 1979 for manufacturing workers in the private sector. 72 The paucity
of data on real wages, as opposed to basic minimum wage rates in post­
1976 Argentina, makes it difficult to confirm this trend, particularly in
view of the "fluctuations" referred to by the IADB. For example, official
data show that real wages for industrial workers improved 11.6 percent
between June 1976 and June 1979, but real wages also fell below the June
1976 level in eight of the thirteen subsequent quarters. 73 Problems in
assessing real wage rates in post-1976 Argentina are further exacerbated
by questions about possible distortions in official price indices during
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the period of price control. Nevertheless, available information does
suggest that employment levels remained higher in post-1976 Argentina
than in any of the other four cases and that real wage levels have fallen
less drastically than in the other high threat cases.

Real wage trends in Uruguay and Chile are also not fully consis­
tent with O'Donnell's generalizations. Popular consumption standards
suffered more dramatic reverses in these countries than in either post­
1966 Argentina or post-1964 Brazil during the initial period of BA rule;
but existing evidence suggests that real wages deteriorated more steadily
between 1973 and 1977 in Uruguay than in Chile, despite a lower level of
prior threat and despite, as discussed below, the application of less
orthodox economic policies. In this connection it should be emphasized
that, because of the continuing controversy over real wage levels in
Chile, the figure for the percentage change in Chilean wage rates pre­
sented in table 1 refers to the 1972 to 1977 period as a whole. Real wages
in Chile achieved exceptionally high levels in the base year (1972) and
began to drop sharply even before the coup. The Chilean figure there­
fore reflects both pre- and postcoup declines in real wages as well as
subsequent improvements. As of 1977 no trend towards rising real
wages was evident in Uruguay.

These discrepancies between O'Donnell's generalization and in­
dicators of popular consumption standards also point to the importance
of variables other than prior levels of threat and crisis. A comparison of
the interaction of economic conditions, government policy, and labor
union activity in the four countries exceeds the scope of this paper, but
differences in the organizational structure of the labor movement, its
prior degree of experience in defending itself against military repression,
the nature of the labor market, and government policy all appear rele­
vant for understanding the postcoup variations noted above.

In summary, marked differences have characterized the economic
performance of countries under similar forms of political domination.
Prior threat provides some basis for understanding these differences.
High levels of threat both reflected and contributed to the severe eco­
nomic crises associated with military takeovers in Chile, Uruguay, and
Argentina during the 1970s, and, not surprisingly, the short-term eco­
nomic performance of the economy in all three of these cases compares
unfavorably with that of Brazil and Argentina in the 1960s. To use a
metaphor much favored by the military in the Southern Cone, the rate of
recovery has tended to vary with the severity of the "illness." However,
varying threat levels were linked with very similar rates of postcoup
economic growth in the cases of post-1966 Argentina and post-1964
Brazil, raising questions about (1) the relevance of economic perfor­
mance for explaining postcoup political dynamics, and (2) the impact of
other variables, particularly international conditions, on postcoup eco-
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nomic performance. Variations among the three high threat cases also
point to the possible relevance of other factors.

ECONOMIC ORTHODOXY

Partially because of the hypothesized impact of threat on economic per­
formance, O'Donnell also attempts to explain variations in economic
policy in terms of the conditions surrounding the emergence of BA rule.
He argues that "success in restoring growth will increase the tempta­
tion ... to abandon orthodox economic measures" and that "the higher
the level of prior crisis and threat, the less the probability of achieving
success ... in the normalization of the economy, but, for this very rea­
son, the greater is the certainty on the part of the upper bourgeoisie that
orthodox economic policies will be maint3ined."74

Assessing the relationship between prior levels of threat and the
orthodoxy of government policies presents difficulty, not least because
there is room for considerable disagreement over the choice of appropri­
ate indicators of orthodoxy. O'Donnell specifically mentions the discon­
tinuation of state interventionism, drastic reductions in the fiscal deficit,
the return of potentially profitable activities to the private sector, and the
elimination of subsidies to consumers and inefficient producers;75 but
orthodox policy prescriptions vary with the economic problems they are
intended to address. Moreover, orthodox policies usually are combined
with unorthodox ones, and there is no single touchstone by which vary­
ing mixtures can be ranked as more or less orthodox. The five cases also
differ significantly in terms of their prior deviations from orthodoxy,
raising again the issue of appropriate standards of comparison. For ex­
ample, prior to the coup, Chile had an exceptionally large state sector.
Despite the enthusiastic efforts of postcoup policymakers, the state sec­
tor of the economy remained large after 1973. Judged by such indicators
as the ratio between government spending and GOP, postcoup Chile
might be classified as the least orthodox in its economic policy. Yet, just
as postcoup Uruguay's economic performance appears exceptionally
successful relative to previous growth standards, Chile might be rated
as the most careful observer of orthodox policy prescriptions on the basis
of indicators of rates of change in selected aspects of state economic
activity.

Variations in the timing of the emergence of bureaucratic-authori­
tarianism in the four countries introduce additional problems. As noted
above, all three high threat cases initially confronted adverse external
economic conditions that seriously limited their policy options and in­
troduced comparatively strong pressures in favor of orthodoxy. Com­
parisons between the degree of orthodoxy displayed by the BAs of the
1960s and 1970s thus provide a dubious basis for generalizations about

22

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628


BUREAUCRATIC-AUTHORITARIANISM REVISITED

the relationship between threat and orthodoxy. In addition, economic
orthodoxy and the international capitalist audience to which BA authori­
ties tailor their policies have changed over time. Discussing orthodoxy
in the initial stage of BA rule, O'Donnell identifies the "zealous judges
of what is 'reasonable' in economic matters" as the "public organizations
of world capitalism, the World Bank, and above all, the International
Monetary Fund."76 But, during the 1970s, the IMF and other official
lending agencies lost the position of dominance they occupied during
the 1960s. The collapse of the Bretton Woods system, the loss of credi­
bility in the U.S. dollar, the emergence of the private international Euro­
currency market, and the related expansion of lending to the LDes have
all contributed to this trend and created important differences between
the stabilization policies of the 1960s and 1970s. The rise in international
liquidity also coincided with, and to some extent encouraged, a loss of
confidence in the import substitution policies of the past. 77 Such changes
further complicate comparisons between the high and lower threat
cases.

With these considerations in mind, it should be noted that the
comparisons presented in table 2 fail to offer much support for O'Don­
nell's hypothesis. The table suggests that a very wide range of variation

TAB L E 2 Indicators of BA Policy Orthodoxya

Central Central
Government Government M 1

Deficit as Expenditures Average Ratio of Ratio of
0/0 GOP as % GOP Annual M 2 to GOP M 2 to GOP
(annual (annual Growth (year of (4 years
average) average) (0/0)1> coup)e after coup)c

Post-1966 Argentina 1.ld 8.4 24.6 23.8 26.1
Brazil 1.4 9.8 49.8 19.5 19.6
Uruguay 3.1 16.2 63.1 21.3 31.1
Post-1976 Argentina 3.7c 10.2f 148.2c n.a. n.a.
Chile 1.6 22.1 231.7 39.7 14.3

Source: Inter-American Development Bank, Economic and Social Progress in Latin America,
1972, p. 405; ibid., 1978, p. 433; Albert Fishlow, "Some Reflections on Post-1964 Brazilian
Economic Policy," in Authoritarian Brazil, ed. Alfred Stepan (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1973), p. 72; Quarterly Economic Review of Argentina, 2nd Quarter, 1980, p. 9; IMF,
International Financial Statistics Yearbook, 1979, pp. 88, 89, 116-19, 137, 433-35; idem, Inter­
national Financial Statistics, October 1980, p. 44.

aFigures represent four averages following year of BA installation unless otherwise in­
dicated.
hMtrefers to currency, coin, and demand deposits.
cM2 refers to Mt plus quasi-money.
dAverage of 1968, 1969, and 1970.
cPreliminary estimate for three years after coup.
Treliminary estimate for 1977 and 1978 only.
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characterizes BA policy and that varying degrees of orthodoxy are not
readily explained by differences in prior threat and crisis. As judged by
the size of the fiscal deficit, which is probably the least ambiguous in­
dicator of economic orthodoxy, the low and medium threat cases (post­
1966 Argentina and Brazil) stand out as very careful observers of ortho­
doxy. Two of the three high threat cases, on the other hand, pursued
unorthodox fiscal policies and accumulated fiscal deficits that averaged
over 3 percent of GDr Prior deviations from orthodoxy cannot account
for these findings. The Uruguayan central government deficit, for ex­
ample, which equalled only 2.6 percent of GOP in 1972 and 1.4 percent
in 1973, increased under military rule to over 4 percent of GOP in both
1974 and 1975. 78 The Brazilian military government, on the other hand,
reduced the government deficit, which equalled 4.2 percent of GOP in
1963 and 3.2 percent in 1964, to 1.6 percent in 1965. 79

Variations in the level of central government spending relative to
GOP are also inconsistent with O'Donnell's theoretical propositions. As
noted above, by cross-national standards central government spending
in Chile accounted for an exceptionally high proportion of GOP after
1973. Although the proportion declined in comparison to the Allende
period, it remained higher than in 1970. Government spending also
reached high levels in postcoup Uruguay and accounted for a higher
proportion of the GOP than in 1970. 80 In short, there is no evidence that
fiscal orthodoxy varies directly with prior threat and crisis levels. If
anything, the data suggest the opposite relationship.

Other variations in economic policy also fail to offer much sup­
port for O'Donnell's propositions, although the lowest and highest
threat cases might be classified, respectively, as the least and most ortho­
dox. The March 1967 Argentine stabilization program, for example,
called for reductions in the fiscal deficit, lower protective tariffs, and the
removal of constraints on capital movements. But these policies were
combined with other less orthodox measures such as wage controls,
"voluntary" price guidelines, subsidies to nontraditional exports, and a
policy of "compensated devaluation." The latter policy coupled cur­
rency devaluation, which produced an undervalued peso, with a tax on
traditional agricultural exports. Far from returning potentially profitable
enterprises to the private sector, in 1969 the Argentine government na­
tionalized foreign-owned overseas telecommunications companies. 81 In
most critical respects, Chilean policy falls at the other end of the con­
tinuum. During the first years of military rule the government drastically
reduced international trade taxes, eliminated most price controls and
subsidies, sharply restricted the growth of the money supply relative to
GOP, and dismantled the state sector of the economy. By February 1977
denationalizations had reduced the number of firms held by the state
development agency from 494 to 45. 82 The short-term economic policies
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of the other cases fall between these two extremes. Yet policy orthodoxy
has not varied consistently with levels of prior threat or rates of eco­
nomic recovery. Three years after the Brazilian military coup, for ex­
ample, both nominal and effective rates of protection for manufactured
goods were cut more than 50 percent. Uruguayan policymakers, in con­
trast, only reached agreement on the gradual liberalization of tariff bar­
riers in December 1978. As of 1979, the maximum tariff rate in Uruguay
still exceeded 100 percent, as compared to a maximum rate of 85 percent
in Argentina and a uniform rate of 10 percent in Chile. 83

A comparatively low level of economic orthodoxy also character­
ized other Uruguayan policies during the first years of military rule.
Beginning in 1973, a series of orthodox policy pronouncements called
for the restoration of economic growth and price stability through greater
use of the price mechanism, reduced state participation in the economy,
increased private investment, and the opening up of the economy to
foreign competition. But while Uruguayan policymakers, particularly
Vegh Villegas, who headed the government's economic team between
1974 and 1976, endorsed a set of policies very similar to those adopted
by the "Chicago boys" in Chile, Uruguayan policy actually followed a
very different trajectory during the first few years of BA rule. Indeed, in
many respects Uruguay pursued even less orthodox policies than post­
1966 Argentina. While verbally assigning monetary restriction a primary
role in the fight against inflation, Uruguayan policymakers retained both
wage and price controls. Many of these controls were eliminated or
relaxed over time, but in 1978 approximately half of the goods and
services making up the consumer price index still remained subject to
government regulation. 84 Large fiscal deficits, which precluded sharp
restrictions on the growth of the money supply, point to related depar­
tures from orthodoxy. In addition, the Uruguayans pursued economic
restructuring on the basis of grants of special industrial credits and tax
exemptions; subsidized nontraditional exports through tax rebates (rein­
tegros), which averaged 18 percent of the f.o.b. value of exports and
included rates as high as 39 percent; retained high tariffs; imposed
import deposits; increased the real level of public investment, which
accounted for 42.2 percent of new investment in 1977 as compared to
only 25.9 in 1972; and, with the exception of a municipal bus company,
failed to convert state enterprises to private ownership.8s Far from
correcting distortions in relative prices, these policies intensified an
already pronounced trend towards discrimination against the livestock
subsector where Uruguay's greatest comparative advantage theoreti­
cally lies. According to the 1979 World Bank study of the Uruguayan
economy, the domestic terms of trade dropped 36 percent against agri­
culture between 1973 and 1977. 86 Hence, although government policy
shifted away from emphasis on redistribution and import substitution
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industrialization and incorporated certain orthodox elements, such as
the freeing of the foreign exchange market, the overall management of
the economy in the 1973 to 1977 period cannot be characterized accu­
rately as orthodox. Nor can significant changes in the economic struc­
ture of the country, notably the growth of manufacturing exports, be
attributed to orthodox policies.

In late 1978 signs of a shift towards more orthodox policies ap­
peared in Uruguay. In addition to the tariff liberalization program,
mentioned above, the government announced the removal of restric­
tions on the pricing and marketing of beef. 87 It remains to be seen if
these changes herald a fundamental reorientation of Uruguayan policy
and a possible basis for linking threat with variations in government
policy over the long run. Many announced shifts towards economic
liberalism in Uruguay, such as the 1975 plan for automobile import
liberalization or the cuts in export rebates scheduled for 1979, have been
postponed or scuttled. 88 In addition, of course, the relative recency of
bureaucratic-authoritarianism precludes long-run policy comparisons.
Existing evidence, however, suggests the absence of any clear relation­
ship between threat and orthodoxy in the first phase of BA rule as well
as the absence of any single pattern of policy development over time.

But perhaps more important, fundamental differences exist be­
tween the development strategies adopted by BA regimes-differences
that cannot be discussed simply in terms of the issue of orthodoxy. The
Ongania regime in post-1966 Argentina pursued economic growth
through the expansion of industrial exports and the growth of producer
goods industries. Between 1964 and 1974 Brazilian policy encouraged
the manufacture of consumer durable goods and export diversification.
The Uruguayan regime, at least until 1980, emphasized the expansion of
manufacturing exports, while Chilean development policy de-empha­
sized manufacturing in favor of the expansion of primary production
and nontraditional exports such as fruit and forestry products. The
contours of post-1976 Argentine development strategy remained some­
what unclear four years after the coup. The continuing emphasis placed
on the problem of stabilization created serious difficulties for producers
in all major sectors; however, sharp reductions in tariff levels combined
with the maintenance of an overvalued peso, which reduced export
competitiveness and encouraged imports, placed domestic industry in a
particularly disadvantageous position. As of mid-1980 a variety of other
signs, including shifts in the tax system, also pointed to a shift away
from import substitution industrialization towards the promotion of
primary sector exports. 89

While such brief characterizations of development strategy nec­
essarily simplify reality and exaggerate the coherence of government
policy, they do make the point that important differences exist between
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the development policies adopted under BA rule. O'Donnell has im­
plicitly recognized this point by dropping "deepening" of the industrial
structure from his list of BA defining characteristics; but he has also
noted that the evident failure of policymakers in the recent high threat
cases to pursue "the type of import substitution implied by deepening"
reflects "the result of a crisis which leaves little latitude for divergence
from economic orthodoxy. But this pattern will not necessarily be fol­
lowed in the long run, at least in the cases where economic growth is not
excessively limited by a small internal market."90 Leaving to one side the
theoretical controversy surrounding "deepening," which has been aired
elsewhere,91 the difficulty is that neither market size nor threat persua­
sively explains variations in BA policy. In addition, while it can be ar­
gued that BA rule limits the range of policy variation and leads to some
policy similarities, such as efforts to attract foreign investment, the evi­
dence linking BA rule to a distinctive set of policies remains rather weak.
Not only have the policies adopted under bureaucratic-authoritarianism
differed considerably, but important similarities exist between BA and
non-BA policies. As Albert O. Hirschman has pointed out: "Policies
which look in Brazil as though they are due to the regime change which
took place in 1964 were subsequently adopted elsewhere under diverse
political auspices."92

The limitations of O'Donnell's explanation of similarities and dif­
ferences in BA economic policies point to the importance of other fac­
tors, including, in particular, the institutional structure of the state. The
relative autonomy of technocrats in shaping economic policy, the chan­
nels of access and differential opportunities for interest groups to exert
influence, the structure of military power, the relationship between the
military and civilian economic groups, and the institutional role of the
armed forces in the decision-making process have varied from case to
case and affected economic policy. Given the collegial decision-making
structure established by the military in Uruguay, for example, it is hardly
surprising that government policy after 1973 was characterized by cau­
tion, vacillation, and a tendency to shelve the unpalatable orthodox
economic policy recipes recommended by civilian advisors. 93 Efforts to
balance the budget, convert public sector enterprises to private owner­
ship, and reduce the protection of import substitution industries all
encountered substantial military opposition. As reflected in the empha­
sis placed on manufactured rather than agricultural exports in Uruguay,
industrialists, who enjoyed greater access to decision makers than rural
elites and who were able to capitalize upon nationalist sentiments within
the military, proved particularly adept at cultivating military "protec­
tors."94 Some similar, but far more muted, tendencies were evident in
post-1976 Argentina, where interest in preserving the military's own
industrial complex, Fabricaciones Militares, and personal links between
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the military and industrialists delayed efforts to reduce tariff barriers
and open up the mining sector of the economy to foreign investment. A
comparatively centralized and personalistic structure of power in Chile,
on the other hand, limited the involvement of the military institution in
the formation of economic policy, enhanced the autonomy of civilian
technocrats, and facilitated the implementation of "hard" orthodox de­
cisions. Weak links between the military and industrial leaders also con­
tributed to a policy much less favorable to domestic industry, although
as of 1980 Chilean industrialists were reportedly emulating their Argen­
tine counterparts by providing retired military officers with seats on
their boards of directors. 95

In summary, prior threat levels do not explain adequately varia­
tions in economic policies during the early phase of BA rule. While the
orthodoxy of policy pronouncements has increased since the 1960s, eco­
nomic policy has not varied consistently with either the pace of post­
coup economic recovery or prior levels of threat and crisis. The policies
pursued in the high threat cases differ as markedly as the policies pur­
sued by BA regimes confronting varying levels of prior threat and crisis.
In particular, a brief review of BA policies fails to support the hypothe­
sized relationships between economic orthodoxy, on the one hand, and
prior levels of threat or economic performance, on the other. High threat
has been associated with comparatively orthodox policies (Chile) and
rather heterodox policies (Uruguay); strong short-term records of eco­
nomic growth have been associated with both relatively orthodox (Bra­
zil) and unorthodox (post-1966 Argentina) policies; and, contrary to the
argument that economic recovery under conditions of high threat neces­
sitates careful adherence to orthodoxy, the initial postcoup performance
of the Uruguayan economy outdistanced that of Chile. Inasmuch as
economic performance conditions, as well as reflects, economic policy,
some links can be drawn between levels of prior threat and postcoup
policy; however, factors such as the decision-making structures and
political coalitions that have emerged under BA rule account more
readily for policy variations than the levels of threat surrounding BA
emergence.

POLITICAL ALIGNMENTS, DOMINANT CLASS COHESION, AND

MILITARY UNITY

Finally, according to O'Donnell's analysis of postcoup dynamics, prior
threat levels influence dominant class cohesion, the alignment of politi­
cal forces, and the internal unity of the military during the initial period
of BA rule. Threat theoretically thereby plays a critical role in determin­
ing the prospects of BA collapse or survival.

Specifically, O'Donnell has attempted to explain the divergent
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paths of bureaucratic-authoritarianism in Brazil and Argentina during
the 1960s in terms of the comparatively lower level of threat in Argen­
tina that increased both the incentives and opportunities for a rapid
realignment of political forces around nonorthodox, nationalist, and
statist policy alternatives.
On one hand, the state's controls over the popular sector exploded. On the
other, the opposition of the domestic bourgeoisie and many middle sectors,
which already had converged with the popular sector, could not be systemati­
cally repressed. On the contrary, such convergence seemed to offer an acceptable
alternative for more than a few military officers and technocrats, thus deeply
splitting the BA's institutional layers. 96

O'Donnell argues that this realignment of forces "inevitably shook the
recently renewed confidence of the upper bourgeoisie" and thus further
contributed to the erosion of "the internal cohesion of BA and, along
with the great social explosions of 1969-1970, hastened its demise."97
O'Donnell suggests that in Brazil, in contrast, a higher level of threat
contributed to the maintenance of an alignment of political forces that
was favorable to the continuation of ties between the upper bourgeoisie,
the principal base of social support for BA rule, and the armed forces,
the central actors in the BA institutional system.

O'Donnell thus employs three interrelated lines of argument to
link threat with variations in BA cohesion and political alignments dur­
ing the first phase of BA rule. First, because of their hypothesized impact
on repression and political deactivation, threat levels influence the op­
portunities for the emergence of an effective opposition challenge. Sec­
ond, prior threat affects the willingness of disillusioned supporters of
bureaucratic-authoritarianism to forge an alliance with popular sector
groups that can challenge BA rule. As O'Donnell has argued in general
terms: "Depending on the lesser or greater degree of previous threat,
those who withdraw their support because of the policies of economic
normalization mayor may not, respectively, combine with the excluded
sectors and participate, as in Argentina in 1969, in a decisive challenge
to the BA state."98 The third line of argument incorporates economic
performance and policy orthodoxy as intervening variables. Briefly
stated, O'Donnell argues that more threat gives rise to mutually rein­
forcing trends towards more orthodoxy and less economic success,
which in turn enhance internal BA cohesion. However, O'Donnell also
argues that economic orthodoxy disillusions many of the BA state's
initial supporters and creates tensions between the transnationally ori­
ented upper bourgeoisie and the more nationally oriented armed forces.
Hence his writings provide at least some basis for arguing that high
threat levels both increase and decrease the incentives for a realignment
of political forces that threatens the internal cohesion of the BA state.
Add to these theoretical complexities the obvious problems involved in
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operationalizing a concept such as "dominant class cohesion," and it
becomes very unclear what type of evidence, if any, provides an ap­
propriate basis for evaluating O'Donnell's generalizations.

The persistence of BA rule in countries such as Chile and Uru­
guay, despite long-standing traditions of constitutional government,
provides one possible indication of the validity of O'Donnell's theoreti­
cal arguments. Yet, as the unheralded collapse of authoritarianism in
Portugal suggests, the weaknesses of nondemocratic regimes often be­
come evident only at the time of the postmortem. Dominant class cohe­
sion, the absence of alliances between the popular sector and disaffected
BA supporters, and military unity provide unsatisfactory and even te­
leological explanations of regime persistence if the latter is the major
indicator of the former conditions. In addition, the previous review of
hypotheses linking threat with variations in repression, deactivation,
economic performance, and policy orthodoxy casts doubt upon the
theoretical arguments that O'Donnell employs to link threat with varia­
tions in political alignments and BA cohesion. Some support exists for
the first line of argument outlined above, which links threat to variations
in repression and political deactivation, although it does not account
adequately for the differences in political alignments and BA cohesion
that emerged in Brazil and Argentina during the 1960s. The weakness of
the evidence linking threat with policy orthodoxy also casts doubt upon
O'Donnell's analysis of postcoup political developments. The Uru­
guayan case, in particular, suggests that to the extent that threat explains
variations in political alignments and BA cohesion, the impact of threat
on repression and class alliances is more important than the hypothe­
sized relationship between threat and policy orthodoxy or economic
performance. Given the comparatively nonorthodox orientation of Uru­
guayan policy between 1973 and 1980, the argument that high threat
creates more time "for the application of orthodox policies and for con­
tinuing, in an overt and almost exclusive form, the alliance with the
upper bourgeoisie" appears unconvincing. 99

Similarities and differences in political alignments during the ini­
tial stages of BA rule also raise questions about the adequacy of O'Don­
nell's analysis. As reflected in economic policies, the supporters and
beneficiaries of BA rule have varied, even under similar conditions of
prior threat. Whereas in Chile and post-1976 Argentina, industrialists
suffered drastic setbacks during the first few years of BA rule and voiced
opposition to government policies through their respective interest
groups, SOFOFA and the Union Industrial Argentina, in Uruguay even
small industrialists producing for the local market benefitted from BA
rule, largely because the combination of lower labor costs and high
tariffs allowed them to raise their profit margins. 1oo Comparatively
cheap credit, subsidies, and tax deductions placed export-oriented in-

30

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0023879100033628


BUREAUCRATIC-A UTHORITARIANISM REVISITED

dustries in Uruguay in an even more enviable position. Howard Handel­
man's interviews in 1976 with Uruguayan elites confirm these trends.
While rural elites voiced criticism of government policy and did not view
military rule as beneficial to their sector, industrial leaders were highly
supportive. tOI

Political tensions between the military and disaffected rural elites
in Uruguay, who at least traditionally have been described as part of the
"dominant class," also assumed extreme proportions after 1973, despite
high prior threat. In 1975 the military arrested the president of the Fe­
deraci6n Rural for his criticism of government policy. The following year
landowners participated in an unofficial strike. t02 It is far from clear how
such manifestations of discontent can be reconciled with the view that
high threat enhances dominant class cohesion, particularly since the
political discontent of landowners in Uruguay cannot be attributed to
economic orthodoxy, but rather to departures from orthodoxy. While the
Uruguayan case may lend support to the argument that dominant class
cohesion depends on orthodoxy, at the same time it casts doubt upon
the link between threat and dominant class cohesion. The divisions be­
tween elite groups in Uruguay during the initial phase of BA rule closely
resemble those that emerged in Argentina after 1966. Long-standing
variations in socioeconomic structure, which have created similar pat­
terns of sectoral conflict in the two countries, have contributed to this
similarity and explain variations in dominant class cohesion more per­
suasively than prior threat. 103

Military cohesion provides another possible basis for assessing
the cogency of O'Donnell's arguments, since BA rule depends on the
institutional support of the armed forces, and, as noted above, O'Don­
nell has linked divisions within the BA's "institutionallayers" with con­
ditions of lower threat. Yet, again, the problem is that authoritarian
institutions tend to conceal opposition tendencies, and the significance
of the latter cannot readily be weighed, given the relative importance of
coercion and consent in authoritarian settings. To add to these prob­
lems, the availability of information about military dissent is likely to
vary with levels of prior threat for two reasons. First, high levels of
repression characterize the early phase of BA rule in the high threat
cases. Second, more recent opposition tends to be more politically sensi­
tive and hence more subject to censorship.

With these considerations in mind, the evidence that military
cohesion varies with the level of threat surrounding the emergence of
BA rule is less than impressive. Indeed, there is some basis for arguing
that high threat initially gives rise to less cohesion. Within the Chilean
military, arrests, executions, and forced retirements in the immediate
aftermath of the 1973 coup indicated considerable tension. The Uru­
guayan case, in which high ranking officers were dismissed, arrested,
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tortured, and imprisoned, also suggests that the deep societal divisions
that preceded the emergence of BA rule under high threat conditions
affected the military institution. On the other hand, the initial division
of the military in Brazil, as indicated by the purging of the officer corps,
exceeded that of post-1976 Argentina. 104

Insufficient time has elapsed to generalize about longer term
variations, but the Chilean and Uruguayan cases suggest that, even
under conditions of high prior threat, military cohesion presents a con­
tinuing problem. The 1978 ouster of the air force representative on the
Chilean junta and the related resignation of eighteen of the top twenty
air force generals on active duty clearly point to a lack of cohesion.
Conflict also continued after the coup in Uruguay. Following the arrest
of between twenty and fifty officers in March 1977, the Uruguayans
altered the military code to permit the immediate cashiering of any offi­
cer. In May 1977, forty-six officers were purged under the code, includ­
ing at least three generals and a large number of high ranking naval offi­
cers, and in September of the same year, twenty-six colonels suffered
the same fate. Despite the purges, factional struggles in the Uruguayan
military continued during 1978 and 1979. 105 Inadequate information
makes it difficult to account for these trends, but they do suggest that
high levels of repression may exacerbate divisions within the military at
the same time that they create new incentives for military cohesion and
the perpetuation of military rule. In addition, the continuing major
shake-ups of the command structure of the Uruguayan and Chilean
armed forces indicate that factors other than prior threat, including the
previous role of the armed forces and prior strength of constitutional
traditions, may affect the cohesion of the principal institutional actor in
the system of authoritarian control.

In summary, comparisons among cases of BA rule suggest that
prior threat does not effectively account for variations in dominant class
cohesion, the alignment of political forces, and military unity. Low
dominant class cohesion has characterized the initial period of BA rule
under both conditions of high threat (Uruguay) and low threat (post­
1966 Argentina). As indicated by the execution, arrest, and involuntary
retirement of military officers-all of which suggest the presence of very

.fundamental divisions-high threat has been linked with both low ini­
tial military unity (Uruguay and Chile) and high initial unity (post-1976
Argentina). The alignment of political forces has also varied under con­
ditions of similar threat, although striking differences do exist between
the low and high threat cases with respect to the speed with which
disillusioned supporters of BA rule have attempted to combine in alli­
ances with the popular sector. These findings, together with the weak­
ness of the link between threat and key intervening variables, such as
policy orthodoxy, obviously raise questions about the importance of
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prior threat for understanding variations in BA cohesion and political
alignments.

CONCLUSION

O'Donnell's original analysis of generic similarities in the rise of bureau­
cratic-authoritarian regimes was a singularly important theoretical con­
tribution that redefined authoritarianism as a predictable, rather than
anomalous, outcome of modernization in the contemporary South
American context. His more recent work has raised a new set of signifi­
cant theoretical issues and focused attention upon important similarities
in the goals, governing methods, and problems of legitimation that char­
acterize recent military regimes in the more industrialized nations in the
region.

Yet, as O'Donnell has expanded his analysis to accommodate
additional cases and explain postcoup developments, he has increased
the conceptual ambiguities in his work without accounting for impor­
tant differences among bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes. As the pre­
ceding survey of postcoup developments suggests, O'Donnell's hypo­
theses linking prior threat levels to variations in patterns of repression,
political deactivation, economic policy and performance, political align­
ments, and elite cohesion are not supported by comparative data. The
findings also fail to lend much support to O'Donnell's other arguments
suggesting causal relationships among these variables.

Furthermore, O'Donnell's description of the phases through
which bureaucratic-authoritarian rule passes appears to be a generaliza­
tion from the Brazilian experience that does not fit other cases or explain
differences among them. The statizing and nationalizing trends evident
in Brazil after the first few years of authoritarian rule have not emerged
elsewhere. Given certain other unique characteristics of the Brazilian
case, including the persistence of political parties, elections, and other
preexisting institutional arrangements and legitimating mechanisms af­
ter 1964, as well as initial dissimilarities among the other cases, there is
little reason to anticipate that countries governed by bureaucratic-au­
thoritarian regimes will develop according to the Brazilian or any other
single modal pattern.

The weaknesses of O'Donnell's analysis of postcoup develop­
ments reflect the limitations of an approach that is rooted in an ideal
type. Such an approach has been useful in identifying basic similarities
and in raising fundamental questions about the ability of exclusionary
military regimes to overcome the contradictions that prevent their legiti­
mation; but it has led to the use of concepts and variables that obscure
variations among cases and fail to provide an adequate theoretical
framework for their explanation. The concept "prior threat," for example,
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helps account for political similarities among cases of bureaucratic­
authoritarianism as well as political differences between countries such
as Colombia and Chile. But, as O'Donnell recognized in Modernization
and Bureaucratic-Authoritarianism, explaining variations among cases of
bureaucratic-authoritarianism calls for the examination of factors other
than those used to explain regime emergence or to establish a typologi­
cal similarity. 106 At various points in this essay such factors have been
identified. While a systematic exploration of the role they have played in
shaping developments subsequent to the emergence of authoritarian
rule clearly exceeds the scope of this paper, further avenues of research
and analysis can be suggested.

Latin Americanists concerned with the analysis of authoritarian
political systems may well benefit from the lessons of several decades of
intensive research and theoretical discussion of Communist party re­
gimes in Eastern Europe. After repeated efforts to explain the dynamics
of such regimes in terms of originating conditions and generic charac­
teristics, scholars found it more productive to examine the continuing
interaction between changing environmental influences and political
processes. This shift reflected a growing recognition that the ideal types,
or "syndromes," which initially guided the interpretation of Eastern
European politics, obscured similarities between Communist and non­
Communist states and created an unrealistic picture of communism as a
highly unified political phenomenon that, due to similarities in ideology
and structure, functioned according to highly predictable patterns.
Changes in Communist rule over time, particularly within the Soviet
Union, also led to dissatisfaction with concepts and models that, as
Richard Cornell has put it, analytically "stopped" the process of his­
torical development at one point in time by emphasizing the role of
certain social and political influences in determining the nature of the
political system. 107 To obtain a better understanding of Eastern Euro­
pean politics, scholars adopted a wide variety of new approaches de­
signed to collect more reliable and systematic evidence, to analyze the
complex interplay among political goals, structures, policies, and con­
textual variables, and, above all, to identify the factors producing as well
as resisting change over time.

The focus of research on Latin American authoritarianism must
undergo a similar shift if we are to generate a more satisfactory analysis
of postcoup developments. Bureaucratic-authoritarianism cannot be un­
derstood adequately either on the basis of a list of interrelated traits
designed to define it or in terms of causal models concerned with ex­
plaining its emergence. The debate over these issues is important and
will undoubtedly continue, but the effort to explain the political dyna­
mics and social impact of bureaucratic-authoritarianism calls for a rather
different research emphasis-one concerned with analyzing the factors
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that have shaped the struggle for power and its outcome subsequent to
regime imposition. Precisely such a focus informed O'Donnell's earlier
work on the breakdown of democracy, which emphasized the nature of
the political"game" rather than the determining character of originating
conditions or the underlying class character of the state.

At a minimum the effort to understand bureaucratic-authoritari­
anism demands more systematic and empirically grounded comparisons
among cases and consideration of a broader range of explanations of
postcoup developments. One set of factors that particularly requires
more attention in a causal analysis of postcoup outcomes stems from
the international context. As suggested previously, capital flows, terms
of trade, fluctuations in the expansion of the world market, and other
exogenous variables impose constraints on policy choices and appear
relevant for understanding the relative economic success of bureau­
cratic-authoritarianism in Brazil and Argentina during the 1960s. Given
the critical, but highly variable, nature of the international linkages of
the national economies in question, the impact of shifts in the world
economy upon policy warrants more careful analysis.

Variations in the organization, consciousness, and political re­
sources of key social actors also need to be considered in developing a
more adequate explanation of postcoup developments. The large size,
strategic location, and organizational experience of the industrial work­
ing class in Argentina, for example, accounts for important aspects of
government policy in both post-1966 and post-1976 Argentina. The
presence of a large marginal population and the related weakness of
trade union organizations in Brazil created a far broader range of policy
options and allowed the military to maintain control over subordinate
groups with comparatively minimal dependence on naked coercion.
Similarly, the organization of the military accounts for certain variations
between cases. For example, the exceptionally centralized and personal­
istic structure of military power in the Chilean case after 1973 created
considerable autonomy for technocrats and allowed for the systematic
application of orthodox policy remedies, whereas a more collegial struc­
ture of military power in Uruguay led to less autonomy for technocrats,
less policy consistency, and less economic orthodoxy.

Variations in the size of the internal market, the pattern of sectoral
conflict, the links between military and civilian elites, and the institu­
tional structure of the state also appear important for explaining similari­
ties and differences among cases. Depending on the particular focus of
analysis, other factors might be added to the list of relevant variables;
however, the previous suggestions indicate the wide variety of forces
that need to be taken into consideration in accounting for postcoup
patterns of change.

As O'Donnell has emphasized, many of the similarities and dif-
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ferences among cases of bureaucratic-authoritarianism reflect previous
patterns of economic development and political conflict, yet historical
conditions are relevant to the understanding of postcoup developments
only insofar as they shape the political "game" that emerges after the
imposition of authoritarian rule. And, perhaps even more important,
the forces that shape the political development of societies under au­
thoritarian rule are not fixed at the time of regime imposition. The emer­
gence of bureaucratic-authoritarianism in itself constitutes a significant
change in the previous situation, and, to the extent that the policies of
such a regime alter the character of society, politics will be goverened
less and less by precoup conditions. The analysis of bureaucratic­
authoritarian politics must therefore be predicated upon the empirical
and theoretical consideration of emergent historical realities, rather than
past configurations.
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