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    1. INTRODUCTION




    During Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva and Dilma Rousseff Governments (2003-2016), non-electoral and extra-parliamentary political participation grew significantly in Brazil. The Federal Executive made use of an increasing number of mechanisms of participation (Fung, 2006; 2009), known in Portuguese as órgãos colegiados – collegiate bodies, for democratizing policy-making. Under the political sociology perspective, direct participation was not only praised, but it was also an outcome of the 1988 Constitution, as well as of the Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT) – Workers Party, previous experience in local governments. Collegiate bodies promoted inclusion in the policy process, encouraging the participation of both excluded social groups and members of the establishment, such as business representatives (Pires, 2011). Similarly, the political economy perspective approached public-private collaborations in the form of councils and other similar institutional arrangements as industrial policy (Rodrik, 2004). Under the new developmentalism (Bresser-Pereira and Diniz, 2009; Bresser-Pereira, 2011; Schneider, 2015), the goal of formalized business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010) was to uncover obstacles to better economic performance. In Brazil, its revival came along with a pluralization of group activity (Gozetto and Thomas, 2014; Doctor, 2017). Collegiate bodies became more open and, though business continued overrepresented, labour started to join in the work (Doctor, 2007b; Boschi, 2011; Araujo, 2015).




    This book1 combines the political sociology and political economy perspectives in analyzing business-state relations under PT Governments in Brazil. Its focus relies on the collegiate bodies joined by peak sectoral corporatist business associations between 2003 and 2016. The term collegiate body refers to councils, committees, commissions, chambers, working groups, forums, and other spaces used for non-electoral and extra-parliamentary political participation operating within the Brazilian Federal Executive during PT Governments. These multiple denominations stem from usage within different parts and levels of the government, as well as from the moment of the establishment of these mechanisms of participation. Even though the Secretaria-Geral da Presidência da República – General Secretariat of the Presidency, considered national councils to be at a superior level2, and the Política Nacional de Participação Social (PNPS) – National Policy of Social Participation3, defined a public policy council as “a permanent thematic collegiate body, created by a normative act, [set for] the dialogue between civil society and government, [used for] promoting participation in the decision-making process and in the management of public policies”4, other mechanisms of participation served for the same purpose during PT Governments. The Comissão Nacional de Erradicação do Trabalho Infantil (CONAETI) – National Commission for the Eradication of Child Labour, for example, not only had broader goals than other commissions of public policies5, but also functioned at a superior level6. Thus, the mechanisms of participation under investigation are all considered as collegiate bodies, which also follows the way business and government referred to them between 2003 and 20167.




    The investigation, however, does not take into consideration all the collegiate bodies functioning during the period of interest. First, their total number seems to be unclear. In 2011, the Instituto de Estudos Socioeconômicos (INESC) – Institute for Socioeconomic Studies, identified 59 councils. In 2013, the General Secretariat of the Presidency, in partnership with the Instituto de Pesquisa Econômica Aplicada (IPEA) – Institute for Applied Economic Research, listed 40 councils, also including some commissions on the list8. Though both samples focused on the same type of collegiate bodies9, it was not possible to identify common criteria for the selection of the councils and commissions considered, nor a justification for the variance between totals. Nevertheless, these numbers were not as odd as the figure that was publicized in 2019. According to the Chief of Staff of President Jair Bolsonaro, Minister Onyx Lorenzoni, there were 700 collegiate bodies operating during the PT Governments. The list was not accessible, but it is known that the number was an outcome of a comprehensive survey within the Federal Executive. Ministries had to inform Casa Civil – the Office of the Chief of Staff, of all operational mechanisms of participation under their umbrellas, as non-effective collegiate bodies would be extinguished10. Even though previous samples contemplated only councils and commissions, and this one may have included more types of mechanisms of participation11, there may have been additional differences among them. Considering, as well, that there was not a significant raise in the establishment of collegiate bodies under Michel Temer (2016-2018), the last list may cover non-permanent12 and subsidiary13 collegiate bodies too. This research, in turn, covers only permanent mechanisms of participation14. And, in view of the mentioned disparities, these lists are used only as a reference.




    Secondly, while the focus of the investigation is business-state relations, the fact that peak sectoral corporatist business associations traditionally joined collegiate bodies addressing industrial and development policy (Diniz and Boschi, 2007; Doctor, 2007b; Bresser-Pereira and Diniz, 2009; Araujo, 2015), they represented a venue for identifying the mechanisms of participation of interest. In legal terms, the Consolidação das Leis do Trabalho (CLT) – Brazilian Labour Law (1943), recognizes peak sectoral corporatist business associations as employer confederations of superior level, what makes them responsible for representing economic sectors at the federal level to authorities and other members of the civil society15. This included taking part in corporatist collegiate bodies, which were tripartite mechanisms of participation16. During PT Governments, even though collegiate bodies may have assumed a more open form (Boschi, 2010), peak sectoral corporatist business associations continued to be legitimate representatives of business interests. Thus, the collegiate bodies studied in this work are the ones joined by the following peak sectoral corporatist business associations:




    • Confederação Nacional da Agricultura (CNA) – National Confederation of Agriculture;




    • Confederação Nacional do Comércio de Bens, Serviços e Turismo (CNC) – National Confederation of Trade in Goods, Services and Tourism;




    • Confederação Nacional da Indústria (CNI) – National Confederation of Industry; and




    • Confederação Nacional das Instituições Financeiras and Confederação Nacional do Sistema Financeiro (CNF/CONSIF) – National Confederation of Financial Institutions, and National Confederation of the Financial Service17.




    These peak sectoral corporatist business associations represented the interests of the agricultural, commerce, industrial and financial sectors at the federal level. Together, they encompassed all classic economic sectors, being representative of Brazilian business.




    Data collected with these confederations reveal that the number of permanent collegiate bodies joined by business added to 125 during PT Governments18. In 78 of them, business representatives could effectively influence policy decisions, as these mechanisms of participation were responsible for deliberation, oversight or monitoring19. Besides being involved in economic decision-making, as well as in areas traditionally considered as related, such as labor, science and technology, CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF also joined collegiate bodies dealing with educational and cultural matters (Schmitt 2018a; 2018b; 2018c; 2019). Even though these peak sectoral corporatist business associations had encompassing responsibilities20, and educational and cultural matters impacted in social and economic development, membership in such an encompassing number of collegiate bodies ended up making business part of policy-making within, at least, 22 ministries and the Presidency of the Republic21. Boosting even more CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF capacity of influencing policy decisions, business was overrepresented in relation to labour in 65% of the joined mechanisms of participation with information about membership (Schmitt, 2019). Whereas the number of business representatives was greater than the number of labour representatives, disparities may have smoothed the consideration of business interests in the policy process. In parallel, the availability of such a great number of formalized channels to the state facilitated access not only to information, but also to decision-makers.




    The findings supported that the policy process became more democratic during PT Governments (Pires, 2011). They also gave weight to the advent of the new developmentalism in Brazil (Bresser-Pereira, 2011; Schneider, 2015). Yet, business overrepresentation was puzzling, or at least counterintuitive. Lula (2003-2010) and Rousseff (2011-2016) may have attached importance to business participation in collegiate bodies for having shared the belief that it “was crucial for the improvement of economic and investment conditions” (Doctor, 2007b: 9). Additionally, they may have sought to safeguard business political support. According to Doctor (2007b), both applies to the Conselho de Desenvolvimento Econômico e Social (CDES) – Council for Economic and Social Development. An alternative explanation, however, would put weight on organization (Schneider, 2009; 2010). Differently from Centrais Sindicais – National Trade Unions Centers, which became legitimate representatives of labor interests in collegiate bodies in 200822, CNA, CNC, CNI, and CNF/COSIF represented business interests since their recognition in the applicable legislation, in 1964, 1945, 1938, and 1999 – respectively. Hence, these business associations may have been better organized to take part in participatory policy-making, which targeted either reducing the costs of doing business, or shifting private behaviour (Schmitter, 1971; Leopoldi, 2000; Bresser-Pereira, 2011; Devlin and Moguillansky, 2011; Araujo, 2015; Schneider, 2015). Consequently, whereby business overrepresentation could have its roots in the need of building up network ties with business, it may have also been influenced by inherited inequalities within the Brazilian system of interest intermediation (Doctor, 2007b). As such, it was a choice of institutional design (Fung, 2003; 2009) that corresponded to the available capabilities and preferences within the political system (Schneider, 2015).




    Assuming that formalized business politics takes the form of councils and associations (Schneider, 2009; 2010), formalization could be more strictly defined as business political action through peak sectoral corporatist business associations’ participation in collegiate bodies, as well as in the policy networks that emerged and shaped the policy-making process set up by these mechanisms of participation. Based on that definition, CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF’s membership in an encompassing number of collegiate bodies, including in preferential positions, could be considered as to have promoted the formalization of business political action in Brazil. It engendered a more organized, structured and centripetal pattern of business politics (Schneider 2009; 2010). Reversely, however, Brazilian business is seen as to have followed a more fluid, disperse and centrifugal pattern of business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010). Based on the revelations of the Operação Lava Jato – Operation Car Wash, it invested in personal networks and in corruption, for influencing political decisions during PT Governments23. As for avoiding the dichotomy between patterns of business politics, one could argue that the Brazilian system of interest representation became more pluralistic in the period (Boschi, 2010; Gozetto and Thomas, 2014; Mancuso and Speck, 2014; Mancuso, Angelico and Gozetto, 2016; Mancuso, Horochovski, and Camargo, 2016; Baird, 2017; Doctor, 2017). Thus, the use of formalized channels to the state would have evolved in parallel to personal networks, corruption, and other forms of political investments, such as campaign financing and legislative lobbying (Schneider, 2009; 2010).




    Nevertheless, a relation between patterns of business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010) would set the stage for the consideration of an alternate possibility: business could have not perceived peak sectoral corporatist business associations’ participation in collegiate bodies as an attractive political investment (Schneider, 2009; 2010). The consequence of that perception was increasing informality, in parallel to the operability of a great number of collegiate bodies with business participation. While participatory policy-making usually faces resistance for delivering the expected outcomes (Abers, 2003), the establishment of mechanisms of participation, even based on advantageous choices of institutional design in view of business’ political interests, may have been insufficient for engendering a more organized, structured and centripetal pattern of business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010). This is precisely what is explored in the following pages. The book examines participatory policy-making within the collegiate bodies, and in related policy networks, which counted with the participation of CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF, investigating the extent that mechanisms of participation changed patterns of business politics in Brazil between 2003 and 2016. Expressly, the inquiry seeks to answer the following research question:




    ‘Why were PT Governments unable to engender a more formalized pattern of business politics by ensuring business overrepresentation in collegiate bodies?’




    The premise that formalization was not achieved has its roots in the pessimistic view of the political sociology perspective on participatory policy-making (Abers, 2003). However, the rationale behind it reckons that rational businesspeople balance the available portfolio of political investments for taking advantage of evolving opportunities, shifting investments to activities that generate the greatest return (Schneider, 2009; 2010). Among such activities, in Brazil, one had, in parallel to peak sectoral corporatist business associations’ participation in collegiate bodies, a range of informal channels to the state, which included personal networks and, out of legality, corruption. Thus, it may not have been possible for engendering a more formalized pattern of business politics during PT Governments, because CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF participation in collegiate bodies was not seen as a preferable activity. Among the reasons that may have hampered direct or extra-parliamentary participation (Pires, 2011) of becoming a political investment generating the greatest return, interactions could not have been intense or consequential, as collegiate bodies were not empowered to decide about the matters they were set to address (Fung, 2003; 2009). In contexts such as this one, the costs of policy-making may have been reduced, but peak sectoral corporatist business associations’ participation in collegiate bodies would not matter much for changing patterns of business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010). In addition to that, the fact that business was held overrepresented, would not be of much difference either, as it would not serve for definitively influencing policy outcomes.




    All the same, the assumption that PT Governments were unable to formalize business political action does not mean that no degree of formalization was achieved. As long as Lula and Rousseff were responsible for more than doubling the number of the operational collegiate bodies with business participation (Schmitt 2018a; 2018b; 2018c; 2019), they increased the amount of formalized channels (Schneider, 2009; 2010) serving for business interest representation. Their use not only increased transparency, but also assisted in further organizing the policy process (Araújo, 2015; Schmitt, 2018a; 2018b; 2018c; 2019). Nevertheless, this did not imply that participatory policy-making was effective. And, if collegiate bodies were not effective in terms of policy (Avritzer, 2011), incentives were to continue influencing policy outcomes through the use of other activities. According to Abers (2003), effective participatory policy-making would rely on a dual process of commitment building. For Schneider (2015), it depended on capabilities, and the preferences arising from them, within the political system. Fung (2003; 2009) adds in complexity, affirming that stakes in relation to the matters under deliberations should be high (Fung, 2003; 2009). Empowered collegiate bodies would, then, increase the stakes involved in participatory policy-making, but the authority to make decisions would still be insufficient, for decisions should affect members’ lives as “more participants will be drawn to hot deliberations and they will be more sustainable over time” (Fung, 2003: 345).




    Consequently, whereas the research sees the increasing use of collegiate bodies as insufficient for engendering a more organized, structured and centripetal pattern of business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010), it presumes that a dual process of commitment building, which depended on capabilities and preferences within the political system (Schneider, 2015), was needed for formalizing business political action. As such, besides choices of institutional design (Fung, 2003; 2009) that included business in participatory policy-making, formalization relied on the extent that business and government representatives were prepared and revealed interest in taking part of the participatory policy process. In view of the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework, that is, whereby the rule configuration defined actors’ possible actions in action situations, attributes of the world affected those actions for compounding actors’ informational sets (Ostrom, 2007; 2011). Together, they impacted the outcomes of the operational collegiate bodies. Thus, the causal factors taken as to cause formalization are: i) the institutional arrangement delimiting business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, and ii) the dual process of commitment building that evolved surrounded by business and government capabilities and preferences within the political system. Whereas the institutional arrangement should have promoted business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, making possible to peak sectoral corporatist business associations to influence policy outcomes, the dual process of commitment building should have supported increasing government consent, preferably, in the form of inclusion in policy-making, as well as increasing business participation, preferably, in the form of engagement in policy-making.




    That being so, the formalization of business political action relied not only on an ambitious institutional arrangement that secured business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, but also on the extent that government and business representatives got involved in the work of the available collegiate bodies. If they only used mechanisms of participation for promoting transparency and the exchange of information, the impacts of participatory policy-making in terms of formalization would be weak, as there would be a lack of inclusion and engagement. In this book, inclusion means that the government included peak sectoral corporatist business associations in the policy process. It implies high levels of government consent to business participation in decision-making. Engagement, in turn, means that peak sectoral corporatist business associations sought to actively influence political decisions within collegiate bodies and the policy networks stemming from them. It implies high levels of business participation in the policy process. As such, if conversations were not intense and consequential as to reveal either inclusion, or engagement, chances were that business would use other means for influencing policy outcomes, including informal activities. However, if government representatives included business in policy-making, or business representatives engaged in participatory policy-making, the impacts of collegiate bodies in terms of formalization would be greater. With those levels of commitment, direct or extra-parliamentary participation (Pires, 2011) would have greater chances of generating the greatest return, making business see participatory policy-making as a useful activity for influencing policy outcomes, what would make the use of other means less likely.




    The formalization of business political action would, then, be achievable when choices of institutional design securing business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making combine with a dual process of commitment building expressed by either inclusion, or engagement in policy-making.




    Viewing formalization in that way, the first research hypothesis sustains that:




    H1: formalization entails great business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, but it is not achievable without commitment building between business and the government.




    As seen, the causal factors taken as to cause formalization are: i) the institutional arrangement delimiting business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, and ii) the dual process of commitment building that evolved surrounded by business and government capabilities and preferences within the political system (Schneider, 2015). Following from this, the first research hypothesis holds that not only great “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” was needed for formalizing business political action, but also “commitment building between business and the government”. Whereas choices of institutional design determined the extent that PT Governments promoted “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, for defining the rule configuration restricting actors’ possible actions within mechanisms of participation, it should have been as great as to have made possible to peak sectoral corporatist business associations to influence policy outcomes through their participation in collegiate bodies. Nevertheless, “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” is still an insufficient factor for formalization, as business depended on the commitment to participatory policy-making of representatives of both, business and the government, for effectively influencing policy outcomes. Thus, formalization depended, as well, on “commitment building between business and the government”. That is, on the capabilities within the political system, and the preferences arising from them, which appeared contained in the informational sets of business and government representatives and influenced their actions in collegiate bodies, as well as in related policy networks.




    The second research hypothesis further develops on this, holding that:




    H2: commitment-building between business and the government drives formalization, contingent on business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, when there is both inclusion and engagement in participatory policy-making, or when there is at least either inclusion on the government side, or engagement on the business side.




    In other words, the second research hypothesis sustains that formalization is the outcome of an interaction between “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” and “commitment building between business and the government”, whereby the first should have made possible to peak sectoral corporatist business associations to take part in decision-making, and the latter should have revealed, at least, either inclusion in policy-making on the government side, or engagement in policy-making on the business side. Underlying the problem is that only under certain choices of institutional design, as well as under certain levels of commitment building, expressly greater levels of either government consent, or business participation in participatory policy-making, business political action would follow a more formalized pattern.




    The following schemes – see Figures 1 and 2, describe modes of “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” and possible levels of “commitment building between business and the government”, respectively.




    Figure 1




    BUSINESS INCLUSIVENESS IN PARTICIPATORY POLICY-MAKING
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    Figure 2




    COMMITMENT BUILDING BETWEEN BUSINESS AND THE GOVERNMENT
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    In order to improve comprehension, “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, which is the outcome of the rule configuration defining actors’ possible actions, appears epitomized in four different “Responsibilities”, in Italic – refer to Figure 1. They are: “Consultations”24, “Oversight”25, “Deliberations”26, and “Monitoring”27. “Commitment building between business and the government”, in turn, which is the outcome of attributes of the world affecting business and government representatives’ actions, presumes the interaction between, in Bold – refer to Figure 2, “Business participation” (X-Axis) and “Government Consent” (Y-Axis) to participatory policy-making. As illustrated, business actions are classified in two levels of “Business participation”, which combine with government actions, also classified in two levels of “Government consent”. The lower level of “Business participation” is “1. Exchange of information”, the higher is “2. Engagement in policy-making”. Similarly, the lower level of “Government consent” is “A. Promotion of transparency”, the higher is “B. Inclusion in policy-making”. These levels of commitment building interact, forming “1.A.”, “1.B.”, “2.A.” and “2.B.”




    As below – see the scheme in Figure 3, when roles are fulfilled, modes of “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” and levels of “commitment building between business and the government” combine.




    Figure 3




    FORMALIZATION RESULTING FROM COMBINATIONS BETWEEN RESPONSIBILITIES AND THE DUAL PROCESS OF COMMITMENT BUILDING BETWEEN BUSINESS AND THE GOVERNMENT
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    Overlapping Figures 1 and 2, Figure 3 portrays the occasions in which the dual process of “commitment building between business and the government” corresponds to the responsibility that delimited “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”. These are the combinations between “Consultations” and “1.A.”, “Oversight” and “1.B.”, “Deliberations” and “2.B.”, and “Monitoring” and “2.A.”. However, over time, these interactions between levels of “Government Consent” and “Business Participation” describing “commitment building between business and the government” may not lead to the fulfilment of the given responsibility. For example, a collegiate body responsible for “Deliberations” could have described a dual process of “commitment building between business and the government” of “1.B.”, or “1.A.”, or “2.A.”, but not “2.B.”.




    Considering that formalization was achieved to the extent that business could influence policy decisions through the participation of peak sectoral corporatist business associations in collegiate bodies, interactions between “Business participation” and “Government consent” describing “commitment building between business and the government” taken as to have great chances of having formalized business political action are the ones resulting in “2.B.”, “1.B.” and “2.A.”. These three interactions outline “Inclusion in policy-making” on the government side, and/or “Engagement in policy-making” on the business side, what means that business could influence policy decisions through the participation of peak sectoral corporatist business associations in collegiate bodies. As the rule configuration restricted actors’ possible actions in mechanisms of participation, all these combinations presumed the “Responsibilities” of “Deliberations”, but collegiate bodies responsible for “Oversight” or “Monitoring” also made possible to business to influence policy outcomes based on the combinations of “commitment building between business and the government” of “1.B.” or “2.A.” – respectively. Thus, they, also, could have engendered a more formalized pattern of business politics.




    Yet, the interaction between “Government Consent” and “Business Participation” revealing “1.A.” is taken as to have lower chances of having formalized business political action. In that case, “commitment building between business and the government” would describe less intense and consequential conversations, in which business had lower chances of influencing policy outcomes based on peak sectoral corporatist business associations’ participation in collegiate bodies. As such, if a mechanism of participation responsible for “Deliberations” revealed “1. Exchange of information” and “A. Promotion of transparency”, in spite of its great “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, it would have lower chances of engendering a more formalized pattern of business politics. Equally, mechanisms of participation responsible for “Consultations”, for presuming the interaction “1.A.”, had lower chances of formalizing business political action as well. These collegiate bodies would not achieve either inclusion in policy-making on the government side, or engagement in policy-making on the business side.




    Thus, whereas the research question asks “why were PT Governments unable to formalize business political action?”, it presumes that either the combination of choices of institutional design describing “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” did not empower collegiate bodies and, consequently, business to decide about the policies under consideration, or the dual process of “commitment building between business and the government” within empowered collegiate bodies rarely went beyond the interaction “1.A.”. In short, the collegiate bodies operational between 2003 and 2016 either promoted or served for less intense and consequential interactions, what did not allow business to see them as political investments that could generate the greatest returns.




    Based on the premise that collegiate bodies should have empowered business to influence policy outcomes for formalizing business political action, the investigation starts by assessing the extent that the mechanisms of participation joined by CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF promoted “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”. More precisely, research approaches PT Governments’ choices of institutional design regarding type (ex.: council, committee, commission), participation (who takes part in the work?), scope (what is the subject?), responsibility (what shall be done?), regularity (when do they meet?), and authority (were decisions consequential?) (Fung, 2003; 2009), for verifying if the collegiate bodies with business participation were empowered, as a whole, for addressing the matters under their scope (Abers, 2003; Fung, 2003; 2009). If they were empowered28, business took part in policy decisions, and these mechanisms of participation were mostly responsible for “Deliberations”, “Oversight” or “Monitoring”. If not, these mechanisms of participation mostly promoted “Consultations”, among others, and they reduced the costs of policy-making.




    Following this quantitative assessment, the investigation selects three deliberative collegiate bodies, for in-depth analysis. At this stage, the expectation was to confirm that, even in collegiate bodies responsible for “Deliberations”, the “dual process of commitment building between business and government” did not go beyond the exchange of information and the promotion of transparency. In-depth analysis, then, first evaluates how choices of institutional design combined in a configural manner (Fung, 2003; 2009; Ostrom, 2007; 2011) and evolved through time, securing or not “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” in the form of “Deliberations”. Next, it identifies capabilities and preferences that influenced the dual process of “commitment building between business and the government” within the collegiate body under analysis, as well as within the policy networks that emerged and shaped the policy process set up by this mechanism of participation. Lastly, research explores the interaction between “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” and “commitment building between business and the government”. Based on the process-tracing of the policy-making process, the investigation searches for causal factors of formalization, verifying the extent that roles have been fulfilled by practice. That is, by the dual process of “commitment building between business and the government” within each of the studied collegiate bodies.




    The procedure aims at fitting the three deliberative collegiate bodies in the scheme in Figure 3, in terms of what has been achieved through sequencings of deliberative moments (Avritzer, 2011) that presumed collective deliberations, which are, in here, interactions between “Government Consent” and “Business Participation” revealing “2.B.”. As such, while deliberative effectiveness relies on an array of deliberative moments (Goodin, 2008; Avritzer, 2011), the studied mechanisms of participation would have formalized business political action to the extent that not only choices of institutional design, but also capabilities and preferences made possible to business to influence policy outcomes through the arrays of deliberative moments that described participatory policy-making in the studied deliberative collegiate bodies. If, due to “commitment building between business and the government”, collective deliberations mostly describe the interaction “1.A.”, what would fit the studied collegiate bodies in the lower-left quadrant, case analysis would confirm the inability of PT Governments of formalizing business political action between 2003 and 2016. In-depth analysis would show that neither “Inclusion in policy-making” on the government side, nor “Engagement in policy-making” on the business side was achieved, what would make the faced difficulties regarding formalization more an outcome of attributes of the world that influenced business and government representatives’ actions within collegiate bodies than of the rule configuration of these mechanisms of participation.




    Findings, on the contrary, reveal that not only PT Governments’ choices of institutional design promoted the formalization of business political action between 2003 and 2016, but also “commitment building between business and the government” led businesspeople to perceive the studied collegiate bodies as political investments generating the greatest returns. The additive combination of choices of institutional design unveils high levels of “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, which resulted in general improvement of the organization of the policy process. Case analysis, in turn, confirmed that “commitment building between business and the government” within the studied mechanisms of participation resulted in interactions that draw either “Inclusion in policy-making” on the government side, or “Engagement in policy-making” on the business side. However, capabilities and preferences still affected arrays of deliberative moments. In none of the studied cases, the process-tracing of the policy process revealed that business and government’s actions fully complied with what was described by the rule configuration. Attributes of the world that affected commitment building were, on the government side, budgetary cuts and the relative political power of ministries hosting executive secretariats, whereas on the business side, organization and concurrent political interests of peak sectoral corporatist business associations. Certainly, three cases are not representative of the whole sample, but the case-analysis supported the large-N analysis, confirming that PT Governments promoted business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, formalizing business political action. In parallel, even though formalization did not follow the anticipated outcome, collegiate bodies organized the policy process, structuring policy-making, and engendering a more centripetal pattern of business politics.




    This book has eight chapters. The next two chapters, Theory and Model (Chapter 2 & 3), together with this Introduction (Chapter 1), set the stage for the test of the hypothesis, which follows a unified logic of inference (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994). An abstract model of causal inference organizes research with formalization as the dependent variable. “Business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making” and “commitment building between business and the government” are the independent variables causing formalization. As per research hypothesis, individually, their effects are insufficient for engendering a more formalized pattern of business politics. They shall interact with either the government including business in policy-making, or business engaging in policy-making. As such, formalization has as precondition great “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, what would empower business to influence policy outcomes through the participation of peak sectoral business associations in collegiate bodies. The first step of the investigation is, then, the assessment of PT Government’s choices of institutional design regarding the whole sample of collegiate bodies joined by CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF (Chapter 4). Second, on the basis of this assessment, this research tests the hypotheses through in-depth case-analysis (Chapters 5, 6 and 7). On those terms, as described in the conclusion (Chapter 8), the investigation adds to research under the political sociology and the political economy perspectives, revealing traces of participatory policy-making during PT Governments, as well as the impacts of capabilities and preferences in the operability of mechanisms of participation.




    The next chapter, Theory (Chapter 2), has the aim of setting the theoretical contribution of the research. The chapter starts by introducing the IAD framework (Ostrom, 2011). It explains the application of the framework to the identification of the elements of analysis, and the relationships among them, which, together, specify the model organizing the investigation. Whereas the IAD framework assisted in shaping the prescriptive inquiry and diagnostic, selected theories and approaches supported further specification of these elements and relationships, as well as making assumptions about them. As already mentioned, the investigation considers analytical work under two theoretical perspectives approaching participatory policy-making for further specifying and making assumptions about elements and relationships. The political sociology perspective, though focusing on civil society – which embodies social movements and non-governmental organizations, but not business, supported the specification of the elements of analysis. Yet, the political economy perspective, whereby focusing on business, allowed making assumptions about those elements. One of the main contributions of this book is, then, its attempt of building bridges between perspectives, despite following a political economy viewpoint that applies findings within the pluralist, corporatist, and policy network analysis to the investigation of business-state relations in collegiate bodies between 2003 and 2016.




    In Model (Chapter 3), the abstract model of causal inference organizing investigation is described in detail. The chapter starts by introducing the data sample adopted in the analysis, clarifying its reach. Then, it focuses on the research’s abstract model of causal inference. It portrays its parameters and variables, describing formalization as the dependent variable caused by the interaction between “business inclusiveness in policy-making” and of “commitment building between business and the government”. The model was crafted for organizing a mixed-method research in a unified logic of inference (King, Keohane and Verba, 1994). Thus, it sets the test of the hypotheses, following a linear logic that starts with the quantitative assessment of choices of institutional design (Fung, 2003; 2009). In weighing the effects of the participation of peak sectoral corporatist business associations in 125 collegiate bodies on business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making, investigation proceeds with the in-depth analysis of three pathway cases (Gerring, 2007). From this point forward, research focuses on testing the hypotheses, exploring the extent that interactions between business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making and commitment building caused formalization, in the form of either inclusion, or engagement in participatory policy-making.




    In view of the reviewed theories and approaches, as well as of the proposed abstract model of causal inference, the empirical analysis of formalization follows in four articles (Chapters 4, 5, 6 & 7).




    The first article, Business Inclusiveness in Participatory Policy-Making (Chapter 4), analyses how choices of institutional design shaped formalization, understood as business political action through peak sectoral corporatist business associations’ participation in collegiate bodies, as well as in policy networks stemming from these mechanisms of participation. Based on choices in relation to type, participation, scope, responsibility, regularity, and authority, which were predictors of “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, the work assesses PT Governments’ most common options. Findings reveal that 42% of the joined collegiate bodies were councils, the most empowered type of mechanism of participation in operation between 2003 and 2016. Additionally, 62% of the total promoted interactions in the form of “Deliberations”, “Oversight” and “Monitoring”. Lula and Rousseff, together, established 65% of all collegiate bodies in the sample. Yet, contrary to expectations, only 38% of the total were open to any part to join. Business was, as well, overrepresented in 65% of the mechanisms of participation with information about membership. Such assessments uncover a willingness to share responsibilities with business on the government side; and, on the business side, facilitated access to policy-making within 22 ministries and the Presidency of the Republic, what, among others, led to CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF further organization for representing business interests towards the Federal Executive.




    The next three articles (Chapters 5, 6 & 7) are case analysis of collegiate bodies depicting great business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making. Among other factors, selected mechanisms of participation were responsible for “Deliberations”. For instance, they empowered business to take part in decisions regarding labor, science and technology, and environmental policies.




    The first case analysis, Employment Participatory Policy-Making (Chapter 5), focuses on CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF’ participation in the Conselho Deliberativo do Fundo do Amparo ao Trabalhador (CODEFAT) – Deliberative Council of the Workers’ Assistance Fund. Unlike the majority of the collegiate bodies in the sample, PT Governments inherited an organized institutional arrangement in the case of this tripartite deliberative council. CODEFAT was created in 1990, becoming part of the Ministério do Trabalho e Emprego (MT) – Ministry of Labour and Employment, in the following years. Its executive secretariat had a decisive role in policy-making, for having great control over the agenda, and for facilitating deliberations based on the draft of nearly all policy proposals under consideration. Between 2003 and 2009, while CNA, CNC, CNI and CNF/CONSIF took part in work through high-ranking representatives, responsibilities given by choices of institutional design (Fung, 2003; 2009) have been fulfilled. CODEFAT host collective deliberations, with inclusion and engagement in policy-making. Nevertheless, changes in participation led to the departure of these peak sectoral corporatist business associations, what undermined business representation. In parallel, budgetary cuts and a progressive modification of the Fundo de Amparo ao Trabalhador (FAT) – Worker’s Assistance Fund, financial model restricted the reach of CODEFAT’s decisions. All together impacted formalization, as the collegiate body stopped endorsing intense and consequential conversations. The path followed by CODEFAT reveals that, in the face of increasing adversities related to capabilities and preferences, the formalized pattern of business politics that the collegiate body achieved under Lula was progressively abandoned under Rousseff.




    The second case analysis, Science, Technology and Innovation Participatory Policy-Making (Chapter 6), investigates CNI’s participation in the Conselho Diretor do Fundo Nacional para o Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CDFNDCT) – National Fund for Scientific and Technological Development Directing Council. Lula created this deliberative council in 2007, assembling representatives of the federal government, funding agencies, business, and the Academia. Chaired by the Ministro da Ciência e Tecnologia (MCT) – Minister of Science and Technology, CDFNDCT institutional arrangement encompassed the managing committees of the sectoral funds forming the Fundo Nacional para o Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CDFNDCT) – National Fund for Scientific and Technological Development. Henceforth, the collegiate body had a coordinating role. It decided on policies, guidelines and norms concerning FNDCT allocation. In spite of counting with direct presidential support, CDFNDCT faced problems for formalizing business political action in the form of deliberations all along. These problems stemmed, mostly, from MCT difficulties in setting up the collegiate body. In 2010, notably, changes in the organization chart of the council, combined with MCT progressive appropriation of FNDCT for funding its own activities, undermined the scope of the collegiate body. CNI, in turn, alongside joining CDFNDCT deliberations, was heavily investing in further organization regarding innovation policy. Based on the Mobilização Empresarial pela Inovação (MEI) – Business Mobilization for Innovation, it pushed for advancements independently of developments within the collegiate body. The combination of lower capabilities on the government side and increasing capabilities on the business side impacted on collective deliberations within CDFNDCT. Between 2007 and 2016, although there was inclusion in policy-making on the government side, business did not engage in policy-making within the collegiate body. It appears to have preferred acting through MEI. The outcome was still further formalization, as not only CDFNDCT, at the very least, allowed business to exert oversight on policy decisions, but also MEI advanced business organization regarding innovation policy.




    The last case analysis, Biodiversity Participatory Policy-Making (Chapter 7), examines CNA and CNI’s participation in the Conselho de Gestão do Patimônio Genético (CGen) – Genetic Heritage Management Council. In the case of this collegiate body, although business joined decision-making on the access to genetic heritage, associated traditional knowledge and benefit-sharing since 2003, according to the Medida Provisória (MP) Nº 2.186, de 23 de Agosto de 2001 - Provisional Measure No 2,186, of 23 August 2001, no peak sectoral corporatist business association was a full member of CGen. Hence, business engagement in the policy process throughout PT Governments targeted not only full inclusion in deliberations, but also the modernization of the legal framework, which was perceived as to hinder research and development regarding the use of Brazilian biodiversity. The analysis of the policy process set up by CGen confirms the key character of commitment building in the form of government inclusion and business engagement in the formalization of business political action. Despite impediments stemming from the inherited institutional arrangement that defined CGen operability, inclusion in policy-making on the government side and engagement on the business side formalized business political action even before the achievement of business full membership in the collegiate body, which came on the very last day of the Rousseff Government. CGen’s reform was the outcome of policy-making within issue networks (Rhodes and March, 1992) that frequently included business in policy-making. Business, in turn, engaged in policy-making also investing in further organization, due to the higher stakes involved in the overhaul of the legislation. In the end, the interaction led to full membership in CGen, what formalized business political action regarding biodiversity policy.




    As seen, empirical analysis of CODEFAT, CDFNDCT and CGen confirms that business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making promoted formalization during PT Governments. Nevertheless, commitment building between business and government impacted on the outcomes, revealing that expectations were not always fully fulfilled due to the available capabilities and preferences within the political system. Summing up all research findings, the Conclusion (Chapter 8) discusses the extent that business inclusiveness in policy-making contingent on commitment building explains the formalization under new developmentalism in Brazil.
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        1 Firstly, presented to the University of Sao Paulo to obtain a Ph.D. in Political Science.


      




      

        2 They were advisory bodies to the Presidency of the Republic (Secretaria-Geral da Presidência da República, 2010).


      




      

        3 See Decree No 8,243, 23 May 2014 [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2011-2014/2014/decreto/D8243impressao.htm.


      




      

        4 Free Translation, Art 2, II, Decree No 8,243, of 23 May 2014 [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2011-2014/2014/decreto1/D8243impressao.htm.


      




      

        5 PNPS defined a commission as “a thematic collegiate body, instituted by normative act, created for the dialogue between civil society and government on a precise goal, operational until purposes fulfilment”. Free translation. See Art 2, III, Decree No 8,243, of 23 May 2014 [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2011-2014/2014/decreto/D8243impressao.htm.


      




      

        6 See IPEA (2010) [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.ipea.gov.br/participacao/images/pdfs/relatoriosconselhos/120911_relatorio_conaeti.pdf.


      




      

        7 According to the interviews conducted during research.


      




      

        8 Both samples included commissions. See Polis-Inesc (2011); and Guia dos Conselhos Nacionais [Online]. Available at: http://www.polis.org.br/uploads/1262/1262.pdf and http://www.ipea.gov.br/participacao/images/pdfs/participacao/guiaconselhosnacionais2013_abril_web.pdf.


      




      

        9 Based on the categorization provided in Art. 2, Decree No 8,243, 23 May 2014 [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2011-2014/2014/decreto/D8243impressao.htm.


      




      

        10 See O Globo, Governo Bolsonaro quer extinção de conselhos sociais criados por Dilma [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: https://oglobo.globo.com/brasil/governo-bolsonaro-quer-extincao-de-conselhos-sociais-criados-por-dilma-23591925.


      




      

        11 Such as committees, working groups, chambers, and forums.


      




      

        12 Not created by law or decree as permanent collegiate bodies. Besides laws, the Executive used two kinds of decrees to establish collegiate bodies. The first ones were the ministerial or inter-ministerial decrees, which served to regulate laws. The second ones were administrative acts named portarias. They also regulate laws, but they were more specific, as they served for organizing the Administration. Throughout the book, they are all treated as decrees.


      




      

        13 Created under the umbrella of a broader mechanism of participation with a specific purpose.


      




      

        14 Permanent collegiate bodies were part of the Federal Executive, being established by law or decree. Considering other collegiate bodies, the number increases to 273.


      




      

        15 See CLT (1943) [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/decreto-lei/Del5452.htm.


      




      

        16 Together with peak sectoral corporatist business associations, they are constituent units of the Brazilian system of interest intermediation (Schmitter, 1971; 1974).


      




      

        17 They operated together.


      




      

        18 Considering non-permanent collegiate bodies, the number increases to 273. See Appendix 2.


      




      

        19 The other 37 mechanisms of participation promoted consultations. As such, there was no obligation, on the government side, of considering members’ views on the subject.


      




      

        20 If not directly provided, institutes linked to member companies offered training, leisure activities and cultural services to employees.


      




      

        21 The number of ministries varied between 32 and 39 during PT Governments.


      




      

        22 See Art. 1, Law No 11,648, of 31 March 2008, Art. 1, II [In Portuguese] [Online]. Available at: http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_Ato2007-2010/2008/Lei/L11648.htm


      




      

        23 See The Guardian, 1 June 2017, Operation Car Wash: Is this the biggest corruption scandal in history? [Online]. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/jun/01/brazil-operation-car-wash-is-this-the-biggest-corruption-scandal-in-history


      




      

        24 Collegiate bodies holding consultations advises on policies’ implementation.


      




      

        25 Collegiate bodies responsible for oversight focus on policies’ compliance with desired goals and rules.


      




      

        26 Deliberative collegiate bodies command discussions, for deciding about policies’ implementation.


      




      

        27 Collegiate bodies responsible for monitoring track progress, evaluating policies’ implementation. Monitoring is different from oversight, as it promotes an active stance towards implementation, while the latter is passive.


      




      

        28 As previous research revealed (Schmitt, 2018a; 2018b; 2018c; 2019).


      


    


  




  

    2. THEORY




    The chapter sets the theoretical contribution of the research. In doing so, it reviews theories and approaches to analyzing institutions and business-state relations, the dual objects of theoretical interest of this book.




    Given the difficulties of conducting institutional analysis, it starts by reviewing main differences among research undertaken at the level of frameworks, theories and models. Whereas each level is taken as to provide different degrees of specificity related to a particular problem (Ostrom, 2007; 2011), the investigation works on the most specific level, which is the model level. As such, it applies the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework (Ostrom, 2007) for defining the variables, as well as for making assumptions about their combinations and effects. This effort also takes into consideration approaches under the political sociology and the pollical economy perspectives, which addressed participatory policy-making (Abers, 2003; Fung, 2003, 2009; Avritzer, 2011; 2012; Lavalle, 2011; 2019) and industrial policy (Bresser-Pereira, 2011; Schneider, 2015). Though the investigation follows a political economy viewpoint, one of its main contributions is its attempt of building bridges between perspectives, as they do not dialogue under the Portuguese-language/Brazilian literature.




    Following this introduction, the chapter has five sections. The first one refers to the study of institutions. It describes the conceptual map of the IAD framework and its application for the definition of the analytical model, proposed in detail on the next chapter. The second section discusses selected works undertaken under the political sociology and the political economy perspectives. It gives special attention to the contributions of pluralism, corporatism and Policy Network Analysis (PNA) to analyzing business-state relations. The third section introduces a historical overview of business political action in Brazil, highlighting findings regarding capabilities and preferences within the political system. The fourth section defines patterns of business action, considering the impacts of the new developmentalism on business interest representation. In the fifth section, final remarks are provided.




    2.1 STUDYING INSTITUTIONS: FRAMEWORK, THEORY AND MODEL




    According to Ostrom (2007; 2011), the study of institutions relies on theoretical work undertaken at three levels, each of them providing different degrees of specificity in relation to a particular problem. While these levels are (1) frameworks, (2) theories, and (3) models, the first one represents the most general form of theoretical analysis and the latter the most specific. Frameworks identify the elements of analysis and the general relationships among them. They organize diagnostic and prescriptive inquiry, being useful for generating research questions, as well as to compare theories. Theories, in turn, “enable the analyst to specify which elements of a framework are particularly relevant to particular questions and to make general working assumptions about the shape and strength of these elements” (Ostrom, 2011: 8). Theories are, then, needed for diagnosing a phenomenon, explaining its processes, and predicting outcomes. Yet, at the most specific level, a model makes it possible to make assumptions on a limited set of variables. It delimits the parameters for deriving predictions about the results of combining these variables using selected theories.




    This book undertakes an investigation at the most specific level of analysis. It works with an abstract model of causal inference for assessing the formalization of business political action during the Partido dos Trabalhadores (PT) – Workers Party, Governments, in Brazil. As per the following diagram – refer to Figure 4, the model, on the bottom-right29, was designed regarding the IAD framework and contingent to a number of theories and approaches on political participation and business-state relations, which are discussed in detail on the next sections.




    From the most general form of theoretical analysis to the most specific – following the direction of the arrow on the left of the diagram in Figure 4, this work applies the IAD framework for identifying the elements and the relationships that will be analyzed. As a conceptual map, it offers a general language about how (1) rule configurations, meaning the shared understandings about what actions are required, prohibited or permitted; and (2) attributes of the world, considering the resource system, resource units, governance system, and users, all of them embedded in social, economic, and political settings (Ostrom, 2011), affect social spaces, in which individuals interact. Within the IAD framework, these social spaces are known as “action situations”, a concept that enables isolating the immediate structure affecting the process of interest for explaining human actions and results. Thus, the identification of the action situation is a key part of the IAD framework. Nevertheless, “when one opens up the action situation and looks at the component parts of it, one can specify how one is analyzing the actor at that level” (Ostrom, 2011: 9). Hence, in identifying the action situation, the analyst may be able to not only evaluate resulting patterns of interactions and outcomes, but also inquire into the factors that affect action situations, also exploring how they change over time (Ostrom, 2011).




    Figure 4




    APPROACHING BUSINESS-STATE RELATIONS IN COLLEGIATE BODIES




    BASED ON THE IAD FRAMEWORK
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    The action situation identified, whose interactions and outcomes are evaluated in this book, is the collegiate bodies in which business and state actors interacted between 2003 and 2016. The goal of the research is, then, to verify to which extent the structure arising from the combination between rule configuration and attributes of the world changed patterns of business politics in Brazil. Did it lead to formalization, meaning business political action through business associations’ interest representation within collegiate bodies and within the policy networks that emerged and shaped the policy process set up by these mechanisms of participation? The model, on the most specific level, specifies that “business inclusiveness in participatory policy-making”, describing how choices of institutional design shaped actions within collegiate bodies, and “commitment building between business and the government”, referring to capabilities and preferences within the political system contained in the actors’ information sets, were the independent variables affecting formalization. Whereas they both affect the action situation, it is their interaction that formalizes business political action. As such, there shall be not only business inclusiveness, but also inclusion in policy-making on the government side, or engagement in policy-making on the business side.




    Those working assumptions, as the specification of the variables under analysis addressed theories and approaches further reviewed. Their appraisal gives particular attention to industrial policy (Rodrik, 2004; 2008), considering its role in changing patterns of business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010). It also reflects on the effects of mechanisms of participation on democratic governance, pondering forms of business interest representation and intermediation.




    2.2 THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON PARTICIPATION




    Findings within two different perspectives informed this research, addressing the role of mechanisms of participation and interest intermediation in the policy process. The first perspective evolved within the subfield of democratic theory. Assessments concerned themselves with how democracies function, giving special attention to experiments in participatory governance (Fung, 2003; 2015). Within the Portuguese-language/Brazilian literature, scholars adopted a political sociology viewpoint and focused on non-electoral participation and extra-parliamentary representation (Lavalle, 2018). Yet, the second perspective centered analysis on industrial policy (Rodrik, 2004; 2008). Under political economy, pluralist, corporatist/neo-corporatist, and PNA approaches to business-state relations revealed different modes of interest intermediation (Doctor, 2017). On the Brazilian case, they explained how business impacted policy-making (Mancuso, 2007; Gozzeto and Thomas, 2014), whereas formalized business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010) was largely framed under government efforts regarding development (Leopoldi, 2000; Diniz and Boschi, 2002; 2003; Bresser Pereira and Diniz, 2009; Diniz, 2001; 2010; Doctor, 2007; 2017; Boschi, 2010; 2012; Toni, 2013; Araujo, 2015).




    Under the political sociology perspective, civil society embodied social movements and non-governmental organizations, but not business. As a member of the establishment, business seems to have not received attention, as attempts to increase political participation were perceived as to target the inclusion of historically excluded social fringes (Lavalle, 2011). At the other extreme, the political economy perspective centered analysis on business, approaching experiments in participatory governance as industrial policy (Rodrik, 2004; 2008). According to this literature, mechanisms of participation reduced the costs of policy-making, improving general efficiency (Schneider, 2015). They were valued for their capability of promoting better economic performance, not for increasing political participation. Due to the lack of dialogue between these perspectives, the following investigation is an attempt of building bridges between them, though it adopts the political economy viewpoint of the rational choice institutionalism (Ostrom, 2007). The extension of the participation of peak sectoral corporatist business associations in collegiate bodies is a suitable pathway, as it appears to have made industrial policy more encompassing during PT Governments (Schmitt, 2018a; 2018b; 2018c), at the same time that it reveals that business was a key actor in participatory governance.




    This section reviews findings under both theoretical perspectives and clarifies essential definitions. It has two parts. It first appraisals political sociology approaches to political participation, giving special attention to definitions that address the impacts of institutional choices on democratic governance. In the second part, the focus relies on political economy approaches to interest representation. It considers the application of pluralism, corporatism/neo-corporatism and PNA to the study of business political action.




    2.2.1 POLITICAL SOCIOLOGY




    The political sociology perspective sees the emergence of participatory institutions in Latin America, especially in Brazil, as an undeniable fact that generated a relevant body of academic literature. Their extensive usage introduced changes in democratic practice to the extent that democracy, per se, became a hybrid between participation and representation (Avritzer, 2012). In Brazil, in particular, the vast number of institutional channels, in which non-electoral participation and extra-parliamentary representation took place, shall not find a parallel in other latitudes (Lavalle, 2018). These experiments appear in all levels of the Brazilian government, and they are diverse. Although they “have been widely described and analyzed with the language of participation” (Zaremberg, Lavalle and Guarneros-Meza, 2017: 4), a significant part of them are examples of indirect representation of interest groups seen as commonly underrepresented in traditional circuits of political representation. Thus, for Zaremberg, Lavalle, Guarneros-Meza (2017), the language of ‘intermediation’ is more suitable, as actors mostly intermediated interests within these institutional channels.




    In here, however, the collegiate bodies portraying the action situation of interest are still taken as mechanisms of participation or participatory mechanisms (Fung 2006; 2009). The language of participation is more recurrent in democratic theory, as well as in political economy approaches to formalized business politics (Schneider, 2009; 2010; 2015). Besides, peak sectoral corporatist business associations did not report to distinguish direct participation from indirect representation or intermediation. Within the sample of collegiate bodies, there are mechanisms in which presidents of these business associations personally took part in the work, though official reports inform that they represented the interests of the organizations they chaired30. Similarly, there are mechanisms in which peak sectoral corporatist business organizations had a seat and presidents, business personalities or members of the technical body represented the interests of their respective organizations. The Conselho de Desenvolvimento Econômico e Social (CDES) - Economic and Social Development Council, and the Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Industrial (CNDI) - National Council for Industrial Development, are examples of the first. However, the Conselho Diretor do Fundo Nacional para o Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CDFNDCT) – National Fund for Scientific and Technological Development Directing Council, is an example of the latter.




    In parallel to this lack of differentiation between non-electoral participation, representation or intermediation, business was not a group commonly underrepresented in traditional circuits of political representation. Actually, it was only a group whose participation in collegiate bodies was mainly ignored by the political sociology perspective. That poses additional difficulties for adopting its premises. As mentioned, to overcome the lack of representation of excluded social fringes was an idée-force, a normative statement that influenced studies addressing Brazilian experiments in democratic governance (Lavalle, 2011). Whereas business was part of the establishment, the ‘participatory ideology’ posed that mechanisms of participation addressed social injustice, advancing distributive demands. Such prospect not only led scholars to neglect business political action, but also impacted findings due to the normative load. The first wave of studies under the political sociology perspective focused on reporting deficiencies in enforcing the rights of popular layers. Even though the second wave replaced denunciation with more systematic descriptions of the outcomes of participatory institutions (Lavalle, 2011), these later assessments also weighted the effects of participation more on its value than on its utility. Following Wampler (2011), regarding what could have changed in policy-making, the role of participatory mechanisms still deserve more systematic attention.




    Avritzer (2011; 2012) recognizes “few attempts to systematically compare and evaluate the workings of these mechanisms in different political and institutional contexts” (Avritzer, 2012: 114). As a rule, analysis of participatory experiments relied on the assumption that these arrangements would tackle the shortcomings of the representative policy process (Fung, 2004). Even though studies clarified the means through which mechanisms of participation accomplished this task, they remained woolly in terms of the effects on policies or democracies (Avritzer, 2011). Based on the definition of “deliberative democracy”, taken as a deliberative system consisted of sequencings of deliberative moments (Goodin, 2008), Avritzer (2011) suggests working with the concept of “deliberative effectiveness”. While different parts of the deliberative task are allocated in different institutions of representative democracy, with networked micro-deliberative innovations connecting the public sphere with the process (Goodin, 2008), mechanisms of participation would not impact policies or democracies as deliberative moments, but as sequencings of deliberative moments. Deliberative effectiveness would, then, rely on an array of deliberative moments, in which mechanisms of participation influenced, controlled, or decided about a policy (Avritzer, 2011). Their effects on policy or democracy could, then, be systematically assessed by drawing near the causalities within a causal chain (Lavalle, 2011). Such an effort would favor the identification of the chain of deliberative moments leading to deliberative effectiveness, what could outline the impacts of these experiments on democratic governance.




    In view of these findings and suggestions, the investigation takes into consideration sequencings of deliberative moments, in which business and government decided on the matters under their responsibility within the studied collegiate bodies. Based on Fung (2015), it also assumes that participation would advance effective democratic governance to the extent that the effects of collegiate bodies were the solution of the problems that they were set to address (Fung, 2015). Deliberative effectiveness would, then, be an outcome of participation in a chain of deliberative moments. Being a functional consequence of collegiate bodies, it appears contingent on choices of institutional design (Fung 2003; 2006; 2009; 2012) as, whether consciously or not, decisions regarding: i) the type of the mechanism of participation, ii) the selection of its participants; iii) the scope of its deliberations, iv) the mode of deliberations, v) the recurrence of meetings, vi) the stakes involved in deliberations, vii) the power to decide about a policy or a public action, and viii) the extent that members would monitor policy-making (Fung 2003; 2006; 2009), impact on the way that participation advances democratic governance.




    According to Fung (2006; 2012), there are three important dimensions along which forms of direct participation vary based on their institutional design. They are the selection of participants, the communication and decision, and the authority and power. Firstly, mechanisms of participation can be more inclusive or exclusive depending on: i) self-selection, ii) selective recruitment, iii) randomly selection, iv) engagement of lay stakeholders (unpaid citizens with a more profound interest in the issue under consideration), and v) appointment of professional stakeholders. Secondly, they can serve to promote transparency in policy-making on one extreme, or they can be deliberative on the other, meaning that the interaction between citizens and state officials has the potential to impact preferences and political decisions. Lastly, mechanisms of participation can vary in terms of authority and power. That refers to the impacts of participation, to the extent that discussions are linked to policy or public action. The combination of decisions regarding these dimensions may suit the problems to be addressed, for achieving the desired outcomes (Fung, 2006; 2012). For example, if the mechanisms of participation were set to deliberate over a policy with distributive impacts, the selection of participants would be critical to address social injustice. Thus, while deliberative effectiveness relies on addressing the matters that the mechanism of participation was set to address, participation would be contingent on choices of institutional design.




    The model used in this book considers the causality between choices of institutional design and the outcomes of mechanisms of participation. That is explained in further detail on the following chapter. The next section deals with the political economy of business-state relations, highlighting the contributions of this perspective to specifying the assumptions of the investigation.




    2.2.2 POLITICAL ECONOMY




    According to Maxfield and Schneider (1997), the political economy of business-state relations approached business political action under five perspectives. The first one took business as capital, as if it were an organized pressure on political decisions. The second treated business as one pressure sector. Similar to the capital approach, it paid little attention to its organization. The third approach took business as a firm, pondering the political impacts of size, horizontal diversification and patterns of financing. In Latin America, for example, including in Brazil, business conglomerates were taken as highly influential for, among other reasons, their close ties with politicians and small number (Schneider, 2008; Lazzarini, 2011). Under the fourth perspective, business was approached as association, which allowed researchers to focus on political organization and on the institutions that mediate business interests. Lastly, business was taken as a network. Interactions occurred at the personal level, not at the institutional level as when business is considered as associations (Maxfield and Schneider, 1997).




    While the two first perspectives do not pay much attention to organization, the last three are diligent in their attempt of understanding how business organize for representing interests. As this book reflects on interest intermediation during PT Governments, it approaches business as firms, associations and networks. However, it takes business mostly as associations, for centering the analysis on its political organization, as well as on the institutional channels mediating interests. Business is, in here, primarily organized in peak sectoral corporatist business associations, which, based on the Consolidação das Leis do Trabalho (CLT) – Consolidation of Labor Laws31, took part in the collegiate bodies for representing economic interests. Within these formalized channels (Schneider 2009; 2010), the political power of conglomerates, as well as the availability of personal networks also impacted PT Governments attempts of changing patterns of business politics, which meant moving the Brazilian system of interest representation from a more fluid, disperse and centrifugal pattern to a more organized, structured and centripetal pattern (Schneider 2009; 2010). Thus, perspectives that saw business as firms and networks assisted in structuring a mix-and-match analysis that takes business as associations but explores the relationship among size and access in policy-making.




    The political economy of business-state relations approached business interest representation based on the following perspectives:




    2.2.2.1 PLURALISM




    The pluralist framework assumes that influence is benign. Whereas it allows citizens to defend themselves from the government, it promotes democratic responsiveness. However, considering that citizens have multiple interests, on the one hand, the possibility of influencing policy outcomes encourages organization in different interest groups for expressing preferences in front of the government. On the other hand, it leads to competition, as the more influential a group is, the more likely its interests will be considered in government decisions. In addition to that, in any political system, there will be multiple resources for influencing government decisions. Money is one of them, but information is, for example, another one. Whereas resources are not equally distributed, their availability and distribution impact not only citizens’ capacity to push the government, but also democratic responsiveness (Dahl, 1962; Przeworski, 2011; Dür and González, 2013). Hence, if one takes into consideration that business, due to wealth, is more empowered to influence political decisions than other members of the civil society, the most probable outcome is that the government will be more responsive to business interests than to other groups. Based on this supposition, collegiate bodies could be seen as a mean for increasing government responsiveness to other groups, such as posed by the political sociology perspective when analyzing the role of mechanisms of participation in democratic governance.




    Nevertheless, additional elements play a role in this framework. Business, for example, is not a cohesive group. In Brazil, business is a highly unequal group, with a small number of conglomerates being politically influential (Schneider, 2008; Lazzarini, 2011). Big companies have different interests than small and micro ones. The same applies to the business associations representing them. In addition to the availability of multiple interests (Gozetto and Thomas, 2014), there is, also, the fact that resources are unevenly distributed among the many interest groups interacting in any political system (Dahl, 1962). A group will be more or less influential depending on the value decision-makers give to the resources in its hands. Under left administrations, such as during PT Governments in Brazil, it would be reasonable to expect that organized labor would be more empowered to push for its interests than business. Political standing and organization also play a role. On the other side of the ideological spectrum, business shall be in a better position to defend its interests when a right pro-business party is in power. For these reasons, whereas resources are unequally distributed, democratic responsiveness is achieved when elected officials have election-induced attention to constituents’ preferences. Resources shape the structure of the interest community, but their control is not static (Dahl, 1962).




    The pluralist model also assumes that the information provided by different interest groups will facilitate the reflection on the available preferences. However, as sustained by Lowery and Gray (2004), the problems at stake and their proposed solutions also shape the interest community structure and, consequently, the way that information is shared. Policy outcomes, for example, influence not only the structure of interest populations but also the levels and types of the influence activities employed. To add in complexity, according to Lowery (2007), the solely pluralistic assumption that motivated actors will seek to influence policy is problematic. Interest organizations, in his view, are motivated actors whose primary purpose is to survive, not to influence policy outcomes. Following his reasoning, one can assume that peak sectoral corporatist business organizations lobbied, as well, for ensuring their political relevance within the Brazilian system of interest representation. Organizational maintenance, processes of mobilization and political influence are related to each other, and the political behaviours of these organizations on different issues are linked to each one of these variables based on strategic reasons (Lowery, 2007).
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