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    A PRELIMINARY NOTE




    I




    This is a modified version of the text that was submitted to the School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, in January 2004, in candidacy for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.




    Would there be any relevance in publishing it now, in 2024, in the form of a book?




    Certainly, as an academic research issue, this is a topic that has long been overcome; the relevant theoretical production in this regard took place in the 1990s. However, a series of considerations induce me to do so:




    1. Looking back on my life and career as a retiree, I realize that the outcome of my personal effort in years of study and institutional investment deserves a fate better than being left to gather dust on a personal bookshelf.




    2. In recent times, the world of book editing and publishing has witnessed a significant transformation, thanks to technological advancements and financial feasibility. As a result, the process of creating and releasing a book is now more accessible and streamlined than ever before.




    3. Regarding substantive matters, it is known that concepts, approaches, and theories become dated and quietly exit the stage when they have produced a certain degree of understanding about the subject at hand. However, when the issues being addressed, specifically the conditions of governability in Brazil, do not seem to have been adequately resolved, I believe that looking back at the time when this problem emerged still makes some sense. Further on, I have compiled a list of key points to demonstrate the ongoing relevance of issues surrounding democracy and governance in Brazil. These issues persist to this day and must be addressed in a timely and effective manner.




    4. I believe that reviewing the bibliography, studies, arguments, concepts, and theories surrounding political forms such as the State, Regime, and Governments is essential. These components constitute the institutional-political framework of contemporary society, and it’s imperative to understand them thoroughly. As I discuss in this study, the importance of this knowledge cannot be overstated.




    5. Originally, this study analysed only the government of Sarney, the first after the military dictatorship, the transitional government par excellence. However, during the final stages of the writing process, the election of Lula occurred, which was seen as a significant political novelty and had a considerable impact. This led to the inclusion of some additional considerations regarding the matter. Nevertheless, in order to better situate and evaluate Lula’s prospects, I also provided a brief overview of the previous governments, including those of Fernando Collor de Melo, Itamar Franco, and Fernando Henrique Cardoso.




    6. Despite occasional shortcomings, I believe I contributed to reasonably recovering the political and theoretical discussions of that time.




    7. The contents of this book have been expanded by almost one-third compared to the thesis, which was limited to 100,000 words. This means you’ll be getting even more information and insights than what was previously available.




    II




    How relevant is this text today?




    In this second decade of the 21st century, although under somewhat modified forms and appearances, with new protagonists or some remnants of previous conjunctures, problems of governability and democracy are still part of the Brazilian political and institutional scenario. If it can be recognized that, to some extent, the political process has ensured, with difficulties and challenges, certain advances, impasses, and insufficiencies are also reiterated.




    It is true that during the period I am addressing in this work, which spans from the mid-1980s to the late 1990s, electronic media and what are now known as social media had not yet become widely used tools for disruptive intervention in the political process, nor did they have as much impact on the formation of public opinion or electoral preferences.




    Similarly, political conflict was not as exacerbated, nor was ideological dispute so virulent. Furthermore, the extreme right in Brazil and many other countries had not become as dense, nor had they conquered governmental positions of power.




    However, it was due to the social frustrations, political dissatisfactions, and contradictions during those decades that the radicalization of attitudes and the subsequent political and ideological polarization emerged, posing risks to democratic governance and democracy as a political regime.




    Given this scenario, it is not surprising that the Judiciary has become more involved in what is referred to as the excessive judicialization of politics. While the 1988 Constitution had expanded its prerogatives, it had not gone so far as to make its members and directives the protagonists of the political game, thereby adding greater complexity to it.




    Therefore, the fundamental issues addressed in this text not only remain unresolved, but also require re-examination with new perspectives, and confronted with a more nuanced and complex environment.




    The Brazilian political, institutional, and social landscape has been marred by a multitude of issues. From political volatility and tense situations to inconsistent public policies, the country has faced risks and threats to democracy, as well as recurrent economic problems and crises.




    Issues that were crucial in the 1980s and 1990s are still on the political agenda and require attention in the second decade of the 21st century: the logic of the market and the structure of the state (the neoliberal reforms and its critique); the world system and the international economies (foreign debt and dependency); the structural inequalities (the exclusionary social order); the adequacy of the institutional framework to enhance democratic possibilities; the legitimacy of civilian rule to secure democratic governability.




    Below, I list some of the problems and situations that continue to threaten the stability and democratic quality of the Brazilian political system:




    Capitalism, inequality, and democracy




    Social inequality is the structural substrate that prevents a democracy worthy of its promises and an effective and legitimized government. To lower down such entrenched and deep inequality is becoming an acute awareness and a practical concern of many, a basic move towards democracy, a strategic action leading to development.




    Democracy




    Thirty-six years after the 1988 Constitution, when democracy was considered consolidated, we had an authoritarian government (Jair Bolsonaro) that actively sought to sabotage it; and a grotesque, but no less serious, rehearsal of a far-right coup d’état (January 8, 2023).




    The regime we have had could be characterized by what Laurence Whitehead called “democracy by default”. This results from a kind of stalemate between progressive and conservative (and authoritarian) projects; both have had their chance, in different periods, and both have partially failed, so the contenders for power go for a ‘second-best’ outcome. An ambiguous politics, which was neither really democratic nor fully authoritarian.




    It’s not that there has not been political and institutional progress in the country in recent years, but as a respected political scientist maintained “we will always carry with us the rotten elements of our past (Marco Aurelio Nogueira).




    Liberalism and democracy




    Given certain institutional constraints and social concerns that challenge governments and the political system itself, it is worth raising the question: to what extent was democracy liberalized and liberalism democratized?




    The pattern of gradualism, elite control of key political variables and avoidance of resolute and complete democratic reforms, has been a plague difficult to eradicate.




    The recent democracy in the country, notwithstanding the liberties and rights reconquered and the social mobilisation that it permitted has been increasingly captured by the ultra-liberalism of the market.




    The interests of large economic groups and the income of their shareholders are what seem to matter; strengthen a democratic government has been a secondary concern. Economic interests held more influence than political ones, leading to the deformation of public institutions, the degradation of political conduct, and the demoralization and weakening of parliament, political parties, and politicians.




    It’s clear that the prioritization of economic arguments over political ones has resulted in a dangerous erosion of trust in our democratic institutions. Liberalism in Brazil goes hand and hand with dependent capitalism; in its contemporary guise of neoliberalism, it is imposed as dogma, and presented as a panacea, it produced something close to a permanent economic crisis and a social abyss and has stretched the tools of democratic governability to the limit.




    It appears that Brazil is following its well-established historical pattern to work out conflict, by means of accommodation and conciliation of the elites rather than rupture or abrupt change.




    Governability




    Since the mid-1980s, the issue of governability has been emphasized on the agenda of conservative transitions in Brazilian politics due to its theoretical and ideological origins.




    The question of governability as it relates to Brazilian civilian rule after 1985 is a legitimate one and was addressed in the neoliberal agenda for reforming the state and stabilising a centre-right coalition of governance. Governability can be viewed as a catchphrase which refers to a wide array of difficulties in stabilising a pact of governance of the centre-right coalition that controlled the transition.




    Even in the center-left governments of the Workers’ Party, there are structural obstacles to governability, such as the economic restructuring of power relations. In addition, there are problems with parliamentary support for the Executive, which, in practice, becomes hostage to the interests of political oligarchies, powerful economic organizations, religious groups, and a fluctuating public opinion (greatly manipulated). Under these conditions, there is an unstable and artificial consensus to support governments.




    Political Parties




    The remarkably fragility of the Brazilian party system is widely seen as one of the main causes for instability and erratic governance.




    The inconsistency of party system is a further hindrance to democratic participation. Political parties can organise spectacular electoral rallies, but not to articulate a sustainable involvement or interest in politics, apart the polling day. They also fail, in office, to elaborate viable policies or to offer disciplined support for the government to implement them; and, when in opposition, to oppose consistently, or to pressure for alternative polices.




    The military




    The political legacies of the military regime pose a significant challenge to democratic prospects. The military have been successful in maintaining their entrenched position in the state, often expanding influence outside their specific areas. The prospects of the Brazilian civilian supremacy over the military have been rated as low.




    Workers’ Party governments




    In 2002, during their first successful campaign, the PT (Workers’ Party) revealed a pragmatic shift. They declared that the PT was now ready to win elections by forming alliances without ideological reservations. They were also ready to govern with pragmatism and even economic orthodoxy, institutional and fiscal responsibility. The party was not hesitant in forming a ministry that included businessmen whose political persuasion was unfamiliar. They were willing to accept compromises that could compromise the consistency of public policies and to adhere to policies that they had previously questioned.




    In defense of the line adopted by the Lula government, it may be argued that his electoral victory was just that, a constitutional alternation of government and not much beyond.




    What was achieved by popular, socialist, or leftist forces (regardless of their identification) with their victories was not the certainty of promoting and achieving their program, but rather an expected improvement in conditions from which they could advance their projects of structural change.




    In a certain way, Lula’s election in 2002 was a late victory. The transformative impetus of PT already had been corroded by a strategy of integration to mainstream politics.




    Corruption




    Corruption scandals that leave the public indignant, discredit political institutions and degrade the republic have been recurrent in Brazil. Their potential to generate crises, however, have been variable.




    Its impact appears to affect the entire representative system from party organization to electoral legislation, to the operation of parliament. Not only governability, in the current sense of parliamentary support to the executive branch, appears threatened. The degradation of the political system may affect the very legitimacy of the rulers.




    III




    Let potential readers evaluate for themselves what they will read here, beyond the academic walls, its practices, uses, customs, and idiosyncrasies, taking control of their own perspectives.




    Books and studies, research and theoretical investigations are the fruits of human ingenuity and effort, guiding us towards ever-improving ways of living together. With this in mind, I am proud to share my own contribution to this ongoing pursuit. Let us continue to push the boundaries of what is possible and strive for a better tomorrow.


  




  

    CHAPTER 1.




    INTRODUCTION




    1.




    PROTRACTED TRANSITION AND DELAYED CONSOLIDATION OF LIBERAL DEMOCRACY IN BRAZIL




    The demise of several authoritarian government Latin American regimes in the 1970s and 1980s and their replacement by elected civilian governments of a republican and liberal nature has been generally theorized as a passage to democracy. It is true that democracy, which is preliminarily understood here as a representative liberal regime, has been the result of some of these passages or transitions over a shifting period. This study argues, however, that the Brazilian experience can only marginally and formally be considered successful because not only has the new civil institutionality developed in a deformed manner, but because a political backwardness remains from the oligarchic inheritance in the form of an undefined modernity. Various high-handed forms, which have shaped political power in Brazil, situate themselves in this new cycle of civilian rule. They establish a perverse alliance between traditional ruling (mandonismo) and the pretence of new forms of exercising power. What is startling, in the words of one of the sharper observers of the Brazilian historical scene, “is the capacity of the dominant classes to promote successive ‘revolutions´ and conservative pacts that have controlled the state, the economy and society through a continuous process of unequal and combined development (...) from the mercantile, slave society until our time” (Tavares 1996).




    The withdrawal of authoritarianism is associated, in the popular imagination, not only with the reintroduction of democracy but also with the improvement of social conditions of the majority.




    The institutions and practices of liberal democracy were, in this sense, presented by the centre-right coalition that formed the government of President José Sarney, (1985-1990) the first civilian government after the military regime, as those that make full citizenship viable, as promoters of the social recovery of the citizen.




    The unfolding of the political process would reveal the limitations of liberalism and its institutions in a barren field impregnated with privilege and paternalism, basic ingredients of Brazilian political culture and practice. Both the exercise of government as well as the dominant political culture would pay heavy tribute to the deeply rooted vices of corruption, nepotism, and patronage.




    The reproduction of an exclusionary capitalism, which deepened poverty and inequality, is also confirmed, and revealed.




    The social-political environment of the Brazilian transition was noteworthy in that more collective energy and political expertise was spent on the mobilisation of public opinion campaigns, and on parliamentary articulation and governmental initiatives concerning institutional questions, economic stability, or the simple convenience of the exercise of power, than on the pressing “social problems”. Only the militant labour union movement and leftist political forces included the social question on the agenda of transition, along with the defence of political civil rights.




    The confrontation of urgent social needs always has been postponed, either because not yet fully settled institutional arrangements are said to be prerequisites, or as the prevalent neoliberalism implies, the reinforcement of market practices will, ultimately resolve these social needs, as soon as the monetary policies produce the expected benign effects.1 No one disagrees that institutions and economic reforms are needed, but they are not sufficient.




    One concern of this research includes the chances to develop democracy in Brazil, specifically after the transition from military to civilian rule, that is, from 1985 onwards.




    Although institutions come to the fore as primary references in this process, social practices, in some critical dimensions, play an important role as far as democratic polity and society are concerned. Therefore, to establish and consolidate a democratic order in contemporary Brazil, even if circumscribed in the political sphere, a certain degree of social advancement will be needed. Most relevant social indicators reveal that the quality of life in Brazil continues to be so low, that they raise real doubts about the transition and its achievements.




    A situation that is so sharply unjust and exclusionary such as Brazil’s tends to generate an atmosphere in which most of the poor, which are the majority of the population, have little confidence in the political process towards which they have a disdainful attitude. Yet their list of demands is still great.




    The destabilising effects, which result from this situation, are predictable: an excess of demands that are difficult to attend create tension with the government where populist and demagogic attitudes prevail. These difficulties frequently tear the political system, leading to crises, in which are compromised not only the bases of a democratic governability, but democracy itself.




    A transition as poorly resolved as Brazil’s leaves marks of political instability on the new government, which is exacerbated by economic conflicts and collective frustration. The persistent social inequality, when not deepened by the dictates of a political economy increasingly guided by neo-liberal policies, is expressed by scandalous indicators of the distribution of wealth, making difficult the possibility of a political co-existence regulated by a legitimate and expansive democratic order. To the contrary, disfigured by the vices of public behaviour, and restricted by the imposition of exclusionary interests, the fragile democracy in gestation is in permanent risk of authoritarian regressions.




    Given Brazilian conditions in recent decades when the country became one of the world’s ten largest economies, if at the cost of the social exclusion of the majority of the population, I will argue that for democracy to become more than a legal and institutional formality, a radical reversal is required of the dominant economic logic and of the power that has presided over the nation and its development model.2




    Although Brazil is my main subject, a brief comparative reference will sometimes be necessary to explain patterns of similarity and difference among Latin American countries, which, in the last two and a half decades, have moved, from various forms of authoritarianism to some modalities of liberal democracy.




    These major developments, usually split into two consecutive phases, namely “democratic transition” and “democratic consolidation”, refer to the broad themes of regime change and regime restructuring. The first, “transition”, deals with the process of liberalisation of authoritarian regimes, with the implicit suggestion that the establishment of democracy, however we define it, awaits the end of this transition. The second, “consolidation”, sometimes dubbed “the second transition”, has received increased attention since the late 1980s. This is probably an indication of the difficulties of establishing a stable democratic regime, and a recognition that transitions do not necessarily lead to such a consolidation. Overall, this so-called democratisation, although a complex process of political struggle, has unfolded mainly through peaceful means. At the same time, the “democratic openings” coincide with an economic crisis of formidable proportions, of which the notorious escalating of international debt payments makes worse an already precarious situation of public finance, and already devastating living and social conditions for the majority of Latin Americans.




    The transition from authoritarian rule to liberalisation and eventually to a more democratic regime has been experienced, in the past two decades in most Latin American countries as a dense and critical process demanding innovative perspectives, fresh initiatives and solutions to the perceived social and political problems. Certainly, and unfortunately, such fresh and innovative qualities of political or social action have not always been achieved. Sometimes, the unfolding dynamics have been tarnished by recurrent patterns of old-style arbitrary rule, manipulation, fraud, or corruption, revealing continuities not only with the previous authoritarian regime but also with deep-seated authoritarian social relations and practices.




    Current changes, mainly at the regime level of a set of countries, have been taking place in a context of a much bigger socio-economic and cultural transformation that swept through Western societies in the 1970s and 1980s. If the challenges faced by newly liberalised regimes were mainly and immediately political - related to the institutionalisation of a representative order, simultaneously they had to tackle the problems posed by the turbulence of the worldwide reconstruction of capitalism as a particular mode of social organisation.




    The conjuncture in which liberalisation and democratisation took place in the 1980s was ambivalent; it faced the risk of breakdown and regression, and elements that pushed forward the process of democratic consolidation. A precarious balance between constraints and opportunities has been the persistent feature of the newly democratised regimes in Latin America. The chances for one or the other to prevail have been considered, by many, a matter of “political crafting”.3




    The first task, the institutionalisation of liberalism, was to some extent accomplished by the late 1980s, in most previously authoritarian Latin American countries. The second task, consolidating democracy, in the context of economic and at times social reorganisation, has become a more daunting and demanding assignment, an ongoing process of intense crises within what the current political discourse vaguely termed ‘the project of modernity ‘. 4




    The political discourse of such a project impregnated the elites’ cultural horizon and everyday language. Yet the high level of abstraction of the term ‘modernity’, the indeterminacy of its content and its ideological usage is likely to bring about a blend of manipulation and diversion that may reinforce dominant interests. Modernity and backwardness very often overlap, renewing a coalition between classes and dominant elites, new and old, performing both innovative social roles and traditional ones.




    In the Latin American context, modernity has been mainly the orientation and practice of liberal and conservative forces that controlled the long transitions and emerged as the new governments.




    The liberal democratic path followed so far, both as a constitutional form and as a set of economic reforms and adjustments, despite the pervading worldwide neoliberal euphoria of recent decades, has led to poor results. Critical variables such as political stability, government performance, economic stabilisation and growth, and general social conditions fall short of meeting decent standards.




    The issues concerning democratic consolidation in Brazil, its length and incompleteness, are certainly related to deeply rooted and unresolved problems. Yet the immediate difficulties are best read by referring them to the shortcomings of the predominant neoliberal course of action. This is why a critical analysis of the main points of the neoliberal project, particularly those associated with the “reform of the state” and with the “modernisation of the economy” must be tackled. This is done in chapter 4.




    With Lula’s election as the president of Brazil in 2002, the question of democratic consolidation, which permeates the whole of this thesis, provokes a debate which appears to be endless in connection with serious doubts about the democratic stage reached by the country. Thus, after the transition pact between civilians and the military in 1985, which led to the Constituent Assembly and the production of a new democratic constitution in 1988, a new president was elected in 1989 by direct, universal suffrage. In 1992, this was followed by his impeachment through an impeccable application of the constitution. Afterward, following the virtuous rituals of democracy; a new president was elected to two other mandates in 1994 and 1998. However, despite this long trajectory, no solid consensus has arisen regarding the consolidation of democracy.




    The foundations of democracy in Brazil appear to be so unconvincingly consolidated that early in 2000, when it was realized that the PT had a distinct possibility of taking over the presidency in 2002, certain political and intellectual circles cogitated the hypothesis of a coup d’etat in the form of a veto through the national and international markets which would lead to economic turbulence and the threat of catastrophic crises.




    However, the fact that Lula’s election in 2002 took place within the institutional norms and a healthy political environment inspires new interpretations about the quality of Brazilian democracy. Thus, for example, Boaventura de Sousa Santos, a sociologist of the University of Coimbra, considers that “Lula’s victory represents a true and successful conclusion to the democratic transition begun in the 1980’s”5, while a Brazilian colleague of his, Fábio Wanderley Reis, situates the optimum point of democratic consolidation a little more in the future. To Reis, “From a political-institutional viewpoint, it is certainly possible to affirm that in face of the old fears and resistances in relation to the PT, a Lula government which terminated its period of office in conditions of institutional normality, even if its performance was only (or less than) reasonable, would still represent an important advance in our democratic process and the probable consolidation of democracy in the country.”6




    Lula, similarly, to Getúlio Vargas (1930-45, dictatorial period, and 1951-54, democratic period) successfully calls the people to the political scene, but with one important difference. Vargas, in his first period, addresses the “workers” in an open “all-inclusive” sense, where all fall into the category “people”. The political connection at this moment is made via welfare and labor legislation. In the second, democratic period, he appeals for political participation in an ample coalition with strong nationalist overtones. Lula, 50 years later, re-discovers the Brazilian “people” and re-connects it with the nation. This is certainly a people and a nation that has been transformed, a people already incorporated into political democracy, but nevertheless still excluded socially, a nation which is much more complex, organized, and self-aware, but still suffering from structural flaws.




    Although there are certain references and processes in common, there has not been a simple return to the past. In the evaluation of the historian José Murilo Carvalho, “(...) the political inclusion partially promoted by Vargas provides the people today with the necessary arms to fight for effective implementation.




    Vargas’s rhetoric has been re-adopted in a situation more favorable to the fulfillment of his dreams. Ancient history, new horizons.”7




    Apart from the question of internal politics, Lula’s election, with its possible impacts on the structure of Brazilian secular domination, there are also important implications which extend beyond Brazil’s boundaries. Obviously, in the first place, a new mark has been made on the geopolitics of Latin America such that we are now able to estimate better the advances and reversions in the democratic consolidation in the region.




    On the other hand, the PT government led by Lula can have a relevant influence on a global plane, particularly regarding the renovation of the international left and the efforts towards finding an alternative to neoliberalism. In relation to this, there are those who fear an over-expectancy on the part of the various denominations of the left throughout the world who tend to expect Lula to resolve the accumulated impasses and frustrations of the recent decades. Such tendencies towards putting the responsibility on Lula’s shoulders are evidently misplaced.




    
2.




    DEMOCRATIC LIFE AFTER THE TRANSITION




    The last two decades witnessed a movement in various societies towards the formalisation, implementation, or renewal of liberal representative democracy. In certain cases, these three dimensions came together. If we abstract specific historic circumstances, the driving force of this movement, at its core, is always the same: democracy, workable institutions, effective government, political participation, citizenship, and social justice. Some of these features push liberal democracy to its limits, which accounts for much of the tensions and impasses within contemporary politics.




    There is, in this respect, no room for easy triumphalism of western models of rule and governance (Beetham 1992; Hirst 1990 and 1994). The flaw of their current forms and the widespread dissatisfactions with government performance are all too familiar.




    Democracy, as a system of governance, its institutions and its practices do not guarantee substantive outcomes. It follows that to be effective as mechanisms for improving the quality of life, democratic institutions require an active citizenship to put them to work. They must avoid discrimination and privilege, bureaucratisation, and any lack of accountability. Democracy is not just a matter of values, principles, or institutions; it is also a social practice in the political sphere.




    The end of authoritarian regimes in Latin America brought about, to some expressive extent, a naïve and optimist conception of democracy. This was based on one hand, on a supposedly linear and irreversible character of democratic process. On the other hand, it was based on the belief, theoretically incorrect and historically false, that democracy is a project that has been exhausted in the singular “normalisation” of the political life.




    The complexities of establishing democracy are reduced to the creation and institutionalisation of a political order - a system comprising rules that are abstract in relation to their ethical content and the deep nature of the social antagonisms. In such a limited and instrumental view, the problems of governability and administrative efficiency come to the fore as prime issues. Governability is associated with a “minimal” and formal conception of democracy, removed from the broad movements of politics and economics. In line with this understanding, it deals mainly with governmental rationality rather than with democratic imperatives, referring to the whole society.




    This research deals with the questions that arise from the vicissitudes of consolidating democracy in Brazil, a historic process that gained momentum with the defeat of the authoritarian regime in 1985. Yet the complexities involved in building democratic institutions and putting them to work, the continuity of vitiated political practices, and the harshness of a lasting economic crisis, have been such that by the mid-1990s a stable democratic order is still a possibility not substantially advanced by the erratic events unfolding in Brazilian politics.




    Dominant themes of this period such as the compliance of the military to civilian rule, the political learning from previous crises, the degree of loyalty of key actors to the new democratic institutions, the role of the parties and other organisations of civil society in channelling political participation, the constitutional arrangements to foster inclusion and stability, the democratic procedures and policy performance of elected governments, are in this study articulated by a central concern, namely, what kind of democracy will be feasible and sustainable in contemporary Brazil? Will it necessarily be liberal democracy? Are there any available alternatives?




    On the other hand, the focus on “After the transition” needs some clarification since the discussion about its completion enters the 1990s not yet completely settled. I take the withdrawal of the military from the control of government, the removal of the authoritarian rubble, the reinstatement of previous democratic institutions and the subsequent re-constitutionalising as practical indicators of the end of the transition period.




    The subsequent phase of consolidation8 is not, in a proper sense, a transition or its continuation; rather, it is a new regime, another constitution, and a new elected government, in sum, almost the political norm, despite the concerns with instability.




    Theorising an endless transition can only serve to postpone resolution of certain socio-economic and political demands; it can be a mechanism to reiterate strategic leadership, elite control of the political process, and eventually contribute to a sense of permanent instability.




    In the Brazilian context one must be aware of the distinction between the shaping and the establishment of a new political regime and its constitutional settlement, and the incomplete nature of socio-economic changes, the ultimate resolution of which lies on a structural or substantial transformation.




    In this study, I will deploy arguments and evidence showing that the way the transition unfolded was not helpful in the confrontation with major problems, the resolution of which the country has been waiting for so long.




    3.




    IN SEARCH OF GOVERNABILITY




    The affirmation that contemporary society has become increasingly difficult to govern is a salient aspect of a situation in crisis. A crisis that includes the state and politics itself. A crisis of governability, resulting from substantial transformations through which societies have passed, would result from a plethora of demands, on one hand, and on the other, from the loss of capacity of government institutions. As an expression of this incapacity, legitimacy declines and is diluted by central authority, in its essential functions of articulating consensus based on the balancing of interests, establishing guidelines, implementing policies and co-ordinating public administration. In the 1970s, the theme of governability acquired a certain theoretical relevance, in what was perceived as the problem of “ungovernability the competitive representative democracies.




    Two contrasting theories of crisis were developed. One, arguing from the premisses of a pluralist theory: a citizenry activated by competitive party systems would overload the state with demands that it could not process. (Crozier, Huntington and Watanuk 1975)9. According to this state overload view, governments have taken on more tasks, from public ownership to welfare provision, than they can fund and manage. The level of state expenditure has largely exceeded revenue, so governments become increasingly unwieldy and unresponsive to the people’s needs.




    The competing theory, a leftist analysis, draws from Marxist premises10: the state, struggling with functions and tasks that are not rightly its own, became entangle in serious financial problems (O’Connor 1973). Governments cannot cope with the contradiction between demands for more services and provisions and their difficulty in generating resources they need to meet these demands. Administrative systems were not capable of meeting or efficiently handling the imperatives of control that came from the economic system; in this case, there is a crisis of output, that takes the form of a crisis of rationality (Habermas 1973).




    In addition, the abilities of parties with governmental responsibilities to live up to their promises, diminishes considerably.




    This has led to a decrease in mass compliance and loyalty to democratic institutions - a legitimation crisis (Habermas 1975).




    From the (new) right’s view, the effective problems experienced by the state, and this doctrinaire critique, (“the rolling back of the state”) on its excesses, its monstrous size, its chronic failures, would solidify what would become constituted during the 1980s as a new hegemony of the market, the neoliberal hegemony which, in 1990, would receive pragmatic codification in the so-called Washington Consensus.11




    An important leftist alternative to this formulation, presented by Claus Offe, at the beginning of the 1980s, did not recognise the problem of ungovernability as something extemporaneous or catastrophic, but as something which stemmed from the contradictory internal logic of developed industrial societies, that is from a tension between capitalism and democracy (Offe 1984, 1985).




    With the recognition of the “structural conditions of ungovernability” it became possible to redirect the discussion to the conditions of governability in contemporary societies.12




    This made sense to the degree in which the increased tension on governmental institutions, their procedures, resources, and abilities became increasingly sharp, faced with the recent transformations of capitalist sociability (see chapter 2). The uncertain contemporary political-social scene made particularly questionable the issue of how to govern with democratic effectiveness.




    This concern can recover the theme of governability for the progressive field, through the consideration of governmental competence in meeting demands, and the prospect of implementing policies committed to the promotion of social justice, well-being, and development. (Nogueira, 1995).




    By the end of the 1980s, despite widespread distrust, dissensus and conflict, there was no major breakdown in state power, nor did the state seem to be headed towards disintegration13. Certainly, major current social conflicts stem from these issues and the predominant right’s response to them. Yet, little has changed, as far as the basic structure and institutions of the liberal state are concerned; certainly, its crisis has not been of a transformative nature, one that challenges the very core of the political and social order (Held 1987).




    While the “overload theories” offer limited contributions, their explanation of state power and social conflict are clearly unsatisfactory. Habermas’ and Offe’s elaborations stressing the significance of classes to the dynamics and instability of political life, particularly the one related to the rationality crisis, are generally correct. But to conclude from this that there is a spreading legitimation crisis, time has seemed to prove unlikely. This is not to dismiss the problems the state faces in securing the continuity of the existing order, in preserving its main institutions from growing discontent and distrust, or in recognising the eventual breakdown of the state in some marginal sites.




    That state power and institutions did not collapse is due less to any intrinsic virtue or strength, and more to the weakness and fragmentation of much contemporary protest.




    The widespread questioning of the functioning of current democratic politics does not automatically lead to a credible and viable alternative. Many new social movements and other single-issue campaigns, as strong as they may be, have specific and limited political objectives.




    The perceived failure of government to deliver its promises of a better future for the mass of people, doubts about alternatives to contested institutions and uncertainty about the general direction of the political process, make room not only for concerns about the functions and virtues of liberal democracy but invite a new and further consideration about democracy tout court (see chapter 3).




    The question of governability in Brazilian politics was a little delayed, and it was made with reference to another constellation of problematic facts. This may be because the incomplete realisation and or distortion of Brazilian capitalism did not permit the immediate shifting of problems, and their respective intellectual elaborations, which were specific to advanced capitalist societies. Or this may be because Brazil was embittered by its authoritarian experience, which imposed both on the realm of theoretical reflection as well as on democratic political action another agenda, other immediate needs.




    Thus after 1985, with the withdrawal of the authoritarian regime, the civil government of a liberal-democratic character would find itself with specific problems of “governability”. More prosaic problems concerning the organisation of government and of its parliamentary support, the legitimation of its mandate, the exercise of authority and the ability of public management would be concerns of the movement. The origins of the crisis of governability which would deeply affect the Sarney government, was found in its continued incapacity to resolve the economic crisis.14 This proved to be a constant threat to the process of democratic consolidation.




    However, despite the priority given to the internal agenda of democratic transition, and on the other hand, because of Brazil’s situation on the periphery of capitalism, the structural problems relative to the governability of complex societies would conform to the realm of intervention of the state and the exercise of government.




    It is exactly through the consideration of these exogenous and structural factors, and of the internal and singular factors of the process of democratic transition, that an analysis can advance in the unveiling of the theme of governability in Brazil of the New Republic15.




    The observation of more direct and immediate phenomenon which relate to the conditions of governability can only be understood and aid the political explanation, however, if we relate them with more distant structural causes. Among these stand out the crises of the State and the neo-liberal offensive, as a dominant international tendency; the crises of the Brazilian developmentalist state; and the crises of the military-authoritarian regime, and the consequent alteration of relations between a “concentrationist” state and a new civil society in expansion.




    On the institutional plane, among various knots to be untied to allow the system of civil power to effectively function, the question of democratic government stands out dramatically, including its basic conditions of existence, its process of formation and political support.




    Although this problem presents itself under its more immediately visible form of administrative operationality, parliamentary sustainability and the effectiveness of public policies, it refers both to the structural dimensions of the actual crises of the capitalist state, as well as to the circumstances of stability and pertinence of the liberal democratic regimes in peripheral societies, such as we are considering here.




    The government is the most visible instance of the organisation of political power in contemporary societies; it is through its functioning that the structures of the state acquire operational materiality and the political regime makes explicit its institutional normativity.




    In the common-sense perception of citizenship, politics and the uses and abuses of power have in the incumbent government their object of privileged reference and its direct and tangible possibility for a relationship. In contemporary society, “the political posture of the average citizen is determined, in the first place, by permanent contact with a capillary administration that intervenes with continuity and tenacity in that which previously was in the sphere of private life”. (Habermas 1969, p.375)




    4.




    CONSTITUTIONAL SETTLEMENT AND DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE




    The so-called question of governability16 manifested itself as a problem for the new civil regime, although the crises has been almost permanent at least as far back as the last government of the authoritarian period (Gen. Figueiredo’s government, 1979-1985). There is a general perception that what is lacking is a set of adequate political structures to make viable a democratic governance in Brazil.




    One can ask, in this respect, if constitutional arrangements don’t help to promote a democratic government capable of both commanding allegiance and confronting social demands, as the main trend in the public debate put it, at the time of the Constituent Assembly. Or conversely, if a mere Constitutional settlement, as important as it is, does not alone assure effective governance, for which we must look in different places and processes to find.




    Recent political developments and theoretical elaborations consistently have shown that even the best constitutional provisions do guarantee neither political stability nor adequate social outcome.




    Furthermore, discussion of constitutional matters, as far as democratic governance is concerned, does require a proper consideration of the power structure. How well organised is it? How institutionalised are its mechanisms and procedures? What social classes and categories are best placed to command and influence them? How adequate and effective are the political and institutional mechanisms for the representation of interests and consensus building?




    On the immediate plane of political struggle, the instability of coalition government is revealed in terms of the ministerial composition or of the establishment of a stable parliamentary majority.




    The difficulties in organising a government, which would be legitimate and sufficiently efficient in the formulation and implementation of public policies, also stem from the institutional vicissitudes of the alteration of the political regime. The viability of the formation of a democratic government in Brazil recently has been a question related basically to constitutional measures.




    If some relevance is found in this approach, to identify in certain constitutional norms, or in their absence the reasons that can explain the low efficiency of democratic governability in Brazil, another order of considerations needs to be emphasised.




    More substantively, the chances of formation of a government with democratic efficiency are limited by a socio-political process of realignment of forces and reaccommodating of interests in direction of the establishment of a new pattern of political domination. It involves recomposing class domination and elements of the bourgeois classes under a new political form. The exhaustion of the authoritarian form brings alive the opportunity for milder forms of control and the exercise of power, in search of the hegemonic establishment and consolidation of those interests.




    The conservative character of the Brazilian political transition, both in its initial phases under the control and initiative of the military governments of Generals Ernesto Geisel (1974-1979) and João Baptista Figueiredo (1979-1985), as well as in the next phase, under civil government, marked a period in which political relationships between fractions in the class struggle within the dominant class were not established.




    These non-consolidated relationships between the liberal-conservative fraction that dissented from the authoritarian block, when the crises of succession of General Figueiredo in 1985 (Liberal Front), and the opposition centre-left front, the PMDB (Brazilian Democratic Movement Party), would create confusion within the subsequent government of President Sarney (1985-1990). The disjuncture between the effective political leadership of federal deputy Ulysses Guimarães, president of the PMDB and of the Constitutional Assembly and the authority, in part only formal of President Sarney, who was an ex-president of PDS (the Democratic Social Party) which supported the military government, illustrates the difficulties in the organisation of power, based on recently altered and not yet consolidated class relations. This circumstance would, on one hand, confer to the Sarney government administrative inoperability and an inconsistency in public policies, tolerating corruption and on the other indicating the fragility of its parliamentary support, maintained only precariously through patronage and exchanges of favours.




    The PMDB, experienced a vulgar version of a Shakespearean theme, it was in government, but could not recognise the government as its own, it thought it had power but did not know how to exercise it. It could not even identify its key structures or its mechanisms of action. A party that behaved with such ambiguity in relation to the governmental sphere, which took a considerable portion of the administrative and political positions, but which at the same time was not able to put a political direction on the set of governmental activities, would rapidly erode its electoral base.




    These difficulties in the relationship between the main party that sustained the government and the governing nucleus itself, its ambivalence, confused articulations, and weak commitments, reveal only the most obvious side of this crucial problem. It goes back to the unsteady relations of power between fractions of the dominant class, relative to the task of organising the new regime, according to rules that would assure the securing of a new consensus.




    This was the questionable foundation beneath the inconsistency of the Sarney government, which would remain without a solution for the entire period of its administration, and even beyond.




    Only gradually and partially would the self-awareness of the crises of control over the dominant sectors take the form of a situation of ungovernability. The situation was met with increasing political setbacks and increasingly conservative forms, if not openly reactionary ones.




    Thus, the task at hand was to organise the exercise of control under a new political form, in unfavourable economic conditions, in a way that could control a socially, economically and civically deprived population, and which because of this condition, had high expectations to be addressed. In this way the theme of governability, which would arrive in the 1990s as one of the central items on the political agenda, became part of the current discourse of the national bourgeoisie and its associates. It is thus under the impact of several crises, and from relative impotence, that Brazil’s dominant classes persistently vocalised the gravity of their concern with the preservation of the governability of the new civil, liberal regime. What is intriguing is the protracted resolution of this problem, under the present (and somewhat loose) hegemony.




    It is thus from this continued crisis of governability in its present form, that a possible alternative can be traced, the recovery of the question, both in the theoretical level, as well as a political initiative, by other social groups, by popular and progressive social sectors with a greater commitment to democracy and social equity.




    5.




    APPROACHES OF ANALYSES




    Predominant analyses of recent liberalised regimes focus on flaws in the political system, the fragility of political parties, distorted systems of representation, artificial coalitions, exaggerated prerogatives of the presidency and so on. The predominant focus of recent studies that emphasise the short-term dynamics of regime change, although justifiable to analyse transitions, has overlooked a line of investigation based on long-term trends. The relative absence of more deep-seated historical considerations to inform these studies has been noted as early as the mid-1980s, but it seems that no significant works have appeared incorporating this dimension.




    The stress on formal democratic institutions and styles of leadership, for example, as put it by Viola and Mainwaring (1985), obscures questions about limits to liberalisation and continuity of repressive patterns against the popular classes.




    Democracy and institutional questions were devalued in the late 1960s and early 1970s, whereas the recent trends of studies on transition seem to make democracy the only value that matters, “while questions about repression against the popular sectors, agrarian reform, popular participation, and regional equity have been neglected” (Viola and Mainwaring, p.213). In other words, changes at the regime level have been emphasised (for example from authoritarian military to civilian electoral regimes), while continuities at state level have been disregarded or underestimated (such as the social nature of the power structure and patterns of domination).17




    Most of these studies of transition are “actor-oriented”, stressing the actions of leadership and other privileged actors, moving basically in an institutional space, performing tactical moves. Such an approach, notwithstanding its usefulness to explain much of the process leading to the breakdown of authoritarianism and the institutionalisation of liberal democracy, has been less successful in explaining the difficulties in consolidating democracy, and in qualifying different possible alternatives and how to stabilise forms of political domination.




    What seems to be missing is a proper consideration of larger historical developments, the underlined conflicts, the contradictory dynamics of class interests struggling to redefine patterns of accumulation, and the modes of articulation with the general movement of international capital, in a changing international division of labour.




    No doubt that any political analysis implies the design and workings of institutions and political choices, but without considering the structure of constraints upon them, they became void of any real significance.




    This means that to understand political choices, options and strategies of different groups, or institutional initiatives one need to frame them by the class interests, interpreted them in relation to capitalist development ant its patterns of class alliances and conflicts. Instead of focusing mainly on the capacity, ability, or values of relevant actors and on the effectiveness of leadership, a historical-structural approach is better placed to analyse the relationship between social and economic processes and their impact on the prospects for democracy. To understand the new economic, social, and political circumstances of recent Latin America’s wave of liberalisation and democratisation, the process of capitalist development is here assumed as central. Against it, political moves and institutional considerations should be assessed.




    This option is not without risks, since if on the one hand, one rejects here a sort of analysis which detach variables from any understanding of underlying process, on the other hand, an all-encompassing theory is not visible in the field, or if so, it is usually caricatured as a deterministic ‘grand theory’ of Marxist derivation.




    One can then say that if a regime approach was adequate in understanding liberalisation, to understand democratisation one must draw on the whole historic process.




    This implies a shift of the analysis from one centred only on the regime level to another that integrates the state, the regime and the government, and their relations with society at large. This way one can develop not only an analysis of the dynamics of substantive and contradictory interests, but also of the politics of the crisis, with conflicting public policies, the decision-making process related to such issues as stagnation, chronic high inflation, the public deficit, foreign debt, all of which became politically crucial themes.




    Although it is obvious that changing the regime from military to civilian rule, or from authoritarian to liberal democratic, does not imply changing the state, its nature, or its basic class links, prevalent analysis appears to neglect the full implications of such distinctions. Through state intervention and regulation and its effects on the process of capital accumulation, social struggles relate directly to the state, which makes the democratic process take place within as well as outside the state, as suggested by Poulantzas (1980).




    To understand what kind of democracy is emerging in Latin America, it is not enough to consider the dynamics of regime change, or to assess political developments in terms of how close they are evolving towards the “classic” Western model of advanced capitalist society.




    I assume that the democratic politics of capitalist society are not only the “rule of law”, but also the “rule of capital”. Regardless of how blatant this formulation is, the fact is that democracy and capitalism have a long and ambiguous historical relation in terms of compatibility, particularly on the periphery of its original setting.18 Furthermore, if it is certain that the principles of liberalism are the founding elements of modern democracy, they are also a hindrance to it, notably to the questions on the social agenda and to political participation. These ambiguities render liberal democracy problematic, according to David Beetham (1992), as they threaten its own very conditions.




    Contemporary versions of liberalism seem in no better position to face the complexities of the modern states of advanced capitalism, let alone the ones on its periphery.




    Diverse explanatory models have been proposed to understand the newly emergent democracies and how they can be consolidated and made legitimate.19 There is also a plethora of theorising and empirical research on the subject.




    Major approaches to understand Latin America authoritarianism and democratic transition to democracy, from the 1960s, include:




    a) Hirschman (1965) - Model of “reform-mongering”;




    b) Schmitter (1974) - Conceptions of traditional corporatism and societal corporatism;




    c) O’Donnell (1973; 1988) - Bureaucratic authoritarianism;




    d) O’Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead (1986) - Democratic consolidation;




    e) Przeworski (1986) - Threshold model of regime transition.




    The two latter approaches are the more relevant for the purposes of the present work, and their premises and conclusions will be discussed throughout chapters 5 and 6. Earlier macro-historical approaches, such as modernisation, development, dependency, and imperialism seem to be largely exhausted, at least as integrated, and comprehensive models of explanation. Nevertheless, a great deal of their findings, elaborations or insights is a necessary substratum for any sound analysis of current studies emphasising the political sphere of the Latin American countries.




    Although this dissertation focuses on the period of 1985-1990 - which coincides with the government of José Sarney, the analysis requires both a consideration of the immediately preceding period, especially relative to the transition of the political regime, as well as the following period in the 1990s, in which the problem of democratic consolidation is still pertinent.




    Sporadic analytical incursions into the 1990s stem from the need to grasp and remain current with the processes that have been developing, and that only more recently have been better explained. In other words, the basic processes that we are analysing stem from the same historic structural flow, which is still in course in the late 1990s and beyond.




    6.




    A SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH’S CONCERNS




    The theoretical concerns of this study are related to the period that was inaugurated by the exhaustion of authoritarian rule and the subsequent process of democratisation in Brazil. It deals mainly with the post-transitional settings, investigating their democratic credentials and prospects, that is, exploring the viability of the newly democratised regime.




    A set of questions introduces the issues of this study in Brazil’s recent political scene: why does a volatile political situation persist? Hence, the problem of consolidation. Why does government seem to be unable to govern effectively? Hence, the problem of governability. Why don’t the economic reforms unfold from governmental blueprints or produce palpable results? Hence, the problem of the continuity of the economic crisis.




    These questions have been translated into the political discourse as a threefold problematic: a state to be reformed, a regime to be renewed and a government to achieve governability.




    To investigate the problems posed by such questions we must consider a broad range of issues and the way they related to Brazilian society. The following points will require our attention: a) the logic of the market and the structure of the state (the neoliberal reforms and its critique); the world system and the international economies (foreign debt and dependency); and the structural inequalities (the exclusionary social order); b) the adequacy of the institutional framework to enhance democratic possibilities of the new regime; and c) the legitimacy of civilian rule to secure democratic governability.




    These critical issues are found within a context of severe constraints on the economy, society and government. Concerning the economy, the question is how to overcome the obstacles to launch a new pattern of investment, economic growth, and income distribution, i.e., how to redefine the terms and conditions of a new phase of capital accumulation. In society, the question is how to confront a situation verging on social tragedy. And for the government, the question is how to govern the whole society effectively, that is, how to prevail over immobilism and implement policies according to the interests of the majority.




    To deal with these questions, a broad structure of this dissertation will first include an examination of the theoretical contributions and empirical investigations of the chances of democracy in Brazil and generally in the Southern region of Latin America. Second, I will consider some specific developments at the supposed or expected end of the democratic transition, to qualify its outcome, investigating the prospects of the liberal settlement, or possible alternatives. Finally, I will explore the vicissitudes of the exercise of a democratic government in a volatile context, as far as economic stabilisation and institutional consolidation are concerned.




    The thesis is organised according to the questions raised above. Chapter 2 examines the question of how to organise effective government, preferably a democratic one considering internal difficulties and external constraints, posed by the vast ongoing changes.




    As democracy is the main issue at stake, contemporary democracy, its theory, institutions and practices, and its current impasses and opportunities will be dealt with in chapter 3.




    As there is a widespread perception of crisis within theoretical paradigms, I will also examine some of the aspects of this crises such as its implications for the dominant liberal model, the crisis of Marxism and the “post-Marxist” elaboration, and its impact on the study of Latin America.




    To help clarify historically and theoretically the theme under investigation, one previous point needs attention. Given the diversity of Latin American countries, on one hand, and the similarities of current political developments within neoliberal parameters, on the other, it will be useful to sketch a historical background of the region. I will tackle this in chapter 4.




    The problems of economic disturbances and social unrest are common features of recent transitions and their aftermath, and place enormous pressure on the capacity of governments to process demands and deliver goods, seeming to endanger the already fragile democracy. My argument here is that the neoliberal programme adopted, with different degrees of consistency, by all Latin American’s civilian elected governments in recent years is not helpful, neither to improve general socioeconomic conditions, nor to alleviate, let alone confront structural inequalities. Without facing what the once overused Marxist inspired language termed structural problems, and implementing a strategy leading to their resolution, in a way that benefits the majority, it is very unlikely that democracy, whatever its forms, can be consolidated in the region.




    The core of the neoliberal agenda, in these times of Keynesianism´s decline, is a programme that combines monetary stabilisation with deregulation of the economy. At best, in the Latin America case, this can lead to a reasonably stable economy, suitable for integration, if in a subordinate position, by the new international order under the aegis of the IMF and the World Bank. Potentially the unsolved crucial social problems that such a strategy implies, can turn to be disruptive for a lasting democracy, whether liberal or not. One of the tasks of this research will be to substantiate these assertions, and to investigate how they relate to the construction of an enduring democratic settlement.




    In chapter 5, to understand the transition and subsequent unfolding of democracy in Brazil, I provide a brief and descriptive analysis and advance the main arguments concerning the dynamics of its different phases. Three analytical stages are usually distinguished: the breakdown of the dictatorship; the creation and/or reconstruction of democracy; and the consolidation of the new regime.




    The emphases of chapter 6 will be on the last phase, the task of which is how to stabilise and consolidate democracy.




    Chapters 5, 6 and 7 are integrated developments of the main question of this thesis. The argument is outlined firstly by the recognition that the process of transition from military authoritarianism to liberal democracy, in Brazil, is an intentionally contained process (chapter 5), limited not only by the remnants of the old regime, but craftily demarcated by the liberal-conservative elite that reaches the command of the State. The containment of the democratising possibilities, presented in that conjuncture, seriously affected the perspectives of the new regime towards democratic consolidation (chapter 6), which makes the governmental action a continued exercise of institutional abuses, administrative mediocrity, and capitulation before petty political bargains (chapter 7). This is a perverse dynamic that reinforces itself, frustrating the perspectives of political and social development of the country. In chapter 8, I briefly cover the governments of Fernando Collor de Melo, Itamar Franco, and Fernando Henrique Cardoso, who implemented the neoliberal agenda.




    Chapter 9 was included, as I was about to conclude this thesis; it deals with the elections of Lula in 2002, from the Workers Party, as president of Brazil. This is an extraordinary fact that may possibly change the parameters by which the Brazilian politics is being exercised and is strongly relate to the main theme of this thesis, that is, with the question of democracy and governability.




    In the conclusion I summarize the basic elements of the political practices of the new civil-democratic cycle in course in Brazil, its operative mechanisms, the conditions of its reproduction, and its main effect, especially on the system of government.




    The search for an understanding of these political practices and processes is part of a theoretical and political effort to support a collective dynamic geared towards the change of the prevailing conditions, since these are responsible for the maintenance of the Brazilian citizenship under tutelage, a situation which is functional to the dominant elites that are non-compliant with the promises of contemporary democracy.




    The governability, thus, that is interesting to support, and this is my claim, cannot be carried out to the exclusion of the social majorities; the assumption here is that the strengthening of political democracy and its institutions is a product, among other factors, of the majority’s increasing adhesion and activation.




    Until a new period of economic expansion takes place and the problem of social exclusion is forcefully addressed, it seems implausible that democracy can become something but a fragile institutional framework, an unstable political order for a disgruntled society.




    The confusion of debate, the lack of clear perspectives, the economic stagnation, the increased pauperisation and the contradictory effects of policies, hallmarks of the period under study and still in place by the 2000s, pose an urgent challenge.




    As it seems that the leading economic and social models have been greatly discredited by recent historical developments, be it bureaucratic-state socialism, welfare-state capitalism and more recently neo-liberalism, the theoretical scenario becomes wide open for innovative reasoning and uncompromised thinking. As a cautious note, we recall Perry Anderson’s critique of what he called Althusser’s obsessive “methodologism”. In other words, theoretical questions do not displace issues of political substance.




    In this same spirit I guide myself for a methodological statement of Wanderley Guilherme dos Santos (1998) that intends to substitute the aseptic style of theoretical and historical reconstructions “for the argumentative rhetoric adjusted to the contemporary conflicts”.




    7.




    CONTRIBUTION TO THE LITERATURE




    The dissertation contributes most directly to the field of political democracy, particularly in the assessments of the new democracies in Latin America. The substantive contributions to this literature include Remmer (1985), O’Donnell, Schmitter, and Whitehead, (1986), Malloy and Seligson (1987).




    Three groups of literature in the field are particularly relevant. The first relates to democracy and capitalism (Macpherson 1973; Bowles and Gintis 1986), which emphasizes the problems of inequality. Complementary studies that address some important political and institutional concerns deal with representative democracy, its limits, and its critics (Bobbio 1977; Dahl 1989; Hirst 1990). The assumption here is not that capitalism is not democratic, but that it is not democratic enough.




    The dissertation’s second block of pertinent literature is connected to government (Bobbio 1985; Dahl 1989) and power ( Poulantzas 1980; Wright 1979) , the formation and changes of governments, the political identity of the executive (Blondel 1992) , and what it actually does relative to what it promises to do. My interest here is not to elaborate a detailed account of different approaches of all these features; but rather to consider them as procedures of particular governments, the politics of which I am trying to understand. I will discuss these issues from the perspective of the general question of governability, as it applies to the Brazilian case (Stepan 1988; Lessa 1989; Lamounier 1990; Diniz 1997).




    The third body of literature addresses the politics of market economies and the adjustment of policies and prescriptions, that accompanied democratisation in Latin American countries and elsewhere ( Pzreworski 1991; di Palma 1990; Tavares e Fiori 1996).




    8.




    A NOTE ON INTELLECTUAL CHOICE




    Underlying the theoretical concerns of this research, as a source of inspiration, there is a sense of resistance against the predominant ideological atmosphere, which attempts to disqualify any social theorising not informed by the logic of the market. Against the crystallisation of present hegemony, it may be remembered the folly of political economists in assuming that “there has been history, but there is no longer any”.20




    In the practical-historical plane, the offensive of the financial markets and of the new “owners” of the world are not recognised here as being inevitable developments that nullify collective political desires and which dissolve sovereignty. The capacity of governments to resist, however, can only be successful if they can count on broad popular support, articulated by a program that gives priority to social progress and solidarity. Citizens in various societies, notably from the mid-1990s on, have demonstrated that they are prepared to mobilise, to redirect the globalizing tendencies in favour of people and their needs, not only in favour of markets and their mechanisms. The assumption that all nation-states should follow the same track, at the same speed towards a globalized economy is therefore false. There are alternatives that preserve sovereignty and promote social justice.




    These reflections are also oriented, contrary to the “post-modern” atmosphere of the discursive dissolution of the historical contours of social reality and the disenchantment with the entirety of praxis, by the understanding that there is meaning to a perspective of knowledge aimed at social transformation. Contrary to the induction of a conformist attitude derived from a consciousness disarmed before the transformations underway, it is important to realise the potential for a critical repositioning. A vision of politics that reduces it to a supposedly neutral instrumentality of the mere administration of interests, and subject to economic restraints, which is an off shoot of the currently hegemonic post-modern discourses, result not only in a threat to the democratic order but also to the understanding of politics itself, as a concept and practice of a general social project. Thus, in this study, political theory, is related to the question of action, of what is to be done. Sociological and political reflection is best referred to the needs and configuration of political process. Only a critical analysis can make explicit the workings of politics, and only a continued social struggle can make things happen.




    Moreover, if the sociological and political explanation cannot be fixed in absolute paradigms, in a perfect and immovable conceptual order, as in positivism and some of its off-shoots in other explanatory models, it also appear to us to be reasonable to question the pretences of a certain post-modern sociology which fragments the social - stripping it of articulations the meaning of which can be determined based on historical-social attribution in order to integrate it only in the plane of contingency of various possible discourses. If we are in an epoch in which the contingency appears to place itself above the determination, this is not the same as understanding society as totally undetermined.




    We are certainly experiencing a disjuncture between historic acceleration and a capacity of reflection, running the risk of analysing the obsolete. The cognitive frameworks that, for much time have provided theoretical intelligibility to the complexities of modern capitalist society have become fragile. In addition, values that guided actions have lost their consistency before the dramatic alteration of the conditions of contemporary sociability. Here, is pertinent the warning: “ we run the risk of blinding ourselves by the solidity of our convictions and we remain imprisoned in the framework of our knowledge”. (Sevcenko 1996).




    Considerable time will be needed to manage and mature new paradigms, to test them and to generalize them as investigative and discursive procedures.




    If this situation requires caution, it also invites daring; if some of the significance of the old parameters is no longer applicable, they are still not totally dischargeable. This dissertation thus proceeds amidst recognised difficulties and ambiguities, but also assumes a theoretical tradition critical of the social objectivations and legitimising institutions of the capitalist social order. While the movement of the analysis may be cautious, it has, however, a commitment to the development of the political struggle to make Brazilian society more just and democratic.




    




    

      

        1 A recurrent feature of the exclusionary order of Brazilian “dominant pacts”: the never-ending postponement of redistribution of wealth, on the grounds that first it’s necessary to growth (developmental rhetoric), to stabilise (neoliberal rhetoric), or to consolidate democracy. All endeavours that always resulted unfinished.


      




      

        2 Most likely, this is something to be devised in the long run. For what prevailed, in recent transitions to democracy, was the continuity of conservative institutional arrangements, that made radical social and economic changes even more difficult. To some this seemed not only unavoidable, but a necessary feature of successful transitions (Przeworski 1992).


      




      

        3 This is the position of distinguished analysts of the “transitions to democracy”, such Alfred Stepan (1988), Juan Linz and A. Stepan (1989) and Giuseppe Di Palma (1990).


      




      

        4 I take issue with the idea of “modernity” and its political implications on the Brazilian context, in chapter 6.


      




      

        5 Boaventura de Sousa Santos, “A importância de ser brasileiro”, Folha de S. Paulo, 14/10/2002


      




      

        6 Fabio Wanderley Reis, “Presidente Lula da Silva”, Folha de São Paulo, 12/01/2003.


      




      

        7 José Murilo Carvalho, “Lembrança de outro carnaval”, Folha de São Paulo, Mais, 5/1/2003.


      




      

        8 The notion of “democratic consolidation” and the risk of its misleading use for the study of transitions (Valenzuela 1992) are discussed in chapter 6.


      




      

        9 Other writers of the “overloaded government” theory include Brittan (1975), Nordhaus (1975), Rose and Peters (1977, 1978) and Rose (1980)


      




      

        10 The fiscal crisis approach and the legitimation crisis theory.


      




      

        11 During the foreign debt crises in the Third World in the 1980s, concepts and strategies were developed by governments and banks in the core nations and by international financing agencies. They gradually alternated between macroeconomic proposals, relative to the debt crises. This shift of focus has its counterpart in a critical intellectual revision that would give form to an academic-technocratic ideology, a formulation of diagnostics, projections, and political proposals for the non-industrialised nations. In the mid-1980s, explicitly policy-oriented World Bank documents would add to recommendations for stabilisation the need for structural reforms, deregulation of markets, public sector privatisation and reduction in the size of the state.


      




      

        12 A quite different view, downgrading the relevance of such concerns on governability, was made in 1979 by Brian Barry, in his “Is Democracy Special?” later included in Democracy and Power (1991). Barry argued that those theorists were “grotesquely over-reacting to the disequilibrating effects of a sudden fourfold increase in the price of crude oil (p.58)”.


      




      

        13 Entering the 1990s, the relevance of the problems of governability remains, but now due less to “overloaded government” or the “legitimation crisis”, and more to the relative vulnerability of the nation state, and its sovereignty in face the dynamics of the so-called globalization. Yet, against the prevailing perception, such new concern should not be exaggerated (see Hirst and Thompson 1996).


      




      

        14 It is important not to forget that its commitment to the authoritarian regime from which it split at the last minute, would leave his government and his authority with little confidence among the more established democratic sectors. Even the liberal democrats, historically opposed to the military regime, who participated in the government of Democratic Alliance, questioned the full recognition of the legitimacy of the Sarney government. For these and other reasons, Sarney would have problems of governability throughout his period in office (see chap.7).


      




      

        15 The term Nova República (New Republic) coined by Tancredo Neves (some said by Ulysses Guimarães), referred to the new liberal regime that arose with his Electoral College victory. Strictly speaking, its use is only suitable for the period from 1 January 1985 (the indirect election in the Electoral College, of the Democratic Alliance candidates, Tancredo Neves, and José Sarney), until 15 October 1988 (the enactment of the new constitution). In broader terms, some consider the New Republic the entire period of Sarney’s government (1985-1990), and beyond. In practice the term became crippled along with the successive failures of Sarney’s government.


      




      

        16 For governability, the focus of this research, it is usually meant, in recent Brazilian politics, a reliable parliament support to the policies of the executive branch of the government, and the capacity of the latter to implement them. This is an instrumental and limited view on the conditions of democratic governance. I take issue with this theorising on governability in chapter 7.


      




      

        17 Although there is a current acceptance that institutions do matter, some authors seem to take no notice that the quality of democracy is also, and probably best, measured by the degree of political participation and by the outcomes of public policies. That is, considering their contribution to improve the quality of life.


      




      

        18 There is a vast bibliography in this respect. For a brief comment of main points, with useful historical data, see Therborn (1977; 1979).


      




      

        19 The main explanations on democratic transitions are reviewed in chapter 5.


      




      

        20 Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy. Cited in McCarney (1990, p.186).


      


    


  




  

    CHAPTER 2.




    GOVERNABILITY IN NEWLY DEMOCRATIC REGIMES




    1.




    ORGANISING GOVERNMENT: THE STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK




    Seen from a historical perspective, the democratic transitions of the 1980s are related to the structural dynamics that emerged in the 1930s. From that time on, with the long-term repercussions of the Great Depression, Latin American countries had to face a set of very critical issues. First, how to redefine the region’s model of capital accumulation, following the exhaustion of export-led growth. Second, how to incorporate politically, new and emerging social actors into a functioning institutional framework.




    Finally, and equally importantly, how to organise effective government, preferably a democratic one, to successfully manage the first two tasks.




    The new model of import-substitution industrialisation, established after WW II led to diversified industrialised sectors, supported by substantial economic intervention by populist and or authoritarian states, largely via state ownership. Relatively high growth rates, at least in some countries, and growing inflation, was the hallmark of the period that ended in the 1970s.




    The rapidly increased urban population was politically mobilised largely by a populist leadership or controlled by an authoritarian regime. Some kind of social integration was granted to the urban masses, which composed a work force with a basic social safety net.




    The still large rural population was left behind, trapped in a predominantly pre-capitalist social structure, far from any idea or condition of citizenship.




    The difficulties posed by these problems need not to be stressed here. Suffice to say that their combined effects were responsible for the pattern of instability in the region. The features are well known alternation of regime forms by unconstitutional means, erratic leadership incapable of presiding over an economic model that meets both the requirements of accumulation and a reasonable degree of social justice.




    Successive governments have failed to tackle decisively key economic issues. In a broad perspective, both advanced capitalist societies and even more so less developed Latin American countries seem to suffer from the same contradiction. This can be expressed by the tensions between the requirements of capital accumulation to foster development and the need to build legitimacy to maintain political stability.




    By the mid-1980s, the newly competitive electoral regimes replaced the authoritarian rule of the Right with what might be called traditional representative government which has served conservative forces quite well. The much-promoted notion that constitutional reforms, that establish freely elected representative legislatures, lead to democracy tout court, is true in only the most limited sense. It is a formalistic notion that conceals the authoritarian tendencies and practices of the political and social systems. The democratic exercise of power poses a wide range of extremely difficult problems, particularly in times of vast changes. As far as Latin American’s democratic reform movements of the 1980s are concerned, the notion that the battle for democracy already has been won must be questioned. The limitations and shortcomings of the democracy that has been implemented reveal many of the characteristics of the early order including an elitist political arrangement that maintains an exclusionary social order.




    The establishment of a liberal-democratic regime based on the rule of law has proved to be unable to solve the great range of social problems. As Norberto Bobbio said of the Third World, “The poor and forsaken are still condemned to live in a world of terrible injustice, crushed by unreachable and apparently unchangeable economic magnates on which the political authorities, even when formally democratic, nearly always depend”.21 This sound perfectly true both for past and present Latin American societies.




    2.




    THEORY OF GOVERNANCE: A FRAMEWORK




    Government, from the Greek kubernao or from the Latin gubernare, means to steer, guide, direct. The historical realisation of this possibility has implied a structuring of power, a manner to choose the individuals who will wield power, and a group of institutions that give stability and permanence. The quest for good government, for its best possible form has been one, out of four, of the great themes of reflection on political philosophy.22




    Government is a complex arrangement of social co-operation, of allocation, and forms of authority and procedures. It is policy plus administration, management, and power.




    From the beginning of organised political life two great concerns have presented themselves: how to regulate social coexistence, domesticating violence, and imposing limits on those who have power. At the beginning of modern times, the jus naturalists developed some brilliant responses to the first order of concern, affirming the liberty and equality of men, law and authority instituted by consensus, the responsibility of power and the representativity of government.




    The second concern was at the center of liberal interests, inherited from the jus naturalists, who looked questionably on all forms of government. The questions relative to government concerned means of avoiding the ill-use of power by those who wielded power. Thomas Paine offers a good example, when he wrote in Common Sense “Society, whatever its condition, is a bliss; but government, even in its best condition, is but a necessary evil”. The liberal solution for the control of power was a representative government. The representative government, in the terms of James Mill (Essay on Government) is the “great invention of modern times”.




    A government elected for a limited period is the best impediment to abuse of power.




    A government is responsible for directing a country.




    More specifically, it corresponds to the activity by which power imposes, through mandatory regulations, direction upon its citizens, in accord with a set of laws for public order that delineates rights and responsibilities. It also executes measures to enact social programs and those within other spheres of state political power.




    National government is at the centre of political life. Much of the political culture has been about how government solves problems for people and takes responsibility away from them. One may ask then, what are the conditions needed to govern citizens democratically? Is citizenship promoted by the government? Or asserted against it? What conditions are necessary to assure democratic governability? These questions refer to the relations between the governed and the government and involve distinct and variable degrees of persuasion and coercion.




    To most mainstream analysts, governments should be consistent, efficient, responsible, representative, and respectful of citizen’s liberties. The question then is to verify, in each government, how much each approach strays from these qualities, what determines its options and what results are achieved in given circumstances. Since the existence of the Modern State concerns with the performance of the state, its apparatus, and its suitability to the needs of society, have been constant.




    Great interest in mere political arrangements is one of the conspicuous signs of our time, as noted by Thomas Carlyle. The mechanical age, as he termed it, is nowhere more visible than in politics: “We term Civil government, to use ordinary language, the Machine of Society, and talk of it as the grand working wheel from which all private machines must derive, or to which they must adapt, their movements.” It appears also that the poor functioning of government is not a new concern, nor are proposals for state reform. Writing in 1829 Carlyle aptly observed what has been a recurrent pattern since then. “The deep strong cry of all civilised nations, a cry which everyone now sees must and will be answered, is: Give us Government Reform! A good structure of legislation, a proper check upon the executive, a wise arrangement of the judiciary, is all that is wanting for human happiness.”23




    This indicates a first difficulty. In the Constitutional tradition of the past two centuries, the notion of government at times implies three branches of political power, the executive, the legislative and the judiciary; other times, it refers only to the executive branch. This is particularly the case in the constitutional presidential system, first established in the United States and then extended to all Latin America countries, where strong and even ‘absolute’, ‘imperial’ governments came into existence.




    Although in this system the relationship between the executive and the legislative branches are crucial, in practical terms the modern separation of powers has been a little more than a covering up of the power of the executive. Presidential systems with strong executives who are barely answerable to the legislature have been the rule.




    We need not enter here into the unending discussion about the concept of government, as it concerns the question of whether to include various levels of political power and of State structures. When I speak of government in this dissertation, I am referring to the executive power that, which presides over the political direction in a presidential system and which, under current conditions, exercises the hegemonic role in the political process.




    The concentration of political power in the executive branch becomes more evident in an authoritarian environment or in an “imperial” presidential democracy, when the other two powers of the Republic, the legislative and the judiciary, become more of a force of expression than a place for the effective expression of forces capable of wielding some power. Political power, if concentrated in the Presidency, is not reduced to the executive branch. Power is a complex web, which is anchored, in certain social forces, which have in the executive power, however, their preferential point of convergence. Ultimately, the relationship between the various instances of power, their separation and distribution are a political problem of the relationship of forces, and not a legal-administrative problem of the organisation of functions.24




    We are thus far from the original concepts that conferred to the executive branch the execution of the general will, which was organised and expressed by the legislature. Other than the executive’s right to a veto, any other interference in the construction of legislation appeared as a threat to liberty.25




    In liberal democratic states the core of the executive branch includes the office of the prime minister/president, the cabinet, or group of ministers, and the staff and agencies supporting them. Political parties are usually the immediate power base upon which political personnel in the core executive depend. Parties are also the privileged bodies for the formulation of policies, the organisation of public discussions, for approving legislation and building consensus.




    That is why to understand the workings and political dynamics of government, one must explore the means by which relations between the core of the executive branch and political parties are organised and expressed; how these relations are managed from within the executive, or conversely, the impact and influence of parties on the operation of the executive branch26. Certainly, other roles and characteristics of the parties in relation to society are relevant to the proper functioning of the political system.




    It is important, however, to emphasise at the first level of the analysis, the legislature’s privileged relationship with the executive branch, for it expresses the most immediate and direct governmental exercise. In the second level of analysis, we will seek to demonstrate that the so-called question of governability requires a frame of reference that considers other actors and political and social processes to be resolved. This discussion is the theme of chapter 7.




    In presidential systems the executive is hierarchical, the ministers are subordinates of the president and responsible only to him or her. Not surprisingly this model develops features such as the immoderate power of ministers, the confused manoeuvre of senior civil servants, and an absence of checks and balances and mechanisms of accountability.




    All these features conspire to produce not strong, but bad government equally remote from reality, political scrutiny, and public consent. These, unfortunately, are not mere temporary phenomena that would readily be corrected in the next general election. They are largely ingrained elements and practices, more akin to authoritarian presidential executives.




    In more recent times, the mechanics of neoliberalism intends to reconstruct, or we may say, to deconstruct the state apparatus, as a condition necessary for man’s salvation as a social being, or at least to secure his property and to allow market forces to operate more freely.




    Yet the requirements of a good government probably are related to different and more complex sets of processes and practices than either the extension or the curtailment of these structures and functions. Particularly in developing countries, the state and its government agencies still constitute the major mechanisms for social redistribution, regardless of the downgrading of some other of its economic functions. The state plays an especially important role in defending the general working and living conditions, of the most vulnerable social segments, from outside threats, especially economic ones. This made a case for keeping the state strong, and for a credible government, as a fundamental protection for its citizens.




    That the government has enormous capacity to act and intervene in various spheres is seen as : a) positively, by those associated with the social-democratic tradition, in which the concept of government is to put public machinery at the service of the most needy, the ones who do not benefit from the logic and functioning of private accumulation; b) the tremendous capacity of government is seen negatively, by those identified with liberal principles, whose intent is to prevent the government to act as an impediment to the free movement of capital, or to control and discipline private accumulation.




    Different principles of governance thus, not only rationalise contrasting conceptions; they also articulate diverse or contradictory substantive interests.




    Seen broadly, the nature of government is set by the choice of the citizens who designate representatives to exercise power in their name and regulate collective interests. The historic explanation of this nature, however, leads to a questionable result in each one of its parts.




    We find that the choice of the citizens is neither entirely free or sufficiently informed; that the elected representatives only marginally act according to the origin of their mandates, or in the name of those who elected them; that the exercise of power takes place in spheres that are barely permeable to democratic and majority interests, operating by a rationale that is increasingly instrumental to exclusionary interests.




    The doctrinaire basis of such constraints is to be found in the Schumpeterian (1942) formulation, that informs the elite model of democracy. Democracy, in elite theory, is nothing more than a method for choosing political leaders and organising governments. The main concern, in this view, is with the government’s ability to take decisions and to have them accepted, no matter how involved, active, or capable citizens are in influencing politics. On the contrary, the political incompetence and passivity of the population, and the gap between rulers and ruled are considered an almost unavoidable fact of power.




    To refer to government as a competitive process to organize disputes over power; as any systematic means of decision making on the part of the officials within a political apparatus, affecting most of the people; or, to the regular enactment of policies, are all common features of a conception of democracy in terms of institutions and procedures. All the empirical theories of democracy (elite, pluralist, corporatist, and rational choice) share the common proposal of downgrading its normative content (values and ideals do not matter), and setting “minimums modelled on a conception of bargaining, competition, access, and accountability derived more from the market than from earlier models of citizenship” (Cohen and Arato 1992). The voters are consumers, the parties are entrepreneurs; voter’s sovereignty is reduced to yes or no decisions about who among the elites will be their “representatives”.




    What is lost, in this “realistic” politics, supposedly the only system suitable for contemporary modern society, is the very core of a classic conception of democracy, the citizenship principle.




    The process of competition in acquiring power and in making policy decisions, that is, organising governments that work, implies shielding the political system from excessive political participation and popular demands. Ultimately, what is required for this model to function is political apathy and civil privatism. Politics should be an exclusive terrain for a qualified leadership; political culture should be its prerogative.




    Except for the qualifications and for the political culture required, this model seems to fit quite well Brazilian leadership in recent times. Public responsibility, responsiveness to demands, accountability to the citizenry, creativity in policy formulation and efficiency in implementation, are all features seldom found in government authorities.




    The problems of Brazilian governments, however, are not confined to those institutional/operative liberal-democratic requirements. They primarily refer to two sets of structural determinants: one, the exclusionary path of modernisation, that which reproduces what Brazilian historian Caio Prado Jr. called the colonial pattern of exploitation; the other, to the pattern of domination, that which constantly revives a conservative conciliation. All these revolve around the presidency of the Republic, the main instance of power, from which flow norms and practices, to control both politically and socially those below, and to preserve the unity of those above.




    In Brazilian politics, the historical repetition of constitutional decay is closely related to so many disastrous presidencies, to a general lack of statesmanship, to the ever imminent falling back to institutional decline and to dilapidation of the state. 27




    In the current conditions of mass democracy governments also have been unstable and inconsistent to the degree in which they are electorally constituted from promises and an electoral discourse that do not correspond to the policies actually implemented; there is barely any correspondence between the discourse and the actual practice.28




    There is also no close connection between electoral behaviour and government policies in a system fragmented by the separation of legislative and executive powers, or competition between numerous parties (with no internal discipline at all).




    Very often in countries such as Brazil, the dominant classes conduct politics through the State, isolated from society, demoralising political parties and the parliament.




    There is a vast range of strategies that demoralise the popular political parties; popular interests are almost always deformed by the state’s co-optation of popular movements and unions and by party oligarchies. The party system has been, to various degrees, significantly subservient to State domination, and to government incumbents. The monopoly of power held by the dominant classes, in certain circumstances, has been above and beyond the electoral process and political competition, or that is, removed from the “democratic struggle” between parties.




    All these strategies and resources of power, however, have not freed the government from difficulties. Among these stand out the tension between social concessions and the minimal level of assistance that leaves traces of clientelism, and the promotion of the interests of the elites and factions of the dominant classes which impose themselves, and shape governmental action.




    Governments have been prisoners of this dilemma, which leads to situations of ungovernability: they cannot fail to submit themselves to the powerful interests of the various factions of capital, at the same time they cannot fail to attend to or process the minimum social demands, in the historic context of liberal democracy.




    In other words, the governments act within the limits imposed by the state and by the political regime, in the context of the necessity of reproduction of capitalism.




    3.




    PARAMETERS OF GOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITY IN THE 1980S




    We will indicate here a set of circumstances, of processes and tendencies that defined the limits and possibilities of political action, especially that of the government. They are worldwide phenomena, but with impacts that differ with differing conditions in different countries. Some of them are experienced as perplexities and impasses, others as challenges and opportunities. We are interested in the Brazilian case, at the moment of the reinstallation of the civilian government and the return of a liberal democratic regime. The 1980s in Brazil were marked by financial crises and recession, aggravated by the exhaustion of the development model based on the state. How can we understand these phenomena and their circumstances? How did the political elite face them? What was the response of society to government control?




    3.1. A political agenda marked by economic problems




    If the initial strong point of the new civilian government was determined by the urgent political necessities, the exit of the military government, and demands for new democratic institutions (which would be formalised in the Constitution of 1988), problems of an economic nature constituted a counterpoint of equal relevance during the period (the Cruzado Plan and the foreign debt are indicative of this factor). The governmental period that we are considering came under pressure from these two exceptional forces. The complex tasks of democratic political reorganisation proceeded under the hardship of an intolerable economic situation. What were the terms of the relationship and of the causality between the economic and political spheres? What role and responsibilities could be distributed among political actors, public agencies and elements? And which among private actors?




    The response to these questions was determined, not only in Brazil, by two inflections in the 1980s: the reinstatement of civilian electoral politics, and the imposition of market-driven economic programs.




    The impact and enforcement of the latter set the political agenda and defined government efforts towards the economic reform, in detriment to the democratisation of the State. This process was largely discarded.




    When it circumstantially came back on the agenda, it appeared as a reform (sic) of the State, meaning only its operational and legal adaptation to the requirements of the implementation of the programs of liberal economic reform.




    The government did not have a plan for the country; it governed without direction only responding to events, and as the next decade would reveal, under increasing pressure from interests of a cosmopolitan elite in harmony with the “new international financial order”.




    3.2. Weakening of the National State




    The internationalisation of the economy, the intensification of the transactions between multinational companies and the planetary spread of communication networks, among other phenomena of the past 10 or 15 years, have created diverse impacts on the National State. For many, the most notable consequence of these tendencies was the marginalisation of the National State, the loss of its autonomy and its capacity for social regulation.




    As a result, the formulation of public policies and the government’s capacity to utilise traditional macro-economic measures would be greatly weakened, and irreversibly compromised by the new and powerful hegemony of capital, notably international financial capital. Multinational capitalism, through its most formal and visible institutions, such as the World Bank and the IMF, have imposed strong restraints on the economies of the less developed countries.




    Contemporary dynamics of international capital leave little room for political discretion or policy autonomy, particularly, for the governments of developing countries. The recent deepening and accelerated implementation of what we may call a harsh capitalism, poses a serious challenge to public institutions and a special threat to government operations.




    In an international setting strongly dominated by market mechanisms, the very ones that reproduce structural inequalities29, less developed countries face increased political burdens, to such an extent as to exacerbate the tensions of democratic governability.




    This “globalization”, constrains the States within the same macroeconomic logic, makes their governments less effective and potentially unstable.




    One must be aware, however, not to overestimate the impact of globalization on internal politics. Such over estimation could be used as an invalid excuse in response to criticisms of government performance.




    As in any historical circumstances many possibilities are open to human discretion; in each society, social actors may organise different institutions and put them to work in different ways; faced with the new world order the political subjects can reconstruct institutions to reinforce government capabilities vis-à-vis the pressures of globalization.




    Recent studies, (Hirst and Thompson 1996), however, have provided evidence that support theories which do not call for the decimation of the role and capacity of the state. Even though these studies place the question on a level of greater interpretative consistency, the fact is that what has been designated as the “hegemony of singular thinking” (basically the weakening of the State and the total dominance of the market), has been widely supported in the world media, and continues to be a reference for important centres of political, institutional, and business decision-making.




    3.3. Democracy as a universal value




    One of the greatest political paradigms of modernity, democracy, has been disseminated and has won wide legitimacy.




    Not only are processes of democratic transition occurring in many countries, but also democratising trends appear to impose themselves as a pattern of conduct for collective actors, and as mechanisms of operation for various institutions. However, this appearance of democracy has been undermined in many cases: political apathy, deformed representation, concerning the distance between electors and the elected, weakening of parliaments before the executive branch, problems of governability, etc.




    One intriguing fact of recent decades is that the generalisation of the democratic preference occurs in parallel with the prevalence for liberalism, both as an ideological reference as well as a guide for the formulation of public policies. Liberalism and democracy, as is known, never had substantially reciprocal relations along their historical trajectories. Is there then some incongruity between concepts, institutions, and practices? Is there some plot or long-term strategy in the service of new and old hegemonies that cuts across and up-dates conflicts of an East-West, nature for those of a North-South nature?




    3.4. Transnational mobility and national identities




    Although fundamental social relations appear in these times to be increasingly de-territorialised, one notes, to the contrary, trends toward the revalorisation of regional and local identities. It is still necessary to distinguish the differences in mobility between those that have the capacity and initiative before the processes of transnationalisation (executives of large firms, operators/brokers of financial capital, politicians from the core states, administrators of international organisations), from those that suffer (migrants, refugees, displaced native populations, “technologically unemployed”, etc.).




    Such circumstances place asymmetrical relations on the international horizon, on the internal plane of nations, old and new forms of oppression are reproduced, those of a class, gender, and racial nature.




    It is necessary to emphasise, in the case of the recent transformation in the Latin America class structure, the ascendancy of transnational capitalists and their associated entourage (Petras and Morley: 1992), that are at the top of a new pattern of accumulation, controlled by national investors, speculators, traders, and exporters linked to international banks, markets, and finance. According to these authors, the ascendancy of the Latin American transnational capitalists and the politicians who shape economic strategies to fit their needs are the main factor generating socio-economic crises in the region.




    This set of tendencies determined the forms of the socio-political space in Brazil in the 1980s within which the strategic actors operated. These parameters marked opportunities, challenges, and tasks to be confronted.




    These were tasks for a qualified political leadership, which was responsible and capable of functioning. This was the right situation and moment for a necessary intervention of citizenship, of public opinion and social movements. To what degree were one or another of them up to their responsibilities and representativity? What institutionality resulted from their social and political practices? What new political values were developed or consolidated? Which others remained embedded in the system? What were their contents and qualities?




    At the end of the Sarney Government did we have citizenship and democracy? A healthier economy? Better potential for development? Were democratic and efficient standards of governability reinforced or introduced?




    Was there a more diversified political culture, free of authoritarianism and manipulation? A national plan capable of uniting demands and establishing a direction that won loyalty and expanded the Brazilian public’s imagination of a prosperous, just and autonomous future? Obviously, the response to these questions is an investigation of weights and measures. What is most important to investigate is how much progress was made, what was achieved given the circumstances, means and willingness available. What were the obstacles that impeded a more substantial advance, and what problems remained to be confronted both by the political leadership, as well as by the (desired) increased political participation, of the citizenry and popular sectors.
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