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introduction

To set a context for this book’s conclusions, it is worthwhile to return to the 
very beginning of our project on state and nation-making in Latin America 
and Spain. The first volume of this three-book series covered the period of 
state-building from 1810 to 1930.1 The dominant state model at the time was 
the modern, bureaucratic state; such an institutional design was the general 
blueprint for state-building projects during that era. More specifically for the 
region, the dominant state model can be further defined as the “liberal state.” 
All national states across the Spanish American world were formed under 
the inspiration of political principles and practices that historians designate 
as “Hispanic Liberalism,” which were articulated in the widely influential 
Constitution of Cádiz, adopted by Spain and by diverse territories of Spanish 
America in 1812.2

The second volume of the collection examines the rise and fall of the devel-
opmental state in Latin America and Spain, from 1930 to 1990.3 In this second 
period, the regular exchange or transfer of institutional and political models 
between Spain and Latin American countries, which the literature tends to 
ignore, continued. The bureaucratic authoritarian states in Latin America, for 
example, can be shown to be deliberately patterned after the quite successful – 
in economic terms – system of fast industrial development and authoritarian 
governance during Francoism in Spain.4

	1	 Centeno and Ferraro, State and Nation Making in Latin America and Spain: Republics of the 
Possible.

	2	 Breña, “Liberalism in the Spanish American World,” 272.
	3	 Ferraro and Centeno, State and Nation Making in Latin America and Spain: The Rise and Fall 

of the Developmental State.
	4	 Ferraro and Centeno, “Authoritarianism, Democracy, and Development,” 409.
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Both state types analyzed in the first two volumes, the modern or liberal 
state, and the developmental state, are well established as conceptual models 
in the scholarly literature. In contrast, the idea of the neoliberal state, as a spe-
cific institutional formation, tends to inspire more resistance and discussions; 
some members of the research group working on the present volume expressed 
the opinion that perhaps we should not take such an institutional model for 
granted. To address such concerns, in the first section below, this concluding 
chapter begins by discussing the concept of “internal structure” of the state, 
which was proposed by the classic German scholar Otto Hintze as the founda-
tional principle for the study of state-building.5

The second section of the chapter compares the cases of Mexico and Chile, 
often mentioned as progenitors of the neoliberal turn. These two early neo-
liberal states were imposed by authoritarian regimes. In order to examine 
the extent to which structural characteristics of neoliberal states originate in 
authoritarianism, we analyze and compare, in the third section, the institu-
tional configuration of neoliberal regimes consolidated after the wave of dem-
ocratic transitions, beginning in the 1980s. In the fourth section, in order to 
define specific components of the neoliberal state, as well as its historical real-
ity as an institutional formation, we compare the developmental state with the 
neoliberal state across several cases. In this manner, the fourth section tries to 
answer our initial question: can we find a conceptual and empirical consistency 
of the neoliberal state as an institutional configuration?

At the end of the chapter, in section five, we discuss the impact of state struc-
tures on political and public policy strategies that attempt to go beyond neolib-
eralism. We finish the book with a cautionary note: the institutional model of 
the neoliberal state seems poorly suited for implementing political, economic, 
and social programs that aim to overcome neoliberalism. The evidence appears 
to indicate that one cannot use precisely this instrument to reverse neoliberal 
public policy reforms.

16.1  power, policy, and state structures

In his early writings between 1900 and 1914, Hintze developed the notion of 
the “internal structure” of the state as a specific configuration of public power 
that not only is built over time, on account of external circumstances but also 
according to long-term policy strategies.6 The work of Hintze remained rela-
tively neglected for several decades following his death.7 Only after Charles Tilly 

	5	 Based on the influence of this conceptualization, and other contributions, Hintze has been 
described as the “father” of state-building theory (Ertman, “Explaining Variations in Early 
Modern State Structure,” 24).

	6	 Hintze, “Staatenbildung und Verfassungsentwicklung,” 163; Hintze, “Machtpolitik und 
Regierungsverfassung,” 428.

	7	 Skocpol, “Bringing the State Back In,” 7.
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(1975) introduced his own theoretical perspective on the connection between 
war-making and state-building, Hintze’s work began to attract wide attention 
again, and its significance was confirmed by Theda Skocpol’s (1985) program-
matic essay on approaches to the state as a subject of research.8 In the essay, 
Skocpol made clear that Tilly’s model of state-building based on war-making, 
focusing on geopolitical relations of interstate domination and competition, 
was directly inspired by Hintze’s studies on the correlation between internal 
state structures and military organization in Western Europe.9

At the time of Hintze’s writing, dominant views assumed endogenous or 
deterministic factors as the foundation for the historical configurations of state 
forms, as well as for their transformations over time. The foremost member of 
the very influential German historical school of economics, Wilhelm Rosche, 
proposed a sequence with similarities to the Aristotelian model, postulating 
a “rule” of historical progression through state forms of aristocracy, democ-
racy, and monarchy.10 Other widespread points of view considered that dif-
ferent state configurations originated in the “national idiosyncrasy” (nationale 
Eigenart) of diverse peoples.11

A third significant approach to the state represented the “orthodox” social 
democratic perspective, which took inspiration from Karl Marx. For this 
approach, as described by Hintze, the state was nothing more than an ideo-
logical “reflection” (Wiederspiegelung), entirely determined by the economic 
structure.12 Although he agreed that economic – and social – factors impact 
on the development of state institutions, Hintze rejected the orthodox Marxist 
perspective for being completely one-sided in this regard. For such theories, 
moreover, the state represents fundamentally an instrument to maintain the 
status quo. Therefore, the interest of Marxist orientations concentrates on 
those employing this instrument, that is to say, the dominant classes, or the 
social formations that enable and support dominant classes. Since the state is 
only an instrument, its close examination does not seem particularly urgent 
from a Marxist perspective; the state represents here a derivative, secondary 
phenomenon.13

During the seventies, another influential perspective in American social sci-
ence, the methodological orientation of functionalism or structural function-
alism, treated the state as a secondary or minor phenomenon as well. Knöbl 
remarks that the state was considered “suspect” and even “irritating” from a 

	 8	 Tilly, “Reflections on the History of European State-Making”; Skocpol, “Bringing the State 
Back In.”

	 9	 Skocpol, “Bringing the State Back In,” 8.
	10	 Neugebauer, “Otto Hintze und seine Konzeption,” 41; Hintze, “Machtpolitik und Regierungsver-

fassung,” 426.
	11	 Hintze (“Machtpolitik und Regierungsverfassung,” 424) argued that this was a serious miscon-

ception, since nationalities are in themselves the product of history
	12	 Hintze, “Machtpolitik und Regierungsverfassung,” 425.
	13	 Knöbl, “Staatsbildung und staatliche Gewalt,” 47.
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functionalist perspective since this approach employed much rather the con-
cept of the “political system” as a theoretical framework for the study of public 
institutions.14 The political system could be seen as a social subsystem among 
others, and the diverse subsystems could be understood to support together 
the functioning of a pluralistic society. Such a perspective avoided negative 
connotations associated with the concept of the state, such as hierarchy, for 
example, or – even worse – violence. As a result, the state was not only treated 
as a secondary phenomenon: under the structural-functionalist influence, it 
was generally neglected as a subject of research in American universities.

Hintze was certainly willing to acknowledge that state organizations are 
the result of economic and social trends, but only to a certain extent; they are 
not completely determined in this regard.15 From a Hintzean perspective, there 
is a serious methodological deficiency in deterministic accounts of the state – 
such as the orthodox Marxist approach – and this deficiency is perhaps even 
worse with attempts to avoid the concept of the state altogether. By ignoring 
the state, or by considering the state as a derivative phenomenon determined 
by economic or social factors, these approaches inevitably overlook what 
Hintze defined as the “power interest” (Machtinteresse) or “power policy” 
(Machtpolitik) of states.16 The notion of power interest or power policy under-
stands that the configuration of the state, particularly its internal structure, 
will be deliberately reformed or recreated as part of the efforts to pursue long-
term policy strategies. Hintze was an early defender of the thesis which affirms 
that wide public policy changes often correspond to institutional innovations. 
Specific institutional configurations are developed in order to pursue long-term 
public policy goals, and such configurations tend to consolidate in some cases, 
if and when those policy goals are maintained during extended periods of time. 
As can be shown by the study of specific historic processes, once consolidated 
and stable, institutional configurations result in the formation of state struc-
tures. The notions of power interest and internal structure became thus the 
conceptual foundations for state-building theory, as the study of long-term, 
goal-oriented processes of institutional innovation with results  – not all of 
them intended – that accumulate and consolidate over time.

Across wide-ranging historical studies, Hintze and Tilly analyzed how 
European countries began to create since the fifteenth-century professionally 
trained, permanent bureaucracies.17 One of the main tasks of these bureau-
cratic institutions came to be the improvement of military organization and 
efficiency. In particular, the creation of standing armies since the sixteenth 
century required a dramatic increase in taxation revenues, in order to cover the 
resulting vast financial costs. As a means to administer and develop effective 

	14	 Knöbl, “Staatsbildung und staatliche Gewalt,” 46.
	15	 Hintze, “Roschers politische Entwicklungstheorie,” 14.
	16	 Neugebauer, “Otto Hintze und seine Konzeption,” 40.
	17	 Hintze, “Der Beamtenstand,” 34; Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, 34.
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taxation systems, professionally trained bureaucracies turned out to be indis-
pensable, and they began to expand continuously. Against this background, 
the two most successful modern states on the Continent became France and 
Prussia. As Hintze summarized his thesis, “bureaucracy and militarism depend 
on each other,” or as Tilly declared, even more pointedly: “War makes states.”18 
The work of Hintze originally, and its rediscovery and further development by 
Tilly, consolidated state-building as a research discipline that examines the 
internal structures of states, the design and policy goals of such structures, as 
well as their long-term – intended and unintended – consequences.

By the end of the nineteenth century, bureaucratization was most advanced 
in Germany, and thus the German state, unified under Prussian political lead-
ership and military coercion, became the most successful of the modern politi-
cal entities on the Continent. Furthermore, as both Hintze and Tilly remarked, 
modern professional bureaucracies became the dominant class of the German 
state during the nineteenth century, in charge of public policy decisions at 
the highest levels, although this development was certainly unintended by the 
reformers (royal or noble) who had created those bureaucracies in the first 
place. About the slow but relentless acquisition of the highest levers of power 
by the bureaucracy in Germany, Hintze observed that “this class became now 
the actual commanding factor [der eigentliche herrschende Faktor] in the state, 
since the sharp autocratic character of the eighteenth century made way to a 
more bureaucratic constitution.”19

Perhaps less emphatically than Hintze, Tilly also remarked that “as rulers 
created organizations either to make war or to draw the requisites of war 
from the subject population […] bureaucracies developed their own interests 
and power bases throughout Europe.”20 Tilly does not affirm categorically 
that professional bureaucracies acquired dominance over the modern state, 
but in the same context the American author also quotes favorably Hans 
Rosenberg, who did state quite forcefully that, by the end of the era of abso-
lutism, Prussian professional bureaucracies “captured control of the central 
administration and of public policy.”21 For German scholars such as Hintze 
and Rosenberg, the domination of professionally trained bureaucracies over 
the highest level of public policy decisions represented a definitory trait of the 
modern state.

Another, not entirely unintended, but nonetheless remarkable consequence 
of the creation of the modern bureaucratic state was the extraordinary capac-
ity demonstrated by this organizational form to promote economic growth. 
The German model of state-led capitalism, planned and carried out under the 

	18	 Hintze, “Machtpolitik und Regierungsverfassung,” 430; Tilly, “War Making and State Mak-
ing,” 170.

	19	 Hintze, “Der Beamtenstand,” 92.
	20	 Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, 117.
	21	 Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, 117.
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leadership of professional bureaucracies, overtook Britain as an industrial 
power during the first decade of the twentieth century. Certainly, also because 
of its military success, the German bureaucratic state became an influential 
international model or blueprint for state-building. Japan began actively to 
implement and adapt both the internal structure of the modern bureaucratic 
state, and the economic policies of state-led capitalism, since the Meiji resto-
ration in 1868, and with particular emphasis after the passing of the Japanese 
constitution of 1889. The dominance of the bureaucracy as the key factor of 
this internal structure, in Germany and Japan, was the singular role played by 
civil servants prior to the 1930s.

For both Germany and Japan, the imperialistic and belligerent mentality of 
the military bureaucracy added to its strong influence over political decisions at 
the top level, ended in national and world catastrophe. Nevertheless, the model 
of state-led capitalism run by professional bureaucracies, once detached from 
imperialistic and belligerent orientations as a result of its catastrophic defeat 
in World War II, went on to achieve remarkable economic results during the 
post-war decades and became the blueprint for the developmental state. By 
the 1990s, however, these policies and strategies were abandoned across Latin 
America and Spain, and the developmental state lost its dominant position as 
an institutional goal and blueprint. The developmental era came to an end, and 
neoliberal political strategies and public policies were to acquire their own, 
long-term impact on institutional configurations. Was a new state model in 
the making?

As Harvey emphasizes, scholarly work on the neoliberal state must avoid 
wide generalizations.22 Our proposed model applies basically to Latin American 
cases, and it cannot be extended to other regions without many precautions. 
Nevertheless, Latin American countries often adopted Spanish legal and insti-
tutional models in periods of reform, a practice that remained active – even 
intensified – during the twentieth century.

16.2  early neoliberal states in latin america

The academic literature maintains that the first neoliberal state in Latin 
America was created under the Pinochet dictatorship beginning in 1973.23 In 
his chapter for the present book, Silva analyzes the political background and 
the factors leading to such early adoption of neoliberalism in Chile. The mili-
tary dictatorship was looking for a clear break with the previous, developmen-
tal model, a radical public policy change that required sustained elite support. 
In the following years, neoliberalism in Chile acquired a peculiar resilience, 
and it came to represent a hegemonic model, not only in the economic sphere, 
but also as a legal, political, and cultural system. The cultural dimension of 

	22	 Harvey, A Brief History of Neoliberalism, 70.
	23	 El Khoury, Globalization Development, 39; Harvey, A Brief History of Neoliberalism, 7.
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Chilean neoliberalism is further examined by Schild in her chapter for this 
volume, including a discussion of the impact of neoliberalism on fundamental 
notions and practices around citizenship and gender.

James Cypher introduced the concept of the neoliberal state in his book on 
economics and politics in Mexico since 1940.24 Cypher was probably the first 
scholar to discuss the idea consistently; he was the first who went beyond a mere 
reference to the “neoliberal state” in passing. Cypher proposed a periodization of 
the Mexican state during the twentieth century, along three stages or models. The 
third and the more recent stage is described by Cypher as “the neoliberal state.”25 
The concept is applied to the national administration of President de la Madrid, 
1982–1988, and the author considers also the probability of a consolidation of 
the neoliberal state under the administration of President Salinas de Gortari, 
1988–1994, who was in office at the time of the book’s publication.

Cypher’s model, however, does not describe any specific configuration or 
internal structure of public power under such a regime. The author defines 
instead the neoliberal state as the application of certain fundamental ideas 
associated with the economic policies of President de la Madrid. The para-
graph where Cypher introduces the concept shows already this – most likely 
unintended  – transition: instead of discussing the configuration of the new 
state model, the author switches immediately to the analysis of public policies 
applied by the neoliberal administration:

The neoliberal state is dedicated to an attempt to turn back the clock to the late eigh-
teenth and early nineteenth century centuries when a consolidating form of European 
capitalism momentarily suggested that the state’s function could be that of a “watch-
man” keeping the competitive rules of the game and enforcing the sanctity of contracts 
and other property rights.26

Cypher describes here what the neoliberal state aims to do, but he does not 
really begin to consider the organization of power factors under such a regime. 
This description of neoliberalism as a return to laissez-faire economics was rel-
atively common when he wrote his book, but it came to be mostly rejected by 
scholarly literature in later years. Far from a minimal state that would enable free 
markets to prosper more or less by themselves, as laissez-faire economics advo-
cated, a series of studies demonstrated that the neoliberal project involves a reengi-
neering or redeployment of the state.27 This is amply confirmed, in the specific case 
of Mexico, by Knight’s chapter for the present volume. As Knight observes, con-
trary to certain received opinions, the role of the state in the successful Mexican 
developmental model of the 1950s and ’60s was quite limited, but neoliberal eco-
nomic policies required substantial state intervention, and this led to political deci-
sions and programs that aimed specifically at strengthening the state.

	24	 Cypher, State and Capital in Mexico.
	25	 Cypher, State and Capital in Mexico, 13.
	26	 Cypher, State and Capital in Mexico, 13.
	27	 For a summary of this literature see Hilgers, “The historicity of the neoliberal state,” 80.
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In both Chile and Mexico, neoliberal states were created under authori-
tarian regimes, either the military dictatorship of Pinochet or the regime of 
one-party rule under Partido de la Revolución Institucional (PRI) in Mexico. 
Therefore, central characteristics of early neoliberal states could have been 
the result of authoritarianism as a mode of governance, and not so much of 
any specific organization of power that corresponds generally to neoliberalism. 
The two central characteristics of these early neoliberal states were, on the one 
hand, strong concentration of authority in the executive power, and on the 
other hand, the presence of a very influential team of public policy experts at 
the top level, isolated not only from the regime’s internal political struggles but 
also from any kind of external influence.28

Centralization of power within the presidency was only to be expected of 
the Pinochet dictatorship in Chile since the concentration of power can be con-
sidered a defining characteristic of any military dictatorship. But the Chilean 
regime was not yet another example of uniformed caudillismo. The team of 
economic advisors working for the military dictator Pinochet was famously 
called “the Chicago Boys,” because several of its members have been trained at 
the Department of Economics of the University of Chicago, under the influence 
of Milton Friedman, and they were all men. As was observed by Valdés in his 
work on the Chicago School in Chile, the economic team was convinced that it 
had to maintain a high degree of autonomy, not just from the political sphere, 
but also from any organized interest group in society whatsoever.29 As a result, 
their style of policymaking was relatively unusual, since it did not seek any 
kind of consultation with economic or social actors. As a non-economist min-
ister remembered years later, during an interview conducted by Montecinos, 
the “economists did not receive anybody. They did not inform nor did they 
convince.”30 Such a style of policymaking, carried out by experts without any 
consultation with economic or social actors, reached “unprecedented levels” in 
Chile at the time, according to Silva.31

A strong centralization of authority in the executive power was also a 
marked development of the Mexican administration under Salinas de Gortari, 
1988–1994. Although the regime of one-party rule in Mexico was under 
the control of the federal executive from the beginning, the concentration of 
power at the top during Salinas’ administration has been also described as 
“unprecedented.”32 In the specific case of Mexico, therefore, the centraliza-
tion of power during the neoliberal regime was not – or not only – a mere 
result of the authoritarianism of one-party rule in the country, it was a rela-
tively new phenomenon. Furthermore, such centralization and concentration 

	28	 Centeno and Silva, “The Politics of Expertise in Latin America: Introduction.”
	29	 Valdés, Pinochet’s Economists, 161.
	30	 Montecinos, Economists, Politics and the State, 66.
	31	 Silva, State Capacity, Technocratic Insulation, 36.
	32	 Torres, Bureaucracy and Politics in Mexico, 180.
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of power were implemented together with the isolation of a team of expert 
advisors at the top level.

The authoritarian neoliberal regimes in Chile and Mexico exhibited thus 
a similar organization of power. In his classic study of the neoliberal era in 
the latter country, Centeno described a transformation of the style of poli-
cymaking at the top central executive, which affected also the organization 
of federal power.33 Once the team of economic experts under Salinas took 
overall command of the central state, the configuration of key policy-making 
bodies was modified, in order to secure their isolation from external eco-
nomic and social actors. Federal cabinets before Salinas, for example, used to 
be “political mosaics in which various groups were represented and formed 
a synthesis of interests, styles, ambitions, and talents.”34 This previous con-
figuration of the federal cabinets did not exclude the involvement of diverse 
economic and social actors in public policymaking, on the contrary, the pres-
ervation of such an involvement seemed to be exactly the goal of institu-
tional design. After the neoliberal economists took power, however, their 
dominance over public policy became a “practical monopoly.”35 The concept 
of “insulation” could be misleading to describe the configuration of power 
once the neoliberal regime was in place, according to Centeno, because the 
goal of the institutional design was actually to secure a “splendid isolation” 
for the policy-making team.36 Such “technocratic isolation” meant, as in the 
case of Chile, that the economic team had the capacity to take major public 
policy decisions without any consultation whatsoever with relevant social 
and economic actors.

The phenomenon of technocratic isolation cannot be explained just by the 
fact that these governments were not democratic. Previous political orien-
tations in Latin America and Spain, very much including authoritarian or 
military regimes, never sought the isolation of their public policy teams as 
a matter of organizational design. As Centeno observes, “there is a critical 
difference […] between insulation and isolation.”37 A certain insulation of 
the policy-making team, in previous power configurations, was considered 
necessary to secure the relative autonomy of government institutions, but 
this same autonomy was “embedded,” as classically defined by Evans for the 
developmental state, both democratic and authoritarian – Korea during the 
seventies was the typical and successful example of the latter.38 The embed-
ded autonomy of the developmental state referred to the fact that government 
actors, in the developmental model, actively sought to maintain networks of 

	33	 Centeno, Democracy Within Reason.
	34	 Centeno, Democracy Within Reason, 106.
	35	 Centeno, Democracy Within Reason, 107.
	36	 Centeno, Democracy Within Reason, 257.
	37	 Centeno, Democracy Within Reason, 35.
	38	 Evans, Embedded Autonomy, 53.
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communication and cooperation with economic and social actors. The relative 
bureaucratic insulation or autonomy in previous state configurations did not 
represent a systematic and purposeful lack of consultation and cooperation 
with relevant actors, as was the case with public policy teams under Pinochet 
and Salinas in the neoliberal model. The institutional design that aims at such 
purposeful lack of consultation and cooperation with economic and social 
actors can be characterized under the concept of “technocratic isolation,” and 
it represents a significant new dimension of the internal structure of the early, 
authoritarian neoliberal state.

16.3  neoliberal states and democratic transitions

Were the unprecedented concentration or centralization of power within the 
presidency, and the complete isolation of public policy teams characteristics 
specific to military or authoritarian regimes? This does not seem to be the 
case: soon enough after the wave of democratic transitions beginning in the 
1980s, elected administrations in Argentina, Peru, and other Latin American 
countries were showing the same two elements or components of early 
neoliberal states. As a matter of fact, the same two elements of neoliberal 
state-building were also present in Spain, under the administration of Felipe 
González, 1982–1996 and the neoliberal reforms in Spain were being used as 
a blueprint for Latin American countries since the early 1990s.39 The Spanish 
model served as an inspiration not only for its economic policies but also 
particularly regarding the “political economy” of neoliberal reforms, which 
corresponds to the means and strategies for securing stable political support 
for long-term government programs. In this sense, the Moncloa Pacts of 1977 
in Spain were widely discussed in Latin America as a model for political nego-
tiations and broad social compromises that could provide a stable political 
basis for economic reform processes.40

Argentina was one of the first cases of a democratic administration that 
carried out extensive neoliberal reforms in Latin America. Before embark-
ing on the reform program, however, the administration of Carlos Menem, 
1989–1999, actively sought and secured a major concentration of power 
in the executive. According to Graham et al., the resulting centralization 
was so strong that it changed significantly the “balance of power between 
the three branches of government.”41 The executive assumed the capacity 
to legislate by decree as a regular practice, which had been only sporadic in 
the past; furthermore, the executive took political control of the Supreme 
Court by increasing its members from five to nine, appointing four new mem-
bers committed to the administration’s neoliberal reforms, thus securing a 

	39	 Forteza and Tommasi, “On the Political Economy of Pro-Market Reform,” 209.
	40	 Grugel, “Spain and Latin America,” 142.
	41	 Graham et al., Improving the Odds, 13.
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regular majority.42 In contrast to the previous neoliberal regimes in Chile  
and Mexico, the centralization of power in Argentina was a democratic deci-
sion, not only because the administration won fair presidential elections in 
1989, but also – perhaps more decisively – because the legislation authoriz-
ing the executive to take control of the three branches of government was 
passed in Congress by ample majority, following a broad political agree-
ment between the government and the main opposition party. According to 
the general trend of institutional transfer or isomorphism mentioned earlier, 
the inspiration and model for this political agreement in Argentina, as con-
firmed by local political actors at the time, were the Moncloa Pacts of 1977 
in Spain.43

As regards the second characteristic of neoliberal state-building, the tech-
nocratic isolation of public policy teams, this phenomenon was also unusually 
strong during the Menem administration. According to Teichman, Argentina’s 
economic policy “never had […] become so insulated not only from societal 
forces […] but it was now resistant to pressures from other areas within the 
state, including the presidency.”44 The isolation of policymaking from political 
and social influences was so complete that members of the public policy team 
described their working environment at the time as “laboratory conditions,” 
a term usually understood to mean that no outside interferences whatsoever 
were allowed.45

Centralization of power was a well-known phenomenon during the dem-
ocratic administration of Alberto Fujimori in Perú, 1990–2000, which also 
applied a comprehensive neoliberal program. In order to achieve a strong 
concentration of power in the presidency, the administration carried out a 
“drastic administrative reform.”46 Hampered by legislative opposition in the 
first two years of its term, the administration took an open authoritarian turn: 
Congress was closed, and the President ruled by decree for several months 
in 1992. Nevertheless, the administration was able to maintain popular sup-
port, and Fujimori won democratic reelection by a substantial majority of 
votes in 1995.47 The style of public policy decisions under Fujimori has been 
described as “exclusionary” or even “hermetic.” Economic public policy was 
put in charge of a completely isolated team of economic experts. Even if neo-
liberal reforms were supported by International Financial Institutions at the 
time, the economic team acted independently of international influences – their 
reforms were even more radical than those advocated by such institutions. The 

	42	 Teichman, The Politics of Freeing Markets, 120.
	43	 Viguera, La trama política de la apertura, 159; Bambaci et al., “La economía política de las 

reformas,” 515.
	44	 Teichman, “Mexico and Argentina,” 47.
	45	 Quoted in Brooks, “Globalization and Pension Reform,” 170.
	46	 Weyland, The Politics of Market Reform, 144.
	47	 Stokes, Mandates and Democracy, 144.



506 Agustin E. Ferraro et al.

isolation of the economic team was preserved in regard to all kinds of national 
actors, including the business groups otherwise sympathetic to the reforms, 
and these groups in particular complained to the President about the economic 
team’s indifference to their points of view.48

In sum, by the early 2000s, the two characteristics of the organization 
of power under neoliberal regimes, discussed above, were being observed 
across several democratic regimes in Latin America, such as the two cases 
just considered, Argentina and Perú. Moreover, the concentration of author-
ity in the executive power, and the isolation of public policy teams were 
described by the literature for the cases of the three Central Andean coun-
tries, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Perú.49 Similar phenomena of concentration of 
power and technocratic isolation were also examined by Teichman for the 
cases of neoliberal regimes in Argentina, Mexico, and Chile, after the demo-
cratic transitions in the three countries.50 Weyland analyzed concentration of 
power and technocratic policymaking in the cases of Argentina, Brazil, and 
Perú, with particular emphasis on the technocratic “narrowness” of policy-
making in Brazil under Collor, whose democratically elected administration 
ignored – and thus antagonized – almost every single relevant economic and 
social actor in the country.51 Finally, Elliot Armijo and Faucher described 
concentration of power and technocratic isolation as general characteristics 
of democratic administrations aiming at neoliberal market reforms in Latin 
America.52

To conclude, concentration of power and technocratic isolation were clearly 
not just the result of authoritarianism as a mode of governance. The two char-
acteristics appear instead to reflect a specific configuration of public power 
under neoliberalism, both in authoritarian and in democratic regimes. The 
Spanish case confirms in part these observations.

Central state power during the neoliberal era in Spain revealed similar 
organizational features compared to the Latin American cases  – with some 
significant exceptions. Strong centralization of authority at the top national 
executive was established before the beginning of neoliberal reforms, during 
the administration of Prime Minister Felipe González, 1982–1996. As noted 
by Biezen, “the dominance of Felipe González in Spanish politics during his 
14 years in office was such that it spawned the term ‘felipismo,’ and his pre-
dominance within the PSOE was such that it enabled him to make the party 
embrace positions it had previously opposed.”53 One of the most relevant of 
such public policy positions, which was strongly opposed by the left wing of 

	48	 Dargent, Technocracy and Democracy in Latin America, 99.
	49	 Conaghan and Malloy, Unsettling Statecraft, 21, 225.
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	51	 Weyland, The Politics of Market Reform, 64, 145, 163.
	52	 Elliot Armijo and Faucher, “We Have a Consensus,” 60.
	53	 Biezen, “Party Development in Democratic Spain,” 34.
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the Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE) – a substantial fraction at the time – was 
precisely the program of neoliberal reforms.54 As in the Latin American cases, 
therefore, a strong concentration of authority at the top national executive was 
a key characteristic of the organization of power required to implement neolib-
eral reforms in Spain. Moreover, as previously mentioned, not only the Spanish 
“political economy” of comprehensive economic reforms in democracy was 
seen as a source of inspiration for political transitions in Latin America, but 
also, and more specifically, the neoliberal economic program of the adminis-
tration of González was closely followed by Latin American political actors, 
and considered similarly as a model.55

The second feature of the neoliberal organization of power was also pres-
ent in Spain, but with a significant difference: policymaking was isolated in 
so far as its autonomy was protected from political interference by the left 
wing of the PSOE, or from interference by any other political sector inside the 
party, and even protected from interference by other members of the executive. 
However, policymaking was definitely not made in isolation from economic 
and social actors.

As pointed out by Celso, for “some observers, the González period repre-
sented the flowering of technocratic government in Spain.”56 The concentra-
tion of power in the premier was deliberately oriented toward securing the 
autonomy of the economic team, and therefore, “the neoliberal heads of the 
economic ministries were strongly and consistently supported by an economi-
cally amateurish premier who was in turn insulated from the political pressures 
of the ruling party through […] formal and informal institutional architec-
tures.”57 Nevertheless, while its autonomy was protected from political inter-
ference, the team of experts in charge of economic policy maintained strong 
ties to captains of industry and banking.58 Accordingly, significant decisions 
of economic policy were implemented in consultation with economic actors. 
Industrial policy is a case in point.

A long-term strategy related to specific key industries in Spain involved fos-
tering competitiveness, providing financial support, and protecting with tariffs 
those sectors considered promising and capable of succeeding in external mar-
kets. This was a typical example of classic developmental industrial policy. 
The strategy was conceived in 1966–1967 by the Ministry of Industry, and 
by a further key economic player at the time, the holding of publicly owned 
industries INI (Instituto Nacional de Industria). The developmental program 
was defined and implemented in rounds of consultation and coordination with 
economic actors, and it became very successful, reaching increasing milestones 
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of industrial productivity and exports from 1973 to 1996.59 After the demo-
cratic transition, and the beginning of the Socialist Party administration under 
González, the continuity of this same developmental policy was assured by 
the fact that basically, the same team of experts remained in charge. The first 
two economic ministers of the González administration, Boyer and Solchaga, 
in office from 1982 to 1993, had begun and developed their careers at INI in 
the 1970s.60

In his chapter for the present volume, Döpking shows another key gov-
ernment area in Spain, the fiscal and tax system, which was characterized by 
the implementation of long-term public policies completely at odds with neo-
liberal principles. This is a significant historical and political phenomenon, 
as Döpking further indicates, which the international literature on Spanish 
politics and economics has mostly missed. Since the beginning of the transi-
tion, with the Moncloa Pacts of 1977, a broad political consensus established 
progressive taxation as the central pillar of Spanish fiscal policy. While other 
public policy areas corresponded more closely to the neoliberal paradigm, tax-
ation became thus increasingly progressive during the following years, both 
under socialist and conservative administrations. Again, the crucial structural 
component for such policy continuity – and success – was the preservation and 
strengthening of a strongly meritocratic, non-partisan state bureaucracy in the 
area of fiscal policy, after the democratic transition. With a leading role in pub-
lic policy formulation and implementation, the professional state bureaucracy 
was able during the following decades not only to increase the progressivity of 
the tax system but also its efficiency, according to such fundamental measures 
as the ratio of tax revenues to GDP.61 This measure, precisely, doubled since 
the end of the Franco regime and kept growing steadily until the financial crisis 
of 2008, recovering its upward progression after the crisis (see the chapter by 
Döpking in this volume).

In the next section, the organization of public power under neoliberal 
regimes will be further compared to the institutional model of the develop-
mental state. The two models present substantial differences as regards insti-
tutional design and the practical application of state power. The comparison 
will also address the question raised as a theoretical problem in this chapter’s 
introduction: can the two institutional components of neoliberal organization 
of power, analyzed above for diverse Latin American cases and for Spain, be 
considered as defining elements of a state-building project? After all, the con-
centration of power in the executive, and the isolation of a team of economic 
advisors seem rather intuitive strategies for any government that intends to 
carry out a broad program of reforms. To what extent can we postulate a spe-
cific state-building model under neoliberalism?
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16.4  developmental and neoliberal state structures

Time and again throughout the history of Latin America, political actors have 
shown their commitment to new state-building projects. Innovative designs 
and practices for the organization of public power were often adopted and 
tried extensively. This happened not only under neoliberal regimes but also 
during the previous, developmental era. As early as 1939, the region’s first 
and historically most prominent public agency for economic development 
was created in Chile, under the name of CORFO (Corporación de Fomento 
de la Producción). The agency was tasked with the ambitious goal of creating 
and implementing a “general plan” for the promotion of “national produc-
tion” in the country’s main economic areas, including mining, industry, agri-
culture, and commerce.62 CORFO was very successful during the following 
decades, and its work was crucial for Chile’s substantial economic growth 
during this period. The agency represented the backbone of the Chilean 
developmental state.

However, with regard to institutional design, the role of CORFO as a com-
ponent of the state structure in Chile showed markedly different characteris-
tics compared to the internal structure of the neoliberal state described in the 
previous section. The creation of the Chilean agency did not contribute to 
the concentration of power in the executive, the opposite was the case. The 
agency was the result of a political compromise between the government and 
the opposition, and it was created as an independent bureaucratic organiza-
tion, explicitly not under the authority of the executive power.63

CORFO was designed to play a key function as the central planning 
and implementation agency for vast development projects in the country. 
Therefore, its influence became substantial in Chilean economic and public 
life. According to Ibáñez, the “true seat of government, after 1939, were the 
offices of CORFO.”64 Rather than the concentration of power in the executive, 
therefore, a major decentralization of power was put into effect with the cre-
ation of CORFO, since very significant public policy areas were now in charge 
of non-partisan experts at the agency’s top management positions. Their politi-
cal independence was protected by the legal design of CORFO, and by Chilean 
political culture at the time.65

As regards the second characteristic of the internal structure of the neo-
liberal state described above, technocratic isolation, this was never part of 
CORFO’s institutional design and practices, once again the opposite was 
the case. First of all, at the highest decision levels, the Chilean agency was 
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in charge of a board with twenty-one members, who appointed the agency’s 
managing director (vicepresidente ejecutivo). The board was composed of 
representatives of diverse political, economic, and social actors, among them 
representatives of national business associations, four members appointed by 
the national Congress, representatives of banks, of the national association of 
engineers, of the national workers’ federation, and of other political actors, 
including three representatives of the executive power – the ministers of econ-
omy, development, and agriculture.66 Although the Economy Minister was 
president of the board, the appointment of the managing director required 
a majority of two-thirds of the members, and thus the plural composition 
of the board was not merely symbolic. The board’s design encouraged the 
involvement in major public policy decisions of the economic, political, and 
social actors represented.

Secondly, at the level of public policy implementation, CORFO promoted 
the participation of local actors by providing financial and technical support 
to small firms – cooperative societies – formed by workers and farmers in areas 
such as electrification, agriculture, fishery, and mining.67 The participation 
of local actors was subsequently promoted to the level of public policymak-
ing, and by 1964 a national representative of cooperative societies was also 
included as a regular member of the directing board of CORFO.68

In summary, the Chilean development state displayed the opposite of the 
two characteristics that correspond to the configuration of public power under 
neoliberal regimes. Instead of concentration of power in the executive, the 
creation of the Chilean national developmental agency CORFO resulted in 
major decentralization; and instead of technocratic isolation, the developmen-
tal model promoted the participation of diverse economic, political, and social 
actors in public policymaking, and of local actors, such as small business firms, 
in public policy implementation.

It must be observed that the internal structure of the Chilean developmental 
state was not exceptional, it represented a general trend of institutional design 
at the time. In his influential work on the Chilean developmental state, Pinto 
stated that, among other international blueprints, the creation of CORFO 
was “particularly” inspired by the “great energy and global project of the 
Tennessee Valley.”69 The author refers here to the Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA), created in 1933, one of the most emblematic among the public agencies 
that carried out the New Deal’s vision for economic and social moderniza-
tion in the United States. The organizational design of CORFO showed clear 
similarities to the design of TVA. Both institutions were established as public 
corporations, and they were in charge of independent directing boards, which 
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appointed in both cases a chief executive officer or executive vice president 
with similar management authority.70

The fact that TVA was an influential blueprint for the institutional design 
and public policy strategies of CORFO can be established with certainty. It has 
been documented that “a number of engineers and technicians” of CORFO 
visited TVA “during the first years” after the creation of the Chilean corpo-
ration, and some of them remained at TVA for periods of 6 to 12 months.71 
Chile’s President Gabriel González Videla visited the United States in 1950, 
and he spent two days at TVA’s headquarters in Knoxville, Tennessee.72

In the following years, the influence of TVA as an institutional model 
extended to other Latin American countries, including Perú, México, Brazil, 
and Colombia.73 In the last volume of his classic trilogy on economic devel-
opment, Hirschman pointed out that no development project seemed accept-
able in Latin America by the 1960s, unless its blueprint was the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, and if possible, the project was expressly certified by David 
Lilienthal.74 Lilienthal had been a long-time director of TVA, from its creation 
in 1933 until 1946, and he was described as one of the leaders of the New Deal 
that better articulated the movement’s confidence and optimism. Lilienthal’s 
best-seller book TVA: Democracy on the March, published in 1944, was 
described as a “manifesto that expressed the scale and scope of New Deal 
liberalism.”75

	70	 TVA, “Tennessee Valley Authority Act”; CORFO, “Crea la corporación de reconstrucción.”
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The institutional design of TVA, as was the case with CORFO and other 
developmental agencies created following their influence, reveals again the 
opposite of the two characteristics that shape the internal structure of the neo-
liberal state. Instead of the concentration of power in the executive, the creation 
of the American development agency represented a significant decentralization. 
The independence of the TVA board of directors from the executive power was 
assured by two well-known mechanisms in American political practice, stag-
gered long terms of tenure, and appointment with advice and consent of the 
Senate.76 The independence of TVA from partisan politics was further consol-
idated during the decades following its creation.77

Similarly to CORFO, instead of technocratic isolation, the institutional 
model of TVA was aimed at embeddedness. For public policymaking, TVA 
organized regular networks of consultation with federal departments, state 
authorities, businesses and professional associations, unions, and other orga-
nizations. One example of such networks was the Tennessee Valley Trades 
and Labor Council, a permanent meeting and cooperation agreement, con-
formed by TVA representatives, representatives of fifteen unions, and other 
members.78 However, in contrast to CORFO, the directing board of TVA 
was composed of just three members during the developmental era, without 
including representatives of non-state organizations. As we mentioned before, 
CORFO’s board did include several representatives of non-state actors such as 
banks, businesses, and professional associations, and they were encouraged by 
the institutional design to take part in major public policy decisions.

In the case of TVA, the strength and focus of the agency were rather located 
at the implementation level, and here the participation of non-state actors 
was more actively encouraged. In fact, the agency had an early pioneering 
role in promoting the practice of citizen’s participation in the implementa-
tion of public policy. In his book quoted above, Lilienthal formulated for the 
first time the notion of participatory public policy, proposing the concept of 
“grass-roots administration” as the articulation between public policymaking 
and democratic practices. The book describes the experiences of TVA such as 
vast programs of cooperation with, for example, farm associations.79 As men-
tioned earlier, cooperation with farmers and workers’ cooperatives was also 
a public policy approach applied extensively by CORFO in Chile. TVA put 
special emphasis on “grass-roots administration,” because this ideal principle 
was considered the “official doctrine” of the agency.80

The institutional design of TVA and CORFO corresponds quite closely 
to the central features of the developmental state that Evans was going to 
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define, a few decades later, as “embedded autonomy.” Evans based his defi-
nition explicitly on Japan, which he characterized as the “archetype” of the 
developmental state, and his analysis followed the seminal study of Japanese 
industrial policy by Johnson.81 Nevertheless, Evans also pointed out that his 
definition of the developmental state could be understood as the “sophisticated 
implementation” of ideas that had been already examined by Hirshman in the 
latter’s research on developmental projects in Latin America.82 In any case, 
it was interesting for Johnson and Evans to base their definition of “devel-
opmental state” on Japan, since the country was considered, at the time, the 
most successful example of long-term developmental strategies. Evans further 
discussed in his book the cases of Brazil and India, but only as “intermediate” 
states, which did not correspond exactly to the “ideal type” of the develop-
mental state, since they exhibited only “partial and imperfect approximations 
of embedded autonomy.”83

As defined by Evans, autonomy corresponds to the idea that an organization 
is “capable of independently formulating its own goals.”84 The definition fol-
lows Johnson’s examination of the Japanese Ministry of International Trade and 
Industry (MITI), which was the key agency for formulating and implementing 
developmental strategies in the country.85 The autonomy of MITI implied, first 
of all, that public policy decisions were in charge of long-term career civil ser-
vants, and protected from any interference by the administration of the day. In 
fact, bureaucratic autonomy was so strong in the Japanese model, that Johnson 
described the contrasting roles of senior civil servants and politicians using the 
analogy between “reigning” and “ruling” in parliamentary monarchies. Although 
the minister, as a politician, was theoretically – or symbolically – the “reigning” 
authority at MITI, all management and public policy decisions were taken by 
the effectively “ruling” top career civil servants.86 As mentioned in section one 
above, the dominance of the professional bureaucracy on public policy decisions 
had been a characteristic of German and Japanese institutional practices since the 
nineteenth century.

Similarly to TVA and CORFO, therefore, the institutional design of MITI 
represented a substantial deconcentration of authority, since the agency could 
formulate its own goals and policies independently of the ministers that formed 
the executive power. Secondly, autonomy was the basis for a related, and cru-
cial element of design, which Evans particularly emphasized: the strictly pro-
fessional, or meritocratic, system of recruitment and promotion for career civil 
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servants at MITI.87 This element was of special interest to Evans due to the per-
vasive character of political clientelism in Latin America and other regions; such 
political clientelism was often a factor for the underperformance of develop-
mental institutions, compared to the successful case of Japan.88 In fact, political 
clientelism, the massive appointments to public service positions based on polit-
ical loyalty instead of merit, has been the Achilles heel of many developmental 
projects in Latin America. Bureaucratic autonomy has been rarely consolidated 
or even intended in Latin America, although CORFO was certainly and excep-
tion, at least during its most successful two first decades of operation.89

Finally, the second element or feature that defines the developmental state, 
according to Evans, corresponds to the “embeddedness” of public institutions 
in a “concrete set of social ties,” which become further consolidated by means 
of “institutionalized channels for the continued negotiation and renegotiation 
of goals and policies.”90 Embeddedness, in other words, refers primarily to 
regular communication and consultation with economic and social actors for 
public policy discussions. MITI was naturally focused on the goal of industrial 
growth, and therefore it promoted communication and consultation with eco-
nomic actors, especially with representatives of industrial capital. However, as 
Evans shows in his research, the cultivation of “links with other social groups, 
like labor” leads to a more robust and effective type of embeddedness, beyond 
the Japanese case.91 Evans did not explicitly distinguish embeddedness in 
terms of public policymaking, on the one hand, and consultation with social 
actors for implementation, on the other hand, since his model or archetype, 
the Japanese MITI, was not particularly focused on implementation at the field 
level – more on this below.

In terms of institutional design, both the American TVA and the Chilean 
CORFO match closely the Japanese-based definition of developmental state 
provided by Evans: both agencies in North and South America were certainly 
capable of independently formulating their own goals, since they were designed 
in order to be independent of the executive power, and placed under the lead-
ership of non-partisan, expert management. The agencies’ institutional design 
and practices, moreover, promoted regular communication and consultation 
with economic and social actors, for public policymaking and for implemen-
tation. In summary, the internal structure of the developmental state shown 
by the cases of TVA and CORFO diverges strongly from the configuration 
of public power under neoliberal regimes, which is based on the concentra-
tion of power and technocratic isolation. The basic elements of institutional 
design contrast along specific stages or phases of the exercise of public power, 
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which we categorize following a simplified model of stages in the public policy 
cycle.92 The comparison is shown as a conceptual graphic in Table 16.1.

The first row of the table shows the organization of power at the top level 
of government, that is to say, the allocation of decision-making authority over 
public policy. The establishment of emblematic developmental institutions, 
such as CORFO, TVA, or MITI, resulted in state structures where such author-
ity was effectively deconcentrated. The highest authority over public policy 
decisions, in the developmental state type, is delegated to a separate institution, 
the developmental agency, which remains independent, not subordinated to the 
executive power. In his definition of the developmental state, Evans describes 
such independence from political power as “bureaucratic autonomy.”93

By contrast, the neoliberal state concentrates public policy authority on 
the executive power from the beginning. Granted that a team of technocratic 
experts provides key public policy advice, nevertheless, the executive power 
retains full authority over major decisions. The team of experts can be very 
influential, such as the “Chicago boys” in Chile, but they do not have any 
separate institutional or political power, they do not form a separate govern-
ment agency, nor do they try to build their own political constituency – as 
was characteristic instead for developmental agencies. Under a neoliberal state 
structure, the policy-making role of the team of expert advisors remains strictly 
subordinated to the head of the executive.

The second row of the table shows the possible share or distribution of 
power, according to the different state types, between state organizations and 
non-state actors. As previously discussed in this section, developmental insti-
tutions typically integrated diverse economic and social actors in public policy 
decisions. This was a regular practice at MITI in Japan, for example, where all 
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table 16.1  Internal state structures – developmental and liberal

State Types

Stages (phases) of
power exercise Developmental State Neoliberal State

1. Power Organization Deconcentration
(bureaucratic autonomy)

Concentration
(executive dominance)

2. Power Distribution Embeddedness Technocratic
Isolation

3. Power Enforcement Coalition building
(compromise – persuasion)

Powering
(expertise – political will)

Source: own elaboration
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major decisions included consultations with representatives of industrial cap-
ital. In a case such as CORFO, moreover, such consultation was institution-
alized, since the board of the agency included permanent representatives from 
non-state actors such as banks, business groups, labor unions, and professional 
associations.

Evans described such practices of consultation with non-state actors as 
embeddedness, and he considered this as a further definitional component of 
the developmental state.94 In comparison, at the top level of the neoliberal 
state, the team of experts that provides decisive public policy advice remains 
purposefully isolated. Non-state actors are not only excluded from public pol-
icy discussions with the team of experts, any input or communication from 
“the outside” will be actually prevented, and even consultations with other 
areas of government remain excluded, at least in principle. The isolation of the 
team of high-ranking experts providing advice to the executive power remains 
so strong that, in a case such as Argentina, their work was described as taking 
place under “laboratory conditions,” and relatively similar characterizations 
have been applied to other cases in Latin America.95

Finally, the third row of the table shows the diverse organizational styles 
and political strategies for the implementation or enforcement of public policy 
decisions. We can observe again very clear differences between the develop-
mental and the neoliberal state types. The developmental state in Chile has 
been characteristically described in the country as a “state of compromise.”96 
The national developmental agency CORFO was created as the result of a 
political negotiation between the center-left administration and the conserva-
tive opposition. The political independence of the agency, the fact that it was 
not under the control of the executive power, represented for the conservative 
opposition a major reason – a precondition – in order to support a legislative 
proposal creating such a powerful institution.97 In the early thirties, a similar 
kind of political compromise secured bipartisan support for the creation of the 
developmental agency TVA in the United States, and the established reputation 
of TVA as a non-partisan agency was instrumental again in ensuring key legis-
lative sanction for its public financing in the late fifties.98

The search for wide political support was not only typical at the moment of 
the creation or consolidation of developmental agencies, the implementation 
of public policy was also characterized by a consensus-seeking approach at 
the field level. Both TVA and CORFO promoted the participation of grass-
roots movements in public policy implementation, actively supporting the cre-
ation and interaction with farmers’ associations or cooperative associations in 
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diverse areas.99 As mentioned earlier, Lilienthal, long-time director of TVA in 
the thirties and forties, proposed the notion of “grass-roots administration,” 
as part of his own contribution to the articulation of public policy and demo-
cratic practices.100

Neoliberal governments have employed a very different approach to the 
implementation or enforcement of their public policy decisions. In the present 
volume, Bersch defines the strategies and organization of neoliberal public pol-
icy implementation as “powering reforms” or simply “powering.” Powering 
reforms, under neoliberalism, adopt comprehensive change as their goal, and 
attempt to advance such change swiftly, often employing economic or financial 
crises as “windows of opportunity.” Assuming that vested interests support 
the status quo, powering strategies seek to act before opponents have time to 
organize against the implementation of reforms. The isolation of the team of 
experts that designs the reforms, and plans their implementation, added to the 
concentration of decision-making authority in the executive power, represent 
key institutional resources for the success of powering reforms in terms of 
implementing fast public policy changes. However, the sustainability of such 
changes can become problematic afterward, as also shown by Bersch in her 
chapter for the present volume – more on this below.

To conclude with this section, we return to the question asked at the 
beginning of the chapter: can we consider that the neoliberal state represents 
an institutional model as distinctly defined as the developmental state? We 
advance now a positive answer, based on three theoretical and empirical con-
siderations. First of all, public institutions under neoliberalism present specific, 
and innovative organizational forms, their design embodies generally a break 
with past models. The new organizational forms emerge clearly since the mid-
dle 1970s and early 1980s, both in authoritarian and – later on – democratic 

	 99	 Benecke, El movimiento corporativo en Chile, 15, 25; Ortega et al., CORFO: 50 años, 85, 99.
	100	 Lilienthak, TVA. Democracy on the March, 80. It must be observed, however, that the New 

Deal coalition had begun to unravel after World War II, when southern members of the 
Democratic Party started to perceive the economic and social progress, which resulted from 
public policy programs carried out by federal agencies, as a threat to the system of white 
racial hegemony in the South (Katznelson, Fear Itself, 16, 474; see also Ferraro and Cen-
teno, “Authoritarianism, Democracy,” 418). The New Deal coalition had been a Faustian 
bargain in this respect, because it involved a partnership with those in the South who practiced 
and preached white supremacy (Katznelson, Fear Itself, 17). The operations of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, described at the time by the Washington Post (“The New Dealers,” 3) as 
the country’s “greatest experiment in social reform,” were also affected by the consequences 
of such political compromise, and therefore, “grass roots participation” ended up sometimes 
as an excuse for consenting to racial prejudice against African American farmers, who experi-
enced massive discrimination and abuse by the white population (Selznick, TVA and the Grass 
Roots, 112–13). Nevertheless, scholars have also suggested that social and economic change 
during the developmental era, along with the African American struggle for equality, “planted 
the seeds” for the modern Civil Rights Movement (Williams, “African Americans and the 
Politics,” 134; Brueggemann, “Racial Considerations,” 168).
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regimes across Latin America and Spain. The institutional arrangements of 
neoliberalism result, secondly, in quite distinct overall configurations of the 
diverse stages of the exercise of a power described in Table 16.1: organization, 
distribution, and enforcement, which can be compared point by point across 
state types. The first two stages correspond to the definitional traits of the 
developmental state, which Evans (1995) identified as autonomy and embed-
dedness.101 Similarly to Evans’ concept of “embedded autonomy,” which 
defines the basic institutional architecture of the developmental state, we sug-
gest the concept of “technocratic concentration” for the basic architecture of 
the neoliberal state, focusing on the first two stages of the exercise of power: 
organization and distribution.

As our third and last consideration, supporting the thesis that the neolib-
eral state represents an institutional model as distinctly defined as the develop-
mental state, we point out that the two organizational types have shown very 
different approaches to power enforcement or implementation. In fact, devel-
opmental and neoliberal state institutions appear to be almost opposites in this 
respect. Before further considering the issue, however, we must observe that 
enforcement was not explicitly treated by Evans as a separate aspect of state 
power; his definition of the organizational traits of the developmental state as 
“embedded autonomy” only refers to the first two stages shown in Table 16.1, 
organization and distribution of power. Nevertheless, it can be said that Evans 
also included enforcement, to a certain extent, in the concept of embeddedness, 
since he described this definitional trait of the developmental state as regular 
public policy consultation with non-state actors, in other words, as “institu-
tionalized channels for the continued negotiation and renegotiation of goals 
and policies.”102 As mentioned before, “negotiation and renegotiation” took 
place at several moments during the public policy process, as carried out by 
developmental institutions, from regular consultation with both state and non-
state actors for public policy decisions, at higher management levels, to coop-
eration and interaction with local actors, for implementation at the field level.

In any case, we believe that enforcement deserves separate treatment, as a 
specific phase of the exercise of power, which includes its own institutional 
designs and practices. Different developmental agencies, for example, had rel-
atively diverse approaches to the implementation of public policy decisions. 
TVA focused strongly on consultation at the field level since grassroots admin-
istration was an important theoretical and practical principle of the agency, 
which could be described as its “official doctrine.”103 CORFO also supported 
the creation and regular interaction with workers and farmers’ associations 
for implementation of public policy, without this representing a foremost prin-
ciple or “doctrine” of the agency. Finally, in Japan, all major public policy 

	101	 Evans, Embedded Autonomy.
	102	 Evans, Embedded Autonomy, 12.
	103	 Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots, 45.
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decisions taken by MITI included consultations with representatives of indus-
trial capital, but the implementation of such decisions was assigned to the 
private industries themselves. MITI only provided “administrative guidance” 
in this regard.104 Therefore, we observe a strong focus on implementation by 
TVA, an intermediate approach by CORFO, and a more “hands off,” or rel-
ative detachment regarding implementation by MITI. Since Evans considered 
MITI as the “archetype” of any developmental institution, the relatively dis-
tant attitude to implementation of the Japanese agency probably explains why 
implementation did not deserve separate treatment by Evans.105

To sum up, we conclude that the neoliberal state represents an institutional 
model with as much theoretical and empirical foundation as the developmental 
state. A neoliberal state type can be analyzed and discussed, in the history of 
institutional formations, with as much justification as the developmental state. 
If there was ever a developmental state type, in other words, the neoliberal 
state must be also considered as a historical state formation.

16.5  the state after neoliberalism

As employed by neoliberal administrations, powering strategies consistently 
showed their capacity to deliver fast public policy reforms across Latin America 
and Spain. Nevertheless, the stability of such reforms became often problem-
atic afterward, as discussed in several chapters of the present book – we will 
summarize these results below. Moreover, the issue of lack of stability or con-
tinuity of public policy programs affected not only neoliberal administrations 
but also government orientations that opposed neoliberalism.

Political movements confronting neoliberalism grew stronger in diverse 
Latin American countries since the end of the 1990s, reaching government 
positions during the following two decades in several cases. One of their main 
goals was the implementation of economic and social policies that counter-
acted or reversed neoliberal reforms carried out by previous administrations. 
Governments that opposed neoliberalism, for example, pursued intervention-
ist economic policies – similar to development strategies, in some cases – and 
endeavored to reintroduce or strengthen social welfare systems, among other 
broad public policy initiatives. As we will analyze in this section, the attempts 
to overcome neoliberalism suffered a seeming paradox, however, because they 
often followed the same powering strategies applied by previous, neoliberal 
political orientations. This has been characteristic in Latin America, for exam-
ple, with diverse administrations of the New Left or “Pink Tide,” which were 
regarded as the “cutting edge” of the worldwide opposition to neoliberal ide-
ology.106 But the paradox is only superficial. As a matter of fact, it is only to be 
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expected that new administrations, in trying to reverse previous public policy 
orientations, will employ state structures already in place, consolidated under 
earlier political regimes. After all, state structures, including organizational 
patterns and power strategies, tend to be relatively solid and enduring, because 
they appear more or less as a given, as “self-evident.”107 Once established, in 
other words, state structures become normalized, they appear as the conven-
tional and natural manner to organize public power.

Then again, in contrast to neoliberal reforms, developmental strategies 
and social welfare systems seem to require strong public policy continuity. 
The goal of the former is often just dismantling previous state organizations, 
such as public service systems, by means of deregulation and privatization. 
Neoliberal administrations frequently achieved such goals with sudden struc-
tural reforms, while the specifics of the post-reform scenarios were not calcu-
lated in detail – sometimes with disastrous results, but the reforms had been 
pushed through, all the same. As opposed to neoliberal reforms, develop-
mental strategies and social welfare systems are characteristically incremen-
tal; during the developmental era, they were generally associated with the 
creation of stable bureaucratic structures, such as independent developmen-
tal agencies – discussed above in section four – and welfare administrations. 
Furthermore, developmental agencies were usually created on the basis of rel-
atively ample political agreements, and the agencies often sought to maintain 
or strengthen wide political support employing practices of embeddedness, 
which involved seeking regular interaction with diverse political and social 
actors in their public policy fields.

Compared to the successful long-term programs of the developmental era, 
there seem to be two main structural reasons for the lack of stability or conti-
nuity of public policy reforms achieved by powering strategies under neoliberal 
administrations. First of all, powering strategies ignore or bypass the exist-
ing state bureaucracy. Expert teams working in technocratic isolation tend to 
assume that civil servants must be counted among the vested interests that sup-
port the status quo, even if this assumption is only a justification for not inter-
acting or even communicating with those actors. Therefore, since technocratic 
elites are not part of the permanent state bureaucracy, with the next change of 
administration they usually leave office, and the permanent bureaucracy is sup-
posed to take charge of public policy programs that were implemented until 
then by technocratic teams. Inevitably, the result will be a serious disruption.

Powering strategies, secondly, are based on the concentration of decision 
authority in the executive power, and they are planned for fast implementa-
tion, before opponents have time to organize against the pace of reforms. They 
do not seek to promote a political consensus, assuming again that vested inter-
ests opposing reforms will not be amenable to change or negotiation. Once a 
given administration leaves office, public policy reforms achieved by powering 

	107	 Bourdieu, “Rethinking the State,” 15.
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strategies will see their political support drastically diminished, unless there 
is political continuity across several administrations, as was the case in Chile 
for about three decades after the democratic transition of the early 1990s. 
In this country, neoliberal reforms acquired more stability because of simi-
lar neoliberal public policy orientations adopted by all administrations during 
that whole period. As a result, however, the opposition to neoliberal ideology 
could only gather strength outside of the political system, until the situation 
triggered a so-called “social explosion” in the early 2020s, discussed from dif-
ferent perspectives by Silva, Schild, Camacho, and Dargent in their chapters 
for the present book. In other countries of the region, neoliberal reforms were 
often reversed after a change of political orientation in government, but the 
new reforms opposing neoliberalism did not consolidate either, since the same 
powering strategies were employed by both types of administrations, neolib-
eral and post-neoliberal – as shown by diverse national cases to be summarized 
in the following. The general outcome was often a back-and-forth of short-
termed neoliberal reforms, followed by similarly unstable post-neoliberal 
public policy programs, with very low performance in terms of achieving any 
government results at all.

One such example represented the neoliberal reforms in the areas of high-
way and railway transportation in Argentina, as described by Bersch in her 
chapter for the present volume. In the relatively short space of time between 
1990 and 1993, most of the railways and highways in the country were trans-
ferred to the private sector in rapid-fire concession auctions. The reforms were 
considered nothing short of a “miracle” by international financial organiza-
tions. As in other public policy areas, neoliberal state infrastructures were 
crucial for the success of the reforms; during this period, the organization of 
public power was clearly characterized in Argentina by the concentration of 
decision authority in the executive, and the isolation of technocratic teams in 
charge of the reforms – as discussed in section three above. However, Bersch 
shows that, by the late 1990s, the results of the transportation reforms were 
extremely disappointing; investment rates by the new private operators were 
drastically below original agreements, private operators were often not paying 
mandated canons to the government, and only by receiving large government 
subsidies were they able, in most cases, to continue to provide transportation 
services at all. The regulatory agencies that were supposed to oversee private 
operators were understaffed, weak, and ineffective. The situation only wors-
ened during the following decade, among other reasons, because with each 
change of administration, the high-level technocrats in charge of public policy 
simply left office.

With train accidents increasing severely, including catastrophic events with 
mass fatalities, the post-neoliberal Fernández administration (2007–2015) 
began to cancel private concessions one after the other, before creating a 
state-owned company, Ferrocarriles Argentinos, named after the public cor-
poration broken up and privatized during the earlier, neoliberal regime. In 
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order to introduce this major shift in transportation policy, the administration 
employed the same powering strategies as previous neoliberal administrations, 
including strong centralization of authority in the executive power, use of 
executive decrees to introduce legal reforms, and presidential appointees put in 
charge of supposedly autonomous government organizations. As Bersch points 
out in her chapter, due to the haste of the reforms, and the lack of initiatives 
to create professional and independent bureaucratic structures in the area of 
transportation, it was rather doubtful that the state could develop the capacity 
to take on the formidable task of updating, maintaining, and operating rail 
lines. Moreover, institutional weakness was going to remain a problem for 
Argentina’s post-neoliberal administration, in this and in other areas, because 
of frequent political interference, and the subordination of bureaucratic struc-
tures to the executive power.108 After a few years, the maintenance and renewal 
of railway infrastructure in Argentina have been described as “not only suspect 
and incomplete, but also costly.”109

The lack of continuity of public policy changes, achieved by powering strat-
egies, was made also very clear by the reforms of public administration systems 
during the neoliberal era, which Schenoni compares across four national cases, 
in his chapter for this book. The author examines, in particular, state and pub-
lic administration reforms, in their sequence of first- and second-generation 
waves in Latin America. First-generation reforms focused on downsizing the 
central state, by means of decentralization, privatization, deregulation, out-
sourcing, and significantly reducing the size of the public bureaucracy. Second-
generation reforms became influential among policymakers toward the end of 
the 1990s, after it was observed that first-generation reforms, while focused 
on downsizing the state, did not pay much attention to increasing state capac-
ity. Therefore, second-generation reforms focused on administrative efficiency, 
among other goals, and promoted thus the strengthening of meritocratic, pro-
fessional civil service careers.

Schenoni discusses the paradox that the two most successful countries in 
the use of powering strategies to achieve first-generation state reforms, Perú 
and Argentina, found themselves deprived of the bureaucratic capacity that 
could make possible to implement properly second-generation reforms. In 
contrast, Brazilian and Chilean government institutions, after only partial 
and relatively modest first-generation reforms of their central public admin-
istrations, were able to preserve most of their bureaucratic infrastructures, 
and these two countries went on to become regional models of successful 
second-generation reforms, aimed at enhancing the efficiency of their public 
service systems.

Another significant area of public policy reforms suffered a characteristic 
lack of stability and continuity across the region, in this case, associated with 
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post-neoliberal administrations. “Pink Tide” or New Left programs empha-
sized human development as a political platform and attempted to strengthen 
social welfare systems, based on increased taxation, redistribution, and the 
search for meaningful citizenship models beyond the individualistic patterns 
of the neoliberal paradigm. However, as discussed by Riggirozzi and Grugel 
in their chapter for the present volume, the New Left was not able to develop 
a successfully long-term, financially consistent model of social spending and 
equitable development. Therefore, among other consequences of diverse public 
policy deficiencies in this area, by 2015 New Left administrations were losing 
office in several countries across the region. Two problems associated with neo-
liberal state structures and the employment of powering approaches impacted 
negatively on programs aimed at strengthening social welfare models. On 
the one hand, New Left administrations did not attempt consensus-building 
strategies, which could have increased public trust in government institutions. 
The policy focus was instead on short-term redistributive gains, premised on 
partisan-based, unilateral political decisions to apply new export taxes, and 
thus capture the profits of rising commodity prices at the time. Paradoxically, 
this short-term decision increased the region’s dependency on a growth model 
based on the export of primary goods, and it also enabled agrarian elites to 
acquire extraordinary power by organizing opposition and blockades to the 
new taxes, and subsequently oppose any further attempt to introduce more 
progressive tax reforms. On the other hand, the implementation of social 
programs was not preceded or complemented by any attempt to establish or 
consolidate independent and professional bureaucratic structures. Therefore, 
Riggirozzi and Grugel describe how social policies were plagued with signifi-
cant difficulties in implementation, monitoring, and evaluation, with frequent 
cases of mismanagement, political clientelism, and corruption.

As mentioned above, powering approaches associated with neoliberal state 
structures resulted frequently in the back and forth of short-termed neoliberal 
reforms, followed by similarly unstable post-neoliberal government programs, 
with the result of very low public policy performance overall. Public policy 
continuity was also negatively affected by the fact that political movements 
opposing neoliberalism adopted often counter-hegemonic, identitarian strat-
egies, which made it more difficult to reach political agreements or alliances 
in support of specific programs, as discussed by Müller in his chapter for the 
present volume. Such mechanisms of social mobilization and popular protest, 
initially developed by the New Left in Latin America, focused on the advance-
ment of new political identities, together with other – more traditional – orga-
nizational resources. In their chapters for the present book, Lucero and Schild 
analyze protest movements centered on ethnic and gender identities, which 
had begun to develop well before the neoliberal turn in Latin America and 
Spain. Such framing strategies demonstrated during the 2000s considerable 
adaptability in opposing neoliberalism, that is to say, it was shown that they 
could be employed to build new political identities beyond specific connections 
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to a given factual basis, such as occupation, ethnicity, or gender. For example, 
in her chapter for the present volume, Garay examines how unions and social 
movements in Latin America, as a response to globalization, technological 
changes, and neoliberal labor market reforms, developed new types of political 
alliances between “insiders,” defined as workers with formal employment, and 
“outsiders,” defined as informal, rural, and unemployed workers. The litera-
ture has neglected political movements based on such alliances and coalitions, 
among other reasons, because of their unexpected character, particularly con-
sidering that conventional scholarship always assumed that insiders and out-
siders of the labor market have inherently opposing interests. However, Garay 
shows that one of the key factors enabling new labor movements across Latin 
America was the construction and empowering of new workers’ identities, dis-
engaged from their status in the labor market.

The same counter-hegemonic strategies of social mobilization and protest, 
based on the construction of new political identities, became very influential in 
Southern Europe during the late 2000s. The concept of “Latinamericanisation” 
of political protest was adopted as early as 2011 by left-wing activists of the 
political movement Podemos in Spain, under the declared influence of Laclau 
and Mouffe.110 The notion of Latinamericanisation went on to become a well-
known concept in scholarly analysis.111 However, in his chapter for this book, 
Müller makes clear that identitarian strategies are difficult to reconcile with 
electoral and coalition tactics, as could be seen in the Spanish case. The problem 
results in part from the “agonistic” dimension of identitarian strategies, which 
emphasize a fundamental conflict “us vs. they,” as a component or source 
of political identity for the movement. In Spain, for example, the agonistic 
opposition of la casta (the caste) against el pueblo (the people) was employed 
as a framing device by the political movement Podemos, labeling la casta the 
mainstream political parties of the Spanish democratic transition, including the 
Socialist Party (PSOE). Agonistic framing can make political coalitions more 
difficult, although certainly not impossible, considering that Podemos finally 
agreed to integrate a coalition government with the Socialist Party in 2020.

It is interesting to consider that innovative forms of political protest were 
not exclusive of the New Left, either in Latin America or Southern Europe. 
The Latinamericanisation of political movements in Southern Europe, in other 
words, has not been a trend developed only by left-wing orientations. Vom 
Hau and Srebotnjak, in their chapter for the present volume, analyze another 
phenomenon that the literature has neglected, the fact that neoliberal politi-
cal organizations in Latin America and Spain were able to adopt and effec-
tively employ, during the 2010s, the same counter-hegemonic and identitarian 
strategies that were previously characteristic of the Latin American New Left. 
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Again, the employment of identitarian strategies made political conflict more 
pronounced in the cases discussed by vom Hau and Srebotnjak, with episodes 
of organized protest turning sometimes into open confrontation and revolt. By 
the beginning of the 2020s, it became clear that all kinds of political orienta-
tions, even neoliberal movements, were employing counter-hegemonic strat-
egies based on identity politics, both in Latin America and Southern Europe.

To conclude with this section, we remark again that public governance 
beyond neoliberalism has been affected by a lack of public policy continuity to 
a remarkable degree, even for Latin American countries. Neoliberal state struc-
tures, as well as associated powering strategies, have shown a negative impact 
in this regard, particularly because they were widely employed by quite diverse 
political groups. The framing of political organizations as counter-hegemonic 
protest movements, with their associated agonistic strategies, has added 
another dimension that makes political agreements and coalitions less likely, 
and thus public policy continuity even more difficult. In sum, governance seems 
confronted at present with a complex constellation of factors in the region. In 
order to improve public policy continuity and long-term government perfor-
mance, we believe that the way forward must involve increased public and 
political awareness about the design of state structures, and their impact over 
time. We discuss this final point in the conclusions of the chapter.

16.6  conclusions

For state-building as a discipline, the famous aphorism by Tilly represents one 
of the most influential principles: “War makes states.”112 It is often overlooked, 
however, that Tilly applied this notion to a specific historical era, which cor-
responds to the formation of modern states. During a period of about three 
centuries, beginning in the early 1600s, the establishment and costly upkeep of 
standing armies was a necessary condition for the sheer survival of any politi-
cal entity on the European Continent. But no standing army could be sustained 
without a professional bureaucracy, which could administer efficiently a regu-
lar system of taxation. Thus, bureaucratic states, that is to say modern states, 
were consolidated all across Europe, and the model extended to other regions 
of the world beginning in the nineteenth century.

From the perspective of a bureaucratic state administration, nevertheless, 
war is just another public policy area. Certainly, for about three centuries, 
this was the most crucial public policy area for any state, in Europe and other 
regions – for reasons of survival, as already mentioned. Even in our days, the 
upkeep of standing armies remains either a costly necessity or a power interest 
for most states – with few exceptions, such as Costa Rica. However, during the 
twentieth century, states developed other essential areas of public policy, and 
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the formation of “developmental states” signals precisely that some govern-
ments adopted further priorities, besides war, as long-term public policy goals. 
No doubt, both economic development and human welfare have a connection 
to war-making. The bureaucratic and political leadership of the first modern 
state that adopted and successfully pursued those other long-term public pol-
icy goals, the German Second Empire, clearly aimed at increasing war-making 
capacities by advancing economic development and social security. Be that as it 
may, war-making was not the only public policy goal that impacted the design 
of state structures anymore. In the following decades, developmental states 
focused a lot of attention and resources on economic growth and human wel-
fare as priorities by themselves, even if some divisions of the state bureaucracy – 
such as the military and defense departments – continued to regard the national 
economy and the human population, fundamentally, as resources for war.

The developmental state, as an institutional model, illustrates a thesis dis-
cussed above in the first section, and originally formulated by Hintze. Long-term 
public policy goals sometimes result in the creation of specific state configu-
rations. As an institutional blueprint, the internal structure of the develop-
mental state was designed to serve its own public policy goals. Developmental 
agencies, the most characteristic institutional innovation of the developmental 
state model, were not designed with war-making as a priority. Developmental 
agencies were characterized by autonomy and embeddedness; however, for 
the prosecution of the war, such an institutional design has been generally 
not considered practical, and a centralized command economy is commonly 
adopted instead under such circumstances, particularly in major wars. The 
developmental state, with its specific institutional configuration, suggests that 
the famous aphorism of Tilly should be made perhaps more general – although 
certainly less exciting: “public policy makes states.” Of course, this version of 
the aphorism assumes that we are considering long-term public policy goals 
since state structures require some time to be designed and built. But this was 
certainly the original meaning of Tilly as well, “war makes states” only if 
war-making is pursued as a long-term goal.

The contrast between the modern state and the developmental state offers a 
second lesson for state-building as a discipline. Our suggested, woefully unex-
citing aphorism, can be inverted, resulting in “states make public policy.” This 
version of the aphorism means that state structures, specifically created for the 
purpose, tend to have better performance at delivering public policy results 
than other institutional configurations. During the modern era in Europe, 
states that could not develop professional bureaucratic administrations were 
not be very successful at war-making in the long-term, their bankruptcy and 
defeat – even dissolution – became certain dangers, even under favorable con-
ditions in other areas. During the developmental era, it was important for 
states to establish developmental agencies according to the successful blueprint 
of this kind of institutions, that is to say, autonomy and embeddedness had 
to be carefully organized and protected. In the case of states that were not 
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willing or not able to establish and preserve those institutional characteris-
tics of developmental agencies, public policy results suffered as a consequence. 
This can be seen very clearly in such cases where developmental agencies had 
been first created according to the blueprint mentioned above, that is to say, 
with strong autonomy and embeddedness, and those developmental agencies 
had good or excellent policy results during some time; however, for political 
or other reasons, at a certain moment, the autonomy and embeddedness of the 
same developmental agencies were revoked or disregarded. In such cases, the 
government’s performance in the public policy areas corresponding to such 
agencies dropped dramatically.113

In the history of state formations, the neoliberal state represents a relatively 
peculiar case. The specific institutional characteristics of the neoliberal state, 
concentration of power and technocratic isolation, are not designed for public 
policy continuity, but rather for the fast implementation of sweeping public 
policy reforms. As discussed in this chapter, the stability of such reforms can 
become very problematic afterward. Nevertheless, the aphorism introduced 
above still applies, and the policy goals of the neoliberal state have resulted 
in specific state configurations. Curiously enough, the most successful neo-
liberal states in Latin America and Spain have been those that preserved to 
a certain extent, in diverse public policy areas, the bureaucratic structures 
inherited either from the modern state or from the developmental state. This 
observation applies to the cases of Chile, Brazil, and Spain, as discussed in 
the present volume by Schenoni and Döpking, and also examined earlier in 
this chapter. In contrast, states that applied neoliberal state reforms more 
radically, as shown by Schenoni for the cases of Argentina and Perú, were 
soon confronted by difficulties, crises, and political instability. Furthermore, 
for post-neoliberal administrations, the attempt to employ neoliberal state 
infrastructures has been particularly unfortunate in terms of achieving their 
intended government results.

Basic notions and facts of state-building theory and practice are condensed 
in Tilly’s aphorism, and this makes it very interesting and revealing. If we 
extend and develop the aphorism, as we have attempted to do here, one con-
clusion seems clear: government performance and public policy continuity are 
intrinsically related, and moreover, the latter cannot be sustained or improved 
without paying attention to the design of state structures. In other words, the 
pursuit of long-term public policy goals requires to invest time and resources in 
the discussion, planning, and building of specific institutional configurations, 
focusing on independent professional bureaucracies. Moreover, it is important 
to keep in mind that economic development and social welfare belong to those 
types of goals: if they are not pursued incrementally, as long-term objectives, 
they can never be achieved with any consistency.

	113	 For specific case studies in Latin America, see Centeno and Ferraro, “With the Best of Intentions.”
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In our days, however, public debates and scholarship in the area of gov-
ernance tend to focus either on the direct results of government policies, in 
certain key areas, or they concentrate on political conflict, electoral contests, 
and social mobilization. These issues are certainly vital and necessary for dem-
ocratic life. However, a key dimension of public governance remains neglected 
if state structures are overlooked, and the achievement of public policy goals 
suffers as a result.
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