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AGEHORTTARTAN POLTTTCS. TN VIODERN FEXICO AND SPATY

The basioc patterns of governnent which presently nersist
in Yexico and Sngin were forgedgin the main, in the aftermath of
violent internil social upﬁnavals; tho Mexican Revolution (1910~1917)
and the Spanish Civil War(1936-1939).

It has often becn remarked that both countries are alike in
that they have developad similar authoritarisn regimes supported by g
one-pavrty systdms: in Spain,the Falange; and,in Mexico, the PRY (the
Institutional Revelutionary Party)e

(It is true,however, that Mexdao differs from Spain in 'that
its constitution provides for multi=pacly politics; 4%t has 2 ona-party
systeh in ihe sense that the»PRI can and does virtually ignors all of the
othar minor varties in itsvpolitical ealeulations )+ E

.7 On the other hand, it is quite cléar that there zre 2 mwnber

offhon-party.groupg which play imvortsnt roles in the politiCal’sggtems pf
both countries. In Spain it is generally apgreed that the regire is

responsivéd, in varying degress, to pressures from tha army, the church,

. the wonarchists, the Carlists, the finacial olimarchy, Opus Deh, and the

Falanges lMexico's regime, by comparison, is responsive to pressuras both
from the PRI, whose sectoral orgsnization represents the groun interests

of the peasants, workers end th» loosely defined povular sector which
includes burﬁeucraticléetcrs,‘technical sﬁeéialists and intellectiiolss and |
from outside interests, particuiarly orgenized business groups.

It is further true that vhile the ideoiogical outleook of Mexice®s

£3

regime is basically radicel, in Spein it is basically conservative.

The primary mirpose of this paver is to atterpt a conprrative

enalysis of the politicel systems of modern FHexico and Spaine
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Of the three dimensions that have been sugéested as

e e

relevant for the classilication of political sysleuse Sparticipation
in decisionemaizing?, ®means of achieving dscisions? and ®genseral policy

ends®= this paper will be concerned with the second which rzlates lo

i e

the degree of imposition and relative Treedom which exist in 2 given politye

| In this reapact, it is comonly agreed thal thers are at
loast two Lypese

At one extreme, in ideal authoritgrién systems, a single
official ideoldzy, often with chiliastlic elerents, is irposed by means A
of & wonolithic politicel structure on all kinds of 3rcups‘and orzsnizations,
evon on arcas remoté:from rolitice, like sports and leisurei indeedy; the
distinction between staté and socliety is obliteratec.

At the other, in 1d-el liberal systems, an al=ost unlimited :ﬁ
nurber of political groups and orxsnizations, each with its own "natural® q
norns or patterns o? bnhavior, peacefully compete or cooxist with one
another.u

Thus, Nezi Germeny end Seviet Comrunisn ave exanples-of

patterns of governnent which epmroximate the first idsel type; on the b

other hand, VWestern llbﬁful demacracies, although, of ccurse, constrained

by overruling constitutions, approximzte the sccond idsal tyoece

e e

. It appears, however, thet the concept of authoritszrian politicel

| systeuns, stan ing somewhere in the i dle between the tvo extremes, is

more approprizte [or understending the pstterns of governments thet have

emerged in NMexice and Speine According to Jeo Linz, - s

"‘uthoriﬁa“inn rogimes ars political syste:s with limited,
not casoponsibla, noLifineL pluralisg "ithsn ~laborate and ‘ Iy
zulding 1'volory (vut with distinetive rentalities)s without i
intensive nor extoancive poli%:cnl *3Billzguion (excapt sone y
points in thesir cevelopnent); and x‘ﬁ" "losder (or *“*?sionally il
a smuall grouv) exercises pouer within fernally 111-Cafined W
limits but 2ctuzlly quite er:diclable ones™.
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In the first ﬁh&ca, theréfove, suthoritarian political systems
ara characterized by regipes which impose on t@@ polity a2 limited
pluralism vhereby cortain group interebts are pelitlieally repréSSQd (even
violently), or ere shaped by ecertain intervenitionist cconomic measurcess
but, at the same time, somo competition between differing interasts isi
allonad.

Leaving aside, for one moment, the questién of the political
exprossion of thosa groups(particularlj labour and tho paaseatry in Hexico)
that emeresed after the prasent authoritariszn patterns had alrasdy booen setb,
tuds pvaver will initially examine the reprossion of political forces which
played an actlve oart on the npolitical scene prior to the upheavslss most

noteworthy, labour in Spain and the Church in Mexico.

"To begin with, it is clesr that the labour movemert in Spain,
at the outbreak of the Civil War, presented a full-fledzed political forca.
Ii¢ two main branches-Anarcho-Syndicselist, and Socisliste had already -
evolved'into_mass organizations demanding revoluiionary social an? economic
change. Indeed, thz latter vsrticinated in 2 roslition comvoged of larmely
1iber;i ﬁiddle-clas% Revublicans which governed the country from 1931 to
1933« The enarchists, on the other hand, who had alweys shunned pa-liamentary
"democracy, supported ths communists in the Popular Front coalitions which
won the February 1936 elections.

But the Hationslist victory in 1939 meant that the lsbour
movement, as a volitical foree; would he totalily =Lifled. In effe?t,

.

"Political varties were ovtlawed,ne wag wniversal suffraze;
and in their plece ermergoed the ®ovoanict stste, with participation
in government theoreticelly 1imited to three ?hanhgls: forily,
ranicivality, end the worker~cmployer Sindicates®.

X
It was decreed thot thonceforwsrd lesbour and ranacernent,organized

sectorally according to economic units {for erarple, the textile indusiry)
would work out thelr mutuzl problers under the overarching uvrbrellaof the
Yofficialt Netionsl Swdicate, msnned snd arbitrated by reprentotives of

the rovernment,
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Natuzally, for a long while such machinory remained an
erply avbifice imposed on’the labour force from above. After the
lest surviving cove of londarship of the wnderground resistance novesent

a-
had been crushed in 1951, it funcbioned, at best, mare often thgn not,

&5 en instrument used by the regine znd the finsneial oligavihy to koep

Tha 1abour groups uader contirol.

It is worth noting thal Spain®s recent cconouic tiransformation

: &
bezun in earnest witk in 1954 »ith Usited States eidy- has ovidenily

spwrred the goverament to teke a nore tolerant atbilude towards trade unicﬁ

activitys Alonzzile the 1965 revision of Articls 222 of tho Spanish Penal
Coede, which excludzd pro ;fcution of strikers enzeged purely in lavour

disputes without dirscet political 1nv01va?eﬂt,6 an iacreasing nuuber of
Adllegal workees' councils, representing genuine girievances and demands,
hsve been sllowed to ererges

It i3 signifiesnt that these councils have sometimes been able
to vin concessions by Jealing directly with managens b, thas bypassing the
official Hational Synticate. iHowever, it would be provature o -luterpret

) » ¢

thi: as evidenee that tha regime¥s laxity rey someday wove it «ither
to legelize ths workers' councils stalus or Lo vrovide for their assimilation
by uvndertaking s +sjor structurel reform of Lhe existing Hatiunal Syncicate,

. In eny event, oue can concluda that elthough the lsbour

moverient has established a limited wessure of independent econcwic bargaining

power, the Franco regdme continues to deny it sany form ol pelitiesl
expressions )

Whereas in 3S»ain, Ishonr¥s full integration into Souvisty,
as a politizal fores, had beon a.ralativoly recont development; in Mexico,
the powver and influenca of tho Church ware origin;ily intarbtwined, oszanically,

with the colonrial systers
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The Spanish Cr0¥n, %urin? Yexico®s colonial porlod, nmidod
the Church in goneral («wd the Church in Ferieco, in perticular) by virtuz
of the "atrenato? (patronsze) (sranted to the Spzanish Croun by Alexander
VI in the yzar 1k93): it norinated 01l of the Church®s episcopsis and
eledred 21l Church proverties ae its owne In return,ths Church was grantcod
frmunity from the ordinzry Jurisdiction of the courts, thz wnioyment of
o numbre of speciai privileges =nd eontrol of the educational systenm.

By the timo of Wexleo's Indedendsag¢e in 1810, the Church in
Nerﬁcn rossesged conciderahla never and influowmees for ons, it owmed wore
than helf of thp 1land of the country.

With Moxieo®s separation from the Crowm, the Chureh steadlas Qlj
insisted that the exercise of the powers raprasented by the patronage, in
tha shsence of the king, reverted to itself, Indesd, 1% survived successfully
to become a rival politicsl powar within the State. '
,  Throuzhout the 19th. century, in an efford not only to Pstabliqh

2

undismted suoramacy of ths State but odso to bLring aboul a greatzr =mcasuvs
of liborty and emuolity for soclety as a vholo, various lihoral goveruments

prommlzated laws- in 1833,1855,1857,1873 and 187%~ vhich progrossivoly

)

weakaned the Chu*ch‘v no~‘tidn wntll 41 vas 3Eripped of its economie pover

Mfg ,f most” ) R pp *#? ""JFK‘N

base (the Lhu"ch wa vohibi*ai from cqui‘“ﬂ’\fﬁal property or laniinv
. a40¢%ua(

monsy om mortzages) as wsll as of all its anciond prorogatives inciuding
its specisl juridiesl <tatus.

Tha lons #MotataM el rogine of Porfi-is Bleg [1876-1930),
without making iny Tundasemtsl shanses 4n the law, pormitiod tha Claveh
to recover 2 part of dts lost power and influencs. An amendment of Articlo
27 of the Constitution of 1857 ceupled +with Maz%s indulwence, prrmitted
tha Chuavreh to double 145 454s) woslth (from 50 #411%:on veeos in 1874 to

100 millieon pe-os in 1910)7, gd to ra~orvtablish schools and collepes in

a nurhar of s,at4., and miral- ehﬁolﬂ in nurerous Vﬁ’T»AVQ.
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Yoreover, the Chu“oh ro-rwfn*od the finld of public sffairs in

a variety of veys. Thus, fop example, Lollowing the puhlication ia 1.800
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~a politicsl instruwert te degl with the new regimeg the Church played a

" menbership of 486,000 persons.s

‘s
o sy

2&*“;mﬂsrrtxamgin;xdakknmiﬁgxkkmxgx
of Pope Leon %I31%s encyclical, Rerum Novarum, the Church begen to

organize pzrt of tho varking-cless into cathiolic trade unionsg and, vory
shortly before the end of the Diaz regine, veclizingy that it would need
major rols in the founding of the Catholic Party which soon attained a
Foraerost aewong the planks in this patty®s platform was that
4% would demaud the rnform of the lavs by lsgel meeuss In other werds
he Church, with the aid of the party, sseked to amnend or ro§091 the
1857 Reforn Laws hich had sever ely'limltod {he Church¥s activities in
purely worldly affairse
The Churehts belated atbtempt to play an actlive part on the
radically changed political scene, howevery was to no avalle The Constitubion
d the existenco of A

which erevged oub of the vevolution in 1917 reaffirme

a basicslly snti-cldricsl state. It incorperated thweo wuch celebrated

Articles (3,275 end 130} which proseribved clericaiism, religious educeation,
snd Church ovmership of property. Thus, at least on peper, it excluded the
possibility that the Church could ever recstsblish its political and economic
power, ' : ; ~

From the outset, the Church publicly proclaized thst it coula

not obsy the sbove Acticles beacesuse te do go would be to bztray their own

basle Teith sad teliefse This conf{lict was Leought to 2 hesd in 1925 when R

tbe bishops of the Church formelly declared that the Catholies shculd a

orgsnize to chanze tha Constitutions In short; the Church directly commited

1tself to underwining the very bacis of the rovolutionary®s vozize lezitimacye

x

It is undevstandeble that the zovermn-~ent,; somzonly still

chalienved by arred vave'ts of 2ll kinde{frmrexmrgley b7 foctions led by

Yocaudillos™

subscribing €o vagus bslizfs), should ba 1~3d to toke a nomber
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of szowmewhat draconlsn measires-for tmatance, all priests were roquirod
to registar with tho 5'volnzanu« taat eapousred it to control or repross

any futuro Crurch cctionse In reply, The Vexican eplscopate ordercd ell

‘pricsts to abandon the churches, as it were, to go on strike. A rcbellion,

vwhicl the Liza de lz Defensa de la Libarted Heligiosa (Lesgue for the Defense

s |

of Iclizilous Liborty) had been brewing in behﬁli of the Church since 1925,

broke out in some of the statss and dregged on for three years costing over

thirty thoussnd lives. At length, the robellion ves dofeated by the government
forcos in 192G,

The Church and the State subsequently effscted a reconciliations

“the governuent sgreed to recognize the cxistenve of a Church whlch expressed

4. £~ 1

its first loyalty to the nationally cdefined cbjectives of the 1917 Constitution
rathor than to the deposed landowning class 2nd various foraign interosts.

The Church,on the otheor hand, sgreed to iay aeida its past blckering on.tho
'conditioﬁuthat the govermment guarantes it a certain swount of independence

ancd securdty {rom further persccutions. fine Ji ct conscequencs of -this

[3

agresment was the governuent's doacision to'repress left wing ~r~ups vhich

ﬂwfmq I, of ! et ‘[Nf&
had pr”viou 1y wiliteted for harshor weasures egalnst tho thﬂch thusy—Lor_

ex;mple, in 1927 tho lexican Commmnist Party was banned.

. Thoneeforward, the government zra uslly instituted a jreater
tolerance for the activitizs of tho Clmrehj by 1940, it was pnssible for
the newly ~lected President, Mamuel Avila Camzcho, to -declare in public
that he wasz 3 bollover, \ : : :

In addition, it has veen noted that the Clureh has bzon stle

-,

to covartly rostore, th101~h thu expecisnt of thixd nartiss, some econonic

9 thn nu*rlrhf axpansion of ils
power and pelitieal influences nunetxelco.,/1~“ sphere of activities is

narrovly circunseriled by the gove nmental frazemork dr2in in 1917,

N T, W
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In sumy; the preosent matinmilwrimg patterns of government d
in Mextico and Spain both omorged under similar historical circumstaencess i
a violont intornal social uwsihsavale Both rsgimes nscessarily acquired :

authoritarian characters siace both wire ksiahdixizt violently established

azainst the will of organized political feorces which were fully integrated
4 Z &

into tho vory Lcbide of soeletys.In a souse, the Iranco regimek has kepb

a move aubtnoriterian charactor than the Yezmican Reveluticnary rozime since

n . 3 oy fo

Seornctdrrmsebnonngmessdtuaprkz ko asoparsat 1t 3451 has €% come to

torms with the pelitical nceds of ane of Spaints msjor group interestss

the labour force.ln Iionico, by contrast, the 1520 sgrecront betweon the

Church and the rsgims detorwinad thal the rcpression would be directed only

o

. I
ugainst sdnor {ringe grouts on ths extreme left and right of the political

gpectruns respsctively, the Communists and the Jinarquistas (Tascist in its
tondencies)‘%ﬁad the regime, however, dismantled the Church, as the soviets 1
did in wssia aftsr.l9l7, it is possible that it would have acquired a | i
considerdﬁly nmors authoritarian charaétsr than gt FoBeRinly haSL*UdMAU.;t 0

Lastly, the cuergence of now social fo cesw ihm niddle—class

¢

groups in Spain, labouwr and peasantry in Yemico- raises the imsportant .
quastion of how the authoritarisa rogimes have handled their intezration S
into :ocieoty. ias forcible roprosalon beon subsiitubted by much wore subtle

forns. of control? Indoed, is the authoritarien pattern auenable to change?

Rl e —
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En primer luger, mma*mmmam@utm
sutoritaris mu slewpre algdn matiz o slgin distingo.
mwmwmmamzmtmm%,ammw
mmmummmw&mm no | M
lo nupestro ¥ la waﬁlimiﬁ
estos dise, wm:xx&mmmmm m\rﬁrm
eleceiones sindiesles, ¥y, ademfés, de snterarme ﬁt maevas disposi-
WI&M awmmntmamm,mwwm&

cabs m.a;& grupo chrere podis reunirse sin unaasutoriZe-
eﬁu" iﬁmtmﬁunmﬁﬂwﬁm mgmam
azﬁm&iﬁaﬁ&&rm&&;ﬁ%l&m%atmri
¥ le ndvertencis de gue no podfsn concurrir sino el nimero
n&mmm&&mmm

exicsno y “gon proe
mmmlmmmmammawm*

Agradeeido por ls distincidn me has hecho de pe-
dirme estos m%m,muwa:&mrurw

Panisl Cosfo Villagss
México, D.¥7., dlciembre 21, 1971.



Méxige, D.F,, diciembre 21, 1971,

8r. Viator L, Urquidl
E1 Colegio de Méxiop

Méxise 7, B.F.

M1 guerids Victor:
 Como no 86 la direccisn de Josquin, le envio a
usted sdjunto mis comentarics con el ruego de gQue se los

Sienpre suyo,

Deniel Cosfo Villegss



Sefior don Daniel Cosio Villegas:

Estoy muy agradecido por la distineidn que igualmente
usted me hace al comentarme mi trabajo reciente sobre Politica
autoritaria en el liéxico y la Espafia modernos, si bien quisiera
hacer una réplica a las dos observaciones de interés que me ha hecho.

En prlwer lugar, yo estoy muy de acuerdo con usted que no
hay comparacidn entre la bolltica autoritaria de estos dias de la
Espafia franguista y nuestro México frente a los grupos obrerps.

Por otro lado, yo no sé si el modus vivendi a que han llegado
los gobiernos mexicanos con respacbo a la iglesia catdlica haya cublerto
de misterio las actividades polltlcas de ciertos grupos de derecha, amén
de dificultar mucho la discusidn 'oficial'! de temas, en mi opinidn, de
gran importancia como, por egemplo, el control de natalidad. En un
artdculo suyo que hace poco salid en Excelsior entitulado, Pocos Amigos,
Muchos Adversarios, usted afirma que "a diferencia de la Alemanla v la
Italia actuales, donde hay hitleristas y fascistas pobres, agui el
desheredado no es nada, pero cuando es algo, no es derechista. A lo sumo
cabria admitir una clase media, no rica, pero que vive con cierto desshogo,
gue es, no derechista, pero si conservadora®,

Yo no se si los hechos del 10 de junio de 1971, el llamado
*jueves de corpus”, y otros parecidos, tengan alguna relacion con grupos
de derecha que el gobierno no conozca bien porque es pudoroso para
investigar a fondc las actividades de grupos que dicen asociarse a lo
religioso catdlico y porque es reticente en el examen de las causas y
las consecuencias politicas del modus vivendi que ha llegado a establecer
con respecto a la iglesia catdlica.

Y por dltimo, usted me habla de ti y con carifio, probablemente
porque me conoce desde que soy nifio. A mi, en cambio, no me nace
hablarle de td,mas que nada porgue la experiencia que usted ha acumulado

me tiene francamente impresionado.
No obstante, quedo, igualmente como usted, suyo, amigo y servidor,

~Yoogps U

Joaquin Urquidi
University of Essex, 6 de enero de 1972,

L



México, D.P., enere 18, 1972,

Sr., Joaguin Urquidi

g: Student Pldgeon Holes
iniversity of Essex
Celchester, Essex
England.

mﬁ.&a:hmim
Unas cuantas liness scerca de tu dltims carts, del 6 de enero.

Tienes mucha ragén en suponer gue ol modus vivendl entre el go-

~ biernc mexicano y la ia catélics no hays cublerto de miste-
rio 1ss actividades politicas de ciertos grupos de derechs, B8in
embargo, aun { cabria aclarar un poco las cosas: nNo me cadbe
1s menor duda de gque esos 'Wa%etﬂ@m&‘tﬁtlﬁm
sprovechay 3 1a iglesis pars sus maniobres politisas; pero me
guesta clerto trabajo admitir que la igleslie no se diera cuenta
de eastos subterfugios y no sslerars su posicidén con el goblerno.
Le raadn, me parece, es sencilla: la iglesia catdlies puede
entenderse con el gobierne sin necesidad de acudir » ningin in-
temediario. )

o se sabe a ciencis cierta nada mmtakl&mmk@nzm;
pewo ls opinidn més extendida es que fueron slementos del régimen
passdo Ins gue mis intervinleron an estos sucesos,
mrza,wwmrfmmmwaam
teman, que son clertamente de un interds enorme pero en CuUyo cow
nocimiento no se puede avengar, a falts de prucbas o testimonies,
slno de modo muy csuteloso,

Un gran sbrazo y hasts la vista.

Daniel Cosio Villegas

gnm Postal MR1I23
f6xico 1, D.P,
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