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Chapter One: Introduction1 

 As this book goes to press, political parties across the world are reeling. Hundreds of 

millions of voters have rejected established parties (or party establishments) in recent years and 

either elected or shown significant support for new and formerly marginal electoral alternatives: 

Donald Trump and Bernie Sanders in the US, Brexit in the UK, Alternative for Germany, 

France’s National Front, Italy’s Five-Star Movement and Northern League, Spain’s Podemos, 

Greece’s Syriza, the Philippines’ Rodrigo Duterte, Mexico’s Andrés Manuel López Obrador, and 

Brazil’s Jair Bolsonaro. These parties, candidates, and causes span the left and right, but all 

reject the political establishment in their countries, and many of the relevant leaders have a 

populist bent. As these players and movements have surged, concerns about democratic stability 

and the protection of civil liberties have multiplied, even in the world’s developed democracies.2 

 In recent decades, trends of party erosion, populist ascendancy, and democratic 

breakdown have plagued the developing world in particular. In much of Africa, Latin America, 

Asia, and the former Soviet Union, party systems have collapsed or largely decomposed since 

the early 1990s.3 In most of these countries, durable new parties and party systems have not 

filled--or in some countries even partially filled--the resulting vacuums.4 The outcome, in more 

than a few cases, has been the election of political outsiders and the whittling away of democracy 

through executive degradation.5  

 Take contemporary Latin America. Since 1990, institutionalized party systems have 

collapsed in Venezuela and partially collapsed in Argentina, Colombia, Costa Rica, and 

Honduras.6 Of the four party systems that Mainwaring and Scully (1995) labeled “inchoate,” two 

(Bolivia, Ecuador) have continued to deteriorate, and one, Brazil, is now experiencing partial 

party system erosion after more than two decades of progress toward institutionalization.7 Most 
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recently, the established parties of Mexico and El Salvador suffered resounding, historic defeats 

in mid-2018 and early 2019, respectively.  

 Over roughly the same period, the vast majority of attempts to build new parties in Latin 

America have failed. More than 95 percent of Latin American parties born in the 1980s and 

1990s never took off electorally, and most of those that did take off collapsed shortly afterward.8 

Due to these developments, Latin American party systems have become more fragmented and 

volatile in recent decades, leading to problems of governability and constitutional crises; to the 

election of various party system outsiders (e.g., Alberto Fujimori in Peru; Hugo Chávez in 

Venezuela; Rafael Correa in Ecuador; Evo Morales in Bolivia; Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil; Andrés 

Manuel López Obrador in Mexico); and in a few cases to democratic erosion at the hands of such 

figures (Peru in 1990s, Venezuela in the 2000s).9 

 But these trends should not be overstated.10 New political parties have taken root in many 

developing countries, and numerous institutionalized party systems have either emerged or 

persisted.11 In such cases, democracy, typically, has become consolidated.12 Again, take Latin 

America. After the onset of the third wave of democratization in the region (1978), over a dozen 

new parties rose to prominence and established themselves as perennial contenders: Bolivia’s 

MAS; Brazil’s PT and PSDB; Chile’s UDI and PPD; Costa Rica’s PAC; El Salvador’s FMLN 

and ARENA; Mexico’s PRD; Nicaragua’s FSLN; Panama’s PRD; Peru’s Fujimorista parties; 

and Venezuela’s PSUV.13 Some Latin American countries have maintained stable party systems 

due to the persistence of old parties and the establishment of new parties alongside them (e.g., 

Chile, Uruguay, Mexico). Others have developed wholly new institutionalized (e.g., El Salvador) 

or semi-institutionalized (e.g., Brazil) party systems. In all of these countries, democracy has 

taken root (e.g., Chile, Uruguay, Mexico, Brazil, El Salvador). The fact that successful party 
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building has occurred in parts of Latin America--and in parts of Africa, Asia and the former 

Soviet Union as well14--suggests that the era of party building is not over. In the contemporary 

developing world, successful party building is challenging and rare but not impossible.  

 What factors have made party building difficult in the last few decades? Under what 

conditions does successful party building occur? The recent failure of party building in much of 

the developing world upended analysts’ early predictions. As dictatorships fell across the former 

Third World in the 1980s and 1990s,15 the policy and media communities initially reacted with 

optimism. Many predicted that once electoral competition commenced in these countries, and 

once elites designed the right electoral institutions, stable parties and party systems would 

quickly emerge. Their argument, or implicit premise, was that parties naturally form and take 

root under democracy--i.e., that democracy facilitates party building.  

 A large body of academic literature supported this optimism. Some scholars, most 

notably Aldrich (1995), argued that under democracy, political elites have incentives to “turn” to 

parties. On Aldrich’s account, parties help politicians to win elections and reelection by 

supplying partisan votes along with campaign resources (e.g., financing, physical infrastructure, 

professional operatives and activists). The Jacksonian Democratic Party in the United States, he 

argued, was created so that its founders (e.g., Martin Van Buren) could mobilize sufficient 

electoral support to win national office. Aldrich also argued that parties facilitate legislative 

organization and executive/legislative relations, thus helping politicians to implement their 

preferred policies. The United States’ Federalist and Republican parties, he held, were 

constructed so that competing elites such as Alexander Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson could 

more effectively advance their programmatic agendas concerning the proper scope of federal 

government activities.16  
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 Other proponents of the “democracy facilitates party building” thesis focused on the voter 

(rather than elite) side of the equation. In his seminal article, “Of Time and Partisan Stability,” 

Converse (1969) argued that under democracy, voters develop partisan attachments through 

repeated exposure to the same set of partisan options (see also Converse 1976). Various scholars, 

accepting Converse’s argument, identified possible mechanisms by which this process of 

partisan attachment occurs. Some argued that over time, voters gain a better understanding of 

what different parties stand for, making their partisan preferences more robust to new 

information and competing appeals.17 Others argued that the act of supporting a party, especially 

through voting, makes one more likely to see oneself as a partisan.18 Numerous empirical studies 

found that partisan attachments grow stronger, more consistent, and more stable as a function of 

the length of time voters support and vote for a particular party. Scholars, for example, widely 

reported an association between age and partisanship in the US,19 the UK,20 and other European 

countries.21 

 As the foregoing paragraphs indicate, the most influential versions of the “democracy 

facilitates party building” thesis (e.g., Converse 1969, 1976; Aldrich 1995) arose from studies of 

advanced Western countries, especially the United States. Still, after the third wave, scholars 

applied the thesis to new democracies and electoral regimes in the developing world. Brader and 

Tucker (2001) argued that in post-Soviet Russia, electoral competition, over time, produced 

increasing levels of partisanship. Mainwaring and Scully (1995b) stated in their pathbreaking 

volume on Latin American party system institutionalization that “[n]o single factor is more 

propitious for the successful institutionalization of party systems than continuously having 

elections that are the principal route to state power.”22 Lupu and Stokes (2010) used evidence 

from Argentina in the 20th century to contend that time spent under democracy facilitates the 
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spread of partisan attachments and thus reduces electoral volatility--assuming that democracy is 

not “interrupted” by periods of democratic breakdown.23  

 In this book, I frontally challenge the argument that democracy facilitates party building. 

Focusing on the experience of electorally prominent left-wing parties born after the onset of the 

third wave of democratization in Latin America (1978),24 I argue, in direct contrast to the above 

accounts, that democracy impedes party building. I will elaborate this argument in Chapter Two, 

but in brief, how does the argument work?  

 When new parties collapse, it is usually because they have weak organizations and 

therefore do not survive early electoral crises. New party elites only have electoral incentives to 

build strong organizations, however, if they are born under adversity--specifically, if they 

initially lack access to two major party “substitutes”: mass media and state resources.25 Herein 

lies the problem. In the contemporary developing world, new parties born under full democracy 

typically do not face such adverse conditions; that is, they tend to have, or quickly to gain, access 

to mass media and the state. Thus I argue, in direct contrast to Aldrich, that under democracy, 

politicians have incentives to turn away from (not toward) parties.  

 Paradoxically, it is where new parties originate under less-than-fully democratic 

conditions that elites have incentives to invest in organization. The ideal context is not one of 

repressive authoritarianism, where the cost of party building tends to be prohibitively high. 

Instead, it is one of liberalizing or competitive authoritarianism, where office seekers have space 

to organize and reasonable electoral prospects but more limited state and media access than 

under democracy. My takeaway argument in the book, then, is that new parties born under 

democracy are more likely to collapse than those born under liberalizing or competitive 

authoritarianism. This claim is original, and it is the book’s theoretical centerpiece.26 
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 The implications of this argument are somewhat bleak. Scholars widely agree that 

institutionalized political parties raise democratic quality and foster democratic consolidation.27 I 

agree with this conventional wisdom: parties are good for democracy. Unfortunately, democracy 

is not good for party building, at least in the contemporary developing world. If elites and 

ordinary citizens in developing democracies do not learn to build robust parties, or to function 

successfully in their absence, they may be forced to accept a degree of ungovernability and 

regime instability unfamiliar to previous generations of democratizers. 

 A key corollary of this argument is that party organization matters. In stressing this point, 

I depart from much of the recent scholarship on parties, which tends to downplay the role of 

organization. In recent decades, scholars have argued that given the reach of broadcast media 

(especially television), parties and politicians no longer need strong “ground games” to appeal to 

masses of voters and win elections.28 More recently, scholars have emphasized the role of 

effective branding in party success, positing that parties collapse when their brand (i.e., voters’ 

image of them) fails.29 These arguments are valuable--and true as far as they go--but parties do 

not exist in voters’ minds alone. Parties are organizations, not mere brands, and the character of 

their organizations can determine whether they prioritize electoral competition or constituency 

representation;30 achieve electoral success;31 pursue subnational office;32 act cohesively in the 

legislature;33 and, most importantly for our purposes, survive electoral crises during their initial 

years of existence.  

 In the book, I also present an original explanation of why new parties fatally split. 

Schism--defined as the defection of a major leader or faction--is a frequent cause of new party 

death, and scholars in recent decades have begun to examine the origins of schisms in new 

parties. I contribute to this emerging literature by highlighting an understudied, undertheorized 
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independent variable: the type of party leader. Only a tiny fraction of new parties ever rise to 

electoral prominence, and of this tiny fraction, a large proportion depend for their initial electoral 

success on the coattails of electorally indispensable leader.34 These externally appealing leaders 

invariably hold considerable power within their parties. But only some externally appealing 

leaders are internally dominant. Others are not because of their limited moral authority, weak 

crossfactional ties, and/or unrepresentative ideological profile. This variation, I argue, can 

determine whether new parties survive or collapse. New parties with externally appealing, 

internally dominant leaders rarely suffer schisms. By contrast, those with externally appealing, 

internally non-dominant leaders are vulnerable to deadly splits. 

 By placing much of my explanatory emphasis on parties’ internal characteristics (i.e., 

organizational strength, sources of cohesion), I am “taking parties seriously” in this book. That 

is, I am not treating parties as mere units of party systems, or as pawns of external forces (e.g., 

electoral rules, public opinion, class structure). Instead, I am treating them as agents in their own 

right, and complex ones at that. Individual parties vary in their internal characteristics, and 

because of this variation, they differ in their actions and outcomes, independently of the 

institutional, structural, and party system context in which they operate. My argument, then, 

belongs to a broad class of arguments, dating back more than a century, that emphasize the effect 

of parties’ internal characteristics, or “internal lives,” on their development and fortunes.35 This 

class of arguments is consistent with organizational theory more broadly (e.g., in sociology, 

business), which has long acknowledged the role of internal factors (e.g., strategy, administrative 

structure), as distinct from environmental ones, in determining organizational success.36 

<H1> Empirical Puzzle: the Diverging Fates of Latin America’s New Left Contenders 

 In the book, I test my theoretical arguments through a comparison of successful and 
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unsuccessful “new left contenders” in Latin America. By “new left contenders,” I mean left-wing 

parties that emerged after the onset of Latin America’s third wave of democratization (1978) and 

rose to electoral prominence during their early years of existence. By “left-wing,” I mean that 

these parties, in their rhetoric and platforms, placed central programmatic emphasis on the 

reduction of inequality through state action.37 I examine why some of these new left contenders 

survived the early years of their existence and took root for decades as perennial electoral forces, 

while others collapsed shortly after achieving initial electoral success.  

 From a theoretical perspective, then, my unit of analysis is the new partisan contender. A 

new partisan contender is a political party that rises to electoral prominence during its early years 

of existence. The cases under empirical investigation in this book (Latin America’s “new left 

contenders”) are a specific subset of new partisan contenders: those belonging to the left and 

born in Latin America after the regional onset of the third wave.  

 What counts as a party? A party is more than a group that runs candidates for office 

under a common label;38 this definition would encompass any multiparty electoral coalition. On 

my definition, a party is a group of politicians running for office under a common label such that, 

on balance, members value the “whole” as much as, or more than, the constituent “parts.” In 

other words, a multiparty coalition is not a party if the constituent parties are clearly more 

important than the coalition itself (e.g., Chile’s Concertación; Argentina’s coalition of the 

Radical Civic Union [UCR] and FREPASO in the late 1990s).  

 Accordingly, I operationalize a party as (1) a legally registered party; (2) a legally 

registered coalition in which there has been a major effort, involving all major factions, to 

transform the coalition into a party or permanent coalition (e.g., Peru’s IU in the second half of 

the 1980s); or (3) a legally registered coalition in which the dominant faction prioritizes the 
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coalition’s fortunes over the fortunes of any constituent party, including its own if applicable 

(e.g., FREPASO from its founding onward). 

 Why do I focus on the Latin American left in this book?39 Latin America is the world’s 

most unequal region, and extreme inequality arguably creates a natural constituency for the left. 

Prior to the third wave, governments across Latin America proscribed, defrauded, or repressed 

the left, and numerous Latin American militaries toppled left governments in military coups.40 

When the third wave swept across Latin America during the 1980s, and later when the Cold War 

ended, Latin America’s left parties had an unprecedented opportunity to contest elections freely, 

on a region-wide scale, and without substantial fear of fraud, repression, or coups. Yet, in most 

Latin American countries--including some of the most unequal ones (e.g., Colombia, Honduras)-

-new left parties either did not emerge; or they “flopped” (i.e., they emerged but never rose to 

electoral prominence); or they turned out to be mere “flash” parties (i.e., they rose to electoral 

prominence but collapsed shortly thereafter).41 In such cases, working-class and lower-income 

citizens, instead of voting for left parties, often voted for catch-all clientelistic parties without 

national redistributive agendas (e.g., Colombia’s Liberals and Conservatives; Honduras’s 

Liberals and Nationals), or for anti-establishment outsiders (e.g., Peru’s Alberto Fujimori; 

Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez; Ecuador’s Rafael Correa). Populist presidents (e.g., Fujimori, 

Chávez, Correa) and dominant governing parties (e.g., Argentina’s Peronist Party [PJ]) faced 

fewer checks and constraints, leading to corruption, abuse, even democratic breakdown.  

 By contrast, where major new left parties took root, clientelistic and populist strategies 

became less effective, and democracies stabilized (e.g., Brazil, El Salvador, Mexico). Where new 

left parties won national elections, large-scale redistribution and significant reductions in 

inequality followed (e.g., Brazil after the PT’s 2002 presidential victory). In sum, the fact that 
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new left parties did not take root in most Latin American countries constitutes an empirical 

puzzle in light of the region’s extreme inequality, and the divergent fates of these new left parties 

had normatively significant effects on inequality levels and democratic quality and stability in 

the region.  

 Who precisely were Latin America’s new left contenders? In 1978, military regimes 

governed all but a handful of Latin American countries. Over the next decade, most of these 

regimes fell, with some quickly collapsing (e.g., Argentina's last military dictatorship) and others 

gradually liberalizing (e.g., Brazil's military regime). By the mid-1990s, there were no military 

regimes and only a few authoritarian regimes (e.g., Mexico, Cuba) in Latin America. Mexico, 

under civilian single-party rule throughout the third wave, democratized in 2000. In short, the 

vast majority of Latin American countries shifted from authoritarian rule to democracy either 

during or shortly after the third-wave period (1978-1995).42  

 After the onset of the third wave, new parties emerged in every Latin American country 

except Cuba. In total, hundreds of parties were born. The vast majority never took off electorally; 

most of these quickly disappeared, while a small number persisted for decades as marginal 

parties. A few dozen, however, at least briefly rose to national electoral prominence. These new 

partisan contenders did not necessarily win national elections, but they seriously vied for national 

power, and they won enough elections at the congressional level, and often at the subnational 

level as well, to play major roles in their country's politics.  

 A subset of these new partisan contenders belonged to the left. Latin America’s new left 

contenders had much in common, making them a useful population for comparison. For one, 

they emerged in a common regional and historical context. Latin American countries have 

broadly similar histories (e.g., Iberian colonial heritage), cultures (e.g., Catholicism), 
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socioeconomic characteristics (e.g., middle-income status, high inequality) and institutional 

arrangements (e.g., presidentialism, proportional representation). Moreover, Latin America’s 

new left contenders shared a left-wing program, achieved at least initial electoral success, and 

emerged in the same rough period (1978-2005). 

 The left faced three broad challenges during this period. First, the debt crisis and 

implosion of the ISI model, along with the decline and collapse of the Soviet Union, gave rise to 

a policy consensus around free markets, or neoliberalism, among Latin American elites. 

Consequently, the left’s old economic platform (e.g., industrial protectionism, price controls, 

nationalization) became less feasible politically. Left parties from the 1980s onward faced 

pressure to embrace or accept market reforms, even though, in doing so, they risked tainting their 

image and losing their programmatic distinctiveness.43 

 Second and relatedly, the decline and fall of international communism produced new 

ideological divisions within the Latin American left. Forced to grapple with the defeat of 

revolutionary leftist ideas, sectors of the Latin American left underwent a process of ideological 

“renovation,” abandoning socialism in favor of social democracy.44 Yet, revolutionary leftism 

did not disappear during the third wave, even after the fall of the Berlin Wall. On the contrary, 

the radical left remained a non-trivial force in much of Latin America, and internecine conflict 

between radicals and moderates posed a threat to the internal cohesion of left movements and 

parties.45  

 Third and finally, the debt crisis, failure of ISI, and neoliberal turn contributed to 

deindustrialization and the decline of labor unions, limiting the left’s capacity to mobilize and 

appeal to the popular classes.46 As Latin American governments abandoned protectionism in the 

1980s and 1990s, many domestic industries folded and shrank, and the industrial trade unions on 
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which left parties had traditionally depended folded and shrank with them. Deindustrialization, 

along with rising formal unemployment during the economic “lost decade” of the 1980s, led to a 

significant expansion of the informal and low-end service sectors of Latin American economies. 

Compared to industrial workers, these workers were geographically dispersed and occupationally 

diverse. They were unorganized both across and within occupational sectors. Traditional 

working-class interests (e.g., union benefits) did not align with theirs. Many in the informal 

sector viewed themselves as entrepreneurs, not laborers. Due to these factors, left parties had 

difficulty reaching and appealing to large swathes of the lower-income electorate, particularly 

while retaining the loyalties of the declining traditional working class.47 In short, the sociological 

shifts that coincided with the third wave--particularly deindustrialization and the growth of the 

informal and low-end service sectors--complicated the left’s task of mobilizing and appealing to 

the popular classes.48 

 The left also benefited from some common opportunities, especially once the third wave 

concluded. As already noted, Latin America’s chronically high levels of poverty and inequality 

gave left parties a natural constituency in the region. Moreover, a set of economic developments 

beginning in the late 1990s put the left in a particularly advantageous political position. In 1997, 

Latin America entered into a half-decade-long economic crisis, contracting by two percent 

between 1997 and 2002. This recession led to the electoral defeat of numerous center and center-

right governments and eroded public support for neoliberal economic policies. Seizing the 

opportunity, left candidates won presidential elections across the region during and shortly after 

the recessionary period. Then, early in the first decade of the 2000s, economic conditions 

dramatically improved, with skyrocketing commodity prices leading to a sustained economic 

boom and massive fiscal surpluses. These conditions generated public support for left 



 
 

20 

governments that had recently taken office and enabled them to invest heavily in social 

programs.49 

 Amid this common regional backdrop of challenges and opportunities, Latin America’s 

new left contenders experienced divergent outcomes. Some survived--i.e., sustained their 

electoral relevance for decades. Others collapsed--i.e., disappeared or fell into electoral 

marginality shortly after rising to electoral prominence. I operationalize new left contenders as 

Latin American parties born between 1978 and 200550 that centrally emphasized state-led 

reduction of inequality in official party documents and won at least 10 percent of the vote in a 

national legislative election (e.g., congressional, constituent assembly).51 Within this population, 

I classify as cases of survival those that stayed above the 10 percent threshold for five or more 

consecutive national legislative elections.52 The rest I classify as cases of collapse.53 

 Survival, then, does not imply multiple generations of electoral relevance. Some parties 

remain perennial electoral contenders for many generations (e.g., Argentina’s PJ), while others 

only maintain their electoral success for a generation (e.g., Mexico’s Party of the Democratic 

Revolution [PRD]). I do not analyze such variation in this book. In theoretical terms, I examine 

why some new partisan contenders survive the formative decade and last at least a generation, 

not why, among these survivors, some last for multiple generations or centuries. 

 Based on my operationalization criteria, I count 18 Latin American new left contenders 

(see Tables 1.1 and 1.2). Nine of these collapsed, including Argentina’s Front for a Country in 

Solidarity (FREPASO), Peru’s United Left (IU), and Colombia’s April 19th Movement 

Democratic Alliance (AD M-19) [see Table 1.1]. The other nine survived, including Brazil’s 

Workers’ Party (PT), El Salvador’s Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (FMLN), and 

Mexico’s PRD [see Table 1.2]. What explains the divergent trajectories of Latin America’s new 
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left contenders? That is the broad empirical puzzle addressed in this book. 

<Tables 1.1 and 1.2 around here> 

 From a theoretical perspective, then, my dependent variable is the survival or collapse of 

new partisan contenders. This dependent variable is fairly distinctive within existing party 

literature. I investigate individual parties, not party systems54 or ideological partisan clusters.55 I 

focus on new, not established, parties.56 I ask how new parties maintain electoral prominence, 

not how they attain it.57 I define success merely as sustained electoral relevance, in contrast to 

studies that define success, wholly or in part, in terms of presidential victory;58 parliamentary 

discipline;59 organizational centralization and/or routinization;60 ideological purity or integrity;61 

and programmatic stability.62 

 Most distinctively, I examine successful and unsuccessful cases of party building. This 

point bears emphasis. I am offering the most systematic analysis to date of left-wing party 

building outcomes in contemporary Latin America. Indeed, this book is one of relatively few 

party analyses that deeply investigates cases of failure, or that thoroughly compares cases of 

success and failure (although there are notable exceptions).63  

 Why does this matter? The vast majority of new parties worldwide either flop or collapse. 

To date, scholars have largely ignored unsuccessful cases of party building, focusing instead on 

the tiny fraction of new parties that achieve sustained electoral relevance. Take, for example, the 

classic scholarship on parties and party systems. This literature is predominantly based on studies 

(mostly historical) of the United States and Western European countries. Since almost all 

Western polities developed and maintain stable party systems, these theories tend to take 

successful party building for granted, and to focus on factors that shape emerging parties and 

party systems--e.g., electoral rules;64 patterns of suffrage expansion;65 social cleavages;66 access 



 
 

22 

to patronage;67 parties’ relationship to external organizations;68 the internal ratio of pragmatists 

and ideologues;69 centralization or diffusion of power within the national party apparatus;70 and 

charismatic leadership.71 As a rule, these studies leave aside a more fundamental question: under 

what conditions do parties and party systems take root in the first place?  

 Existing scholarship on party building in contemporary Latin America similarly selects 

on the dependent variable. Although the vast majority of recently emerged Latin American 

parties have flopped or collapsed, scholars have written literally hundreds of book-length studies 

on successful cases but only a few such studies that analyze unsuccessful cases in depth.72 This 

inattention to unsuccessful new parties is methodologically problematic and has inhibited theory 

building. Without studying unsuccessful attempts to build parties, we cannot fully understand 

why a small fraction of attempts succeed.  

<H2> Alternative Explanations 

 Existing theoretical approaches to party building, while furnishing many valuable 

insights, shed limited light on the divergent fates of Latin America’s new left contenders. Let us 

go through several alternative explanations based on existing approaches73 and assess their 

usefulness for our puzzle. 

<H3> Democracy and Party Building 

 Take, first, the above-characterized argument that democracy itself, particularly if 

uninterrupted, should lead to the formation of durable parties.74 The evidence from Latin 

America’s new left contenders supports the opposite conclusion (see Table 1.3). Of the region’s 

18 new left contenders, 12 were born under democracy, and six were born under authoritarian 

rule. Of the 12 born under democracy, nine collapsed (e.g., Argentina’s FREPASO, Colombia’s 

AD M-19, Costa Rica’s FA, Guatemala’s MAS, Paraguay’s PEN), and only three survived (e.g., 
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Bolivia’s MAS, Venezuela’s PSUV). By contrast, all six of the new left contenders not born 

under democracy survived (e.g., Brazil’s PT, Mexico’s PRD, El Salvador’s FMLN, Nicaragua’s 

FSLN). 

<Table 1.3 around here> 

 To illustrate the point another way, between 1978 and 2005, Latin American countries 

collectively spent 318 years under electoral democracy and roughly half as many years (168) 

under authoritarian rule, civil war, or major insurgency (see Appendix 1). Yet, only one third of 

Latin America’s surviving new left contenders (three of nine) were born during 318 “country 

years” of electoral democracy, while two thirds (six of nine) were born during just 168 country 

years of authoritarian rule, civil war, or major insurgency (see Table 1.4).75  

<Table 1.4 around here> 

<H3> Institutionalist Approaches 

 Take, next, the more specific argument that stable parties emerge in democracies that 

have the right institutions (e.g., constitutions, electoral laws). Institutionalist scholars have 

posited several relevant arguments in recent decades: that parliamentary systems are superior to 

presidential systems (especially those with constitutionally strong presidents) in fostering party 

discipline, autonomy, and cohesion;76 that vertical centralization is superior to federalism, and 

plurality electoral systems superior to proportional representation (PR) systems (especially those 

with open lists and high district magnitude), in reducing party system fragmentation;77 that low 

legal barriers to entry facilitate new party creation;78 that high legal barriers to entry strengthen 

incentives for new parties to invest in territorial organization;79 and that generous public 

financing of parties facilitates new party consolidation.80 
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 This literature offers little insight into the divergent fates of new left contenders in 

contemporary Latin America. First, much of it does not address what variables contribute to new 

party survival, instead addressing what variables facilitate new party creation or affect the 

number of national parties. Second, as already noted, Latin American countries are institutionally 

similar in important ways. In particular, all are presidential systems and have either proportional 

representation (PR) electoral systems or (in a few cases) electoral systems that include both PR 

and plurality districts. Third, where Latin American countries do differ institutionally, these 

institutional differences do not correlate with the survival and collapse of new left contenders.81 

New left contenders have survived where presidents are constitutionally strong (e.g., Brazil, 

Chile) and weak (e.g., Mexico); where district magnitude is low (e.g., Chile) and high (e.g., 

Brazil); where states are federal (e.g., Brazil) and unitary (e.g., Chile, El Salvador); and where 

legal barriers to entry for party formation are high (e.g., Brazil) and relatively low (e.g., Bolivia). 

Similarly, new left contenders have collapsed in various institutional contexts (e.g., Argentina, 

Colombia, Peru, Guatemala). Notably, new left contenders have survived in institutional contexts 

considered particularly inhospitable to party building (Brazil)82 and collapsed in institutional 

contexts specifically designed to foster party building (Peru).83  

<H3> Left Adaptation 

 A third approach attributes new left survival to ideological and tactical moderation, or 

“adaptation.” As noted earlier, when Latin America’s new left contenders emerged, the region 

was shifting toward neoliberalism, making the left’s traditional economic platform politically 

infeasible. According to some scholars, the region’s left parties, to thrive and endure in this 

environment, had to abandon revolutionary leftism and adopt more moderate policy objectives 

(i.e., redistribution within a capitalist framework instead of socialism) and more moderate means 
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of pursuing power (e.g., elections instead of social mobilization or armed struggle). On this 

argument, parties that adapted, such as Uruguay’s FA, El Salvador’s FMLN, and Brazil’s PT, 

were more likely to take root, while parties that failed to adapt, such as Venezuela’s LCR and 

Peru’s IU, were more likely to collapse.84 

 This approach has limited utility for our empirical puzzle. To begin, the variable of 

adaptation does not strongly correlate with the survival and collapse of recent new left 

contenders in Latin America. While some parties that adapted took root (e.g., Uruguay’s FA, El 

Salvador’s FMLN, Brazil’s PT), others collapsed (e.g., Ecuador’s PSP,85 Argentina’s 

FREPASO). Equally, while some that did not adapt collapsed (e.g., Venezuela’s LCR, Peru’s 

IU), others took root (e.g., Bolivia’s MAS, Venezuela’s PSUV, to some extent Mexico’s PRD). 

The variable of adaptation may have a stronger (albeit far from perfect) correlation with new left 

presidential victory (e.g., Uruguay’s FA, El Salvador’s FMLN, Brazil’s PT).86  

 In addition, it is not clear that parties like Uruguay’s FA, El Salvador’s FMLN, and 

Brazil’s PT took root because they adapted, or that parties like Venezuela’s LCR and Peru’s IU 

collapsed because they did not adapt. In Chapter Four, for example, I will show that the IU’s 

radicalism does not adequately explain its collapse. 

<H3> Brand Dilution 

 A fourth approach attributes divergent party building outcomes to success or failure in 

brand development. According to Noam Lupu, new parties must develop a brand to establish a 

partisan electoral base.87 A party’s brand is what it “stands for” in voters’ minds. To build a 

strong brand, a new party must distinguish itself from other parties and behave consistently over 

time, showing commitment to a particular program or group for years. Brand dilution occurs 

when parties implement policies inconsistent with past positions and/or form strange-bedfellow 
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alliances with previous rivals.88 On this account, ideological moderation or adaptation did not 

help Latin America’s new left contenders. Rather, it hurt them by contributing to brand 

dilution.89 Lupu (2016a) argues that if parties dilute their brands, they become electorally 

dependent on performance90 and susceptible to short-term retrospective voting.91 If they perform 

poorly, they are highly vulnerable to collapse.  

 Lupu’s approach, while insightful and useful, is incomplete. It suggests that new parties 

collapse simply because voters reject them. But a subset of new parties survive voter rejection. 

Many new parties fail to win much electoral support initially. A smaller but still significant 

number quickly rise to prominence, then hemorrhage support. These electoral crises occur due to 

numerous possible factors.92 But crucially, some parties survive them instead of flopping or 

collapsing. In other words, when new parties flop or collapse, it is not merely because voters 

reject them; it is also because they are ill-equipped to survive voter rejection.  

 Why, then, do some new parties survive electoral crisis, while others do not? As noted 

above, one of my central claims in this book is that new parties, to be durable, must exist on the 

ground, not merely in voters’ minds. Put differently, strong parties need strong organizations, not 

just strong brands. Strong organizations matter precisely because they enable parties to survive 

and rebound after electoral letdowns and setbacks. In Chapters Three, Five, and Six, I will show 

that Argentina’s FREPASO, Brazil’s PT, and Mexico’s PRD all suffered early electoral crises, 

but that the PT and PRD survived these crises because, unlike FREPASO, they had strong 

organizations. 

 In short, a limitation of voter-centered approaches is that they do not take party 

organization seriously. A second limitation of such approaches is that they do not explain why 

new parties split. Although electoral crisis (i.e., loss of voter support) is the most common trigger 
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of new party collapse, another common trigger, as noted earlier, is schism. In fact, since the 

onset of the third wave in Latin America, schisms have been the second most frequent trigger of 

new party collapse--after electoral crisis.93 To maximize the likelihood of survival, new parties 

must have both strong organizations and sources of cohesion. Thus, we must go beyond voter-

centered approaches and ask: what factors facilitate party organization building, and what factors 

generate cohesion in new parties?  

<H3> Legal Organizational Barriers to Entry 

 As noted earlier, one strand of institutionalist scholarship posits that high legal barriers to 

entry strengthen incentives for new parties to invest in organization building. Given my focus on 

organizational strength, this argument bears attention. Latin American countries vary both 

crossnationally and internally over time in the stringency of the organizational requirements that 

new parties must satisfy to acquire legal existence. In some contexts, parties must meet fairly 

cumbersome organizational requirements to secure legal registry. They may, for example, have 

to establish formal offices in a certain percentage of municipalities in a certain number of states, 

or recruit a certain percentage of those states’ populations as members. One might posit that such 

stringent legal requirements explain why some Latin American new left contenders heavily 

invested in organization building, and thus why they survived. Keck (1992) argues in her seminal 

study of Brazil’s PT, for example, that PT founders expended great effort to meet the 

burdensome organizational requirements imposed by Brazil’s liberalizing authoritarian regime. 

 But this alternative explanation, too, has limited utility for our purposes. First, as 

observed earlier, new left contenders have constructed strong organizations where legal barriers 

to entry were relatively low (e.g., Bolivia). Notably, Mexico’s PRD built a strong organization 

even though, to secure registry, it simply inherited the registry of one of its constituent parties 
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(see Chapter Six). Second, where high legal barriers to entry do correlate with successful 

organization building, the relationship, I posit, is not causal. Stringent legal requirements require 

new parties to establish offices and recruit members, but if new parties do not have additional 

incentives to build strong organizations, they will only do the bare minimum necessary for 

legalization. They will not establish more offices and recruit more members than the law 

requires. To the extent possible, they will create ghost offices and recruit merely nominal 

members. They will not erect unnecessary obstacles to membership or place significant burdens 

on new members. As I show in Chapters Five and Six on Brazil’s PT and Mexico’s PRD, Latin 

American new left contenders that built strong organizations did not behave in this way.  

 This approach has an additional theoretical limitation. While legal requirements may 

create incentives for party elites to invest in territorial organization, they do not generate masses 

of party activists, nor do they generate the higher causes that motivate these activists to sacrifice 

their time, labor, and resources for new parties. Masses of activists and higher causes must come 

from elsewhere, which brings us to another approach. 

<H3> Access to Mobilizing Structures 

 Some scholars have argued that success or failure in party organization building depends 

on whether new parties have access to “mobilizing structures”--i.e., preexisting organizations, 

usually in civil society (e.g., unions, churches, social movements). Access to mobilizing 

structures lowers the costs of organization building by giving new parties ready-made territorial 

infrastructure and organized networks of potential recruits. If new parties lack such access, the 

argument goes, organization building becomes difficult. One might argue, more specifically, that 

access to a strong, organized industrial working class is particularly important for party 

organization building on the left.94 
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 The variable of a strong, organized industrial working class explains very little for our 

purposes. Earlier, I noted that Latin America’s debt crisis and neoliberal turn significantly 

weakened unions in the region. Moreover, in some Latin American countries, the unions that 

remained intact through the economic crisis and structural reforms of the 1980s and 1990s 

broadly maintained their alliances with traditional populist parties (e.g., Mexico’s PRI, 

Argentina’s PJ).95 It is unsurprising, then, that almost all of the new left contenders in Latin 

America that built large territorial organizations were not labor-based (e.g., Mexico’s PRD, El 

Salvador’s FMLN, Nicaragua’s FSLN, Bolivia’s MAS, Peru’s IU). Brazil’s PT stands as an 

exception to this trend (see Chapter Five for details on the PT’s labor origins). Thus, while 

union-centered approaches help to explain the organizational strength of one new left contender 

(Brazil’s PT), they do not explain organizational strength among Latin America’s new left 

contenders generally.  

 The variable of access to mobilizing structures more broadly (i.e., not merely to unions) 

is more explanatorily powerful. The vast majority of new left contenders that built strong party 

organizations did so on the back of mobilizing structures, whether unions/social movements 

(e.g., Brazil’s PT, Bolivia’s MAS, Mexico’s PRD), insurgent organizations (El Salvador’s 

FMLN, Nicaragua’s FSLN), or authoritarian regimes (e.g., Panama’s PRD). As I will argue in 

Chapter Two, access to mobilizing structures significantly facilitates successful organization 

building. 

 Yet, access to mobilizing structures is not sufficient for successful organization building. 

Even though such access lowers the costs of organization building (as already noted), 

organization building remains time-consuming, labor-intensive, and electorally costly. Thus, as I 

will argue in Chapter Two and show empirically in Chapter Three (on Argentina’s FREPASO), 
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new parties, including those with access to mobilizing structures, tend to distance themselves 

from potential feeder organizations, and not to invest even minimally in organization, if they do 

not have powerful incentives for organization building. In order to understand the determinants 

of organization building, we must look beyond access to mobilizing structures. 

<H3> External Conflict as a Source of Cohesion 

 Shifting to sources of cohesion, under what conditions do new parties avoid fatal 

schisms? Scholars have long argued that parties prevent defection by dispensing patronage to 

members.96 But patronage does not generate robust cohesion, as patronage seekers may “jump 

ship” in the event of electoral crisis.97 Patronage-based cohesion is especially fragile in new 

parties, which tend to have weak brands and thus are more susceptible to electoral crisis (and the 

resulting elite defections) than institutionalized parties. In Brazil, Ecuador, Guatemala, Panama, 

and elsewhere, numerous new patronage-based parties suffered enervating splits during the third 

wave.98 

 Recent analyses have therefore emphasized the importance of going “beyond patronage,” 

arguing that parties are more likely to avoid schisms during the formative years if they have 

alternative, or “non-material,” sources of cohesion.99 These analyses have argued, in particular, 

that periods of elevated polarization and conflict (e.g., revolution, civil war, authoritarian 

repression, populist mobilization) generate intraparty cohesion by sharpening “us-them” 

distinctions, strengthening collective identities, and fostering perceptions of a “linked fate” 

among members.100  

 This conflict-centered approach is useful, to a degree, for explaining variation in the 

cohesion levels of Latin America’s new left contenders. As noted earlier, only three of nine new 

left survivors were born during 318 country years of electoral democracy, while six of nine were 
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born during just 168 country years of authoritarian rule, civil war, and major insurgency. 

Moreover, two of the three survivors born under democracy still developed under conditions of 

massive social protest and conflict (Bolivia’s MAS, Venezuela’s PSUV). More generally, of the 

successful cases of party building in the last 150 years in Latin America, a disproportionate 

number emerged under circumstances of revolution, civil war, insurgency, authoritarian rule, or 

populist mobilization.101  

 Conflict-centered approaches, however, leave key facts and variation unexplained. Some 

new partisan contenders split despite having emerged in contexts of polarization and conflict 

(e.g., Peru’s IU, Venezuela’s LCR, Guatemala’s PAN). Also, during periods of populist 

mobilization and conflict, anti-populist forces almost never cohere (e.g., anti-MAS forces in 

Bolivia).102 Moreover, intensity of conflict does not strongly correlate with cohesion levels 

among new partisan contenders. Both Peru’s IU and Guatemala’s PAN, for example, developed 

under conditions of civil war where per capita death tolls exceeded those experienced by Brazil’s 

PT, Mexico’s PRD, Bolivia’s MAS, and Venezuela’s MVR/PSUV. Yet, while the PT, PRD, 

MAS and PSUV survived intact as political parties, IU and PAN both splintered and collapsed.  

<H3> Internal Ideological Divisions 

 A different approach attributes new party cohesion to ideological unity, or to the absence 

of major internal ideological divisions.103 Earlier, I observed that internecine conflict between 

moderates and radicals posed a common challenge for Latin America’s new left contenders. One 

might argue that such conflict, where it existed, prevented new left parties from becoming or 

remaining cohesive.  

 This argument, too, has serious limitations. To begin, when ideologically divided parties 

split, they do not necessarily do so along ideological lines (e.g., Peru’s IU [see Chapter Four]). 
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Moreover, many left contenders of recent origin in Latin America took root despite deep 

moderate/radical divisions (e.g., Uruguay’s FA, El Salvador’s FMLN, Brazil’s PT, Mexico’s 

PRD). As I show in Chapters Five and Six, for example, Brazil’s PT and Mexico’s PRD 

originated as parties of factions--not parties with factions--and experienced frequent internal 

conflict in their early years, both between Marxists and social democrats, and between 

institutionalists and advocates of mobilizational tactics. Yet, they remained intact. 

<H3> Coalitions versus Parties 

 Finally, I argued earlier that some multiparty coalitions can reasonably be treated as 

parties. Accepting this, one might still argue that multiparty coalitions tend to be more loosely 

bound than parties and thus more prone to fatal splits. While this argument is probably true to 

some extent, it leaves much unexplained. Take parties/coalitions of recent origin in Latin 

America. Within this population, there are parties that have fatally split (e.g., Venezuela’s LCR, 

Guatemala’s PAN, Colombia’s PVC) and multiparty coalitions that have avoided fatal splits 

(Uruguay’s FA, Costa Rica’s Social Christian Unity Party [PUSC]). Moreover, it is important 

not to overstate the difference between coalitions (e.g., Uruguay’s FA, Peru’s IU), on the one 

hand, and parties like Brazil’s PT, Mexico’s PRD, and El Salvador’s FMLN, on the other. Some 

fronts evolve into permanent coalitions (e.g., Uruguay’s FA)104 or formal parties (Costa Rica’s 

PUSC).105 Others nearly become formal parties (e.g., Peru’s IU [see Chapter Four]). At the same 

time, mass-based parties, like fronts, often are highly factionalized and experience frequent 

internal conflict between radicals and moderates. On numerous occasions, these internal conflicts 

threaten to lead to schisms (e.g., PT, PRD)106 or do lead to non-fatal ones (e.g., FMLN).  

<H2> Case Selection and Methods 
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 Having reviewed existing approaches, we return to our empirical puzzle: why did some 

of Latin America’s new left contenders survive, while others collapsed? Early in this chapter, I 

very briefly outlined my theoretical arguments: first, new parties are more likely to build robust 

organizations if they lack access to state and media substitutes, and second, they are more likely 

to avoid fatal schisms if they have an externally appealing, internally dominant leader. I 

emphasized that new parties born under democracy, because they are more likely to have state or 

media access, are more likely to collapse than those born under liberalizing or competitive 

authoritarian rule.  

 In the book I test to what extent these arguments explain the divergent fates of Latin 

America’s new left contenders by conducting a qualitative comparison of “most similar” cases. 

The most similar method requires me to select two or more cases that represent my population 

(new left contenders in Latin America); that differ on my dependent variable (survival vs. 

collapse); that differ on my independent variables of interest (i.e., access to state or media; 

presence of an externally appealing, internally dominant leader); and that resemble each other, or 

“approximately match,” on as many other potentially relevant independent variables as 

possible.107 I infer from this correlation that variation in my hypothesized explanatory variables 

causes variation in my dependent variable.108  

 In accordance with the most similar method, I have selected four new left contenders: 

Argentina’s FREPASO, Peru’s IU, Brazil’s PT, and Mexico’s PRD. In addition to sharing the 

characteristics common to all new left contenders, these four cases approximately match on a set 

of additional, potentially relevant dimensions (for a discussion of these additional similarities, 

see the empirical overview section at the end of Chapter Two). Yet, they differ on my dependent 

variable: two collapsed within a decade of rising to electoral prominence (FREPASO, IU), while 
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the other two survived their early years of existence and took root for decades as perennial 

electoral contenders (PT, PRD).  

 In an effort to solve my broad empirical puzzle--explaining divergent outcomes between 

Latin America’s new left contenders generally--I devote the bulk of the book to explaining the 

divergent outcomes of these four cases specifically. In other words, the narrow empirical 

question that I thoroughly tackle in this book is: why did FREPASO and IU collapse shortly after 

their initial success, while the PT and PRD survived and took root for decades? 

 In my case studies of these four parties (Chapters Three through Six), I show the causal 

mechanisms of my theoretical arguments at work. The case studies are detailed narrative 

analyses, which trace the causal processes leading from my explanatory variables (access to state 

or media; externally appealing, internally dominant leader) to my dependent variable (survival or 

collapse).109  

 The case studies draw on data from 13-14 months of interviews and archival research in 

Buenos Aires, Argentina; Lima, Peru; São Paulo, Campinas, and Brasilia, Brazil; and Mexico 

City, Mexico. In total, I conducted 85 interviews with party elites, party activists, party 

observers, and country-based scholars, and I examined thousands of documents from official 

party archives, newspaper archives, and interviewees' personal archives. The case study chapters 

draw on numerous additional sources, including dozens of published interviews with party 

members,110 retrospective first-hand testimonies,111 and detailed scholarly analyses conducted by 

party members.112  

 While published first-hand accounts and expert secondary analyses furnished most of the 

evidence necessary for scoring the four cases on my variables,113 interviews and archives 

provided most of the evidence necessary for demonstrating causal mechanisms in my case 
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studies. Interviews present methodological challenges, as ideas and events that may not have 

seemed important to participating actors in the moment (e.g., a party's reliance on mass media or 

quick access to state resources) might come to seem important in retrospect. For this reason, it is 

crucial, in interviews, to pose general, open-ended questions, and to listen for unprompted 

statements, so as to avoid implanting ideas in the interviewee's mind.114 The validity of interview 

evidence also depends on repetition across a diverse range of interviews. Insofar as multiple 

interviewees with different beliefs and loyalties (e.g., radicals and moderates in a particular 

party) independently confirm that a particular meeting occurred, or that a particular line of 

thought prevailed among the party elite or activist base, one can be more confident that the 

interviewees have not erred, confabulated, or provided idiosyncratic, unrepresentative 

interpretations of events.115 

 Still, no interviewing technique can wholly circumvent the problems associated with 

hindsight. Thus, archives are an invaluable source of evidence. Unlike interviews, archives 

reveal what participants and observers thought and expressed in real time, before they knew how 

events would ultimately unfold.116 I draw on contemporaneous sources for each of my case 

chapters. These include, but are not limited to, the following: for Chapter Three (FREPASO), 

The New York Times, Argentine newspapers Clarín, Página/12, and La Crónica, and Argentine 

magazines Gente and Unidos; for Chapter Four (IU), the Lima-based newspaper, La República; 

for Chapter Five (PT), materials from the Perseu Abramo Foundation's Sergio Buarque de 

Holanda Center: Documentation and Political Memory and the Edgar Leuenroth Archive at the 

University of Campinas; and for Chapter Six (PRD), the Mexican magazine, Proceso.117 

<H2> Brief Roadmap and a Note on Scope 
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 The remainder of the book consists of seven chapters. Chapter Two details my theoretical 

arguments, then provides an empirical introduction and overview. As already noted, Chapters 

Three through Six present my case studies of FREPASO, IU, the PT, and the PRD. Chapter 

Seven provides suggestive evidence of generalizability by applying my theoretical arguments to 

shadow cases. Chapter Eight, the conclusion, identifies alternative paths to new left party 

building, discusses theoretical implications, and raises questions for future research. 

 Regarding scope, although I focus on Latin America’s new left contenders in this book, 

my theoretical arguments do not apply exclusively to the Latin American new left. On the 

contrary, my relatively narrow empirical focus serves a broader purpose: to identify conditions 

for the survival of new partisan contenders generally--that is, to new partisan contenders across 

world regions, historical periods, and the ideological spectrum. 
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Appendix 1118 

<H1> Democracy, Authoritarianism, Civil War/Major Insurgency in Latin America (1978-2005) 

<H2> Argentina 

1978-1983: Authoritarianism 

1983-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Bolivia 

1978-1985: Authoritarianism 

1982-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Brazil 

1978-1985: Authoritarianism 

1985-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Chile 

1978-1990: Authoritarianism 

1990-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Colombia 

1978-2005: Civil war/major insurgency 

<H2> Costa Rica 

1978-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Dominican Republic 

1978-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Ecuador 

1978-1979: Authoritarianism 

1979-2005: Democracy 
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<H2> El Salvador 

1978-1980: Authoritarianism 

1980-1992: Civil war/major insurgency 

1992-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Guatemala 

1978-1996: Civil war/major insurgency 

1996-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Honduras 

1978-1982: Authoritarianism 

1982-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Mexico 

1978-2000: Authoritarianism 

2000-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Nicaragua 

1978-1979: Civil war/major insurgency 

1979-1981: Authoritarianism 

1981-1989: Civil war/major insurgency 

1989-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Panama 

1978-1989: Authoritarianism 

1989-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Paraguay 

1978-1989: Authoritarianism 
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1989-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Peru 

1978-1980: Authoritarianism 

1980-1992: Civil war/major insurgency119 

1992-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Uruguay 

1978-1985: Authoritarianism 

1985-2005: Democracy 

<H2> Venezuela 

1978-2005: Democracy 
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Chapter Two: Democracy Against Parties: Why Some New Parties Collapse and Others 

Survive120 

 A single theoretical question lies at the heart of this book: why do some new partisan 

contenders collapse, while others survive? Let us begin by noting that new partisan contenders 

collapse in two primary ways: they suffer electoral crises121 and do not survive (“electoral 

collapse”), or they suffer fatal schisms (“collapse by schism”). In this chapter, I argue that to 

prevent electoral collapse, new partisan contenders need strong organizations, and to avoid 

collapse by schism, they need sources of cohesion. The chapter, then, deals with two central 

questions: under what conditions do new partisan contenders build strong organizations, and 

what factors generate cohesion in new partisan contenders? We will address them in turn.    

<H1> Conditions for Organization Building 

 One might assume that new parties benefit from receiving positive mass media publicity 

and from winning national elections. New parties certainly seem to act on this assumption; as a 

rule, they energetically seek out mass media opportunities, and if they are remotely able, they try 

to win national elections. I argue, though, that media-fueled voter support and early access to the 

state paradoxically hurt new parties. Why should this be so? 

 In answering this question, it is useful to begin by recognizing that almost all 

institutionalized political parties have a large partisan electoral base. To survive in the long term, 

parties need partisan voters, or individuals who feel an attachment to the party and thus 

consistently turn out to support it. The key to building a partisan electoral base, as suggested in 

Chapter One, lies in the development of a partisan brand (Lupu 2014, 2016a, 2016b). A party’s 

brand, as I noted, is the image of it that voters develop by observing its behavior over time. To 

build a strong brand, a new party must distinguish itself from other parties, and more importantly 
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for our purposes, it must behave consistently over time, showing commitment to a particular 

program, sociocultural group, or political personality for years.122  

 It follows that parties are rarely born with strong brands.123 This point bears emphasis. 

The early (or “formative”) years of party development are unique because, during this time, party 

brands tend to be works-in-progress and thus are relatively weak and fragile. Consequently, 

during their formative periods, parties are more prone to electoral crisis than they are once they 

have become institutionalized. New parties frequently either fail to take off electorally or 

hemorrhage voter support after achieving initial success. Existing analyses of party breakdown 

tend to focus on the causes of such electoral crises.124 But, as I suggested in Chapter One, when 

new parties electorally flop or collapse, as they often do, it is not merely because of electoral 

crises; it is also because they are ill-equipped to survive them. Nevertheless, relatively few 

scholars have analyzed the factors that affect whether parties (new or established) survive 

electoral crises.125 Let us ask, then: why do some new parties disappear or collapse after electoral 

crises, while others persevere and endure? 

<H2> Territorial Organization and Committed Activists 

 The answer is organization. New parties are more likely to withstand electoral crisis if, in 

the initial years of their existence, they build strong organizations, which I define somewhat 

parsimoniously126 as large territorial organizations composed of committed activists.127 

Territorial organizations are networks of activists organized into local nuclei or offices in much 

of the national territory.128 Committed activists (i.e., Panebianco’s [1988] “believers”) are active 

members with ideological or affective attachments to their party--attachments that transcend 

their short-term desire for patronage, wealth, or status, thus elongating their time horizons.129  
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 Large territorial organizations with committed activists benefit parties in various ways. 

Boots on the ground enable parties to disseminate their brand,130 build and sustain clientelist 

linkages,131 and mobilize voters for elections.132 According to Tavits (2013), party/voter linkages 

established through grassroots organizational work tend to be stronger than those established 

through media appeals, making territorially organized parties less susceptible--although far from 

immune--to electoral crisis (24-36). Territorial organization also facilitates the capture of 

subnational office, which allows parties to demonstrate the capacity to govern.133  

 Most importantly for our purposes, territorial organizations with committed activists help 

new parties to survive electoral crisis. This claim finds broad support in existing party literature, 

as numerous influential studies--including several book-length ones (e.g., Meneguello 1989; 

Tavits 2013; Cyr 2017)--have centrally emphasized the role of organizational strength in party 

survival. Tavits (2013), in her analysis of party trajectories in Eastern Europe’s new 

democracies, argues that parties with large memberships and extensive networks of local offices 

are “more likely to…survive as significant players in the electoral arena” (2). Cyr (2017), in 

analyzing the fates of discredited established parties in Latin America, shows that organizational 

resources facilitate party survival and revival.  

 By what mechanisms does organizational strength help new parties to survive electoral 

crises? Let us begin by observing that for new parties, electoral crisis generally takes one of two 

forms: either a new party fares unexpectedly poorly in its first election or two, or it takes off 

electorally but quickly hemorrhages support. Either scenario implies early brand failure: in the 

first scenario, the party fails to develop an effective brand early on, while in the second, the party 

quickly develops an effective brand but subsequently dilutes it. As already noted, Lupu (2016a) 

argues that parties with failed brands can maintain electoral support if they perform well in 
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government. But what if a new party with a failed brand also performs poorly in government? 

Or, what if such a party has not made it into government and thus has no performance record?  

 I argue that such new parties are not necessarily doomed. To be sure, the combination of 

a failed brand and a weak or nonexistent performance record is likely to prove fatal for a new 

party that is just a brand. But if a new party is more than a brand--i.e., if it is an organization, 

too--it can survive an electoral crisis. This is for two main reasons. First, brand failure, quite 

simply, does not imply organizational failure. When party brands fail, territorial organizations 

may remain intact, especially if party activists are ideologues or believers. Such activists, as 

noted, have long time horizons.134 If their party experiences a crushing defeat or spends a long 

period in the political wilderness, they are more likely than patronage seekers to “stick it out.” 

They may prepare for imminent elections at a different level of government (e.g., municipal 

instead of national). They may bide their time and wait for an election scheduled several years in 

the future. Because they are interested in more than just elections, they may shift their focus to 

non-electoral activities in the short term (e.g., engaging in social movement activities, doing 

organizational work for the party). 

 Second, as noted, territorial organization facilitates the capture of subnational office.135 

This matters for new party survival. As Cyr (2017) has observed, when organizationally strong 

parties suffer national electoral crises, they tend to remain electorally competitive at the 

subnational level in their territorial bastions. Thus, they can fall back on local and state 

governments that they control, or they can shift their attention to--and seek to rebuild themselves 

by--winning subnational elections.  

 Organizationally weak new parties lack these survival mechanisms. New parties with no 

territorial organization at all (e.g., many media-based parties) depend on their brands or 
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performance. If they do not achieve and maintain success in one of these areas, they are likely to 

fold, having no activist networks or subnational governments to fall back on. Parties that do have 

territorial organization, but whose members are patronage seekers rather than believers, are also 

vulnerable. In such cases, party workers serve their individual careers, not a higher cause, and 

thus are more liable to defect if the party electorally underperforms.136 

 In sum, new parties with territorial organizations composed of committed activists are 

more durable than those without them. Although a handful of new partisan contenders with weak 

organizations have taken root in contemporary Latin America (e.g., PPD in Chile, PSDB in 

Brazil), such cases are the exception. Nearly all cases of survival--from the PT, PRD and FMLN 

on the left to ARENA and the UDI on the right--built and benefited from strong organizations 

during their formative years.137 We therefore turn to the question: under what conditions do new 

parties with territorial organization and committed activists emerge? 

<H3> State, Media, and Incentives for Organization Building 

 Territorial organization building is a costly endeavor, for two broad reasons. First, 

investing in party organization requires significant time and labor. Party builders must recruit 

and incorporate masses of members; house, equip, and staff local offices; establish vertical and 

perhaps horizontal lines of communication across party organs; develop formal or informal 

mechanisms for taking collective decisions and resolving conflicts; and procure financing for 

offices, communication, transportation, and salaries, often through membership dues and small 

donations. These processes take time, require large amounts of volunteer labor, and depend on 

the donation and pooling of resources.  

 Second, territorial organizations reduce elite nimbleness and autonomy, as party elites 

must, in some way or another, be accountable to the masses of activists who have joined and 
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helped to build the party.138 Large activist bases may demand institutions of internal democracy 

that prolong collective decision making. Party activists also tend to be more ideological than 

ordinary voters. Thus, they often pressure elites to select candidates and take policy stances that 

turn off voters in the general electorate.139  

 For all of the above reasons--i.e., the time, labor, and reduced elite nimbleness and 

autonomy associated with organization building--new parties that invest in territorial 

organization tend to make slow electoral progress, at best. Thus, I argue, politicians who can win 

and maintain office without making significant investments in territorial organization are likely 

to do so.  

 There are two main alternative routes to electoral success, both of which tend to be 

quicker, easier, and more vote-maximizing in the short term than organization building. These 

are (1) the use of state resources and infrastructure for electoral purposes140 and (2) the use of 

mass media appeals.141 Let us discuss both routes in turn.142  

 In the developing world, politicians in office often use the state as a “substitute” for 

parties (Hale 2006). Such politicians siphon public money for campaign financing, deploy 

government employees as campaigners, recruit candidates from government agencies, and use 

public buildings as campaign offices. Since investing in party organization would take longer, 

require more fundraising, and impose tighter constraints on elite nimbleness and flexibility, these 

politicians tend to forgo party organization building altogether, and to rely on the use of state 

resources and infrastructure to win elections.  

 Hale (2006) finds, for example, that after the collapse of the Soviet Union, federal and 

provincial politicians in post-Soviet Russia systematically used the state--and, to a lesser extent, 

private businesses143--as party substitutes. They opted not to invest in party organization building 
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and consolidated their electoral support by mobilizing bureaucratic agencies and diverting state 

monies for electoral purposes. This dynamic, Hale argues, helps to explain why strong parties, by 

and large, did not emerge in early post-Soviet Russia. 

 Hale’s argument has an important logical implication. If access to state resources 

weakens electoral incentives for party organization building, lack of access to state resources 

strengthens those incentives. Indeed, an extended period in the opposition often serves as a 

blessing in disguise for office seekers. Such office seekers cannot tap the state for funds, 

campaigners and candidates. Effectively, they lack access to a major party substitute that can 

hinder the construction of territorial party organizations.  

 Yet, in the contemporary period, office seekers who are in the opposition and therefore 

lack access to state resources do not necessarily need a ground organization to appeal to masses 

of voters. Why? The answer, as numerous scholars have argued, is mass media (Katz 1990; 

Levitsky and Cameron 2003; Mainwaring and Zoco 2007). Brazilian ex-president Fernando 

Henrique Cardoso memorably stated in the late 1980s, “a TV channel is worth more than a 

party.”144 Given the extensive reach of radio, television and (more recently) internet and social 

media in the contemporary developing world, media-savvy political entrepreneurs can win major 

elections (including presidential elections) through mass media appeals, with little or no party 

organization behind them. They can appeal to millions of voters instantaneously, autonomously, 

and without the need for canvassing. Elite incentives to build and maintain territorial party 

organizations have therefore seriously weakened, and media-based parties and candidacies have 

proliferated across the world.  

 It is relevant to highlight, in this connection, that media-based new opposition parties and 

candidates tend to rise rapidly. Often, they quickly attain electoral dominance among a particular 
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constituency. This matters because ideologically proximate elites and activists--including those 

who would have preferred investing in party organization building--must either ride on the 

bandwagon of the ascendant media-based party or remain electorally marginal. Consequently, 

where media-based new parties skyrocket to prominence, there is insufficient time and electoral 

space (i.e., there is no opportunity) for other territorially organized parties to develop and 

grow.145 By contrast, in contexts where the political opposition lacks state and media access, the 

only new parties capable of rising electorally are those that build territorial organizations.  

 Where do conditions of low state and media access arise? Before the age of mass media, 

new opposition parties across the world could not challenge established regimes or governing 

parties unless they built large territorial organizations.146 Thus, during the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries, territorially organized opposition parties formed across the ideological spectrum in 

Western Europe. Examples include the mass confessional parties of Belgium, the Netherlands, 

Austria, Germany, and Italy147 and their labor-based counterparts (e.g., the British Labour Party, 

the German Social Democratic Party). 

 In the contemporary era, many office-seeking opposition groups have access to mass 

media, but crucially, not all do. In a significant number of contemporary polities, major media 

outlets deny access to some or all opposition parties and either ignore them or provide negative 

coverage of them. A disproportionate number of these polities are not full democracies (e.g., 

Ukraine under President Leonid Kuchma; Malaysia under the governing Barisan Nasional [BN]; 

Peru under President Alberto Fujimori), although some are full democracies in which mass 

media, despite the absence of external inducements and pressures, systematically oppose certain 

parties or political causes.148 Such circumstances make it difficult or impossible for media-based 
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new partisan contenders to emerge, and provide opposition office-seekers with a strong electoral 

incentive to invest in territorial organization.  

 Under these circumstances, the same opposition forces also tend to have strong 

extraelectoral incentives to invest in territorial organization. Denial of access to mass media 

feeds a narrative of adversity and unfairness and often goes along with other difficult conditions 

(e.g., resource disadvantage, fraud, repression) that reinforce this narrative. Opposition forces 

may conclude that elections are rigged, and that they need territorial organization to guard voting 

booths (e.g., Mexico’s PRD), mobilize for protest (e.g., Brazil’s PT; Mexico’s PRD; Bolivia’s 

MAS), or even engage in armed struggle (e.g., El Salvador’s FMLN; Nicaragua’s FSLN; some 

of the constituent parties of Peru’s IU).  

 In short, we must qualify the influential argument that media has eliminated incentives 

for party building (cf. Mainwaring and Zoco 2007). While it is true that the spread of mass media 

technologies has inhibited party building in the contemporary developing world, it is also true 

that opposition office seekers still lack mass media access in a significant subset of cases. These 

conditions, paradoxically, have facilitated the creation of robust new partisan contenders by 

preventing the emergence of media-based new partisan contenders and strengthening incentives 

for office seekers to invest in territorial party organization. 

 Having addressed where territorial organization comes from, let us turn to the question, 

where do committed activists come from? To a substantial extent, committed party activists 

emerge from the same adverse conditions that give rise to territorial party organizations. There 

are two mechanisms at play here. First, adverse conditions select for committed activists. In new 

parties born without state and media access, material resources are limited,149 and electoral 

progress is uncertain and slow. Consequently, these new parties cannot provide selective 
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incentives (e.g., elected office, patronage appointments) to most activists in the short term. Such 

new parties therefore tend not to attract patronage seekers and short-term opportunists. They 

must rely on leaders and volunteer activists whose convictions trump their short-term ambitions. 

As a rule, only individuals who are committed to the party’s higher cause are willing to stake 

their political fortunes on, or volunteer their time and labor to, a new party with limited material 

resources and weak, uncertain electoral prospects.150  

 Second, conditions of low state and media access help to generate the higher causes that 

motivate activists. The existence of a large corps of believers presupposes a higher cause--that is, 

a cause for masses of individuals to believe in. Parties must provide some type of incentive to 

activists, and if they cannot provide selective incentives (e.g., electoral success, jobs, money), 

they must offer collective incentives: an identity and/or set of goals shared widely by party 

activists, which transcend individuals' desire for wealth, power, and status.151  

 Higher causes can come from ideologies. According to Hanson (2010), the 

transformational ideologies of French Republicanism, Russian Communism, and German 

Nazism facilitated party survival in contexts of extreme political instability and uncertainty by 

providing activists with “long-term visions of the political future” and therefore artificially 

elongating their time horizons (xxvi).  

 More importantly for our purposes, though, higher causes can also emerge from periods 

of intense polarization and conflict.152 High-stakes conflicts such as civil wars, revolutions, 

populist movements, and anti-authoritarian struggles stir passions, cement loyalties, and help to 

mobilize the founding generation of activists who are so vital to building robust party 

organizations. As I will detail below, conditions of low state and media access are empirically 

associated with anti-authoritarian struggle. 
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 Before proceeding, let me highlight that I am treating rank-and-file ideologues as 

beneficial rather than harmful to new parties. In doing so, I am making a fairly atypical argument 

within existing party literature. Quite a few scholars have found that the presence of ideologues 

negatively affects new parties in various ways (e.g., Kitschelt 1989; Greene 2007; Tavits 

2013).153 I offer a contrasting perspective, positing and attempting to show empirically that, at 

least at the ground level, ideologues decisively contribute to new party survival.  

<H3> Mobilizing Structures and Means for Organization Building 

 To succeed in building territorial organizations, new parties need means in addition to 

incentives. As noted in Chapter One, mobilizing structures (i.e., preexisting organizations such 

as unions) provide these means.154 More specifically, mobilizing structures furnish new parties 

with personnel (local activist networks, experienced elites); infrastructure (buildings, offices, 

vehicles, computers, telephones, fax machines); institutions of collective decision making; and 

visibility, credibility, and constituency ties. They therefore reduce the costs and help to solve the 

coordination problems inherent in organization building. If politicians cannot inherit or 

appropriate preexisting organizations and deploy them for partisan ends, they may find 

organization building prohibitively costly or simply impossible. 

 Although the state apparatus itself sometimes serves as a platform for organization 

building,155 mobilizing structures tend to come from civil society organizations such as trade 

unions,156 peasant associations,157 social movements (e.g., ecological, indigenous),158 churches 

and church groups,159 guerrilla armies,160 paramilitary networks,161 and more. Numerous 

comparative studies have demonstrated that access to mobilizing structures often makes the 

difference between successful and unsuccessful party building, whether in Europe,162 Africa,163 

or Latin America.164 Of the nine surviving new left contenders in Latin America, seven had a 
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clear organizational inheritance (i.e., all except Chile’s PPD and Costa Rica’s PAC), and most of 

these drew from civil society--e.g., unions and social movements (Brazil’s PT, Mexico’s PRD, 

Bolivia’s MAS), guerrilla armies (FMLN, FSLN).165 (See Appendix 2.) 

<Figure 2.1 about here> 

<H3> Democracy Against Parties 

 My argument so far is that new parties are more likely to build strong organizations if 

they lack state and media access. Herein lies the central problem identified in the book: new 

parties born under democracy are more likely to have state and media access, and therefore less 

likely to build strong organizations, than new parties born under certain forms of authoritarian 

rule. Why?  

 By definition, authoritarian regimes exclude the political opposition from state structures 

either by banning multiparty elections (e.g., China); or by filtering out ideologically 

unacceptable candidates (e.g., Iran); or, more commonly in the post-Cold War era, by tilting the 

electoral playing field against the opposition through tactics such as fraud, repression, and the 

politically discriminatory use of courts, bureaucratic agencies, and public funds.166 

Contemporary authoritarian regimes place particular emphasis on limiting opponents’ media 

access. Through selective licensing, bribes, sanctions, and outright ownership of major media 

companies, they ensure that national media support the regime and ignore or criticize the 

opposition.167  

 By contrast, democracies permit multiparty elections and open contestation and protect 

basic civil liberties including freedom of speech and the press. Consequently, new opposition 

parties under democracy are more likely to gain media visibility, make effective media appeals, 

and win office quickly. Since the onset of the third wave of democratization in Latin America, 
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conditions of open electoral competition and widespread media access have enabled politicians 

of diverse ideological backgrounds to substitute successful mass media appeals for grassroots 

campaigns and in many cases to gain rapid access to state resources and institutions. These elites 

have underinvested in organization building, constructing ephemeral personalistic vehicles (e.g., 

Alberto Fujimori’s C-90 and Alejandro Toledo’s PP in Peru; Fernando Collor’s PRN in Brazil) 

or organizationally weak “flash” parties (e.g., Colombia’s AD M-19; Argentina’s FREPASO).  

 I am not arguing that authoritarianism as such is more conducive to successful party 

building than democracy. Rather, I am arguing that certain types of authoritarianism are. 

Authoritarian regimes vary widely, and many inhibit party building. Some authoritarian regimes 

weaken or destroy opposition parties.168 Others are so repressive as to make even clandestine 

party building virtually impossible (e.g., Cuba). With the exception of insurgent successor parties 

(e.g., FMLN, FSLN), opposition party building under authoritarianism is most likely to occur in 

contexts of low to moderate repression--e.g., under competitive authoritarian rule (e.g., Mexico 

during the 1980s and 1990s) or during periods of authoritarian liberalization (e.g., Brazil from 

the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s; Chile in the late 1980s). Such contexts are favorable for party 

building because, on the one hand, the opposition does not have access to state and media 

substitutes for organization building, but on the other hand, the opposition does have space to 

engage in political activity, opportunities to contest elections (at least in the near future), non-

electoral incentives to organize, and access to mobilizing structures involved in the struggle for 

democracy.  

 Moreover, state repression actually facilitates organization building when it is low to 

moderate rather than extreme. First, such repression strengthens opposition selection pressures 

by weeding out activists unwilling to face violent attack or imprisonment. Parties born in 
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contexts of violence or repression thus tend to be composed of an unusually large number of 

rank-and-file ideologues.169 Second, such repression leads to an escalation of the political 

conflict between regime and opposition. Under conditions of repression, regime opponents often 

come to see themselves as at war with the regime.170 In effect, facing state violence strengthens 

the higher cause that motivates anti-authoritarian activists.  

 In summary, democracy impedes the formation of durable new partisan contenders. As 

highlighted in Chapter One, while strong parties may be good for democracy, a disproportionate 

number of them find their roots in periods of undemocratic rule.  

<Figure 2.2 about here> 

 How is the argument that I have presented so far distinctive within existing party 

literature? I am not the first scholar to identify organizational strength as a key determinant of 

electoral success and survival,171 or to observe that strong party organizations emerge from 

adversity.172 Indeed, Tavits (2013) advances versions of both claims (although our works differ 

in many particulars173). Yet, the particular cluster of adverse conditions that I identify as 

conducive to successful party building--i.e., lack of access to state resources and mass media, 

plus low to moderate state repression--is distinctive within the literature.174 More distinctive and 

significant is my observation that these ideal conditions for party building tend to arise not under 

democracy but under certain forms of authoritarian rule.  

 Also, various scholars have, like me, argued that events during the formative period of 

party development have lasting effects, and several have, like me, placed explanatory emphasis 

on whether parties originate in or out of office (i.e., internally or externally). I add to these 

arguments in two main ways. First, I show that the formative years--and, more specifically, 

internal or external origins--can dictate whether new parties become institutionalized in the first 
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place. By contrast, scholars such as Duverger (1954), Panebianco (1988), and Shefter (1994) 

take successful party building for granted. They solely investigate institutionalized parties and 

show how variables during the formative period, including internal or external origins, shape 

these parties’ long-term character (i.e., how they “solidify,” to use one of Panebianco’s 

formulations).175 Second, I emphasize that, unlike the historical parties examined by Shefter and 

others, contemporary parties with external origins might still have access to mass media, and 

thus that they might still have weak incentives to invest in organization. In other words, it is not 

merely external origins, but instead the combination of external origins and limited media access, 

that facilitates successful organization building. 

 In closing this section, I would like to make several clarifying remarks. First, democracy 

is not an independent variable in my account. My central independent variables (so far) are state 

and media access. I have simply noted a negative association between these independent 

variables and the regime type, democracy. 

 Second, the relationship between these independent variables and my dependent variable 

(survival vs. collapse) is probabilistic, not deterministic. New partisan contenders born with state 

and/or media access may survive, and those born without state or media access may collapse.176 I 

only argue that those born with state and/or media access are more likely to collapse than those 

that are born without state or media access and do not face extreme repression. Nevertheless, I 

will argue that varying levels of state and media access were outcome-determinative in the cases 

of Argentina’s FREPASO (Chapter Three), Brazil’s PT (Chapter Five), and Mexico’s PRD 

(Chapter Six). 

 Third and finally, although conditions of low state and media access (and moderate 

repression) facilitate successful party building, there are costs to party building under such 
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adverse conditions. Precisely because new parties that face significant adversity tend to attract 

ideologues, not pragmatists, they often evolve into “niche parties” (Greene 2016). Rather than 

targeting the median voter, niche parties tend to remain at the ideological extremes, thereby 

limiting their capacity to win elections. Origins under moderate forms of authoritarianism, then, 

may simultaneously hinder parties’ electoral performance and contribute to their long-term 

survival. Chapters Five and Six, for example, will show that although Mexico’s PRD and 

Brazil’s PT were slow to adopt vote-maximizing strategies (which contributed to successive 

electoral defeats), their niche origins helped them to survive the formative years.  

<H1> Sources of Cohesion 

 So far, I have analyzed why some new partisan contenders, but not others, survive 

electoral crises. But, as I have already noted, electoral crises are not the only triggers of new 

party collapse. After electoral crisis, schism--i.e., the defection of a major leader or faction--is 

the most common trigger.177 It is therefore critical to ask: what factors reduce the likelihood of 

fatal schisms in new partisan contenders? 

 Internal conflict is a normal feature of party life. Parties have to take collective decisions 

on candidate selection, congressional lists, election platforms, alliances, and much more. They 

also have to decide on the rules and procedures for taking these collective decisions. Especially 

in more heterogeneous parties, leaders and factions may conflict in all of the above areas, and 

such conflicts can lead to schism. Schisms, thus, are a risk for political parties.  

 New parties are especially at risk. For one, as we have seen, they typically lack strong 

brands, which in established parties raise the cost of exit for office seekers and patronage 

seekers. New parties also tend to lack institutionalized procedures for collective decision making 

and conflict settlement. Consequently, parties often split shortly after creation, and when they do, 
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they usually fail. Recently in Latin America, numerous prominent new parties have fatally split: 

Venezuela’s Radical Cause (LCR), which attained national relevance in the early 1990s; 

Guatemala’s National Advancement Party (PAN), which won the presidency in 1995; the 

Colombian Green Party (PVC), which finished second in the 2010 presidential election; Union of 

the Democratic Center (UCEDE), Argentina’s third most successful party in the 1980s; and 

Peru’s IU. 

 Notably, new partisan contenders with large territorial organizations, while more durable 

amid electoral crises, are especially prone to fragmentation and schism. Why? First, it is rarely 

feasible to build a large territorial organization without incorporating ideologically, 

socioeconomically and regionally heterogeneous groups.178 Second, as already argued, 

territorially organized parties tend to have a high proportion of ideologues, and ideological 

political movements of all stripes have centrifugal tendencies, as factions may prioritize narrow 

doctrinal purity over pragmatism and compromise. Ideological parties are often plagued by 

sectarianism and internal divisions (e.g., Latin American communist parties).  

 Nevertheless, many new partisan contenders avoid or survive schisms despite having 

large territorial organizations and deep internal divisions. Take Latin America’s new partisan 

contenders. Most of the ones that survived intact and took root were territorially organized and 

factionalized (e.g., Brazil’s PT, El Salvador’s FMLN and ARENA, Chile’s UDI, Mexico’s PRD, 

Nicaragua’s FSLN).179 What explains such variation? 

<H2> Externally Appealing, Internally Dominant Leaders  

 A key variable, I argue, is the type of party leader. As noted in Chapter One, scholars of 

party building tend to shy away from leadership-centered explanations for fear of excessive 

voluntarism and therefore fail to conceptualize differences between leaders systematically. 
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Moreover, those who do focus on the role of leaders tend to view dominant or charismatic 

political leaders as prejudicial to parties.180 According to these scholars, personalistic figures, 

because their appeals are typically non-programmatic, often hinder the development of partisan 

brands. Panebianco (1988) claims that when parties founded by charismatic leaders undergo the 

necessary “transfer of authority from…leader to…party,” “very few…survive.”181  

 These arguments have merit; history offers numerous examples of leaders who have 

abandoned, destroyed, or undermined the authority of their own parties. It is critical to highlight, 

though, that dominant leaders can facilitate party building as well. Indeed, for new partisan 

contenders, such leaders are often essential to survival.182 A large number of the most stable and 

successful parties in the contemporary developing world depended for their initial electoral rise, 

early internal cohesion, and even long-term partisan brand strength on particular leaders.  

 To date, scholars have paid relatively little attention to this fact. Thus, the question, what 

type of leader is good for party building?, remains undertheorized.183 In what follows, I will 

argue that the presence of a particular kind of leader--one who combines external appeal with 

internal dominance--generates robust cohesion in new partisan contenders. How does this 

argument work? 

<H3> Externally Appealing Leaders 

 Largely due to early brand weakness, only a handful of new parties ever take off 

electorally.184 A striking proportion of these new parties owe their initial electoral success not to 

their brand, but to a single externally appealing leader.185 In new parties with weak brands, 

nationally popular leaders appeal to voters outside organized partisan constituencies, lifting these 

otherwise marginal parties to national prominence. In effect, externally appealing leaders 
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substitute for strong partisan brands by delivering votes that the party otherwise would not 

receive.   

 Particularly in presidential systems, the external appeal of party leaders can be a crucial 

source of mass support for incipient parties. As Samuels and Shugart (2010) have shown, 

presidential systems compel parties to nominate politicians with broad popular appeal. Parties 

without viable presidential candidates rarely become electorally competitive, and non-

competitive parties rarely endure. In Latin America, which is universally presidentialist, party 

founders or presidential candidates often have played a crucial role in making new parties 

electorally competitive.186 In special cases, they have laid the foundation for lasting partisan 

brands (e.g., Peronism, Fujimorismo, Chavismo), but even in more institutionalized parties--e.g., 

AP and APRA in Peru; the PLN in Costa Rica; AD and COPEI in Venezuela; the PRD and PLD 

in the Dominican Republic; and, more recently, El Salvador’s ARENA, Brazil’s PT and PSDB, 

and Mexico’s PRD--they have played a vital role in early efforts to mobilize popular support.187 

 In addition to making many new parties electorally viable, popular leaders help to 

generate cohesion in new partisan contenders. Just as strong partisan brands provide electoral 

incentives against defection in established parties, a popular leader’s coattails provide electoral 

incentives against defection in many new parties. In new parties with a popular leader, lower 

elites depend electorally on the leader’s coattails and may hope or expect to receive patronage 

from him/her. Thus, they have electoral and career incentives not to defect, and to remain on 

good terms with the leader.  

 Yet, popular leaders do not necessarily generate cohesion. Indeed, new parties that 

electorally depend on a single leader are vulnerable to fatal schisms; after all, if the electorally 

indispensable leader defects, the party will be likely to collapse. In recent decades, several new 
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partisan contenders in Latin America have collapsed following the defection of an externally 

appealing leader. Peru’s IU disbanded shortly after Barrantes defected in 1989.188 Guatemala’s 

PAN virtually disappeared after Álvaro Arzú and presidential candidate Óscar Berger left the 

party in the early 2000s.189 Colombia’s PVC did not recover from the exit of its presidential 

candidate and best-known figure, Antanas Mockus. In some cases, electorally indispensable 

leaders become embroiled in irresolvable conflicts with vital rival factions, and the resulting 

impasse leads to a fatal split. Venezuela’s LCR, for example, collapsed after popular leader, 

Andrés Velásquez, expelled the party’s core radical bloc due to ideological differences and a 

personal rivalry with radical leader, Pablo Medina.190 

 My central argument is that if leaders combine external appeal with internal dominance, 

the risk of such schisms decreases substantially. This leads to several questions: What is internal 

dominance? Where does it come from? By what mechanisms do externally appealing, internally 

dominant leaders reduce the likelihood of schism in new partisan contenders? 

<H3> Internal Dominance 

 An internally dominant leader is a leader with uncontested, preeminent power in a party--

who, in common parlance, stands “head and shoulders” above the rest of the party elite. When a 

single figure dominates, no other elite can seriously contend for the lead nomination (e.g., the 

presidential nomination in presidential systems) or advocate for the leader’s expulsion without 

being marginalized. A party cannot make major decisions that go against the will of an internally 

dominant leader.  

 Internal power comes from multiple sources. One source, undoubtedly, is external appeal, 

which, as already noted, enables leaders to control the electoral fortunes and public sector careers 

of lower elites. If a singularly popular leader defects from a party, lower elites will lose votes and 
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patronage opportunities. Thus, in a new party with a highly popular leader, lower elites have 

material incentives to remain in the party and accommodate the leader. They may support him in 

internal debates despite disagreeing with his views or support her presidential nomination despite 

otherwise preferring a different candidate. 

 Nevertheless, electoral indispensability does not necessarily make a leader internally 

dominant. Why? First, in some parties, important factions are not fundamentally driven by 

electoral incentives (e.g., Mexico’s early PRD; Peru’s IU; Venezuela’s LCR). To the extent that 

party members are ideologues rather than pragmatists, they will assign less weight to a leader’s 

external appeal in their decision-making calculi, reducing the leader’s internal leverage.  

 Second, and more centrally for our purposes, externally appealing leaders may lack 

additional or supplemental characteristics (i.e., characteristics other than external appeal) that are 

critical for maximizing internal support and leverage. Internal power comes from numerous, 

potentially complementary sources, and external appeal is just one. Internal dominance requires 

additional sources. What are some of these additional sources? 

 I highlight three. The first is crossfactional ties. In internally riven parties, a leader who 

has productive, constructive relationships with all top factional leaders, and therefore can act as a 

hub in crossfactional discussions and negotiations, may be “indispensable” for mediating 

disputes and brokering accords (Ansell and Fish 1999). Such a leader, naturally, gains leverage 

over elites who value party unity. Leaders who disengage from internal party affairs, or who lack 

or fail to maintain constructive, working relationships with major factions, cannot serve as 

crossfactional mediators and brokers (e.g., Barrantes of Peru’s IU; Andrés Velásquez of 

Venezuela’s LCR; Óscar Berger of Guatemala’s PAN).  
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 A leader does not necessarily need charisma or ideological appeal to establish 

crossfactional ties.191 In recent decades, a number of high-profile party leaders who succeeded in 

developing hub-and-spokes relations across factionalized parties were not especially charismatic 

or ideologically representative, nor did they control significant patronage resources, during their 

ascent (e.g., François Mitterand of France’s Socialists, Helmut Kohl of Germany’s Christian 

Democrats, Carlos Menem of Argentina’s Peronists).192 

 Because it takes time to develop crossfactional ties, a leader with strong preexisting 

crossfactional ties may be essential in the case of new parties. Here, one finds variation. Some 

leaders have strong preexisting crossfactional ties, often because they led their parties’ formative 

struggles and, in this role, closely collaborated with various secondary leaders and feeder groups 

(e.g., Lula of Brazil’s PT). Other leaders do not. In fact, in certain cases, individuals are chosen 

to lead new parties precisely because they are relative outsiders, lack ties to all major factions, 

and thus do not empower any one faction at the expense of others (e.g., Barrantes of Peru’s IU). 

 Moral authority is a second internal power source. Moral authority means credibility and 

respect among party activists, usually due to one’s pre-party background. Here, too, one finds 

variation. Many figures become party leaders despite lacking moral authority (e.g., Josef Stalin 

of the Soviet Communist Party; Helmut Kohl of Germany’s Christian Democrats).193 This may 

be especially likely to happen when a new party intentionally chooses a neutral outsider as leader 

(e.g., Barrantes of Peru’s IU). By contrast, some party leaders command deep respect or 

reverence among the base. A subset of these have a quasi-mystical quality: they are seen by party 

activists as fundamental to party identity or as the incarnation of its higher cause. Such stature 

may stem from revolutionary ancestry (e.g., Cárdenas of Mexico’s PRD); class status (e.g., Lula 

of Brazil’s PT); heroism (e.g., Charles de Gaulle of France’s Republicans); hardship (e.g., 
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Nelson Mandela of South Africa’s African National Congress); or leadership in the party’s 

formative struggles (e.g., Lula; Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe African National Union). Moral 

authority can also be rooted in personal charisma.194 

 A third internal power source is ideological representativeness. Although internal 

attitudes are usually heterogeneous, and although leaders tend to have significant programmatic 

autonomy from the base,195 ideological representativeness of one’s party matters. Naturally, 

leaders tend to be more internally appealing and to command broader internal support insofar as 

their views and positions correspond to those of the party elite and rank and file. To the extent 

that their views and positions deviate from prevailing stances among party members, they are 

more vulnerable to internal challenges (e.g., Barrantes of Peru’s IU) and to irresolvable conflict 

with vital factions (e.g., LCR’s Andrés Velásquez).  

<Figure 2.3 about here> 

 In sum, internal power does not come from external appeal alone. It also comes from 

crossfactional ties, moral authority and ideological representativeness. Each of these sources of 

internal power is potentially independent of the others,196 although some often reinforce 

others.197 Regardless, these sources contribute to a leader’s internal power independently of each 

other, and I will treat them as having approximately equal weight. The more of these sources, 

and the more of each source, that a leader has, the more internally powerful s/he will be. 

Consequently, new party leaders, even externally appealing ones, vary on the spectrum of 

internal power. Simply put, some are internally dominant, while others are not. For new partisan 

contenders, this variation can make the difference between fatal schism and survival. 

<Figure 2.4 about here> 

<H3> How externally appealing, internally dominant leaders prevent schisms 
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 Externally appealing, internally dominant leaders considerably reduce the likelihood of 

fatal schisms in new partisan contenders. Beyond furnishing coattails and dispensing patronage, 

they facilitate collective decision making and prevent conflict from emerging, escalating, or 

going unresolved. How? 

 A key difference between new and institutionalized parties is that very few new parties --

especially those that are heterogeneous and mass-based--have efficient, routinized, collective 

decision-making procedures. Often, new party factions, drawn from diverse regions, classes, and 

sectors, lack horizontal ties to each other. Although some parties eventually develop strong 

internal institutions,198 new parties must do so from scratch and avoid alienating major factions 

in the process. Internal institution building, thus, is delicate and gradual. Many new parties 

simply lack formal procedures in key areas (e.g., Venezuela’s LCR;199 Mexico’s early PRD200). 

Some make decisions by elite consensus or supermajority (e.g., Peru’s IU, Venezuela’s LCR). 

Almost none have high-quality internal democracies.201 As a result, new parties frequently 

cannot, through institutional channels, aggregate members’ preferences, collectively decide and 

act, and adjudicate conflicts. In such circumstances, schism becomes a risk, as important 

conflicts may go unresolved, and important reforms may be stymied.  

 Externally appealing, internally dominant leaders help to solve these problems. First, they 

found and anchor dominant factions, which control parties’ internal machinery and facilitate 

collective action and decision making (e.g., the PT’s Lula; the PRD’s Cárdenas).202 Second, they 

shape and even dictate the outcome of internal debates (e.g., on campaign strategy; on alliances). 

Leaders with moral authority, for example, can convince factional leaders to make concessions, 

or to moderate or change platforms, to broaden their parties’ popular appeal (e.g., the PT’s Lula 

in the early 2000s).203 Internally dominant leaders sometimes utilize their control over the 
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distribution of party candidacies and posts as leverage in internal debates (e.g., the PRD’s 

Cárdenas). The inability to shape internal party debates in these ways may motivate a leader to 

defect (e.g., IU’s Barrantes).  

 Third, an internally dominant leader can informally function as a party’s preference 

aggregator, decision maker, and final arbiter. In parties with little internal democracy and weak 

horizontal ties between factions, a leader with strong crossfactional links can collect a wide 

range of viewpoints and preferences and factor them into party decision making (e.g., the PRD’s 

Cárdenas). Crucially, internally dominant leaders are given significant leeway to take decisions 

and actions in the name of their parties (e.g., Victor Raúl Haya de la Torre in Peru’s APRA; Juan 

Perón in Argentina’s PJ; Roberto D’Aubuisson in El Salvador’s ARENA; Jaime Guzmán in 

Chile’s UDI; the PRD’s Cárdenas; the PT’s Lula). In some cases, their word is effectively law, 

meaning that they can arbitrate conflict and impose party lines (including controversial ones) 

unilaterally. Morally authoritative leaders are less likely to be viewed as fakes, traitors, or 

sellouts if they seek to modify their party’s ideological or programmatic agenda over time, or if, 

for practical gain, they act contrary to base-level preferences or sacrifice party principles and 

precedents (e.g., the PT’s Lula in the early 2000s).204 If denied such freedom of action and 

maneuvering room, leaders are more liable to defect (e.g., IU’s Barrantes) or come to an impasse 

with a vital rival faction (e.g., LCR’s Andrés Velásquez).  

 In short, just as electorally indispensable leaders substitute for partisan brands, internally 

dominant leaders--in all the above ways--substitute for institutions of collective decision making 

and conflict resolution and, in doing so, help parties to “speak in a single voice” and withstand 

internal conflict. 
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 Fourth, and crucially, in presidential systems, externally appealing, internally dominant 

leaders tend to win their parties’ presidential nominations with limited internal contestation or 

dissent (e.g., the PT’s Lula; the PRD’s Cárdenas). As a result, their parties rarely suffer crippling 

nomination battles. This is critical for cohesion, given that presidential candidate selection is a 

winner-take-all choice with singularly high stakes. Party leaders who are not internally dominant, 

even if they are electorally indispensable, may face serious opposition in their pursuit of 

presidential nominations (e.g., IU’s Barrantes). In such cases, schism may result, as whoever is 

not nominated, or fears not being nominated, might defect (e.g., Barrantes). 

 Before concluding this section, I want to make two clarifying points. First, my 

leadership-centered argument is primarily structuralist, not voluntarist. To be sure, a leader’s 

internal dominance is not wholly static; external events, as well as a leader’s own contingent 

decisions, can lead to short-term changes in his/her crossfactional ties, moral authority, and 

ideological representativeness. Nevertheless, a leader’s prior endowments (e.g., preexisting 

crossfactional ties, political background) largely determine the parameters and likelihood of such 

change. It is much easier to maintain and build on preexisting crossfactional ties, for example, 

than to establish crossfactional ties from scratch after a party is founded. Similarly, it is much 

easier to establish moral authority if one has a symbolically resonant pedigree, or a background 

as a hero or leader of a political or social movement. Internal dominance, then, is seldom a pure 

product of individual effort, prudence or savvy. It tends to be based, in large measure, on 

objective endowments: electoral clout, preexisting crossfactional links, ancestry, and 

backgrounds of leadership, heroism, or hardship. 

 Second, externally appealing, internally dominant leaders are neither necessary nor 

sufficient for preventing new party schisms. New partisan contenders may avoid schisms in the 
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absence of such a leader, and they may suffer fatal schisms despite the presence of such a leader. 

My argument here is, again, probabilistic: externally appealing, internally dominant leaders 

reduce the likelihood of fatal schisms in new partisan contenders. I will argue, though, that the 

role of the leader was outcome-determinative in the cases of Peru’s IU (Chapter Four), Brazil’s 

PT (Chapter Five), and Mexico’s PRD (Chapter Six). 

<H1> Survival after the Formative Period 

 What happens to parties after the formative period? The conditions that lead new parties 

to build strong organizations, and that help them to avoid schisms, do not necessarily last more 

than five or ten years. Parties that are born without media and state access later gain access (e.g., 

the PT, the PRD). The formative struggles that produce higher causes end or subside (e.g., civil 

wars in El Salvador and Nicaragua; Brazil’s new union movement; Mexico’s pro-Cárdenas 

movement; Bolivia’s water and gas wars and regional autonomy protests). Externally appealing, 

internally dominant founding leaders die, retreat from active involvement, or even defect (e.g., 

Cárdenas in 2014). What factors, then, enable parties to survive in the decades after the 

formative period?  

 I identify two main ones. The first and most important is the development and 

maintenance of a strong brand. As noted earlier in this chapter, parties must demonstrate 

consistency over a span of years in order to develop a strong brand. Thus, parties are rarely born 

with strong brands, and they often depend on the coattails of popular leaders for electoral 

relevance during their initial years of existence. Yet, of the new partisan contenders that survive 

their first five to ten years, many succeed in developing strong brands by consistently supporting 

particular policies or ideals during this embryonic period. Voters learn what they stand for and 

come to believe that just as they have consistently behaved a certain way in the past, they will 
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continue to behave that way in the future. A segment of the electorate--drawn from the 

population of voters who prefer them to other parties--thereby develops partisan attachments.205 

 Brand strength is critical for survival after the formative decade, when parties cannot 

necessarily count on the particular set of external conditions, or on the particular externally 

appealing leader, responsible for lifting them to electoral prominence. By providing a high and 

relatively stable electoral floor, strong brands reduce the likelihood of electoral collapse and elite 

defection in the longer term.  

 There is no guarantee, of course, that new partisan contenders will develop strong brands 

during their first five to ten years of existence, or that, if they do, they will maintain them in 

subsequent decades. Insofar as parties do not develop or maintain strong partisan brands, they 

will remain electorally dependent on performance, popular candidates, and/or particular external 

conditions, leaving them vulnerable to collapse if they perform poorly; if those popular 

candidates die, defect, or retire; or if the relevant external circumstances change. Mexico’s PRD, 

for example, diluted its brand after surviving the formative decade and became electorally 

dependent on a popular candidate (i.e., Andrés Manuel López Obrador). López Obrador’s 2012 

defection and 2018 presidential victory on a non-PRD ticket are likely to kill the PRD (see 

Chapter Six).  

 A second factor that contributes to survival after the formative period is continued 

organizational strength. As argued earlier in this chapter, it is hard to build a large territorial 

organization. Yet, parties that build such organizations tend to maintain them if they survive their 

first five to ten years of existence. One of the main causes, paradoxically, is that organizationally 

strong parties often gain access to state resources after five to ten years, and access to state 
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resources, while inhibiting organization building, facilitates organizational maintenance and 

expansion. Why?  

 In the long run, parties do not run purely on enthusiasm and collective incentives. As 

noted earlier, the adverse conditions that select for believers and produce their higher causes end 

or subside, and thus, both a party’s internal demand for believers and the external supply of 

believers tend to diminish over time (without necessarily disappearing). At the same time, 

though, as parties develop their brands and win more elections, they come to have more selective 

incentives at their disposal--i.e., greater access to elected office, more public sector positions to 

distribute, and more public financing, which allows them to expand their organizational reach 

and create more paid positions within the party organization. They can use public and party 

patronage to attract new activists and retain the services of old ones. Both the PT and PRD, for 

example, have distributed tens of thousands of public sector positions to party loyalists and 

utilized public party funds to finance the organizational penetration of new regions and localities 

(see Chapters Five and Six). 

 Territorial organization does not merely help new parties to survive initially; it also 

contributes to success and survival after the formative period. As discussed earlier in this 

chapter, territorial organization helps new parties to spread their brand, build strong party/voter 

linkages, construct and nurture clientele networks, and win subnational elections in territorial 

bastions. Winning subnational elections, as noted, not only gives parties an opportunity to 

demonstrate the capacity for governance, it also, per Cyr (2017), fortifies parties--including 

established ones--in the event of national electoral crises. 

 In sum, the conditions for electoral success and internal cohesion change after the first 

five to ten years. As parties exit the formative period, strong brands become critical, giving 
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parties stable electoral floors and furnishing incentives against elite defection. Patronage and 

public finance also become critical, greasing the wheels of party machinery after formative 

struggles have subsided. But new parties have to build territorial organizations in the first place, 

and they need sources of cohesion while their brands are still fragile and under construction. 

Thus, the explanatory variables that I have highlighted in this chapter--low state and media 

access; externally appealing, internally dominant leaders--are critical for the survival of new 

partisan contenders.   

<H1> Empirical Overview 

 Having detailed my theoretical arguments, I turn now to an overview of my core 

empirical analysis (Chapters Three through Six), in which I conduct a qualitative, most similar 

cases comparison of Argentina’s FREPASO, Peru’s IU, Brazil’s PT, and Mexico’s PRD.  

 These four cases have a number of features in common beyond those shared by the 

region’s new left contenders generally. To begin, they were the single most electorally successful 

left parties born during the third wave in their respective countries. All four were born in the 

political opposition, without access to state resources. All four initially had strong ties to 

nationally organized mobilizing structures. None of the four won the presidency during its first 

decade of existence. All four suffered early electoral crises: FREPASO faced a major electoral 

setback in 2001, shortly after taking national office as the junior partner in a coalition with the 

Radical Civic Union (UCR); IU lost its first presidential election in a landslide (1985) and, more 

significantly, failed to retain the Lima mayoralty in 1986; the PT experienced a major letdown in 

its first electoral contest (the congressional and subnational elections of 1982); and the PRD 

suffered crushing landslide defeats in its first two national elections (the 1991 congressional and 

1994 general elections).  
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 The four parties also had roughly similar factional divisions--i.e., they were 

heterogeneous fronts composed of radical and moderate tendencies that frequently engaged in 

ideological conflicts and power struggles. None of the four emerged from armed conflict, in 

contrast to new left contenders like El Salvador’s FMLN and Nicaragua’s FSLN; this is 

analytically relevant because, as suggested earlier, origins in violent conflict can produce internal 

cohesion.206 All four had an electorally indispensable leader who could trigger electoral collapse 

by defecting (Lula [PT], Cárdenas [PRD], Álvarez [FREPASO], Barrantes [IU]). Each of these 

leaders, during the party’s first decade of existence, suffered either significant reputational 

damage or an electoral setback that weakened his image of electoral clout. Finally, three of the 

four main cases (PRD, IU, FREPASO) had weak institutions of internal decision making and 

conflict settlement,207 which is analytically relevant because a key function of internally 

dominant leaders, as argued above, is to substitute for such institutions. 

 Despite these similarities, they experienced divergent outcomes, as noted in Chapter One. 

More specifically, FREPASO and its precursors participated in five congressional elections, 

passing the 10 percent threshold in the middle three (1995, 1997, 1999), suffering an electoral 

crisis in the fifth (2001), and disintegrating.208 IU, created mere months after Peru’s 1980 general 

election, only participated in two congressional elections, easily passing the 10 percent 

congressional threshold in 1985, splintering in 1989, barely reaching 10 percent in the 1990 

congressional election, and disbanding soon after.209  

 By contrast, the PRD, after first passing the 10 percent congressional threshold in 1994, 

stayed above it for eight consecutive congressional elections (1994-2015). Similarly, the PT, 

after first passing the 10 percent congressional threshold in 1990, has stayed above it for eight 

consecutive congressional elections (1990-present). In 2018, the PRD fell below the 10 percent 
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congressional threshold for the first time since 1991, and it may collapse entirely within the next 

several years.210 The PT has brighter near- to medium-term survival prospects, but it, too, 

suffered a setback in 2018, falling from 13.9 percent of congressional vote share to just above the 

10 percent threshold. Nevertheless, both parties survived their formative decades and seriously 

contested power for at least a generation. Thus, by my operational criteria, they are clear cases of 

survival. 

<Figure 2.5 about here> 

 In Chapters Three through Six, I analyze the causes of these four parties’ divergent 

trajectories. I show that FREPASO (Chapter Three) and IU (Chapter Four) collapsed in different 

ways due to different factors. FREPASO collapsed in the face of electoral crisis because it did 

not build a large territorial organization composed of committed activists. IU collapsed by 

schism because it had an externally appealing but internally non-dominant leader. By contrast, 

both the PT and PRD (Chapters Five and Six, respectively) built large territorial organizations 

composed of committed activists and had externally appealing, internally dominant leaders. 

Consequently, they both survived electoral crises and avoided fatal schisms (see Table 2.1). 

<Table 2.1 about here> 

 Why did FREPASO not build a strong organization, while the PT, PRD, and IU did? In 

Chapter Three, I show that FREPASO, during its formative decade, lacked access to state 

resources but had full access to mass media. Consequently, its founders did not invest even 

minimally in organization building. In Chapters Five and Six, I show that, by contrast, the early 

PT and PRD lacked access to both state resources and mass media and therefore did invest in 

organization building. Not coincidentally, FREPASO was born under consolidated democracy, 
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while the PT and PRD were born under liberalizing military rule and competitive single-party 

rule, respectively (see Table 2.2).  

 With respect to the variable of organizational strength, the case of IU (Chapter Four) is 

less straightforward but still broadly reinforces my theoretical arguments. IU inherited territorial 

party organizations and committed activists from its constituent parties. These constituent parties 

were founded years or decades before IU’s creation and built their organizations under 

conditions of little or no access to state and media. In addition, IU, despite emerging under 

Peru’s nascent democracy, had limited state and media access in its early years and continued to 

invest in territorial organization during this time. 

<Table 2.2 about here> 

 Finally, why is it that the externally appealing leader of IU (Barrantes) was not internally 

dominant, while the externally appealing leaders of FREPASO (Álvarez), the PT (Lula), and the 

PRD (Cárdenas) were? In Chapters Three through Six, I show that all four of these leaders were 

electorally indispensable to their parties, but that Barrantes, in contrast to the others, had low 

moral authority and only medium crossfactional ties and ideological representativeness (see 

Tables 2.3 and 2.4 and Figure 2.6). As Chapter Four details, this difference was not primarily a 

product of Barrantes’ character flaws or poor decision-making; rather, it was a product of his 

comparatively weak preexisting endowments (e.g., his unremarkable pre-IU political record; his 

weak crossfactional ties prior to IU’s founding).   

<Table 2.3 about here> 

<Table 2.4 about here> 

<Figure 2.6 about here> 
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 Having previewed the book’s central comparative findings, let us turn to the case study 

chapters. We begin with Argentina’s FREPASO. 
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Appendix 2211 

<Table 2.5 about here> 
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Chapter Three: The Electoral Collapse of Argentina’s FREPASO212 

<H#> 

“When FREPASO lost its image, it lost everything.” 

-Héctor Mazzei (FG member), 2012213 

<H#> 

 Argentina transited to full democracy in 1983, following the abrupt collapse of its last 

military dictatorship (1976-83). Over the next couple of decades, two established parties 

dominated Argentine politics, the Peronist Party (PJ) and Radical Civic Union (UCR). Of all the 

new parties that emerged to compete with the PJ and UCR during the 1980s and 1990s, the 

center-left Front for a Country in Solidarity (FREPASO), anchored by a smaller party called the 

Big Front (FG), was the most significant.  

 FREPASO rose rapidly in the mid- to late 1990s. In 1999, a coalition of the UCR and 

FREPASO won the presidential and congressional elections, ending a decade of PJ government. 

Around this time, party members and observers assessed (or assumed) that FREPASO was 

becoming institutionalized as Argentina’s third major party. In 1998, two scholars and 

FREPASO members, Marcos Novaro and Vicente Palermo, expressed “[profound optimism]” 

about the “political changes…associated with FREPASO’s emergence and development” (11). 

In 2000, left-wing political elite and scholar Juan Abal Medina completed a doctoral thesis 

entitled The end of the two-party system and the formation of the Big Front (FG).214 Levitsky 

(2000) argued that, with the 1999 victory of the UCR/FREPASO coalition, Argentine politics 

was “normalizing”--that is, Peronist dominance was ending, alternation of power becoming 

routinized, and the threat of anti-Peronist coups receding.  
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 But in 2001, FREPASO vanished after suffering an electoral and reputational crisis 

precipitated by economic calamity. Why did FREPASO collapse rather than surviving this 

crisis?  

<H1> Analytical Summary 

 The founders of FG and FREPASO entered the Argentine electoral fray in 1990, under 

conditions of consolidated democracy, press freedom, and a well-developed national mass 

media. From the onset of their party building project, they enjoyed virtually unrestricted access 

to these media. They were also in perpetual campaign mode, contesting national elections every 

year or two. Building a territorial organization would have consumed time, labor, and resources 

during this period, and an activist base demanding accountability would have placed procedural 

and ideological constraints on the FG/FREPASO leadership. Thus, even though party leader 

Carlos “Chacho” Álvarez and his elite allies in the front had access to national mobilizing 

structures--especially anti-neoliberal labor unions--they believed that the creation of a party 

organization would prevent them from adopting electorally expedient policy stances, responding 

rapidly to events, and taking decisions and mounting campaigns quickly and efficiently. 

 The short-term electoral incentive to rely on media, and to bypass organization building, 

was therefore overwhelming. The FREPASO leadership kept unions and other mobilizing 

structures at arm’s length and relied almost exclusively on media to reach voters. In 1994, FG 

began its rise to national prominence by successfully appealing to traditional supporters of the 

PJ’s historical partisan rival, the UCR. To attract these voters, FG shifted from the left to the 

center and sought to distinguish itself from other parties by responding to current events rapidly 

and effectively. Over the next half-decade, FREPASO established itself as Argentina’s third 

electoral force. Party elites, particularly Álvarez, pushed the party to the center and proved 
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highly adept at crafting electorally resonant messages and using mass media to disseminate those 

messages. Through press conferences, speeches, public actions, and interviews covered by the 

nation’s leading broadcast and print outlets, FREPASO garnered the support of millions of 

Argentines. It did so directly and instantaneously, without the intermediary of a territorial 

organization. Indeed, FREPASO never invested, even minimally, in organization building. 

 This choice to rely exclusively on media, and to forgo organization building, was 

FREPASO’s blessing and curse. On the one hand, FREPASO rose rapidly--far more quickly than 

Brazil’s PT, for example (see Chapter Five). Yet, even at its electoral apex, the party had 

virtually no grassroots existence. Consequently, when electoral crisis struck, FREPASO lacked 

networks of committed activists on the ground. It was a brand without an organization, and when 

the brand failed, the party promptly vanished.  

<H1> FREPASO’s Formation: Rapid, Media-Fueled Growth and Organizational Weakness 

 FREPASO’s origins lie in a 1990 schism within the PJ. PJ leader, Carlos Menem, won 

the Argentine presidency in 1989, becoming Argentina’s second post-transition president after 

Raúl Alfonsín (UCR). Although Menem campaigned on a traditional PJ platform, promising a 

major wage increase and other pro-labor policies, his administration, to combat a severe 

economic crisis, rapidly implemented a spate of neoliberal reforms upon taking office. Menem’s 

reforms provoked a significant backlash within left-leaning sectors of the PJ.215 In protest of 

Menem’s “alliance with neoliberalism,” as well as his administration’s delegative governing 

practices216 and decision to pardon military officials implicated in crimes committed during the 

Argentine Dirty War, eight federal deputies with roots in the Federal Capital of Buenos Aires--

led by Chacho Álvarez--defected from the PJ and formed an independent legislative bloc, the 

Group of Eight.217  
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 The Group of Eight operated on the margins of Argentine electoral politics for several 

years. Their original intention was to pick off PJ supporters by assaulting Menem’s economic 

policies and governing practices. After performing abysmally in subnational and national 

elections in 1991, the Group of Eight, under the name Front for Democracy and Social Justice 

(FREDEJUSO), joined with several other Peronist splinter parties to create the Big Front (FG). 

FG’s founding parties included FREDEJUSO; the social democratic, center-left Intransigent 

Party; and the Southern Front, a more radical, nationalist left alliance headed by filmmaker and 

politician, Fernando “Pino” Solanas, and containing, among other groups, dissident sectors of the 

Argentine Communist Party (PCA).  

 FG outperformed most forecasts in the 1993 congressional elections, winning 3.5 percent 

of the national vote and three congressional seats. Álvarez performed especially well. FG’s list of 

congressional candidates from Buenos Aires city, which Álvarez headed, received almost fifteen 

percent of the vote, sufficient to elect two members of congress (Álvarez along with his ally 

Graciela Fernández Meijide). The result established Álvarez as the face of Argentina’s new, 

modern, social democratic left. Notably, FG’s strong performance among ex-UCR voters 

enabled the PJ to defeat the UCR in the Federal Capital for the first time since 1973. 

 Nevertheless, FG remained a marginal force at the national level. The Group of Eight and 

their allies had failed to attract disaffected PJ supporters. Unless a major change occurred, FG 

seemed unlikely to surpass five percent of the national vote.218  

 Political opportunity struck after the congressional elections of October 1993. In 

December of 1993, the PJ and UCR forged the Olivos Pact, in which ex-president Alfonsín 

pledged that the UCR would support amending the “no reelection” clause of the Argentine 

constitution to allow Menem to run for a second term. The Olivos pact provoked a middle-class 
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backlash. The Argentine public broadly supported Menem’s neoliberal reforms, which ended the 

economic crisis of the late 1980s. Yet, as Menem’s first term progressed, middle-class voters 

became concerned that the administration’s governing tactics--corrupt deal making, 

circumvention of the legislature through executive decree, court packing--were undermining the 

country’s political institutions. Negotiations between the PJ and UCR regarding Menem’s 

reelection, followed by the signing of the Olivos Pact, intensified voter concerns and made the 

UCR appear complicit in Menem’s executive overreach and institutional tampering. The UCR’s 

perceived subordination to Menem provoked a negative reaction from its middle-class 

constituency--many of whom no longer found, in the UCR, a representative outlet for their 

opposition to Menem.219 

 Thus, in the lead-up to and aftermath of the Olivos Pact, a nationally significant segment 

of voters, predominantly disaffected ex-Radicals, became electorally unmoored.220 This 

presented FG with its first opportunity to garner a large national following. FG recognized and 

seized the opportunity. Over the next five years, FG, followed by FREPASO, rose from electoral 

marginality to national power, becoming Argentina’s third electoral force. How did FG and 

FREPASO achieve this swift success? 

<H2> FG/FREPASO’s Media-Fueled Rise 

 The answer, in large part, is mass media. The founders of FG/FREPASO began their 

independent electoral foray under conditions of consolidated democracy, press freedom, and an 

increasingly politically influential broadcast media. At the turn of the 1990s, Argentina had been 

democratic for nearly a decade. It was among the richest, most educated countries in Latin 

America and had a vibrant free press and growing media consumer base. The political 

importance of broadcast media, especially television, increased significantly in the early 1990s, a 
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period described as the “apex of videopolitics” in Argentina.221 According to a 1995 

Latinobarometer poll, Argentines consumed more television news on a daily basis than any other 

Latin American population. Argentines also consumed newspaper news at a higher rate than 

most of their Latin American neighbors;222 the vast majority of urban middle-class Argentines 

were newspaper readers. Mass media outlets operated independently of public authorities; the 

national press played a key role, for example, in exposing government abuses and holding elites 

accountable during the 1990s.223 Broadcast networks and newspapers competed to attract 

readers, listeners, and viewers and chose their content accordingly.224 

 During the early to mid-1990s, national print and broadcast media, in a reflection of 

changing middle-class opinion, became highly critical of the Menem administration. Newspapers 

(e.g., Clarín) and television news programs regularly highlighted corruption, the erosion of 

checks and balances, and weak rule of law under Menem.225 Media opposition to the Menem 

administration intensified during the Olivos Pact negotiations and signing.226  

 A critical contributor to FG’s rise was that party leaders recognized the disaffection of 

urban middle-class voters and correctly gauged which positions would resonate with it. An 

equally critical contributor, though, was that they recognized the importance of staking out such 

positions quickly and expressing them in an accessible and broadly appealing manner so that 

mass media would gravitate to FG and give the party regular national exposure.227 FG leaders 

stood out in this regard, “[taking] greater advantage than anyone of the expansion of 

videopolitics.”228  

 Álvarez’s media charisma crystallized in late 1993, when he became the most visible 

critic of Menemism, elite collusion, and corruption during the Olivos Pact negotiations and 

backlash.229 During this period, he “began to be required by the press” due to his charisma, 
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eloquent critiques, and rapid responses to events.230 As soon as Menem’s reelection plan came to 

light, Álvarez and the FG leadership consistently and vocally opposed it in major media outlets. 

In September 1993 in the newspaper Página/12, Álvarez denounced the proposed constitutional 

reforms as an attempt to “[perpetuate] a man…in power at the cost of threatening the country’s 

institutional system.”231 A month later, in Clarín, FG ran an advertisement referring to itself as 

the “true opposition” and calling on the country’s social and political forces to “halt the 

hegemonic pretension of the Menemist regime.”232 On the day the Olivos Pact was signed, 

Álvarez publicly inveighed in Página/12 that Menem and Alfonsín were “cut from the same 

cloth.”233  

 At this stage, FG held a firmly anti-neoliberal posture. From inception, the Group of 

Eight had been left-wing and anti-neoliberal, interested primarily in serving lower-income 

Argentines who had struggled through the economic dislocations of the 1980s, and who seemed 

destined to struggle more amid the coming neoliberal transformations.234 Both during and (for a 

short period) after the signing of the Olivos Pact, anti-neoliberalism remained central to FG’s 

discourse. On Dec. 4, 1993, for example, Álvarez, in an interview for the newspaper La Crónica, 

stated that the Olivos Pact “not only has given the president the possibility of reelection, but also 

legalizes--and this is more important…--the [neoliberal] adjustment model underway.”235 In the 

early months of 1994, he called Menem’s labor flexibilization law “terrifying” in the newspaper, 

La Crónica,236 and presented FG as a “third way” between “old state capitalism” and Menem’s 

“savage capitalism” in the magazine, Gente.237 

 In the April 1994 constituent assembly elections, which took place in this context, FG 

rose to national electoral prominence. Behind the campaign slogan, “A Constitution without 

Mafias,” FG won 13 percent of the national vote, up almost 10 percentage points from the 
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congressional election just months earlier.238 Of FG’s 31 successful candidates, 25 came from 

Buenos Aires province and 12 from the Federal Capital alone. FG’s voters were largely urban, 

middle-class voters formerly sympathetic to or affiliated with the UCR.239  

 On the basis of these election results, FG leaders concluded that critiques of corruption, 

elite deal making, and collusion resonated with electorally accessible voters. Evidently, these 

voters believed that FG and Álvarez most effectively articulated their main concern of the 

election season: Menem’s institutional manipulation and the UCR’s subordination to Menem. 

 By contrast, FG’s critiques of neoliberalism had generated little voter enthusiasm for 

years. This made sense. The neoliberal reforms passed during Menem’s first term (1989-1995) 

had brought relative economic stability and steady, substantial growth to Argentina. In part for 

this reason, the PJ’s lower-income electoral base remained loyal to the PJ despite Menem’s 

neoliberal turn, and urban middle-class voters from the early to mid-1990s concerned themselves 

not with materialist issues, but with post-materialist valence issues such as corruption, ethics, and 

institutional integrity.240  

 Accordingly, following the 1994 election, FG founders adapted their programmatic 

brand. They became less ideological and developed a flexible, responsive, and rapid style 

designed to maximize FG’s electoral appeal to floating voters. To some extent, they embraced 

cualunquismo, a term “denot[ing] not an ideological standpoint but, rather, a set of ideas that 

pandered to the opinions of ordinary people.”241 Party leaders, especially Álvarez, moderated or 

downplayed--and in some instances even disavowed--the leftist, anti-neoliberal rhetoric and 

proposals that they had advanced in previous years and made anti-corruption and ethics more 

central to their platform.242  
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 This more ideologically flexible approach freed FG’s leaders to forge alliances with non-

left forces. Thus, after the April 1994 constituent assembly elections, Álvarez and fellow FG 

leaders, despite media calls for Álvarez to contest the presidency in 1995 on an FG ticket,243 

favored a broader alliance, which they regarded as necessary to defeat the PJ. The country’s 

center and left opposition remained fragmented, and the FG “needed to reorganize it.”244 The FG 

thus set about forging a series of new alliances, which eventuated in the creation of the center-

left FREPASO in late 1994. FREPASO was, primarily, a coalition between FG and the center-

right ex-governor of Mendoza province, José Octavio Bordón.245 Bordón, as well as other 

members of FREPASO, did not share Álvarez’s critical views of neoliberalism, and FG elites 

coined the term “transversality” to describe the “common cement,” such as opposition to 

corruption, that held together the party’s various groups.246 

 In mid-1995, FREPASO mounted a serious bid for the presidency on a platform of anti-

corruption, competent governance, and horizontal accountability. During the electoral campaign, 

FREPASO largely depended on “the support of independent mass media,” in contrast to the PJ, 

which enjoyed the backing of the country’s strongest unions and business groups.247 The 

Bordón/Álvarez presidential ticket placed second with 29 percent of the vote. FREPASO more 

than sextupled FG’s 1993 congressional vote share, jumping from 3.5 percent to almost 21 

percent, and nearly tying the UCR, which garnered 22 percent of the vote. FREPASO also 

relegated the UCR to third place in the presidential race for the first time in UCR history.248  

 Still, FREPASO lost to the PJ by an unexpectedly large margin. FREPASO’s leaders 

calculated that to defeat the PJ, an even broader alliance would be necessary.249 Thus, in the 

lead-up to the 1997 congressional election, FREPASO and the UCR came together. The UCR 

distanced itself from the PJ and Menem administration, and FREPASO’s leadership took a bold 
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step, allying with the UCR to create a broad, centrist, anti-Menem electoral coalition, the 

Alliance for Work, Justice, and Education (henceforth Alliance).  

 The move provoked significant controversy within FREPASO, as the UCR was a centrist 

party of the establishment that, at Olivos, had supported Menem’s alteration of the 

constitution.250 Yet, FREPASO’s leaders generally agreed that the UCR and FREPASO were 

unnecessarily dividing Argentina’s middle-class non-Peronist vote. They considered it 

electorally imperative, in the short term, to set aside programmatic differences, articulate 

common principles and policy objectives, and unite to unseat the PJ. The leaders of both parties 

assessed that neither party could win a three-way presidential contest in 1999. Following the lead 

previously taken by FREPASO, the Alliance branded itself as a centrist coalition, principally 

focused on defeating Menem and restoring clean government and horizontal accountability. 

 The 1997 and 1999 elections marked the apex of FREPASO’s electoral trajectory. The 

Alliance won the 1997 congressional elections with a large national plurality, receiving 46 

percent of the national vote and defeating the PJ by almost 10 percentage points. In the 1999 

general election, the Alliance decisively defeated the PJ in both the presidential and 

congressional contests, with Fernando de la Rúa (UCR) and Álvarez winning the presidency and 

vice presidency, respectively.251 

 FG’s rise, then, was swift. In 1991, the different groups that would later form FG elected 

just one official in the entire country (a municipal councilor in Buenos Aires), and in 1993, the 

FG elected just three congressmen and four municipal councilors. A mere six years later, 

FREPASO held the vice presidency of Argentina (Chacho Álvarez), the mayoralty of Buenos 

Aires (Aníbal Ibarra), the deputy governorship of the province of Mendoza, a senatorial seat, 30 
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congressional seats, 16 other mayoralties, 71 provincial legislative seats, and nearly 200 

municipal council seats.  

 Mass media, especially television, were the “primary engine” of this rapid growth 

(Novaro and Palermo [1998: 117]; see also Abal Medina [1998a, 2009] and Cheresky 2003). 

Given FG and FREPASO’s middle-class voter base, both broadcast and print media connected 

them to their target constituency. FG and FREPASO leaders made heavy use of both types of 

media throughout the 1990s, and they were highly nimble and charismatic in articulating 

prevailing middle-class concerns. FG leaders appeared in Clarín and other major newspapers 

constantly, and they “made intense and efficient use” of broadcast media, “specializ[ing]…in the 

use of press conferences, television and radio programs, and media interviews as arenas for 

speechmaking and political displays.”252 In the words of one member, television news anchors, 

radio hosts, and newspaper journalists, throughout the 1990s, “lived off” the charismatic, 

articulate leaders of FG/FREPASO.253 Meanwhile, PJ and (prior to 1997) UCR members 

“complained that the media explicitly supported Álvarez's party.”254 Chacho Álvarez, in 

particular, was a “media phenomenon” who “charmed the media with [his] irreverence toward 

the traditional rituals of politics, [his] ease of manner and speed.”255 In short, “growth was made 

possible by the media. Without such coverage, it would be nearly impossible to explain 

how…[FG/FREPASO] could become so quickly installed in the national political arena.”256 

<H2> Incentives against Territorial Organization 

 As FG and FREPASO rose, its leaders did not invest, even minimally, in territorial 

organization. This was not because they lacked means. Party leaders had ties or access to various 

mobilizing structures, some national in scope. These included unions, most notably the 

Argentine Workers’ Confederation (CTA); social movements such as the piqueteros; small 
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political parties such as the Communists, Socialists, Southern Front, and Intransigent Party; and 

splinter groups from the UCR and Christian Democrats.257 

 The CTA bears emphasis. When the Group of Eight defected from the PJ in 1990, unions 

were, and had long been, the PJ’s core constituency.258 The PJ managed to preserve strong union 

ties despite adopting neoliberal policies under Menem in the late 1980s and early 1990s.259 Still, 

Menem’s market and fiscal reforms provoked a significant backlash within two important, PJ-

affiliated unions: the Association of State Workers (ATE), a public sector umbrella union, and 

the Teachers’ Confederation of the Argentine Republic (CTERA), a national teachers’ union. 

Because the ATE and CTERA had national infrastructures and mass memberships, they were 

considered “the two big ones” (i.e., the two major anti-Menem unions) in Argentina during the 

1990s.260 In 1991, a group of left-wing ATE leaders, including Germán Abdala, Victor De 

Gennaro, Claudio Lozano, and Alicia Castro, defected and formed the independent, anti-

neoliberal CTA. They were joined by CTERA’s leadership (e.g., María Sánchez, Adriana 

Puiggrós, Eduardo Macaluse) and membership.  

 Given that FG originated as an anti-neoliberal party, CTA leaders and rank-and-file 

members tended to support FG. Numerous FG elites (all subordinate to Álvarez) wished to build 

a labor-based party explicitly modeled on Uruguay’s FA and Brazil’s PT--and warned of the 

consequences if FG/FREPASO did not do so.261 In 1995, Argentine sociologist Julio Godio 

wrote that FREPASO would be co-opted if it did not incorporate workers (29). In 1996, a group 

of FREPASO members wrote and circulated a text recommending that the party link with social 

movements (principally unions) and institute internal democracy. Other FG elites regularly urged 

Álvarez to involve left activists more fully in party life and decision making.262  
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 Álvarez and his inner circle did not take these recommendations.263 The FG and 

FREPASO did establish informal ties to, and maintain dialogue with, unions and other social 

movements and activist networks. Several CTERA leaders, for example, joined FG/FREPASO, 

became important elites, and brought their rank-and-file supporters with them (e.g., María 

Sánchez, Adriana Puiggrós, Eduardo Macaluse). The FG maintained “close” informal ties to the 

CTA for much of the 1990s, initially through Germán Abdala, who died in 1993, and later 

through leader Victor de Gennaro.264  

 Yet, by design, FG and FREPASO never solidified or formalized ties to the unions and 

organized left. On the contrary, throughout the 1990s, Álvarez and other party leaders 

deliberately and consistently kept these actors at a distance. From the beginning, for example, 

FG maintained “full autonomy” from unions,265 and in the mid-1990s it severed ties with the 

Communist Party and Southern Front.266  

 In light of these facts, party member and ex-deputy Eduardo Jozami argues, in his critical 

analysis of FREPASO’s rise and fall, that the party leadership, especially Álvarez, missed an 

opportunity to incorporate social organizations sympathetic to FREPASO, including the CTA, 

the piquetero movement, and the Communist and Socialist parties.267 Jozami repeatedly observes 

that FREPASO could have taken a path more akin to the FA’s (Uruguay) or PT’s (Brazil).268 

 FREPASO, in other words, chose not to invest in organization, in contrast to Latin 

American new left parties like Brazil’s PT, Uruguay’s FA, Mexico’s PRD, and El Salvador’s 

FMLN. One might object to this argument, of course, on the ground that FREPASO did not have 

access to comparable mobilizing structures. The PT, for example, emerged from a large, vibrant 

labor movement and Catholic grassroots networks (see Chapter Five), the PRD from urban 

popular movements, rural unions, and former PRI networks (see Chapter Six). Although this 
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counterargument is reasonable, it does not explain FREPASO’s extreme organizational 

weakness. A decade after formation, FREPASO had virtually no organizational presence on the 

ground (about which more below). If FREPASO had invested in organization building by 

tapping into the above-described mobilizing structures (e.g., the CTA), it may not have been able 

to build as large or as mobilized a party organization as the early PT or PRD did, but it still could 

have recruited a sizable membership and established a far-reaching territorial presence. 

FREPASO’s leaders, again, chose not to invest in organization. In the words of one member, 

they “could have built” a strong organization.”269 Yet, because of their media access, “they 

understood that they could link themselves directly with society, with citizens, without needing 

recourse to intermediate organizations.”270 

 Thus, we must ask why FG’s founders chose not to invest in territorial organization. The 

answer is that organization building entailed significant costs, which party founders could avoid 

by pursuing a media-based strategy. First, the labor associated with building a large territorial 

organization--e.g., recruiting and training activists and elites and establishing local offices and 

communication systems across the country--would have diverted energy and resources while 

important elections loomed.271 Throughout the 1990s, FREPASO’s founders were engaged in a 

“permanent campaign,”272 competing in national elections in 1991 (congressional), 1993 

(congressional), 1994 (constituent assembly), 1995 (general), 1997 (congressional), and 1999 

(general). The period from late 1993 to mid-1995 was especially blurry. In October 1993, FG 

was electorally marginal; by April 1994, FG was Argentina’s third electoral force; and in May 

1995, FG, virtually unknown outside the capital city of Buenos Aires just 18 months earlier, 

mounted a serious bid for the presidency. As one party member succinctly put it: “There was no 

time to build an organization.”273 Chacho Álvarez provided the same assessment in a 1997 



 
 

89 

interview, stating that he and fellow party leaders could not devote energy to organization 

building with major elections constantly on the horizon.274 Jozami (2004) writes, “The most 

heard phrase among the front’s leaders sounded anxious: ‘We don’t have time’” (251).  

 Second, if FG had incorporated a large rank-and-file membership, FG leaders would have 

been under pressure, or perhaps compelled, to give the base an important role in internal decision 

making. Doing so would have had two main effects. First, it would have slowed the response 

time of FG leaders. Argentine voters valued speedy decision making from their political 

representatives.275A party observer recalled that journalists often appeared with a microphone, 

and the party had to respond.276 FG leaders therefore prized the capacity to react quickly to 

important political news and events. Álvarez wanted to “move nimbly.”277 The leadership 

“always fought to have freedom of action, hoping not to be tied down by institutional procedures 

when making decisions… [T]he party’s nucleus…considered Álvarez’s speed of response an 

important requirement.”278  

 The desire for nimbleness played a major role in leaders’ decision not to invest in 

organization. As ex-FG member Eduardo Jozami observed in 2010, “Sometimes it’s more 

comfortable to make decisions with four friends in a room…than to go to twenty different 

localities in the city of Buenos Aires to see what the members think.”279 One interviewee 

contrasted FREPASO with his own Socialist Party. The president of the Socialist Party, he 

stated, could not speak publicly for the party before holding a meeting with the membership. In 

contrast, Álvarez “just held a press conference.”280 Álvarez explicitly argued for his approach by 

citing the low efficiency of the alternative: “Many of the things done since 1989, if I had 

consulted about them, we would still be debating them.”281  
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 Second, giving unions and left activist networks an important role in internal decision 

making would have denied FG leaders, especially Álvarez, the ideological and tactical flexibility 

necessary to maximize short-term electoral advantage. Unlike FG’s target voters, anti-Menemist 

unions and left political activists in Argentina in the 1990s were primarily concerned with 

economic policy and redistribution (as well as, to some extent, foreign affairs). One former party 

member described the typical leftist during this period as “statist [intervencionista], populist, and 

anti-imperialist.”282 A party base composed of union members and left activists might have 

nominated unelectable candidates or pressured FREPASO candidates to refuse alliances or take 

electorally suboptimal policy positions (e.g., opposition to neoliberalism during the mid- to late 

1990s). These positions would have satisfied the base but alienated the much larger number of 

moderate, disaffected, middle-sector voters whom FG and FREPASO were successfully 

targeting. “Faced with the difficult task of appealing to voters in Argentina in the 1990s, Álvarez 

and his followers found the discourse of traditional left-wing Peronists constraining.”283 Álvarez 

stated in 1994:  

 In the Big Front there are two projects. Some want a testimonial front; they want us to 

 simply bear witness in next year’s election. But the people see us differently. They want 

 us to govern… The activists, like the old left, think that we have to be very hardline about 

 this or that, and I think we need to aim to win in ’95.284  

 As FREPASO moved to the center during the second half of the 1990s, its linkages with 

anti-Menemist labor unions eroded and “became confrontational on several occasions.”285 When 

Álvarez publicly expressed support for the Law of Convertibility and several of Menem’s 

privatization policies, Victor De Gennaro, leader of the CTA, was “enraged.”286 The CTA 

severed ties with FG and FREPASO when the party leadership, as part of the Alliance 
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government during the economic crisis, refused to support a round of CTA strikes.287 

FREPASO’s informal ties to sectors of CTERA remained strong for a longer period but frayed 

completely after the Alliance took office.288  

 By keeping unions and left activist networks at a distance, Álvarez and fellow elites 

could make the most electorally rational decisions on program, coalitions, and party candidacies 

without consulting members.289 Instead of involving activists in party decision making, FG 

leaders restricted major decisions to a small circle of elites--the “big table.”290 They decided, in 

top-level meetings, that FREPASO should pursue a national strategy, build coalitions, moderate 

its economic program, and use open primary elections and elite negotiations to nominate 

electable candidates and reject radical ones. In the words of one former member, this 

“hypercentralization” of decision making allowed for “extreme operational flexibility.”291 In the 

characterization of Jozami (2004), left-wing intellectual debates did not take place within 

FREPASO, but within magazines like Unidos, Crisis, Señales, and La Mirada (88-89); 

“FREPASO’s political decisions,” he writes, “had little to do with any debate of ideas” (90). 

 Unsurprisingly, many figures--including both FG/FREPASO elites and left activists 

supportive of FG/FREPASO--opposed the various decisions taken by Álvarez and the 

FG/FREPASO leadership. Some criticized Álvarez for pushing forward too quickly--for 

“rushing the party into national competition before it had anything like a nationwide 

organization.”292 Graciela Fernández Meijide stated in the mid-1990s, “Álvarez is impulsive, he 

pushes ahead, never stopping to see what was built. He is used to the politics of fait accompli: 

moving first and explaining later.”293 In the words of Darío Alessandro, “The only thing I 

emphasize [about Álvarez’s rise to stardom] is that it’s been very fast.”294 
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 Others focused negative attention on the party’s elitist, undemocratic decision making 

structure. FG leader María Elena Naddeo reflected, “decision making became increasingly 

exclusionary, increasingly concentrated in the most high-profile political figures.” This “began to 

occur in a way not desired, not wanted, by the political activists.”295 Socialist leader Héctor 

Polino recalled, “[d]ecisions were taken, but we found out through the newspapers, like everyone 

else. So, an alliance cannot persist over time if it isn’t based on respect for the diverse forces that 

intervene, that have to form part of a sphere of discussion, and of democratic decision 

making.”296 Along similar lines, Jozami (2004) writes, “Presence on television constituted the 

principal form of relationship not only with the public but with supporters” (emphasis not in the 

original).297 In a 2010 interview, Jozami stated that whereas in the electorally marginal 

FREDEJUSO it was easy to resolve differences because “there were fifty of us,” the FG was one 

of Argentina’s “big political forces” and “it is necessary to encourage ways of resolving things 

when thousands of people participate.” This was particularly necessary, Jozami argued, given 

that FG sought, rhetorically, to deepen Argentine democracy.298 The party itself, he implied, 

must model this process of democratic deepening. The aforementioned Naddeo remarked, in 

reference to Álvarez’s unilateral decision to create the Alliance in 1997, “It seems to me that by 

not consulting in constituting the Alliance, [the front] loses that subculture, […] that enthusiasm 

that had been constitutive, no?”299 

 Perhaps needless to say, many party elites and supporters also objected to the leadership’s 

decision to push the party toward the ideological center. In late 1994, Pino Solanas, left-wing 

leader of the Southern Front, publicly criticized FG for accepting neoliberalism, and after FG 

held its ground, he exited the party. Some left-wing activists and cadres stopped supporting 

FREPASO during the second half of the 1990s, particularly in reaction to Álvarez’s unilateral 
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decision to ally with the UCR in 1997. A socialist and ex-FG member, for example, recalled that 

he and other left activists “held their noses” and supported FG through 1995 and 1996 but, in 

good conscience, could no longer do so after the formation of the Alliance.300 A radical FG elite 

cited programmatic dilution as the central grievance of other radical elites and supporters, and 

the one that ultimately led to the departure of various leftists in the late 1990s.301 Along similar 

lines, an FG founder, left journalist, and eventual defector described the party’s unwillingness to 

sustain a “radical critique of Menemism” as its “greatest deficiency.”302  

 Yet, these critics had no electoral leverage, and, evidently, most of them, as well as the 

vast majority of FG/FREPASO supporters, were unwilling to defect from FG/FREPASO in 

protest. By and large, left-wing supporters of FG and FREPASO remained loyal, at least in 

practice. Although left party leaders, unionists, activists, and voters generally objected to FG’s 

alliances, its watered-down policy proposals, and its closed, undemocratic decision-making 

structure, they had very little independent electoral support and would have become politically 

irrelevant if they had supported, joined, or sought to build more ideologically pure left parties. 

Only the most committed, doctrinaire left voters would support a left alternative to FG. So, left 

activists and leaders swallowed their pride and rode on the FG/FREPASO bandwagon.303 

Despite their objections and critiques, “still, where Álvarez went, everyone went.... All the public 

opinion, all the media, and many [on the left] followed him.”304 

 FG leaders recognized and took advantage of their leverage. On occasion, they even 

publicly reminded left-wing members and outside left critics that FG/FREPASO, with its large 

and growing middle-class support base, did not need the radical left to succeed. One FG member 

recalled a 1994 television interview in which Chacho Álvarez, when asked for a reaction to 

radical internal critiques, stated: “Either they change [their views], or they leave.” “He didn’t 
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even hold a meeting,” the party member recalled.305 As we will see below, by the time leftists 

started defecting from FG in large numbers (1999-2001), the support of the Argentine left was 

the least of FG’s concerns.  

 In summary, If FG leaders had invested in territorial organization, they would have been 

less nimble, less ideologically and tactically flexible, and slower to gain support. Wanting to 

make decisions rapidly and with relatively few ideological constraints, they viewed party 

organization as a heavy encumbrance.306 In interviews, numerous ex-FG members used the same 

word, “burden” (lastre), to describe how FG leaders, particularly Álvarez, viewed party 

organization.307 The leaders of FG and FREPASO depended almost entirely on media for their 

political success. After 1991, “[t]he idea of building a solid and stable party organization was 

never in [the] minds” of “Álvarez and his followers.”308 FG leaders chose not to incorporate 

sympathetic civil society organizations and activist networks, which nevertheless jumped and 

stayed on the FG bandwagon. Thus, not only did FG’s media access eliminate incentives for its 

leaders to invest in organization, but also, the party’s meteoric, media-fueled ascent crowded out 

other potential opportunities for left-wing party organization building in Argentina during the 

1990s.  

<H3> FG/FREPASO’s Low Access to State Resources 

 It should be highlighted that FG’s leaders had little access to state or financial resources 

throughout the 1990s. FG spent the entire decade without executive power at the national or 

subnational level. “Before 1999, [FG/FREPASO] had no access to resources and positions within 

the executive branch (either at the local or national level).”309 FG and FREPASO also lacked 

strong ties to the economic elite.310 Indeed, a significant part of FG’s appeal and self-conception 

lay in its unwillingness to be bought or swayed by material incentives.311 Before 1999, FG and 
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FREPASO’s resources amounted to, first, the annual public party fund, a relatively small sum 

determined by parties’ share of congressional seats, and, second, legislative office jobs, which 

FREPASO deputies and senators distributed primarily to party members.312 These resources 

were “not at all sufficient” to fuel a national machine.313  

 The electoral triumph of the Alliance in 1999 marked FG/FREPASO’s first major 

executive victory, as FREPASO and its precursors previously had not elected a single governor 

or mayor of a major municipality.314 Of the Alliance’s ten cabinet appointments, two went to 

FREPASO: Chacho Álvarez named Graciela Fernández Meijide head of the Ministry of Social 

Development and Alberto Flamarique Secretary of Labor. In 2000, FREPASO’s Aníbal Ibarra 

won the mayoralty of the Federal Capital. Also from 1999 to 2000, FREPASO elected 

Mendoza’s deputy governor, a federal senator, 30 federal deputies, 16 mayors, 71 provincial 

legislators, and nearly 200 municipal councilors.315 Thus, FG did gain significant access to state 

resources roughly a decade after the Group of Eight’s 1990 defection from the PJ. But before 

that, for nearly a decade, FG and its founders were in the opposition, without access to patronage 

and finance. Thus, it was not access to the state but access to mass media that weakened FG and 

FREPASO’s incentives to invest in organization. 

<H2> The (Meager) Size of FG/FREPASO’s Territorial Organization 

 By the end of the 1990s, FREPASO dominated the left political spectrum, but it was a 

tiny elite cadre with no base-level structures (Novaro and Palermo 1998: 151; Sidicaro 2003; 

Jozami 2004: 85; Abal Medina 2009: 151). In FG’s First National Meeting, only 18 of 2112 

districts in Argentina’s interior sent delegates (i.e., less than one percent of interior districts). 

FREPASO’s member/vote ratio--a common indicator of partisan encapsulation--was very low in 

the mid-1990s (one percent).316 Prior to the party’s collapse, in 1998, party members Novaro and 
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Palermo noted as much, writing that “the FG and then FREPASO seem to have an almost 

ghostlike existence outside of the media arena” (151). Even at its electoral apex, FREPASO’s 

activist base was vanishingly small, its organizational apparatus “practically non-existent.”317 At 

the end of the 1990s, FREPASO had five full- or part-time mid-level employees on the 

payroll.318 One campaign strategist for the Alliance described FREPASO’s territorial 

organization simply: “There was no organization.”319 

<Table 3.1 about here> 

<H1> External Appeal, Internal Dominance: The Role of Chacho Álvarez 

 Despite their relatively small size, FG and FREPASO had significant internal tensions. 

FG originated as a heterogeneous front comprising Peronist defectors (e.g., the Group of Eight), 

the traditional left (e.g., Socialists, Intransigents), human rights groups and figures (e.g., Graciela 

Fernández Meijide), and ex-Christian Democrat leaders (e.g., Javier Auyero).320 The socialist 

faction headed by Pino Solanas was unambiguously statist and nationalist, calling for a “total 

break with the current economic model” and greater internal democracy within FG.321 The 

departure of this faction in 1994 reduced internal tensions but did not eliminate, or even 

significantly diminish, the problem of internal programmatic difference, especially as, during the 

second half of the 1990s, FG allied with a succession of actors to its right (e.g., José Octavio 

Bordón, then UCR). 

 One consequence of FG’s heterogeneity, according to various members and 

commentators, was FG’s already noted lack of a stable programmatic identity. “FG failed to 

synthesize a coherent new position” from the “disparate political and ideological identities” of its 

members, “[causing] a constant erosion of strength and cohesion.”322 FG’s programmatic 



 
 

97 

stances, as we have seen, changed depending on circumstances and party leaders’ calculations of 

political expediency. 

 FG also, like Mexico’s PRD (Chapter Six), had weak institutions of collective decision 

making and conflict resolution. The party lacked accepted formal procedures in key decision-

making areas such as program, alliance policy, and candidate selection.323 “Its formal rules did 

not constitute everyday practice nor were they taken into consideration when planning individual 

courses of action. Rules were no more than a collection of norms subject to constant 

redefinition.”324  

 In short, FG and FREPASO had serious internal divisions and never developed rules for 

taking collective decisions and resolving internal conflicts. Despite this, they never suffered a 

fatal split. Why? Like Brazil’s PT (Chapter Five) and Mexico’s PRD (Chapter Six), FG and 

FREPASO avoided debilitating schisms largely due to the presence of a singularly electable, 

internally dominant figure. That figure was Chacho Álvarez. 

<H2> Chacho Álvarez’s External Appeal 

 From late 1993 onward, Chacho Álvarez was, far and away, the most electorally potent 

elite in FG. In the April 1994 constituent assembly elections, months after Álvarez’s initial rise 

to national prominence, the “Chacho Álvarez phenomenon” “erupted,” with FG winning 14 

percent of the vote nationally and 38 percent in the Federal Capital.325 “From that moment 

onward, Chacho began to have not only influence over the front [FG], which he had always had, 

but also with the other sectors that were drawn to FREPASO.”326 As of late March 1994, Álvarez 

“was the candidate with the most positive image in Buenos Aires city, with 45 percent 

support.”327 Surveys around this time indicated that Álvarez was more popular than the PJ and 

UCR’s presidential candidates.328 “Media emphasized that [Álvarez] was one of a few candidates 
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who could cross the city [of Buenos Aires], be recognized and greeted by the majority, and, 

above all, receive neither insults nor gestures of annoyance or distrust.”329 Álvarez became a 

“mass phenomenon” during this time, to such a degree that he opted not to run for mayor of 

Buenos Aires because 2 million Argentines expressly wished he would run for the presidency.330 

Group of Eight member Darío Alessandro thus described Álvarez “as the one with greatest 

projection outside the party,” “who produce[d] the best politics externally.... There is not a single 

case of a guy,” he stated, “who, out of nowhere, without organization…makes the president of 

the Republic tremble.”331 

 Álvarez’s electoral potency followed from his charisma, his debating prowess, and his 

capacity to capitalize on changing circumstances, as well as from the reach and influence of mass 

media, especially television, in Argentina in the 1990s. By the mid-1990s, Grupo Rating 

summarily advised public figures not to debate Chacho Álvarez; it was a losing proposition.332 

FG members, observers, and scholars noted Álvarez’s media savvy, “original ideas,” and 

“rhetoric that brought society together.”333 In the mid-1990s, Eduardo Jozami summarized 

Álvarez as having “great political initiative” and the capacity  

 [to see] what might happen tomorrow… Chacho has caught on to some of the key 

 features of Argentine politics in recent years: […] the ineffectiveness of [traditional 

 politicians’] rhetoric; the importance of media, above all television; […] the relevance of 

 the issues of corruption and ethics; the ability to put forward, permanently, new issues.334 

 Álvarez’s singular external appeal acted as a powerful source of cohesion. Fellow FG 

members understood that their own electoral fortunes depended on Álvarez, and thus they had 

strong electoral incentives to remain in FG.  
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 But importantly, Álvarez was also internally dominant. This followed, in part, from his 

electoral indispensability. Yet, it is telling that Álvarez was internally powerful before the 

“Chacho Álvarez phenomenon” erupted. Where did Álvarez’s internal power--and, from 1994 

onward, his internal dominance--come from? 

<H2> The Sources of Álvarez’s Internal Dominance 

 From the Group of Eight’s inception, Álvarez was its “natural leader.335” The Group of 

Eight made decisions by consensus until late 1991, but Álvarez, in reality, led the group, playing 

the primary role, for example, in founding FG. His “leadership was based on a widespread 

consensus that identified him with the FG and its development.”336  

 Álvarez’s early preeminence stemmed from personal magnetism, and from the trust and 

respect he commanded among fellow Group of Eight members. Before he was a significant 

electoral force, Group members considered him an incorruptible politician willing to take 

principled stands (e.g., defecting from the governing PJ on ideological grounds; refusing to 

accept corporate money in building FG). 

 When his national profile rose in the mid-1990s, Álvarez became indispensable for FG’s 

electoral progress. This fact considerably increased his internal power and allowed him to 

displace the more radical Fernando “Pino” Solanas as FG’s internally dominant figure.337 The 

1993 legislative election, in which Álvarez outperformed forecasts and other FG members, made 

him the “undisputed leader” of FG.338 Álvarez’s electoral ascendance--together with FG’s 

programmatic shift to the center after the 1994 constituent assembly election--led Solanas to exit 

the party in November 1994, thus cementing FG’s status as a moderate, center-left party. At this 

point, Álvarez was both electorally indispensable and internally dominant.  
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 Álvarez had strong crossfactional ties and was ideologically representative, particularly 

from the mid-1990s onward. After the departure of Pino Solanas, Álvarez was, without question, 

the central node in FG’s network, and because FG was a club, not a mass organization, Álvarez 

did not need to appeal to large swathes of activists to represent FG ideologically. He only had to 

appeal to elites. Thus, it mattered that “Álvarez was FG's most representative leader for almost 

three-quarters of the members of the party Congress.”339 

 Of course, part of what made Álvarez representative was that he was not 

programmatically rigid or dogmatic. His positions shifted depending on circumstances, and he 

and the top FG leadership granted lower elites significant autonomy: “[FG’s heads] did not 

impose their views on certain subjects, such as the direction of individual members' actions or 

the way intermediate leaders should function in each field.”340 

 Importantly, Álvarez was the only figure in FG and FREPASO who combined a high 

degree of external appeal with a high degree of internal power. Other figures had either external 

appeal or internal power but not both. The aforementioned Solanas, for example, was an 

internally powerful figure. In the early 1990s, he was widely viewed as the only elite capable of 

uniting Argentina’s traditional left (consisting of various socialist groups and parties, including 

Solanas’s own Southern Front) and the more modern center-left. “His name was the magic key 

that united almost twenty small parties and groups,” from ex-Peronists to the traditional left to 

the center-left.341 On this basis, Solanas, initially, was FG’s leader. Yet, Solanas never had 

anything approaching Álvarez’s external appeal. Thus, when Álvarez’s electoral star rose in 

1994, Álvarez eclipsed Solanas. Solanas left the party not only in protest of FG’s shift toward the 

ideological center, but also in recognition of his own powerlessness relative to Álvarez.  
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 José Octavio Bordón, FREPASO’s 1995 presidential candidate, was, in a sense, the 

opposite of Solanas. He had external appeal but was untrusted, unrepresentative, and weakly 

linked. In contrast to Álvarez, he had low moral authority within FG. Party members, by and 

large, did not trust him, as he had not sided with FG in previous years when FG had harshly 

criticized Menem.342 Also, he was not ideologically representative and lacked crossfactional ties. 

Indeed, FG reached out to him because he was an outsider, more conservative than FG, and 

influential with a different constituency.343 Thus, despite being FREPASO’s presidential 

candidate in 1995, Bordón never rivaled Álvarez for control of FREPASO’s anchor, FG--nor did 

he seek to do so.344 

<H2> How Álvarez Generated Cohesion in FG/FREPASO 

 Álvarez dominated the internal affairs of FG/FREPASO from early 1994 onward. 

Álvarez’s role within FG/FREPASO resembled Cárdenas’s role within the early PRD (see 

Chapter Six); that is, FG/FREPASO was weakly routinized, and Álvarez substituted for 

institutionalized decision-making procedures.345  

 The leaders of FG/FREPASO made the front’s most important decisions informally. This 

informal decision-making process existed in parallel with, and effectively supplanted, the front’s 

formal institutions.346 The front’s leaders thus had “the highest level of autonomy in an almost 

perfect example of…cadre parties or centralized clubs.”347  

 More specifically, though, Álvarez took party-level decisions. The front’s “weak internal 

institutionalization gave Álvarez the autonomy to generate novel political initiatives.”348 To a 

greater degree than Lula and even Cárdenas, Álvarez was his party’s decider. Wrote Pazos and 

Camps in 1995: “Some considered--and continue to consider--the FG the party of one man.” 
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According to one ex-FREPASO member, “everything was managed in a very personal manner, 

fundamentally by Chacho Álvarez.”349  

 To be sure, Álvarez regularly consulted with an inner circle of elites. According to top 

FG elite Graciela Fernández Meijide,  

 In general, the decisions about alliance policies, who was or was not going to be 

 candidate, was decided at the ‘small table.’ Most of the time Chacho Álvarez made the 

 proposals, not because the ideas occurred to him from out of nowhere, but because he had 

 discussed things with me or he had chatted about it with [Carlos] Auyero and then he 

 brought it to the table.”350  

Yet, Álvarez held ultimate authority. In the words of one FG elite, “the final word is practically 

in Chacho’s hands in alliance policy, etc.”351 According to another, Alvarez was “responsible for 

all important decisions.”352 His proposals were “handed down to the front as FREPASO’s 

decision. In this way, the vast majority of activists and members of FG did not participate in 

decision making.”353 

 More specifically, Álvarez dictated FG’s decisions on platform, public statements, 

alliances, and candidate selection. As early as 1994, he was aware of his unique power within FG 

and used it to marginalize Solanas and the Communists and adopt positions “very distant from 

the FG’s early rhetoric.”354 Álvarez took the decision to ally with Bordón to create FREPASO 

and, later, to ally with UCR to create the Alliance.355 To select important candidates, Álvarez and 

the small table “set aside the party’s formal rules,” which stipulated primary elections, and 

handpicked the figures that they “considered the best candidates for the general election 

regardless of their internal support.”356 Candidates selected in this informal manner included 

“Graciela Fernández Meijide (for Senator in 1996, Deputy in 1997, President in 1998 and 
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Governor in 1999), Álvarez (for Deputy in 1993, President in 1995, Deputy in 1997 and Vice-

President in 1999), [and] Aníbal Ibarra (for mayor of Buenos Aires in 1995 and 1999), and 

Carlos Auyero (for governor of Buenos Aires in 1999).”357 

 FG members’ trust in Álvarez’s leadership was critical. Without their firm trust, he would 

not have been given such autonomy and leeway. “Álvarez took the organization to its limits, 

repeatedly placing it at risk. Within the party, this was perceived as a tendency to jump to 

unknown but nevertheless widely trusted courses of action.”358 

 Fittingly, in deciding to resign the vice presidency and retire from politics (about which 

more below), Álvarez consulted with virtually no one, including no members of the front’s top 

leadership. Graciela Fernández Meijide recalled, “He left without consulting any of us.”359 One 

FG leader recalled that when Álvarez resigned the vice presidency, members received a call “in 

the name of Chacho Álvarez, who had already tendered his resignation without consulting us.”360 

 In summary, Chacho Álvarez helped the FG to cohere, and it was his combination of 

external appeal and internal authority that proved critical. His coattails created incentives against 

defection, and he was trusted to make decisions for the party.361 

<Table 3.2 about here> 

<H1> FREPASO’s Collapse amid Crisis 

 As noted at the beginning of this chapter, by the late 1990s, FREPASO members and 

most outside observers assumed that the party would endure and become institutionalized. In the 

wake of Bordón’s landslide loss in mid-1995 and acrimonious exit in early 1996, Álvarez and 

FREPASO, explicitly unfazed,362 rebounded and allied with the UCR to defeat the PJ in the 1997 

congressional election. Party members Novaro and Palermo (1998) described the “survival of the 

electoral defeat in May 1995 and of Bordón’s departure in February 1996” as “proof that the 
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Front was consolidating as a force and as a moderately institutionalized political space” (129). 

They confidently referred to FREPASO’s “durability,” writing that “FREPASO does not 

constitute a circumstantial episode, a necessarily short-lived media phenomenon.... Neither [the 

rise of Duhalde in the PJ nor that of De la Rúa in the UCR] puts at risk [FREPASO’s] 

durability…” (137). With similar confidence, Abal Medina wrote in the late 1990s that FG had 

already become “a political organization rooted in a large sector of the population and, 

consequently, capable of overcoming defeats and internal conflicts” (1998b: 105). According to 

some, FREPASO’s rise and apparent consolidation heralded a new era of partisan competition in 

Argentina. Party scholars and members, including Álvarez,363 assessed that the Argentine party 

system was “normalizing.”364 Going forward, they suggested, the once-dominant PJ would face 

two serious national contenders with durable organizations and large, stable constituencies.  

 Yet, FREPASO fell as suddenly and dramatically as it had risen. Like Brazil’s PT and 

Mexico’s PRD, FREPASO faced early crisis. The Alliance’s assumption of office coincided with 

the worst social and economic crisis in contemporary Argentine history. Thus, not only did 

FREPASO face the “difficulties any newborn party faces in directing the executive,” it was 

“forced to do so in extremely harsh times.”365 The economy grew anemically in 1998 and shrunk 

by four percent in 1999, producing the first recession in nearly a decade. The Alliance inherited a 

contracting economy, masses of newly unemployed voters, and a ballooning national debt. The 

De la Rúa administration quickly implemented a series of austerity packages. But the recession 

persisted. The Alliance now owned Argentina’s economic disaster, creating a political crisis for 

the country’s new governing coalition. 

 The Alliance’s political crisis intensified in late 2000, when a major corruption scandal 

broke, centering on allegations of bribery in the Senate. According to federal charges, eleven 
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senators--eight from the PJ, three from the UCR--accepted millions of dollars in exchange for 

supporting a labor market reform bill proposed by the Alliance.366 Media reports alleged that the 

payments originated in the offices of two Alliance ministers, Intelligence Minister Fernando de 

Santibañes (UCR) and Labor Minister Alberto Flamarique (FREPASO).  

 The combination of economic calamity and corruption scandal amounted to a profound 

crisis for the UCR and FREPASO. The Alliance had won power on a platform of anti-corruption. 

Through its participation in the senate bribery scheme, the Alliance simultaneously violated its 

central campaign promise and rendered itself indistinguishable from the PJ on the image-making 

valence issue of corruption. The scandal thus threatened to dilute and destroy the coalition’s 

brand.367 

 Through September of 2000, Álvarez maintained public support for De la Rúa but 

privately urged him to fire De Santibañes and Flamarique, arguing that only drastic measures 

would preserve the Alliance’s credibility.368 De la Rúa ultimately refused, and in early October, 

Álvarez resigned as vice president of Argentina (provoking significant internal criticism369). 

Announcing his resignation to the press, he stated, “I am very ashamed a 16- or 17-year old 

should feel politics is similar to crime.”370 Álvarez unsuccessfully attempted to re-enter De la 

Rúa’s cabinet in March 2001. In May 2001, he stepped down as president of FG. Later, he led a 

short-lived movement of independent citizens against Argentina’s major parties.371  

 It is worth making explicit that Álvarez’s actions in late 2000 and early 2001 did not 

amount to a schism. That is, he did not defect from FG. Although he resigned the vice presidency 

and later stepped down as FG president, he did not take these actions due to conflict with his co-

partisans, or in order to join a rival party with brighter electoral prospects.  
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 Unfortunately for FREPASO, Álvarez was essential to the party’s brand, and to its 

internal functioning and internal morale.372 He was the core of the front--the “incomparable 

figure,” in the words of Graciela Fernández Meijide.373 Fernández Meijide recalls, “When he 

resigned from the big table and didn’t even show up to tell us…at that point, for me, it had 

ended.”374 FG elite, Eduardo Jozami, recalls that “the final decline of FREPASO…begins with 

the retirement of Chacho… [T]here, yes, a notable disaggregation comes.”375 “His retirement 

close[d] the cycle irreversibly.”376 

 The final blow to FREPASO came a year after Álvarez’s resignation, in the October 2001 

midterm congressional elections. FREPASO remained intact following Álvarez’s departure, but 

Argentina’s economic and fiscal crises deepened. As Argentine voters took to the polls, the 

economy was still contracting, and official unemployment hovered around twenty percent.377 

Rightly or wrongly, voters punished FREPASO, the Alliance, and the entire governing class. The 

sum of null votes, invalid votes, and votes for marginal parties increased nearly fourfold, 

reaching 49 percent of the vote total. While the PJ’s vote share rose marginally, from 32 to 36 

percent, the Alliance’s share fell by half, from 44 to 23 percent. For FREPASO, the outcome was 

especially dire. Whereas the UCR lost only one fourth of its congressional seats (24 of 89), 

FREPASO lost nearly two thirds (22 of 37). Two months later, President De la Rúa resigned 

amid riots, and the PJ returned to power in early January 2002. The Alliance lay in tatters. 

 FREPASO did not have the territorial infrastructure and committed activists necessary to 

regroup and rebound from Álvarez’s resignation and the 2001 midterm congressional election. It 

was little more than a brand. Álvarez resigned to save the brand, but to no avail. Although it is 

possible that, in leaving, Álvarez took FREPASO’s electability with him, it is more likely that 

the damage wrought on FREPASO by the crisis was irreparable in the short term, with or 
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without Álvarez. In any case, “when FREPASO lost its image,” one party member recalled, “it 

lost everything.”378 

 In the wake of the 2001 election, FREPASO, already having suffered many defections, 

amounted to a small club of elites, most in the national legislature and one, Aníbal Ibarra, in the 

Federal Capital’s mayoral seat. There were no organizational redoubts: no local networks of 

committed activists, no FREPASO governorships or mayoralties (save in Buenos Aires). The 

party brand had stopped delivering; the electoral benefits of party membership had disappeared. 

The remaining members thus defected, joining the PJ, smaller left parties, or PJ satellite parties. 

In the words of one member, “each [party member] returned home.”379 Reflecting on how 

rapidly FREPASO disappeared once its image was tarnished, an Alliance strategist invoked an 

old metaphor: “Building an image through the media is like building with mud.”380 

 In his explanation of FREPASO’s collapse, Lupu (2016b) places explanatory emphasis 

on the party’s brand dilution and poor performance, not its organizational weakness. On Lupu’s 

account, FREPASO collapsed due to two factors. First, it diluted its left-wing brand in the 

second half of the 1990s by entering into a strange bedfellow alliance with the UCR and by 

endorsing orthodox economic policies that it had once opposed. Second, it performed poorly. As 

we saw, the UCR/FREPASO electoral coalition took national office as Argentina was entering 

one of the worst economic and social crises in its history. Voter backlash due to this crisis--and 

due to the 2000 corruption scandal, which partially implicated FREPASO--put the nail in 

FREPASO’s coffin.381  

 In my view, this is an insightful but incomplete account. FREPASO faced severe 

challenges, to be sure; the experience of governing amid economic crisis (especially with a 

diluted brand) would test any party. But FREPASO was ill-equipped to survive crisis because it 
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had an extremely weak organization. It was fragile because it existed merely in Argentine voters’ 

minds.  

 In Chapters Five and Six, I will provide comparative evidence that further supports this 

argument. Both Brazil’s PT (Chapter Five) and Mexico’s PRD (Chapter Six) suffered early, life-

threatening electoral crises (the PT in 1982, the PRD in 1991 and 1994). It was far from obvious 

during the first half of the 1980s that the PT would survive intact,382 or in the early 1990s that the 

PRD would survive intact.383 But in contrast to FREPASO, the PT and PRD had strong ground 

organizations and persevered. 

 Another useful piece of comparative evidence comes from FREPASO’s senior coalition 

partner (1999-2001) and former rival, the centrist UCR. As noted, the UCR, like FREPASO, 

suffered a massive electoral crisis due to the economic calamity and corruption scandal of the 

late 1990s and early aughts. Notably, since De la Rúa’s resignation in 2001, the UCR has not 

fielded a serious presidential contender. But unlike FREPASO, the UCR, amid electoral crisis, 

had a large territorial organization and activist networks in much of the country.384 Thus, as Cyr 

(2017) would predict, it persevered in local and regional strongholds. To this day, the UCR 

remains an important, albeit diminished, force, at both the national legislative and subnational 

levels.385 

<H1> Conclusion 

 FREPASO, then, is a case of electoral collapse. Its leaders substituted media appeals for 

organization building and rose rapidly, but the party proved fragile amid electoral crisis. It is 

important to highlight, again, that FREPASO did not die by schism. Like Brazil’s PT and 

Mexico’s PRD (see Chapters Five and Six), FREPASO, as we have seen, had in Chacho Álvarez 

an electorally indispensable, internally dominant leader who generated the cohesion necessary to 
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prevent fragmentation. By contrast, Peru’s new left contender, the United Left (IU), died by 

schism, illustrating that the presence of an electorally indispensable, internally non-dominant 

leader can result in fatal new party splits. To the case of IU we now turn. 
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Chapter Five: The Survival of Brazil’s Workers’ Party (PT)520 

<H3> 

“ORGANIZATION.” 

-Caption in large, bold capital letters under Lula headshot (PT campaign sticker, 1982)521 

<H3> 

“The PT had [in Lula] a charismatic internal leader.” 

-Lincoln Secco (PT member and historian; emphasis Secco’s)522 

<H3> 

 Of the four parties featured in this book, Brazil’s Workers’ Party (PT) is the most 

successful. It has consistently contended for national power since the late 1980s. To date, its 

candidates have held over a dozen governorships and over 2,000 mayoralties, including São 

Paulo's. It has received at least 10 percent of the vote in every congressional election since 1990. 

In the 2000s and 2010s, it established itself as Brazil's leading party, winning the presidency four 

consecutive times (2002, 2006, 2010, 2014). Given Brazil's growing presence on the global 

stage, the PT is not just the most important new party in Latin America; it is one of the most 

important in the world. 

 Dozens of scholars have studied the PT in depth. The bulk of existing literature examines 

the PT’s ideological and internal transformations over the decades523 or particular PT policies 

such as participatory budgeting524 and the internationally well-known Bolsa Família (Family 

Grant) conditional cash transfer program.525 This chapter addresses a more basic, and less 

commonly asked, question: why did the PT survive and become institutionalized in the first 

place? 

<H1> Analytical Summary 
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 I argue that the PT took root because of early adversity, not despite it. Founded in 1980, 

the PT originated in mass struggle against Brazil's liberalizing military regime. It sought 

electoral success but lacked access to finance and state resources. Not until 1988, when PT 

member Luiza Erundina won the São Paulo mayoral election, did it win its first major executive 

election. The early PT also lacked access to media. Under military rule and early post-transition 

civilian rule, the PT operated in a closed and largely hostile mass media environment dominated 

by the Globo network. PT leaders thus had electoral incentives to invest in territorial 

organization; only by developing a large, volunteer organization could they appeal to Brazil’s 

electorate. They also had extraelectoral incentives, as mobilizational capacity enabled them to 

exert pressure on late military and early post-transition governments.  

 Mobilizing structures in civil society provided the means for PT organization building. 

The PT's founders belonged to and drew activists from three groups that led Brazil’s 

democratizing struggle at the grassroots level: the organized Marxist left, the grassroots Catholic 

left, and, above all, the autonomous new union movement. Early PT activists were driven by a 

higher cause that went beyond opposition to military rule. Leaders branded the PT, and the base 

viewed it, as a novelty in Brazilian history: the first authentically popular, bottom-up political 

force in a polity historically dominated by elites. It was this popular, bottom-up quality, 

embodied by Lula da Silva and other new unionist leaders, that inspired hundreds of thousands 

of Brazilians to contribute to the PT. The PT built the strongest party organization in Brazil, 

which enabled it to survive a major initial setback in the 1982 congressional and subnational 

elections. By the late 1980s, the PT had developed Brazil's strongest left-wing partisan brand and 

become institutionalized as a national contender. 
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 PT leader Lula da Silva combined singular external appeal with internal dominance. Due 

to his leadership in the mass movement against Brazil’s military dictatorship, he was a national 

figure when the PT formed, and the early PT electorally depended on his coattails. He also had 

moral authority within the PT due to his humble origins, working-class status, and leadership 

role in the party’s founding struggles. He came into the PT with strong crossfactional ties and 

strengthened those ties as party leader. In ideological/programmatic terms, he represented the 

predominantly moderate PT, drawn primarily from his own new union movement. Because he 

combined external appeal and internal dominance, he generated cohesion in a party characterized 

by frequent internal conflict between moderates and radicals. He received the PT’s presidential 

nomination four times, with virtually no dissent or internal contestation. In an effort to broaden 

the party’s electoral appeal, he prevailed upon its radical tendencies to moderate. The PT did not 

suffer a major schism in the 1980s or 1990s. 

 The case of the PT thus illustrates that origins in adversity lead to the construction of 

strong party organizations, equipping new parties to survive electoral crisis; and that externally 

appealing, internally dominant leaders help to generate cohesion in new partisan contenders.  

<H1> The PT’s Formation: Adversity and Organization Building 

<H#> 

“The weapons of power are armies, money, and information.”  

-Slogan on PT flier, undated526 

<H#> 

 The PT emerged from Brazil’s “new unionism” and thus is a rare example of a labor-

based new left contender in Latin America. Brazil underwent considerable industrial 

development in the 1960s and 1970s, with the number of unionized workers leaping from 1.5 
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million in 1960 to over 10 million in 1978.527 Because the late Medici (1969-74) and Geisel 

(1974-79) military governments rolled back some of the more draconian labor policies of their 

predecessors, Brazilian unions, even the more militant ones, initially remained on the sidelines of 

the movement to end military rule. But in late 1977, a World Bank study revealed that the 

Medici government had doctored inflation figures in 1973, dramatically underreporting rising 

costs to keep workers' indexed wages low in real terms. The revelation led to mass labor 

mobilization among a set of autonomous unions in the industrial belt of Greater São Paulo, 

known as the ABC (or ABCD) region.528 Since the early 1970s, these unions had explicitly 

rejected Brazil's longstanding corporatist system of state/labor relations. The São Bernardo 

Metalworkers' Union, headed by Lula da Silva (union secretary since 1972), was at the center of 

the new autonomous labor movement, which came to be known as the new unionism.529 The new 

unionism rapidly grew in size. By 1978, it included nearly 3 million workers, roughly a quarter 

of Brazil's industrial working class.530  

 In the late 1970s, Brazil’s Catholic left became heavily involved in the autonomous labor 

struggle.531 From the early 1960s to mid-1970s, tens of thousands of Catholic grassroots groups 

(CEBs, or “ecclesial base communities”) sprouted up in rural areas, middle-class urban 

neighborhoods, and slums (e.g., those encircling the city of São Paulo).532 By the mid-1970s, 

Brazil had approximately 40,000 CEBs.533 In the formulation of Frei Betto,534 CEB members 

tended to share working-class backgrounds and core values (e.g., grassroots empowerment, 

opposition to inequality) with the new unionism, and CEBs thus naturally “complemented” the 

movement.535 

 Sectors within Brazil's Marxist left also became involved in the autonomous labor 

struggle. Although there was tension between the new unionism and Brazil’s largest Marxist 
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parties (PCB, PCdoB, MR-8),536 many defectors from these parties, as well as several smaller 

Marxist groups, joined and contributed to the militant labor movement.  

 In the second half of the 1970s, social and political opposition to Brazil’s military regime 

broadened and coalesced into a national movement.537 The balance of power between regime and 

opposition only shifted decisively, however, with the rise of the new unionism. As the new 

unionism took off, it “soon established itself at the forefront of the democratic opposition 

forces”538 and widened its objectives from labor reform to democratization and socialism.  

 As the democratic opposition movement reached peak strength, Brazil's controlled 

transition to democracy accelerated. In late 1979, amid social unrest and an economic slowdown, 

President Figueiredo (1979-85) scheduled direct state and local elections for 1982, to be held 

concurrently with federal legislative elections. In 1982, the government legalized the creation of 

new parties for the first time since 1965.  

 By 1978, a view had taken hold within the new unions that autonomous workers needed 

political representation. Thus, in January 1979, new unions approved the creation of the PT, and 

in 1980, the PT became an official party. 

<H2> The Early PT’s Low Access to State Resources 

 During its first decade of existence, the PT had virtually no access to state resources or 

private finance. On creation, the PT--due to its undeveloped partisan brand, its radical image, and 

the presence of the established center-left party, Brazilian Democracy Movement (MDB), on its 

right flank--attracted few left-wing political elites. Brazil's three largest Marxist parties--the 

aforementioned PCB, PCdoB, and MR-8--immediately joined the more electorally prominent 

MDB. In total, only ten elected officeholders, all progressive MDB defectors, joined the PT in 

1979-80. All ten held legislative posts at the federal or state level: one in the senate, four in the 
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lower house of congress, and six in the São Paulo state assembly.539 Although the PT's MDB 

defectors provided valuable office space, telecommunications equipment, and administrative 

staff,540 these organizational resources represented a tiny fraction of what PT leaders would need 

to secure registry, much less to build a national party. In a country with over twenty states and 

over 4,000 municipalities, the PT did not hold a single executive post in 1979-80. 

 The PT continued with minimal state resources for nearly a decade. Prior to 1988, the PT 

elected just three mayors, two in small cities in 1982 (Diadêma, São Paulo; Santa Quitéria do 

Maranhão, Maranhão in 1982) and one in the larger Fortaleza, Ceará in 1985. Only in 1988 did 

the PT win a major subnational executive election, the mayoralty of São Paulo. In the same year, 

the PT won thirty additional mayoral elections--two in state capitals (Porto Alegre, Rio Grande 

do Sul; Vitória, Espírito Santo)--and crossed the 10 percent threshold in congressional seat share. 

In 1992, the PT won two small governorships, in the Federal District of Brasília and the state of 

Espírito Santo. The PT did not win the presidency or a major governorship (i.e., in São Paulo, 

Minas Gerais, Bahia, or Rio de Janeiro) before 2000.  

 In short, in a country with a federal government, over twenty state governments, and over 

4,000 municipal governments, the PT did not hold a single executive post on creation and did not 

win its first significant executive positions (the mayoralty of São Paulo and some small 

governorships) until roughly a decade after its founding. 

 The early PT was also weakly financed. It depended for revenue on several sources: dues 

from ordinary members;541 dues from PT public officeholders; the federal party fund, with each 

party's allotment determined by its percentage of congressional seats; and external donations. 

From the early 1980s to the mid-1990s, most party funding came from PT officeholders’ 

mandatory contributions;542 in March of 1982, the PT mandated that PT public officeholders 



 
 

155 

donate an extraordinarily high 30 percent of their salaries to the party, roughly ten times the 

percentage contributed, on average, by their counterparts in other Brazilian parties.543 During this 

time, the remainder of PT financing came mainly from the federal party fund, despite the PT's 

modest presence in the national legislature.544 The early PT avoided ties to business and the 

economic elite, calling itself a “party without sponsors.” Corporate contributions remained 

“taboo” until the mid-1990s and only became an explicit national objective in the aughts.545 

Federal law prohibited donations from unions, which deprived the PT of a revenue source 

available to many classic European labor-based parties (e.g., Britain’s Labour Party, Sweden's 

Social Democrats).546 

 The PT thus experienced great penury until the late 1980s and remained financially weak 

until the second half of the 1990s. Annual party revenue did not surpass $1 million (US dollars) 

until the 1990s.547 It is unsurprising, then, that countless PT fliers from the 1980s exhorted 

activists and supporters to make small donations in addition to contributing campaign labor. (For 

a sample of relevant quotations from early PT fliers, see Appendix 3.) 

 In summary, the early PT operated under serious resource constraints. Early party leaders 

could not offer offer activists state patronage or financial rewards; they could only offer a limited 

number of paid party and union jobs. Given Brazil's size, these inducements were grossly 

insufficient to grease the wheels of a national party machine. Selective incentives played almost 

no role in the PT's development until the late 1980s, and only a marginal role until the second 

half of the 1990s. 

<H2> The Early PT’s Low Access to Media 

<H#> 

“Whoever has television, radio and newspapers will always be in power.” 
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-Antônio Carlos Magalhães, ex-governor of the Brazilian state of Bahia, 1975548 

<H#> 

 The early PT also lacked access to mass media. Television became consolidated as a 

mass medium in Brazil in the 1970s during the military dictatorship (1964-1985).549 By the late 

1970s, a large majority of Brazilians learned about politics from television. Television ownership 

increased during the 1980s, such that by around 1990, almost 90 percent of Brazilians obtained 

political information primarily or exclusively from television, and over three quarters of 

Brazilian households owned a television.550 In general, Brazilians placed more trust in television 

than in their political institutions.551  

 When the PT formed (1980), Brazil’s military regime exercised substantial control over 

media. For decades, Brazilian presidents had enjoyed the exclusive right to distribute 

broadcasting licenses and concessions and had systematically granted these licenses and 

concessions to pro-government figures.552 During the military dictatorship, for example, 

presidents made a standard practice of awarding concessions to local and regional bosses on the 

basis of political loyalty, “creating the new phenomenon of electronic clientelism.”553 Following 

the transition to civilian rule, the politicized distribution of television and radio licenses 

increased. The practice “reached a new level” under President Sarney (1985-1990),554 and 

“political favoritism” remained “the only criterion” for awarding broadcasting concessions 

through the abbreviated tenure of Sarney’s successor, Fernando Collor (1990-1992).555 As of the 

early 1990s, two thirds of local television licenses in Brazil fell under the direct or indirect 

control of politicians who had received presidential concessions.556 

 As Sarney and Collor were right-of-center politicians, and as Sarney had been a major 

ally of the military regime until shortly before the transition to civilian rule, there was little 
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turnover among subnational media owners after the transition. Just as the traditional political 

bosses of the military era retained their rural clientelistic voting blocs,557 the electronic bosses of 

the military era kept their subnational media empires.558 In 1993, Armando Rollemberg, 

president of Brazil's Journalists' Union, summarized:  

 Today, all the political groups that benefited from the dictatorship and the Sarney 

 government are the owners of the television and radio in our country. This is bad because 

 these groups no longer represent majority public opinion. The country changed.... [It] 

 rejected the military dictatorship. But the military's supporters have control of the media 

 in our country.”559 

 The upshot was that, throughout the PT’s formative decade and beyond, Brazil’s mass 

media establishment was “profoundly biased toward candidates of the [r]ight.”560 At the center of 

this mass media establishment lay the shrewdly profit-seeking561 Globo conglomerate. By the 

time the PT formed, Globo (est. 1962) was the only Brazilian media company that held top 

positions across hard news, television, radio, and print media.562 Under the military dictatorship, 

local and regional media barons made heavy use of Globo programming; in most Brazilian 

states, the leading television channel featured news content from TV Globo,563 and the leading 

newspaper obtained hard news from the Globo News Agency. As of the early 1970s, TV Globo’s 

flagship, prime-time news program, Jornal Nacional (est. 1969), had the highest nightly news 

ratings in Brazil by a wide margin. TV Globo’s news monopoly strengthened in the second half 

of the 1970s,564 such that by 1980, the year of the PT’s formation, 75 percent of the Brazilian 

population was a “captive audience” of TV Globo’s programming, and 60 million viewers tuned 

in nightly to watch Jornal Nacional.565 As of 1982, TV Globo was the fourth largest television 

network in the world.566  
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 TV Globo became even more dominant in the years after Brazil’s 1985 transition to 

civilian rule. Indeed, Globo and its CEO Roberto Marinho reached the “apogee” of their 

“political power” during the Sarney (1985-90) and Collor (1990-92) presidencies.567 In the 1989 

presidential campaign, for example, TV Globo’s “share of the national television audience was 

consistently above 59 percent…and as high as 84 percent during prime time.”568 Congressman 

Paulo Ramos observed in 1993 that for legislative candidates, appearances on TV Globo, which 

Roberto Marinho occasionally vetoed, often made the difference between electoral victory and 

defeat.569 As late as the early 2000s, TV Globo remained Brazil’s “dominant network” and 

Jornal Nacional “the main TV news bulletin in the country.”570  

 Throughout its early development, the PT faced systematic bias from TV Globo. CEO 

Roberto Marinho was a “first-hour revolutionary,” having openly supported the 1964 military 

coup when it was occurring.571 Brazil's military regime nurtured TV Globo in its infancy and 

systematically gave the network preferential treatment.572 TV Globo reciprocated by providing 

coverage favorable to the regime. This “reciprocal relationship” reached its “maximum limit” 

during the last military presidency--that of Figueiredo (1979-85)--which coincided with the PT’s 

first half-decade of existence.573 During this period, TV Globo functioned as the regime’s 

unofficial mouthpiece and shaped its broadcasting to weaken and defame regime opponents.574 

In some cases, TV Globo's manipulation and censorship exceeded military dictates.575 

 Illustrative examples abound. When the new unionists led a general strike in 1980, TV 

Globo underreported the number of striking workers, misrepresented union demands, and aired 

statements from an industrial manager while cutting statements by Lula from the broadcast.576 In 

the PT's first high-profile attempt at municipal governance (Diadêma, 1982-86), the party “did 

not enjoy a sympathetic national press; there was extensive reporting of intraparty conflict and of 
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the PT's mistakes in Diadêma, and very little coverage of successful efforts.”577 When Brazilian 

oil workers carried out a major strike in the summer of 1983,578 TV Globo “minimized the action 

of the strikers” and “put emphasis on the critical positions toward the strike made by 

executives…and government representatives.”579 Perhaps most notoriously, Globo initially 

refrained from covering the movement for direct elections, then the largest mass movement in 

Brazilian history, which the PT led at the grassroots level.580 As a matter of policy,581 Globo 

systematically minimized the movement’s major protests and demonstrations in São Paulo, Rio 

de Janeiro, Belo Horizonte, and Curitiba.582  

 TV Globo’s pro-government, anti-PT bias persisted after the transition to civilian rule, 

despite the passage of post-transition reforms that gave parties legal tools to respond to such 

practices. TV Globo supported Tancredo Neves and José Sarney in the 1985 elections and 

provided favorable coverage of pro-Neves rallies.583 It awarded rebroadcasting contracts to allies 

of Sarney and Collor.584 In the late 1980s and 1990s, TV Globo supported Fernando Collor585 

and Fernando Henrique Cardoso.  

 TV Globo’s flagship program, Jornal Nacional, bears emphasis here. From its inception 

in the late 1960s, Jornal Nacional consistently took a pro-government--and more specifically 

pro-president--point of view.586 Its most well-known breach of neutrality occurred in 1989, when 

after the final presidential debate between Fernando Collor and the PT’s Lula da Silva, the show 

gave Collor 50 percent more airtime than Lula and edited debate excerpts to portray Collor as 

assertive and appealing, on the one hand, and Lula as defensive, gaffe-prone, radical, and 

dangerous, on the other.587 Disparate provision of airtime marked TV Globo’s coverage of the 

1989 campaign more generally. “During June and July [1989],” for example, “Collor's share of 

airtime was significantly more than that of his two major challengers combined,”588 and in the 
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three weeks before the first round, Lula received the fifth most coverage despite receiving the 

second highest vote share.589  

 Obviously, these facts were not lost on early PT organizers. During the early post-

transition years, PT leaders and activists constantly complained about systematic media bias and 

pressed for media reform. Many PT members who ran for legislative and Constituent Assembly 

seats in 1986 and 1988 (e.g., Plínio Arruda Sampaio, Geraldo Siqueira) listed the 

democratization of media as a central platform point. In an undated, Sarney-era PT newspaper 

interview, Jorge Baptista, a journalist and PT member, stated that “in a country of our 

dimensions, a political fact only becomes a POLITICAL FACT when it manages to pass through 

the mass media” (capitals in original). Baptista advocated for popular “control of concessions” so 

that concessions would cease to be “a privilege of the president...used to benefit the most well-

connected, the closest to home.”590 A 1992 PT election campaign manual stated:  

 In Brazil, elections have long been characterized by radio and television abuses. In 

 numerous elections, we have witnessed…instances of electoral propaganda in radio and 

 television programs, which end up directly interfering in the electoral process... We know 

 that...the stations will highlight some candidates. What we cannot allow is for the 

 stations, on the pretext of providing news, to make open propaganda for their favored 

 candidates and against their opponents.”591  

In a 1993 interview, Lula identified the hegemony of Globo as a central impediment to full 

democratization in Brazil:  

 Democracy presupposes freedom of communication, speech... There won't be democracy 

 without the democratization of mass media... If you have one outlet that every day talks 

 to 60 or 70 million people, and the control of the messages falls to a team taking 
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 ideological orders from one man [Roberto Marinho] ... one is deprived of any possibility 

 of democracy.592 

 It should be noted that, before 1985, Brazilian parties did not have a media platform of 

their own. Federal law prohibited parties from purchasing television and radio time, and the Lei 

Falcão (in effect from 1976 to 1985) placed major restrictions on public radio and television 

advertisements, only permitting parties to display static party logos and candidate pictures and 

blurbs. In the years after the 1985 revocation of the Lei Falcão, access to public television 

remained highly unequal, and the PT still had to cram party and candidate advertisements into 

very short time slots. PT candidates often stressed these points.593  

<H2> Incentives for Organization 

 In light of the above conditions, the PT, to have a chance at success, had to invest in 

organization. No new left party born in the early 1980s, no matter how media-savvy, could have 

acquired a national following through media appeals.594 In my archival and interview research, I 

unearthed countless campaign pamphlets, activist manuals, internal analyses, and member 

statements stressing the party’s penury and inhospitable media environment, as well as rival 

parties’ massive advantage in media, finance, and patronage. The same materials tended to 

emphasize that these disadvantages made organization and activism electorally vital for the PT: 

 The activist base was the only thing I had in 1982… There was no space at all in the 

 small, medium, or large media. (Djalma Bom, 1982 congressional candidate)595 

 [Local PT  candidate Claudio Barroso] depended exclusively on the sacrifice and effort 

 of comrade groups... [H]e didn't have resources. (PT bulletin, 1982)596 We're reaching the 

 finish line of this electoral campaign. More than ever, economic power counts. The PT's 

 campaign evidently depends on other powers: the energy and will of those who believe in 
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 this platform… (Campaign flier for Eduardo Suplicy, São Paulo gubernatorial candidate, 

 1986)597 

 In contrast to other parties, we rely exclusively on the strength of our activists. 

 (Campaign letter to PT activists for Francisco “Chico” de Souza, São Paulo state deputy 

 candidate, 1986)598 

 [W]e'll have to confront the economic power and electoral machines of the bosses, even 

 the anti-democratic division of free propaganda time on TV (one of the many maneuvers 

 against the PT). It will be with the collaboration and effort of the workers themselves that 

 the PT carries its message to the population. (Campaign flier for Clara Ant, São Paulo 

 state deputy candidate, 1986)599 

 We're going to confront economic power with creativity and intense work. (PT campaign 

 bulletin for Olinto Alves Leite and Wallace Dellamagna Sant’Ana, São Paulo federal and 

 state deputy candidates, 1986)600 

 The PT had much less money than the other parties... The activist base was everything. 

 (PT founder Ricardo de Azevedo, in reference to early campaigns)601 

 I was…not very much of the mass media. My process for building a mandate was always 

 very linked to the grassroots party and the grassroots union movement. (Paulo Rocha, in 

 reference to his early congressional campaigns as PT candidate)602 

 Collor…and others have the machines of the bourgeoisie to sustain them: planes, million-

 dollar fundraisers, free time on TV, press coverage happen one after the other under our 

 eyes. To contain this situation an unprecedented activist effort is necessary. (PT 

 presidential campaign bulletin no. 9 of 14, 1989)603 
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 The early PT also had extraelectoral incentives to invest in organization, especially 

during its first half-decade of existence. “The primary interest of most party leaders between 

1983 and 1985,” for example, “was in social action.”604 Party leaders devoted themselves, in 

particular, to expanding the new unionism through the creation of the Unified Workers’ Central 

(CUT), and to leading the mass movement for direct elections at the grassroots level. In early 

1984, the party’s top priority was not upcoming elections; it was the mass movement for direct 

elections.605 Indeed, the party leadership was so focused on the extraelectoral sphere during the 

1983-85 period that in mid-1985, several leaders openly worried that the party would abandon its 

institutional objectives, focus exclusively on social action, and not last another year.606 

<H2> The Early PT’s Access to Mobilizing Structures 

 The PT built a strong organization by drawing from three mobilizing structures in civil 

society: the new unionism, Catholic left, and Marxist left.607 The new unionism led the PT’s 

founding and provided it with more leaders and members than any other feeder organization.608 

New unionists became PT leaders and members, and their offices and homes became PT offices 

and meeting places. Over the course of the 1980s, the new unionism expanded and broadened to 

new occupational sectors, driving concomitant growth within the PT organization.609 The new 

unionism centrally represented the party, too; in December 1988, after the election of the third 

consecutive trade unionist to the party presidency, Lula stated that it would distort the PT’s 

nature not to have a union member in that position.610 

 The Catholic left played a vital role in the organizational development of the PT. Catholic 

leftists, particularly young priests and CEB members, overwhelmingly joined or supported the 

early PT.611 Many CEB members created PT nuclei, and some CEBs simply became PT 

nuclei.612 Tens, perhaps hundreds, of thousands of CEB members became PT members.613 
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Because of the Catholic Church’s extensive geographical reach, CEBs significantly expanded the 

PT's early territorial organization, especially in rural and peripheral urban areas.614  

 Brazil's Marxist left had a complicated--and in some ways competitive615--relationship 

with the early PT. When the PT formed, Brazil’s three largest Marxist parties (PCB, PCdoB, 

MR-8) were gradualist and institutionalist.616 All three thus joined the MDB--and subsequently 

the PMDB, est. 1981--instead of the PT, as the MDB had more national clout. Yet, many PCB, 

PCdoB, and MR-8 members defected to join the PT during the late 1970s and early 1980s.617 

The PT also attracted several more radical Marxist groups such as the Trotskyist Workers' 

Faction (FO), which dissolved into the PT wholesale.618  

 Marxists did not provide the PT with a very large social base; in 1991, only 10 percent of 

PT members had past or present affiliations with political organizations of the “extreme left.”619 

Yet, Marxists still contributed valuably. Due to their experience, education, and discipline, they 

exercised disproportionate influence in shaping the early PT’s ideology and program,620 

organizing nuclei and offices,621 training activists,622 advising elites,623 and assuming national 

leadership positions.624 Still, their “importance…was always greater internally than 

externally,”625 as they had a limited ability to influence voters. Thus, “the CEBs and new 

unionism were the two most important social vectors of the PT's formation.”626  

 The national PT organization depended on the bottom-up initiative and human, financial, 

and infrastructural resources of these civil society feeder organizations. Due to time and resource 

constraints, the early PT leadership could not make a significant material or logistical 

contribution to the formation of local PT organs and nuclei. Major national leaders visited local 

organs and civil society organizations to give speeches and provide encouragement and 

advice,627 while the largest PT offices disseminated manuals for setting up and sustaining nuclei, 
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offices, and electoral committees.628 But this was all. The national party leadership did little 

more than encourage local civil society leaders to build local nuclei and offices from the ground 

up--to assume party leadership roles, to use volunteers and administrative resources from their 

own organizations and movements, and to pool participating individuals' resources, labor, and 

creative energies.629 

<H2> The Size of the Early PT’s Territorial Organization 

 During its formative period, the PT far surpassed the organizational and electoral 

requirements imposed by law.630 PT members built the most internally vibrant of Brazil's major 

parties, with the largest volunteer activist base and one of the largest territorial infrastructures. 

 The early PT organization emerged in various regions. Activist networks, base-level 

nuclei,631 and offices sprouted up in the industrial and urban municipalities of the Southeast (e.g., 

São Paulo, Minas Gerais) and South (e.g., Rio Grande do Sul, Espírito Santo) and in some rural 

states (e.g., Acre, Para) due to the presence of civil society feeder organizations in these areas. 

 Initially, during the 1979-1981 period, PT membership grew rapidly. Whereas in May 

1980, the PT had roughly 30,000 members,632 by June of 1981, this number had multiplied by 

seven to approximately 200,000 members, or 0.36 percent of the national voting-age population. 

By July of 1981, the PT had state offices in 21 (of 26) states and more than 20,000 members in 

four of these states: São Paulo, Minas Gerais, Rio de Janeiro, and Rio Grande do Sul.633 After 

1981, the PT's membership and formal infrastructure expanded in a steadier manner. At 0.36 

percent in 1981, the PT's membership as a proportion of the voting-age population rose to 0.44 

percent in 1984, to 0.60 percent in 1988, and to 0.74 percent in 1995.634 During the second half 

of the 1980s, the PT, largely due to the new unionism’s expansion into rural and new urban 

areas, made considerable organizational advances outside São Paulo state.635 Whereas in 1985, 
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the PT had municipal offices in roughly a quarter of Brazil’s over 4,000 municipalities,636 by 

1989, the ratio had risen to nearly half.637  

<H2> Selection Effects and Member Commitment in the Early PT 

 The early PT organization was strong not only because of its territorial size but also 

because of the commitment of its members. “[B]y 1988 political commentators counted the 

party’s ability to call upon its activists for social and political campaigns as a political resource 

that almost made up for its lack of financial resources.”638 

 PT members’ early commitment resulted, in large part, from selection pressures. The 

process of organization building was extremely difficult and required immense effort.639 First, 

because the PT did not co-opt many elites from outside the party, it had to identify, recruit, and 

train its own candidates--enough, in fact, to run full electoral slates, which was a legal 

requirement.640 Second, the PT had to recruit and register hundreds of thousands of new 

members in hundreds of municipalities. Early organizers thus engaged in extensive person-to-

person recruiting. They generally worked without pay and could not offer material inducements 

to prospective members. Nor did they want to attract members on that basis; from the beginning, 

PT organizers wanted each new member to make a politically conscious choice in joining the 

party.641 The task of these organizers was to inspire or persuade individuals to make such a 

choice, and to donate their time, labor, and resources to the nascent PT accordingly.  

 Third, some early PT members faced hostility and repression, both before and during the 

PT’s formative years. During the hardline era of military rule, Marxists bore the brunt of state 

violence. Autonomous urban labor suffered little extreme repression in the 1970s and 1980s,642 

but state authorities did, on numerous occasions, intervene in unions, break up strikes, and arrest 

union leaders.643 During the PT's formative years, no feeder group suffered greater repression 
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than autonomous rural workers and the actors who helped to organize them (above all, the 

Catholic left). Between 1975 and 1989, rural oligarchic forces, sometimes aided by state 

authorities, killed over 1,000 rural workers in agrarian conflicts.644 In the rural states where the 

early PT established a strong presence (e.g., Acre, Pará), “the PT necessarily reflected these 

struggles.”645 Although the general public often did not know about or assign much importance 

to such repression, the PT did. In campaign materials from the 1980s, PT leaders and activists 

frequently referred to the repression of urban and rural laborers to galvanize and grow the party 

base.646 

 Many early PT members have emphasized the sheer difficulty of the formative years. 

Take, for example, these retrospective statements from two early PT leaders: 

 The hardships were immense (emphasis in original). You cannot imagine how hard it was 

 to create the PT…. You cannot imagine the difficulties of forming the PT. [People] 

 thought we wouldn't meet the legal requirements. But the thing went forward, with all the 

 difficulties we had.... We would travel into the countryside, without anything, with an old 

 Volkswagen Beetle, and we did not have money. During that period, at midnight, the tolls 

 opened at midnight allowing us to pass for free, so we would wait... Everything was very 

 difficult.647 

 [My] political campaign [for federal deputy in 1982] was assumed by all the activists. 

 There were people who made notes on bread paper and gave them to people... It was 

 really complicated, involving a lot of sacrifice and suffering… If it was hard here in the 

 capital [the city of São Paulo], it was much worse in the interior…. How were we going 

 to organize the PT in the 120-something municipalities necessary [for legalizing the 

 party]? It was an insane task. I was Secretary of Organization [in the state of São Paulo] 
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 without any organization, without a cent. We slept in the homes of community 

 participants, we ate in their homes, and they often had little to eat… [T]hat's how we built 

 the PT in all of Brazil, with the efforts of each individual, in each place, with each 

 person's resources. It was born from the strength that each person possessed...648 

 All of the adverse conditions that the early PT faced--high legal barriers to entry, scarce 

resources, low media access, repression, slow electoral progress--created powerful selection 

pressures. Building the PT was non-remunerative and laborious. In some cases, the risk of 

repression raised the cost of participation and activism (e.g., for rural workers in Northern 

Brazil). The PT had dim short-term electoral prospects at the national level. These conditions 

weeded out political opportunists and selected for ideologically committed early joiners.649  

 The early PT’s strong ideological bent shone through in its frequent and explicit rejection 

of short-term electoralism. Take, for example, the PT’s first electoral charter, approved at the 

March 1982 national pre-convention, which treated the upcoming elections as a short-term 

episode in a long-term struggle for economic and political transformation: “[T]he [upcoming] 

elections represent…only an episode, a particular moment in our permanent political activity, 

oriented toward the final objective of building a socialist society.” During the next subnational 

electoral cycle (1986), party leader Gumercindo Milhorem Neto echoed the sentiment: “Winning 

an election doesn't mean winning power.”650 

<H2> The Early PT’s Higher Cause 

 What higher cause motivated these early PT members? It was not mere opposition to the 

military dictatorship; otherwise, members might have joined the (P)MDB. It was not a shared 

ideology, precisely; the early PT’s socialism was intentionally vague and open-ended, so as not 

to alienate the many moderate and radical leftists under the party’s umbrella. Rather, it was the 
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ideal of grassroots struggle, and the vision of creating an authentically popular party, “without 

sponsors,” that could put ordinary Brazilians in charge of the state. Early members and 

supporters valued the PT’s roots in popular civil society and regarded the PT as a novelty in 

Brazilian history: the first serious partisan contender founded and led by the popular classes, in a 

polity historically dominated by elites.651 The PT’s popular movement origins, authentic 

working-class leadership, and mass of energetic grassroots support gave it a special mystique and 

inspired people across the left spectrum, including Marxists.652 

 By way of illustration, consider early campaign materials, which tended to focus on the 

popular character of the PT, not on the characteristics of individual PT candidates (who often 

shared platforms verbatim and ran unitarily). Countless homemade and party-produced 

pamphlets and fliers emphasized that political change could only come “from the bottom up” (de 

baixo para cima); that winning power meant putting workers and other ordinary Brazilians in 

public office; and that the PT alone advanced these goals because it mobilized such individuals 

and made many of them political candidates.653 

 Importantly, the above features distinguished the PT from the (P)MDB--something that 

early PT leaders and activists often emphasized.654 Luiz Dulci, a PT leader from the state of 

Minas Gerais, for example, explained why the PT, in its earliest days, did not join or ally with 

the progressive faction of the MDB, Popular Faction: 

 Look, it wasn't due to differences in political platform…. The legislators of the MDB did 

 in fact have deep democratic convictions and sincere social commitments, but theirs was 

 a traditional vision of the party...with an exclusively institutional conception of politics. 

 They had causes in common with Lula and with us [the PT], but they did not give the 

 same weight as we did to social movements, or to the whole of civil society; they didn't 
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 think it was possible to create a party from the bottom up, truly participatory, in which 

 the popular classes acted directly and above all became politically educated in order to 

 lead the state one day.655  

 PT members thus saw their party as a vehicle for transforming Brazil's historically elite-

dominated political system. They knew that success in this endeavor, given the PT's utter 

marginality in the 1980s, would require dogged persistence. Accordingly, as already suggested, 

party leaders often downplayed the significance of winning elections in the short term. The PT 

managed to maintain its grassroots, popular mystique well into the 1990s--and, to some degree, 

beyond. 

<H2> Territorial Organization and Electoral Progress in the Early PT 

 The PT’s organizational growth drove much of its electoral progress in the 1980s.656 

Meneguello (1989) finds that between 1982 and 1988, the PT's electoral results robustly 

correlate with pre-election organizational strength. In places with local PT offices and large PT 

memberships prior to elections, the PT performed well, independently of other factors, even rally 

attendance.657 This was likely because in municipal as well as state and federal legislative 

elections, “the presence of a local party organization was important for mounting a campaign,”658 

and ground organization and person-to-person contact played key, even decisive roles.659 

Naturally, as the party organization steadily expanded over the course of the 1980s (as described 

earlier), the PT’s electoral results gradually improved. At the congressional level, for example, 

the PT experienced an “incremental growth in support” during the 1980s,660 progressing from 

four (1982) to seven (1986) to ten percent (1990) of seats in congress. Notably, the relationship 

between organizational presence and electoral success continues to hold, especially in mayoral 

and legislative elections.661 
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 The early PT's lack of success in large executive elections (e.g., the 1982 gubernatorial 

election in the state of São Paulo) demonstrated, however, that even an exceptionally strong 

grassroots organization (and a popular candidate, Lula) could not compete with the media 

empires and patronage machines at the disposal of PT opponents. One party founder and 

intellectual opined that for major executive elections, the early PT’s free time slot on national 

television mattered more than the entire activist base.662 

<Table 5.1 about here> 

<H2> The Early PT’s Survival of Crisis in 1982 

 The PT’s strong organization fortified it amid early crisis. The PT suffered its most 

crushing setback very early, in the 1982 municipal, state, and congressional elections. The party 

entered this electoral season, its first, with great optimism due to the grassroots fervor, “great 

energy of struggle,” and unexpectedly large rally audiences associated with the PT's 1982 

campaigns.663 Most PT members believed that Lula--given his national profile and strong 

performance in the pre-election debates--would win the governorship of the state of São Paulo, 

arguably the second most important office in Brazil, and certainly the most important of those 

contested in 1982.664 Lula himself stated at the PT’s final pre-election rally in 1982, “We will see 

after this rally that Gallup, Veja, Globo, and O Estado de São Paulo will choke on their polls that 

relegated the PT to last place.”665 Yet, Lula placed a distant fourth, and Olívio Dutra, probably 

the second most important leader in the party, placed last in Rio Grande do Sul’s gubernatorial 

race. In a country with over 4,000 municipalities, the PT won only two small mayoralties. The 

PT received a paltry 3.5 percent of the seats in the Brazilian congress. These results were a 

“profound shock and disappointment to the PT,” which “the PT experienced as a severe defeat,” 

and after which “deep disappointment and a kind of collective depression” set in.666 
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 Nevertheless, the PT rebounded, first at the grassroots level, then electorally. In post-

election internal dialogues, party leaders assessed that the 1982 campaigns had distanced the 

party from its civil society roots. The party thus initiated a “return to the base.”667 As noted 

earlier, in the years after the 1982 election, “social action” became the party leadership’s top 

priority.668 With no elected offices to occupy, top elites, including Lula, rededicated themselves 

to the new unionism, in particular. In 1983, they founded the umbrella new union confederation, 

the aforementioned CUT, beginning a successful effort to expand the autonomous labor 

movement. The PT also turned its focus to new civil society actors, particularly landless 

workers.669 Due in part to the strength of the PT’s grassroots leadership,670 Brazil’s 1983-1984 

movement for direct elections became the largest mass mobilization in the country’s history. The 

PT's street-level leadership during the movement for direct elections enhanced the party's status 

in civil society. So, too, did the PT's decision to boycott the (indirect) presidential election of 

January 1985.671  

 The PT performed unexpectedly well672 in the mayoral elections of November 1985. The 

party ran campaigns in nearly every state capital, and PT candidates achieved breakout 

performances across the country. The PT won the mayoralty of Fortaleza (then Brazil’s fifth 

largest city), and unlike in 1982, PT candidates finished second or third in a number of other 

major municipal contests, including São Paulo’s. In part, the PT’s performance reflected its 

strengthened civil society ties, but the PT had also begun to develop a successful brand. The PT’s 

boycott of the indirect presidential election had consolidated its image as a party of principle, 

less willing to compromise for short-term political gain than the PMDB.673 This helped to attract 

and cement Brazil’s left-wing vote. By the second half of the 1980s, the PT dominated the left 

side of Brazil’s electoral spectrum674 and never again suffered a life-threatening electoral crisis. 
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<H1> External Appeal, Internal Dominance: The Role of Lula 

 As we have seen, the PT, from inception, was furiously expanding, first to achieve 

official status, then to prepare for the 1982 elections. During this process, the party prioritized 

territorial reach over internal coherence. Leaders sought to attract and incorporate as many 

societal actors as possible, from across the left spectrum. They openly welcomed and embraced 

internal difference. So as not to alienate any important groups on the radical or moderate left, the 

PT leadership consciously avoided endorsing any specific ideology.675  

 The PT succeeded in attracting a heterogeneous set of actors, who differed not only 

ideologically, but also regionally, socioeconomically, and even culturally. Early PT members 

and constituencies spanned numerous divides: radical and moderate, secular and religious, rural 

and urban, blue- and white-collar, lower and middle class, public and private sector, and 

uneducated and highly educated.676  

 The single greatest obstacle to internal cohesion lay in the division between PT 

moderates (primarily new unionists) and radicals (overwhelmingly Marxists). From inception, 

the PT, largely to attract the Marxist left, permitted the existence of formally organized 

tendencies. Moderate critiques of the radical tendencies “are as old as the tendencies 

themselves.”677 Very few new unionists subscribed to Marxism, especially its more revolutionary 

tenets.678 Workers' discomfort with Marxists also stemmed from interpersonal barriers, including 

class and educational differences.679 “...[T]here was, in the PT, a kind of base-level, anti-

intellectual worker culture, even though [the party] had attracted many intellectuals since its 

founding.”680 Indeed, new unionists encouraged the formation of base-level nuclei in the early 

1980s, in part, to create union- and church-based counterweights to the Marxist factions.681  
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 It was not obvious, ex ante, that the PT would cohere. Indeed, “it often appeared that the 

difficulties in resolving internal and environmental challenges would destroy the party.”682 In the 

words of Hamilton Pereira, Marxist PT leader:  

 Initially, [the PT was] very strong and very fragile. It [was] strong because it [was] the 

 meeting place between the [Marxist] left...and a nascent workers' movement. [It was] 

 very fragile because it was...born from a break with both [communism] and social 

 democracy... Only the PT [was] more complex than that. It incorporate[d] people with a 

 Church background and the unionists... What was the result of this? The threat of low 

 cohesion, of fragmentation…. The PT confronted enormous difficulties to become 

 consolidated as a political pact in the 1980s…683 

 What factors enabled the PT to avoid fatal divisions? 

<H2> Lula’s External Appeal 

 In the 1980s and 1990s, the PT’s national electoral clout came primarily from the 

popularity of founding leader, Lula. Before the PT’s formation, Lula, as head of the São 

Bernardo Metalworkers' Union, led the new union movement. Since the new unionism was “at 

the forefront of the democratic opposition forces,”684 Lula became the national face of Brazil’s 

grassroots democratizing movement.  

 In the early PT, Lula’s coattails substituted for a strong brand. Like most new parties, the 

PT did not have a powerful, solid brand upon creation. It won less than three percent of the 

congressional vote in 1982, roughly five percent in 1986, and a little over 10 percent in 1990 (the 

year after Lula nearly won the presidential election). The PT’s shot at national power--and, for 

many PT politicians, the shot at lower-level office--did not come primarily from its brand or 

organization, but from Lula's presence at the helm. On this point, party members and scholars 
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leave little room for doubt. “It was recognized that the party had to include Lula to get off the 

ground.”685 Lula “enjoyed more societal support than the party,”686 and “all PT candidates 

depended on [his] electoral performance.”687 “[E]veryone knew [Lula] was the name with the 

greatest electoral appeal in the PT.”688 

 Lula’s coattails helped to generate cohesion. Because Lula enjoyed greater external 

popularity than the PT, his membership provided a strong electoral incentive for lower elites to 

remain in the party. Party members coordinated around the goals of electing Lula governor of 

São Paulo (1982) and president of Brazil (1989, 1994). According to PT leader Hamilton Pereira, 

the PT’s “high standard of discipline and unity of action” was “in large part generated by the 

expectation to elect Lula president....”689 For PT radicals, the prospect of attaining national 

power via Lula’s coattails--and beginning to erode the “bourgeois state”--provided a strong 

electoral incentive to stay in the party, and helped to compensate for ideological differences with 

moderate PT members (including Lula).690 Lula recognized that his electoral indispensability 

gave him leverage and, especially in the 1990s, would use this leverage to push the party in a 

more moderate direction (about which more below).691 

<H2> The Sources of Lula’s Internal Dominance 

 Lula was not merely electorally indispensable; he was also internally dominant (Hunter 

2010: 3, 36, 122). When asked to explain the early PT’s survival, PT member and historian, 

Lincoln Secco, emphasized the role of Lula, who possessed--in Secco’s unprompted 

formulation--“internal charisma” in addition to external appeal (emphasis Secco’s).692  

 Lula’s internal dominance came from multiple sources. First, he had significant moral 

authority due to his humble origins, working-class status, and leadership role in the PT’s 

formative labor and democratizing struggles. “Lula was not the only leader with national 
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credibility involved in the creation of the PT,” but he was the “key figure. As the labor leader 

primarily responsible for sparking the campaigns and strikes that increased the power of the 

whole Brazilian labor movement, his was the voice needed to give legitimacy to the formation of 

a party.”693 

 The São Paulo labor leaders incarnated the PT’s founding ideals of grassroots struggle 

and popular empowerment. They made these ideals tangible and credible and provided the higher 

cause that motivated early members. Lula, preeminent among these leaders, had a special 

mystique: he was the “working-class leader par excellence,”694 the fiery, proud, militant unionist 

who had lost a finger in a metalworking accident.695 “The Sao Paulo nucleus acted...as a 

symbolic amalgamation, providing the collective incentives fundamental to party building. In 

particular, the charismatic figure of Lula, the ‘maximum leader,’ was the party building project's 

main source of identification and unity.”696 In one analyst’s formulation, Lula had such internal 

power “not only due to the electoral factor, but because he was the most authoritative historical 

voice of the party, the incarnation of PT history.”697 In the words of a present-day PT member, 

Lula “became a unifying force” in the PT “because he incarnated the myth” of the PT as an 

authentic expression of the popular sectors.698 

 Notably, even PT radicals, who often criticized Lula’s ideological moderation, held him 

in high esteem due to his background (e.g., Florestam Fernandes). “However much the left might 

criticize what it called his vacillation, it recognized that Lula was still the authentic working-

class leader par excellence.”699 One Marxist ex-PT member observed that although most 

Marxists considered Lula and the new unionists insufficiently radical, they admired and 

respected the PT leadership's authentic working-class origins.700 Consequently, when they 

disagreed with Lula, they rarely publicized their critiques.701 



 
 

177 

 Not only did Lula incarnate the PT’s founding ideals, he remained committed, throughout 

the PT’s formative period, to nurturing and expanding the party’s local branches and grassroots-

level relationships. In the PT’s early years, he regularly visited local party organs.702 Throughout 

the 1980s and 1990s, he helped to bring new civil society leaders into the PT. Relatedly, on 

occasions, he publicly warned against electoralism and institutionalism within the PT. After a 

group of victorious PT candidates began to moderate their rhetoric in the late 1980s, for 

example, Lula rebuked them, sounding a note of skepticism about politicians who only knew 

“the red carpet of parliament” and had never “poured concrete” in the slums.703 In the PT’s I 

Congress (1991), Lula emphasized that PT members “must not let electoral concerns take over 

the party's agenda.”704  

 Second, Lula had strong crossfactional ties. As PT leader, “Lula was always one of the 

few ‘glues’ between the factions, above them all, unifying the party,”705 and he acted as the 

central negotiator and guarantor of agreements internally.706 Lula’s strong crossfactional ties 

were a function, largely, of his preexisting ties. Since the São Bernardo metalworkers’ union 

constituted “the principal hub of the new unionism,”707 and the new unionism constituted the hub 

of Brazil’s democratizing movement, Lula, as leader of the new unionism, had developed, by the 

end of the 1970s, collaborative relationships with a wide range of future PT leaders, from labor 

leaders in the industrial, service and rural sectors to Catholic leftist and Marxist figures. 

 As PT leader, Lula cultivated and reinforced his crossfactional ties by means of an 

inclusive, nonconfrontational leadership style. Although “symbolically” the leader of the PT’s 

dominant moderate bloc,708 Lula “put himself above the factions in various ways” and refrained 

from explicitly “taking sides.”709 For more than a decade following the PT’s founding, he did not 

formally join or directly participate in any party faction,710 instead authorizing aides--primarily 
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José Dirceu--to advance his agenda and “use the iron fist when necessary.”711  He consistently 

abstained from contentious internal votes. In contrast to Barrantes of Peru’s IU, he never 

supported the expulsion or silencing of opposing factions712 and rarely conflicted directly with 

opponents. Instead, he embraced the PT’s ideological diversity. One PT founder stated that Lula 

succeeded in creating a strong center without “squashing the minorities.”713 Radical PT leader 

Hamilton Pereira retrospectively extolled Lula for his inclusivity, and for defining the PT very 

clearly, at the outset, as a political rather than ideological pact.714 

 On several accounts, Lula's personal warmth also facilitated relationship building across 

moderate and radical groups. Radical PT founder, Manoel de Conceição, leader of a once 

clandestine Maoist PT feeder party, Popular Action, recalled: “All my life I have had a good 

relationship with Lula. He has always been my friend, my brother.”715 Lincoln Secco 

summarized that “Lula is very sentimental. Despite not supporting the partisan left, he often 

praised… [their leaders].”716  

 Third and finally, Lula ideologically represented most of the PT membership. Lula, a new 

unionist and never a Marxist-Leninist, was widely known to be a relative moderate, despite his 

inclusive and indirect leadership style.717 The PT membership, from top to bottom, was also 

predominantly moderate, drawn from the union movement and, secondarily, the Catholic left.718 

Marxist organizations constituted the bulk of the PT’s radical wing but, as already noted, were 

dwarfed in number by union members and left Catholics. Not surprisingly, then, moderate 

factions consistently won internal PT elections and controlled the national party apparatus during 

the party’s initial decades, save during one brief period (1993-1995).  

<H2> How Lula Generated Cohesion in the Early PT 
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 Lula’s electoral indispensability, ideological representativeness, crossfactional ties, and 

moral stature made him internally dominant. He thus acted as a fundamental source of unity in 

the early PT. Not only did he furnish electoral incentives against defection when the party brand 

was relatively weak, he (1) anchored the PT’s dominant bloc, (2) helped to push the PT in a more 

moderate direction while keeping it intact, and (3) secured the PT’s presidential nomination 

repeatedly with virtually no dissent or internal contestation. Let us discuss each item in turn. 

<H3> Anchoring the PT’s Dominant Coalitions 

 First, Lula anchored the PT’s dominant coalition, Articulação, from the early 1980s 

onward. The “main names of the period,”719 including Lula, created Articulação, a large centrist 

tendency, after the 1982 elections. Articulação proceeded to win every internal PT election 

between 1982 until 1993, and after a brief period of radical control (1993-1995), the core 

leadership of Articulação regained power in alliance with the Radical Democracy tendency, 

under the new Campo Majoritário label.  

 Articulação’s internal dominance was predicated on, among other things, Lula’s tacit 

leadership. Without the backing of Lula, its “symbolic” leader,720 Articulação and its successor 

groups (e.g., Campo Majoritário) could not have dominated the PT. Notably, at the time of 

Articulação’s creation, its founders lacked resources and had just been chastened by the PT’s 

electoral drubbing in 1982--in particular, by Lula’s surprising and disappointing fourth-place 

finish in the São Paulo gubernatorial race. Nevertheless, Articulação promptly established itself 

as the PT’s dominant faction--even receiving support from several important Marxist groups 

despite their ideological differences. This overwhelming internal support demonstrated that the 

PT’s working-class leaders, above all Lula, had special, unrivaled internal legitimacy--“that 
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despite the sectarian divisions...the core or essence of the PT was composed of people who 

brought to the party a wide range of experiences in popular struggles.”721  

<H3> Successfully Moderating the PT 

 In addition to anchoring Articulação, Lula played an indispensable role in limiting the 

influence of the radical left and moderating the PT. Twice in the PT’s history--first, after the 

1982 electoral debacle and, second, after the PT’s radical tendencies surged internally in the 

early to mid-1990s--Lula and his new unionist allies managed to impose a moderate shift on the 

PT's radical wing. 

<H4> After the 1982 elections 

 From the PT’s inception, party members formally resolved their differences in a system 

of internal democracy. This system allowed the rank-and-file to assert control, both directly and 

indirectly, over internal dialogue and governance.722 While the PT's flexible ideology fostered a 

sense among the PT's internal groups, including the more radical minority groups, that they 

could influence the party's direction, the party's internal democracy provided channels for the 

bottom-up shaping of party policy and principle.723 The formal rules of PT’s internal democracy 

went virtually unchanged from 1980 until 2001. These rules combined proportional 

representation (with a 10 percent minimum) for forming the national and subnational offices 

with winner-take-all majoritarianism for forming executive committees. Individuals typically 

voted as part of tendencies, which functioned as the “parties of the PT political system.”724 

 Numerous Marxist feeder organizations became tendencies immediately upon joining the 

PT.725 During the 1980-1982 period, these Marxist tendencies exerted disproportionate influence 

internally, both in organizing the party at the local level and in shaping the party program.726 Yet, 

after the electoral debacle of 1982, the moderate core of the PT leadership--symbolically led by 
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Lula--assessed that, by underinvesting in the struggle for power within the PT, they had allowed 

radicals' undue influence over the party message, thereby turning off many voters.727 

Articulação, which Lula anchored, was created to “maintain [moderate] hegemony” and “restrain 

the activity” of the Marxist tendencies.728 While affirming socialism, Articulação, in its founding 

manifesto, defined itself in clear opposition to traditional Marxism and censured various features 

of the Marxist PT tendencies, including their treatment of the PT as a tactical front, and their 

interpretation of Brazilian democracy as a mere stage in the country’s development toward 

communism.729 Along similar lines, one of the motivations for forming the CUT in 1983 was to 

increase the internal leverage of PT moderates by strengthening the new unionism.730 

 As noted above, Articulação quickly established a dominant position within the PT, and 

this internal dominance was predicated on, among other things, Lula’s implicit leadership of the 

faction. Articulação’s rise to dominant status, naturally, shifted the internal balance of power in 

favor of PT moderates. In its first internal election (1984), Articulação won two thirds of the 

delegate seats to the III National Meeting. Over the next two years, “Articulação began to 

impose on the entire party its critiques of the other tendencies’ behavior.”731 In particular, 

Articulação leaders insisted on a more inclusive and less strident campaign for the 1985 mayoral 

elections.732 After the PT's unexpectedly strong performance in the 1985 elections, Articulação 

consolidated its dominance, winning nearly three quarters of the delegate seats to the IV National 

Meeting (1986) and three fifths of the delegate seats to the V National Meeting (1987).  

 As Articulação established its dominant status, the PT's left tendencies came to fear 

irrelevance and eventually demanded that the PT allot all executive committee positions, 

including at the national level, proportionally rather than on a winner-take-all basis.733 

Articulação resolved that the PT would only approve proportionality in the national executive 
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committee if radical tendencies first consented to the abolition of “double membership.” From 

inception, the PT, to attract Marxists, had tacitly permitted double membership, which allowed 

these tendencies to remain separate parties and, in that capacity, to pursue strategic objectives 

different from--and perhaps ultimately in conflict with--the PT’s. The general resolution passed, 

and in May of 1990, the PT instituted proportionality for executive committees at all levels, 

national and subnational.734 The vast majority of left tendencies decided to remain in the PT, 

accepting the abolition of double membership and other factional regulations instituted during 

the 1990-91 period.735 

<H4> After the Radicals’ Internal Surge in the mid-1990s 

 From 1993 to 1995, the PT’s “extreme left” tendencies managed to wrest control of the 

PT, at least formally.736 The collapse of communism in the Soviet Union and Eastern Bloc 

created a fissure within Articulação that ultimately resulted in its breakup. Articulação's 

moderate majority viewed the demise of these socialist regimes in a positive light, but the 

Marxist wings of Articulação, along with the PT's Marxist tendencies, “refused to expressly 

condemn the socialist experiments that were collapsing.”737 Articulação formally split in 1993, 

and in that year’s VIII National Meeting, Articulação’s left defectors, in alliance with a left 

tendency called Socialist Democracy, narrowly defeated an alliance that included the “core of the 

Articulação”738 and a tendency called Radical Democracy “definitively situated on the PT's right 

wing.”739 

 Nevertheless, even during this period when the “extreme left” controlled the PT’s 

national executive committee (1993-1995), Lula managed to leverage his external appeal and 

internal power--his “electability” and “popularity among petistas [PT members]”--to force the 

PT to moderate.740 In a striking illustration of Lula’s unrivaled status within the PT, Lula ran for 
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party president just months after the radical left’s internal takeover, at the peak of 

moderate/radical tensions within the PT, and won “with overwhelming internal consensus.”741 

Subsequently, Lula and his closest associates (e.g., José Dirceu) “began to fear for the PT's 

chances” in the upcoming 1994 presidential election and sought to impose a more pragmatic 

campaigning strategy and a more moderate platform on the national executive committee.742 

They succeeded. Lula persuaded the party to moderate its “program, tone and tactics.”743 He also 

took the liberty of going outside formal party channels and building alliances to the PT's right; 

notably, the radical PT leadership granted him this leeway.744 

 Nevertheless, Lula lost decisively to the PSDB's Fernando Henrique Cardoso. Aside from 

the PT's 1982 electoral debacle, this was the most devastating and challenging electoral loss in 

the PT’s history. Following the election, PT moderates assessed--as they had after the 1982 

election--that the party's continued association with radical leftism, in voters' minds, had 

contributed to electoral defeat. Many came to believe, for the first time, that a left party was 

incapable of winning national power in Brazil.745 They concluded that a future presidential 

victory would require “a centrist ideological shift,” “the provision of concrete immediate 

material benefits,” less emphasis on program, and more emphasis on Lula's charismatic 

personality.746  

 Moderates thus stepped up their efforts to defeat PT radicals internally. At the PT's Tenth 

National Meeting in 1995--the most polarized in PT history--Articulação narrowly prevailed in a 

new alliance with the aforementioned Radical Democracy (DR).747 After this pivotal moderate 

victory, Articulação and DR formalized their alliance under the new name, Campo Majoritário. 

Campo Majoritário was conceived as an instrument for institutionalizing moderate control of the 
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PT.748 Campo Majoritário remained the PT’s dominant coalition into the new millennium and 

succeeded in transforming the PT into a center-left electoral-professional party.749 

 In summary, Lula, working through dominant factions, leveraged his internal power to 

moderate the PT. This occurred twice: first, in the 1980s, when he lent decisive weight to the 

formation of Articulação, which went on to dominate the PT’s internal affairs for a decade; and 

second, in the mid-1990s, when he won the party presidency, imposed a more moderate platform 

and alliance strategy during the 1994 presidential campaign, anchored the new dominant 

coalition (Campo Majoritário), and helped750 to engineer the PT's long-term shift to center-left 

electoral-professionalism.751 

<H3> Securing the PT’s Presidential Nomination Repeatedly and Comfortably 

 In stark contrast to Barrantes of Peru’s IU, Lula never faced a serious challenge for the 

PT’s presidential nomination. Lula obtained the nomination by overwhelming internal consensus 

five times (1989, 1994, 1998, 2002, 2006), even when the radical left controlled the party in 

1994, and even after Lula’s defeats in 1994 and 1998 had undermined his image of electoral 

prowess. Lula himself, especially after his loss in 1994, occasionally questioned whether he 

should continue to run for president. But throughout the 1980s, 1990s, and 2000s, no powerful 

faction or figure within the party challenged Lula or questioned the legitimacy of his continuing 

to run.752 Consequently, the PT, during its formative period and beyond, was spared divisive 

nomination battles, which, as we have seen, can trigger fatal schisms (e.g., Peru’s IU). 

<Table 5.2 about here> 

<H1> The Institutionalization of the PT 

 The PT’s evolution since its formative period is well-known and widely studied.753 After 

1982, the party never ran a serious risk of electoral collapse. Its national profile rose 
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considerably in the late 1980s when Lula made a serious run for the presidency. Although Lula 

suffered presidential defeats in 1994 and 1998, dashing internal expectations, there was no 

question among members, on either occasion, that the PT would continue to function and 

contend for national power. Indeed, throughout this period, the PT made steady electoral gains. 

After winning only two (out of more than 4,000) mayoralties in 1982, the PT won 36 in 1988, 54 

in 1992, 115 in 1996, and 187 in 2000.754 In 1988, the PT won the mayoralties of São Paulo (one 

of Brazil’s most important offices) and Porto Alegre. In 1990, the PT crossed the 10 percent 

threshold in the lower house of congress and continued to gain in 1994 and 1998. In 1994, the PT 

won its first two governorships, in Espírito Santo and Brasilia, and in 1998, it won three, in Acre, 

Mato Grosso do Sul, and, most importantly, Rio Grande do Sul. In short, while Lula was losing 

presidential elections, the PT was steadily growing and becoming institutionalized as a national 

contender. 

 During the first two decades of the 21st century, the PT became Brazil’s most successful 

party. At the national level, the party finally “adapted” by embracing macroeconomic orthodoxy 

and modernizing its campaigns.755 These adaptations paved the way for Lula’s 2002 presidential 

victory and enabled the PT to follow Lula’s 2002 victory with repeat victories in 2006, 2010, and 

2014. Since 1994, the PT has received 10-20 percent of congressional vote share. Since Lula’s 

initial presidential victory, the PT has used legally guaranteed state resources to enlarge its 

territorial organization by penetrating the Brazilian interior, particularly the Northeastern 

region.756 

 The PT has faced its share of recent challenges. President Rousseff was impeached in 

2016, having presided, simultaneously, over the worst economic crisis in Brazil since before the 

Great Depression and the largest corruption scandal in Brazilian history. Lula was convicted of 
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money laundering and served a prison term. The PT has hemorrhaged partisans since 2013, 

initially in parallel with Rousseff’s precipitous decline in public approval. One fifth of the PT’s 

sitting mayors defected in advance of the October 2016 municipal elections. In the 2018 

congressional election, the PT barely stayed above the 10 percent threshold. 

 Nevertheless, the PT remains, by far, Brazil’s most institutionalized party. In contrast to 

the PSDB, whose candidate Geraldo Alckmin received a paltry five percent of the 2018 

presidential vote, the PT continues to vie for the presidency. Fernando Haddad, the PT’s 

presidential candidate in 2018, finished second (to party system outsider Jair Bolsonaro) in both 

the first and second rounds. The PT still has much deeper organizational roots, a much larger 

core electorate, and a much more democratic internal political system than any other Brazilian 

party. The PT is poised to remain a contender, perhaps the main contender, in Brazilian politics 

for decades. 

 What is critical, for our purposes, is that the PT survived its formative period. It did so 

because of its durable party organization, built under liberalizing military rule, and its electorally 

indispensable, internally dominant leader, Lula da Silva. The first of these assets equipped the 

party to survive early electoral crisis; the second prevented it from splitting apart. As we we will 

see in the next chapter, Mexico’s PRD survived its formative period due to broadly similar 

factors.  
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Appendix 3 

<H1> Early PT Fliers Requesting Contributions of Money and Labor 

 “Our party is poor, just like Brazilian workers. It lives off small donations from its 

 members and activists, who organize small parties and sell gifts. We don't use paid 

 campaigners (cabos eleitorais) and run a decent, honest campaign.” (Campaign booklet 

 for a slate of PT candidates in Rio de Janeiro state, 1982)757 

 “We rely on the resources that we can create collectively. That's why each person's 

 contribution is fundamental.” (Bulletin for Francisco “Chico” de Souza's São Paulo state 

 deputy campaign, 1986)758 

 “In contrast to the other parties, which have the wealth from exploiting millions of 

 workers to invest in their candidates' campaigns...the PT and the Frente Brasil Popular 

 [the PT's presidential electoral coalition in 1989] have as the only source of resources the 

 voluntary contributions of its activists and of the millions who will vote for Lula on 

 November 15.” (Special financial bulletin released by the PT's state office in Minas 

 Gerais during the 1989 presidential campaign)759 

 “This is a campaign with scarce economic resources because the PT is a poor party that 

 depends on the contributions of its members, us, the workers. That's why your support is 

 fundamental--your desire to work and publicize the PT and Lula.” (PT newspaper for 

 Lula's presidential bid, 1989)760 

 “Every Lula supporter must be a fund-raising post. Imagination must be placed in the 

 service of seeking power. Dinners, parties, individual fund-raising, lists, bazaars, 

 barbecues, feijoadas must multiply across the country, to create a true pro-Lula current.” 

 (PT presidential campaign bulletin no. 9 of 14, 1989)761 
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 “The Pro-Lula Movement’s finances do not receive help from the wealthy and the 

 speculators…. Raise money in all the activities you carry out, get contributions from 

 friends, and send this kind, hard-earned small sum to the account Lula 89 PT, no. 13.000-

 1, Ag. 0300x, São Paulo, Banco do Brasil.” (PT newsletter entitled “Brasil Urgente, Lula 

 Presidente,” 1989)762 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


