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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO CARDOSO

Fernando Henrique Cardoso, former two-term President of Brazil and currently distinguished professor-at-large at Brown University, is a contradictory personality for many.  Cardoso is well known among scholars and academics worldwide as an eminent Marxist sociologist, former President of the International Sociological Association, and left-wing activist whose study of dependency and development has had an enormous impact on the debate over the future of Latin America for the past 30 years. In Brazilian intellectual circles, Fernando Henrique Cardoso’s place is considered to be alongside the greatest Brazilian thinkers of the twentieth century.  Included among them are the historian and economist Caio Prado Jr., Sérgio Buarque de Holanda, sociologists Gilberto Freyre and Florestan Fernandes, and economist Celso Furtado.           

Upon Cardoso’s landslide victory in 1994, Brazil became the first country to elect as President a professional sociologist.  Cardoso’s rise to power took place via an academic career highlighted by exile to Chile and forced retirement by the military and a political career highlighted by Brazil’s return to democratic rule in 1985 and victory over her long-standing battle with hyperinflation in 1994.   

Hyperinflation had defeated several previous administrations and appeared to be a problem for which there was no solution. When Cardoso, however, in his post as Finance Minister, succeeded in conquering hyperinflation by instituting an economic plan named after a new currency, the real, he gained international recognition and tremendous local popularity. Cardoso easily won the subsequent presidential race by an outstanding margin.  Once president, Cardoso embarked on a social democratic political agenda geared towards free-market economic liberalization and institutional reform and a focused social agenda geared towards progressive governance in health, education and the elimination of poverty.  

Cardoso can additionally be remembered for the place he secured in political folklore while serving as finance minister, this due to an infamous report by Oliveira and Seidl in the daily Folha de São Paulo stating that he told a group of businessmen to, “forget what I wrote” [as a sociologist] (Oliveira & Seidl 1993).  Though Cardoso denies ever making this comment (Folha de São Paulo 1996:4), it has had a resounding impact on the image Brazilians and others skeptical of politicians, intellectuals or both have of Fernando Henrique Cardoso.  As can be gleaned from this quote, many see an impossible contradiction between Cardoso’s identity as both a Marxist sociologist and free-market president of Brazil.

CHAPTER II

THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND

Statement of the Problem

On both sides of the spectrum, many are confused with Cardoso’s stand as a social democratic free-market reformer and are troubled by his refusal to apologize for either his past or his present.  Critics argue that President Cardoso offers a conception of economic and political development that is inconsistent with that which was set forth by Professor Cardoso earlier in his career: the developmental path Cardoso has put Brazil on as President is the very path Cardoso warned against as a professor.  While Cardoso’s academic writings were filled with discussions of capitalism, class exploitation and a commitment to socialism, by contrast Cardoso’s presidential policies reflect a commitment to the expansion of entrepreneurship, free enterprise and integration of Brazil into the framework of global capitalism.  Any discontinuities to be found in terms of these commitments have thus been perceived as either a betrayal of Cardoso’s academic position or his political stance. 

To Cardoso’s credit, supporters argue that he is the first professional sociologist to become Head-of-State, and is the most distinguished Marxist scholar to lead a nation since the death of V.I.Lenin (Goertzel 1997).  As a sociologist, they argue, Cardoso has shown a profound understanding of both history and class struggle, and has demonstrated this understanding as a respected statesman through administration policy geared toward development within the framework of globalization and reformist capitalism.

Research Question and Hypothesis

The research question is whether and to what extent continuity exists between what Fernando Henrique Cardoso published as a sociologist and what he accomplished as a senator and President of Brazil.  My hypothesis is that the demands of politics in a postmodern world have forced Cardoso to give way to political expediency in betrayal of his Marxist sociological orientation.    

Literature Review on Cardoso and Dependency Theory

Fernando Henrique Cardoso and dependency theory go hand-in-hand. Dependency, however, is a nebulous concept that has been used to lump many perspectives and writers together, even though their conceptions differ.  The Dependency Movement: Scholarship and Politics in Development Studies by Robert Packenham (1992) summarizes the dependency perspective, particularly its origins, themes and variations.  Packenham illustrates that the Marxist roots of dependency theory as a perspective were derived as a reaction against modernization theory.  Packenham illustrates how the perspective evolved into its holistic and unorthodox forms.  

Both holistic and unorthodox dependency are Marxist approaches concerned with the forces and relations of production applied to the development of the periphery.  The unorthodox approach, however, stresses that dependency is mostly a sociopolitical phenomenon insofar as economic development will take different directions depending on the particular socio-historical and political context of a particular peripheral country or region.   Cardoso is classified by Packenham as the primary unorthodox dependency theorist due to his understanding of sociopolitical phenomenon and emphasis on the dialectical aspect of historical materialism which realizes that at times nations must often embrace values and activities that can be at odds with Marxist premises and affirmations.  For unorthodox thinkers, dependency and development can co-exist if the form of what Cardoso (1973) terms associated-dependent development.   

T. dos Santos (1971), Andre Gunder Frank (1979) and Immanuel Wallerstein (1984), by contrast, represent the holistic approach, which presupposes development in the periphery will assume the course it took in the core.  This approach emphasizes unequal exchange vis-à-vis colonialism and sees dependency and development as being mutually exclusive economic processes.  Dependency necessarily leads to marginality, stagnation and the reproduction of underdevelopment.

Although Packenham’s book does enable one to come to an understanding about what dependency theory is, it also makes it clear that dependency theory as a concept is as complex to understand as is Cardoso himself.  Although there is common ground to be shared among dependency theorists, any straightforward notion of dependency theory is an abstraction considering that many of the writers lumped together in dependency bibliographies could scarcely bear to sit together in the same conference room, so profound are their differences in understanding Latin America (dos Santos, as referenced in Packenham 1992:24-25).   

Packenham criticizes Cardoso as being eclectic, ambiguous and contradictory, since he mixes Marxist elements with Weberian and other non-Marxists theoretical orientations and formulates interpretations that change depending on the emphasis and meaning attributed to the concepts used.  Packenham states that many of the contradictions inherent in Cardoso’s unorthodox approach “are facilitated and complemented by a series of devices-- ambiguous words and phrases, nonparallel constructions, false opposites, nonsequiturs, polemical appeals, and so forth-- that obscure the contradictions and deflect attention onto other issues” (Packenham 1992:82).  Some of this ambiguity may have arisen during the translation of Dependency and Development in Latin America to English, or may be explained by the fact that instead of writing in his native Portuguese, Cardoso wrote the book in Spanish, which he was just mastering at the time.  At any rate, Cardoso’s supporters are much more numerous than his critics.   

Black (1998) notes that both Cardoso’s evolution and the evolution of dependency ideas are analogous in several key ways.  Both were born into a time of dynamic change in a Latin America that was rapidly modernizing and industrializing.  Both were influenced by ideas from abroad, especially those that came out of Europe’s tumultuous experience with nationalism and Marxism.  Like Cardoso, dependency was “absorbed abroad, extolled and applauded at home, critiqued everywhere, perceived, misperceived and polemicized” (Black 1998:37).   For Black, since some writers, including Packenham, argue that Latin America today is more dependent on international capital and decisions made by institutions such as the IMF and World Bank than during the height of dependencia, the dependency school no longer holds advocative power and should be referred to in the past tense (Black 1998:37).   Others argue that dependency theory remains alive and well, noting the vast literature produced on the subject every year and its continued broad international repercussions (dos Santos 1998).   

For Cardoso, dependency theory was never a theory so much as simply a way of understanding the relationship between the productive forces of capitalism in the core and the class structure of a particular developing country in the periphery.  Or rather, a framework for analyzing “situations of dependency,” which “are nothing more than the particular ways in which the impact of the international capitalist system whose dynamic centers are not in the third world are received through the internal political and class system of a specific peripheral country or region”  (Larain 1989:159).  In Latin America, the combined, three-way influence of the State, the industrial bourgeoisie and international capital has resulted in the region moving out of the stage of  “import substitution” to what Cardoso terms “the internationalization of the domestic market” (Cardoso & Faletto 1979).

Cardoso himself, along with critics such as Packenham (1992) and supporters such as Goertzel (1999), stress the importance of his prior sociological work in fully understanding his position on dependency and development in Latin America.  In an interview in the Folha de São Paulo, Cardoso claims that in order to understand Dependency and Development in Latin America, one must understand his preceding studies on slavery and the Brazilian entrepreneurs (Freire 1996:4).  These interviews are useful to see how Cardoso understands his own work.  Cardoso (2004) has continued to comment on dependency since he left office in his role as professor-at-large at Brown University.  The Instituto Fernando Henrique Cardoso (IFHC) in São Paulo contains the most complete archive in the world of Cardoso’s academic work, documents and other materials related to Cardoso’s life as an intellectual and politician.      

Cardoso’s dissertation on slavery (1962) and his work on industrial entrepreneurs (1965) preceded his dependency writings but were essential to their formation.  Cardoso’s dissertation on capitalism and slavery in southern Brazil and his work on industrial entrepreneurs are elaborated on in Goertzel (1999) and Kahl (1976).  Neither of these works has ever been translated in its entirety into English.  Cardoso’s most recent book (2001a), Charting a New Course: the Politics of Globalization and Social Transformation, is to date the most complete work in English that contains selections of both Cardoso’s academic and political writings.      


In his article, “Social Democracy Moves South,” Albert Hirschman notes the minimal attention that was given to the election of Cardoso in the United States and referred to it as a “point of light” in the hemisphere (1995:202).  British sociologist Anthony Giddens (2000) labels the social democratic approach Cardoso identifies himself with the Third Way.  Third Way politics represent a middle ground between unbridled neoliberalism (in the European, free-market sense of the term “liberal”) and communism.  Social democratic parties are among the largest parties in most countries in Europe, and it may very well be that perhaps globally more people share the basic ideals of social democrats more than of any other political movement.  The third way debate is being conducted by left-of-center parties and intellectuals in the context of a newly globalized society.  Cardoso, Britain’s Tony Blair, Spain’s Felipe Gonzalez, and President of the European Commission Romand Prodi, all endorse the Third Way as a global attempt to apply progressive values of the left in new ways.  Power (2001) comments on Cardoso’s Brazilian Social Democratic Party (PSDB) and likens the relationship between Cardoso’s approach to the Third Way to that of Tony Blair.  For Blair’s New Labour party, the crucial ingredients of a third way political morality revolve around the establishment of community.  As an alternative to the crude individualism of the Thatcherite entrepreneurial culture on one hand, and the “Old Labour” collectivism that squashes individual initiative and rights, on the other, community emerges as the organizational center of the state.  “Community becomes the means with which to limit the blunt policy instruments and insensitivities of the state, and the neoliberal reliance on homo economicus, a soulless profit-maximizing individual existing in a society-less world” (Krieger 1999:144).  

C. Wright Mills’ chapter on the social democrats in The Marxists (1963) is useful to situate Cardoso’s social democratic approach against the backdrop of history and other leftist approaches.  Mills uses Karl Kautsky’s (1902) distinction between reform and revolution to eliminate some of the prejudice and ambiguity inherent in the concept of revolution for social democrats, which can be used to imply many things-- the least of which includes the use of force.  

The contrast between reform and revolution does not entail the use of force in one case and not the other.  Every juridical and political measure is a force measure representing the use of force by the State, but not every street fight or execution constitutes the essentials of revolution in contrast with reform (Mills 1960:159-160).  Moreover, whereas some understand revolution meaning the force of barricades, guillotines, September massacres or a combination thereof, social democrats would seek to take the pain from the word and use it in the sense of great but imperceptible and peaceful transformations of society.  For example, revolutions brought about by forces ranging from that of agriculture, internal combustion or information technology, to techniques of controlling formal organizations through bureaucracy, or of organizing political life through democracy.  This distinction is important to make in light of Fernando Henrique Cardoso being called a reformer, and one who has played a key role in revolutions both violent and peaceful in nature.                                          

Ted Goertzel’s (1999) biography of Cardoso and his supplement (2002) to it are key in terms of profiling Cardoso as an academic, but most of all as a politician.  There are no other books in English that I have found which do this as comprehensively as Goertzel’s.   Goertzel, a Brazilianist and sociologist at Rutgers University, maintains a website, which contains an excellent selection of articles, supplements, photographs and statistical information about the Cardoso and Lula presidencies.   Statistical information compiled by Eduardo Graeff (2001) for use in a presentation Cardoso gave to congress before he left office called “Seven Years of the Real:  Stability, Growth and National Development” (Cardoso 2001b), is instrumental in constructing Cardoso’s presidency and is available to anyone via Goertzel’s site.  Also of interest is Goertzel’s (2004) summary of Carlos Michiles’ (2003) recent book on the similarities between Cardoso and German philosopher Jürgen Habermas.  While no one claims that Cardoso and Habermas were significant influences on each other, they both came to similar conclusions about the indispensability of democracy and the necessity for non-violent social change through civil society and public debate.  For Cardoso, Habermas is right to say that in any public debate, only the proposal supported by the best arguments should prevail (Cardoso 1996:18).  Cardoso (1996) comments extensively on democracy and the importance of public debate in a speech he gave at Stanford University called “In Praise of the Art of Politics.”               

For a specific outline of the Cardoso presidency see the work of Purcell & Roett (1997), which contains a selection of essays that address the economic, social and geopolitical challenges the Brazilian government faced.  For a specific outline of Cardoso’s sociology, Joseph Kahl’s (1976) Three Latin American Sociologists devotes a chapter to Cardoso, which includes a discussion of his work on slavery, industrial entrepreneurs and dependency.   

  The Politics of Military Rule in Brazil, 1964-85 by Thomas Skidmore (1988) is useful in understanding the dynamics of the most important post-war period for Brazil before the Cardoso presidency, the twenty-one year period of military dictatorship that began in 1964.  Skidmore, who is perhaps the best-known Brazilianist, has been critical of both the Cardoso administration for spending too much time passing reelection legislation at the expense of social reform, and the Lula administration for trying to implement too many social reforms at once (Hollanda 2003).  Peter Kingstone’s Crafting Coalitions for Reform (1999) is useful to understand the political changes Brazil underwent since the return to democracy in 1985. 

Several books on Brazilian and French history were useful to understand the historical context in which Cardoso worked.  For accounts of Brazilian history from 1500 to the end of the 20th century, see Levine (1999) and Fausto (1999).  Few nations, however, better represent the changes experienced by humanity since the Second World War than France.  Cardoso can be included in the list of great 20th centuries intellectuals who cite France as having had a major influence on their thought.  For accounts of post-WWII French history see Gildea (2002) and Stovall (2002).  For a comprehensive account of France during May of 1968, see Prelude to Revolution by Daniel Singer (2002).  For an account of Cardoso’s personal involvement in the events that took place in France, see the interviews Cardoso gave to de Toledo (1998), where he describes what happened and reflects on a variety of associated subjects.  Also, see earlier interviews in Cardoso (1983).   

A personal interview was conducted with Dr. Otávio Dulci, a sociologist at the Universidade Federal de Minas Gerais (UFMG), who’s book demonstrates that the study of Brazilian political parties is indespensible when studyinig Brazilian politics (Dulci 1986).  Dulci, like many other Brazilian sociologists, has known Cardoso personally for many years.  Dulci shed light on the political folklore by noting Cardoso’s long history of involvement with the media.  For Dulci, Cardoso’s “forget what I wrote” comment demonstrates Cardoso’s sense of humor.  If it were made at all, Cardoso meant the comment as a simple piada, or joke in the well-known Brazilian cultural tradition of playfullness.  “Forget what I wrote” is an example of how Cardoso liked to toy with the press from time to time (Dulci 2001).  Dr. Riva de Paula Oliveira, formerly of the Universidade Federal de Ouro Preto (UFOP), and currently a researcher at Harvard Medical School, was also interviewed to gain first-hand insight on the problems and challenges faced by university professors in Brazil (Oliveira 2004).  

CHAPTER III

CONSTRUCTING THE SOCIOLOGIST

Fernando Henrique Cardoso is from a prominent military family and was raised along Copacabana beach in the affluent zona sul of Rio de Janeiro; during the time that city was Brazil’s capital.  Cardoso’s father and grandfather were both generals.  His father, General Leonidas Fernandes Cardoso, was also a lawyer and is described as a Brazilian nationalist whose thinking on government reflected the French positivism of August Comte.  General Cardoso believed in a modern, scientific and enlightened government for Brazil that would develop the country along the lines of its motto, “order and progress” (Goertzel 1999:6).  

Cardoso recalls that his “father was never an authoritarian. Rigorously democratic and a very open man, he was liberal and tolerant, with an absolute sense of public morality” (Goertzel 1999:6).  Fernando Henrique’s earliest interests, however, were not political, but literary.  Noting his enthusiasm for philosophy and contemporary Brazilian poets such as Domingos Carvalho da Silva, distinguished Portuguese literary figure Fidelino de Figueiredo encouraged Cardoso to study at the University of Sao Paulo (Goertzel 1999:6).  

Unlike most politicians, Cardoso considered a conservative career in law but studied sociology instead.  Cardoso absorbed a deep understanding of Brazilian history and politics through his father.  Sociology can be seen as a practical way for Cardoso to have combined his knowledge of history with the study of philosophy and politics.  

At the University of São Paulo, Cardoso began work with his sociological mentor, Florestan Fernandes.  Fernandes viewed sociology as a way of life and advocated a rigorous empirical approach to social research (Fernandes 1977).  Florestan worked closely with exiled French structural anthropologist Claude Lévi Strauss, who did fieldwork in the interior of Brazil and published one of the most important books ever written on the history of Brazilian Indians, Tristes Tropiques (1961).  Florestan’s collaboration with Lévi-Strauss led to his (1969) dissertation on race relations called The Negro in Brazilian Society, which also became an instant classic.  

Structuralism was in vogue and Cardoso learned that many of its key figures like Roland Barthes were Marxists who shared a critical approach to contemporary society and questioned the petit-bourgeois way of life (Barthes 1982).  Cardoso began studying Marxism and the French language by reading and taking classes from a team of French professors who had arrived and taught in French. One of them was Roger Bastide, whose emphasis on ethnography and direct observation Cardoso found very useful.  Another was Alain Touraine, an industrial sociologist who later invited Cardoso to study at the Laboratory of Industrial Sociology at the University of Paris (Kahl 1976:131-136).                 

This exposure to structuralism and Cardoso’s training in French would prove to be of tremendous value throughout his life.  At one point Cardoso translated a lecture on revolution for Jean-Paul Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir as they passed through São Paulo on their Brazilian tour.  This experience with existentialism would be far from his last, however.  Fernando Henrique Cardoso would find himself at the epicenter of the revolution which marks the beginning of the postmodern era, but not until he had firmly established his approach to sociology through research on slavery and industrial entrepreneurs in Brazil, and published a book that would influence the field of dependency studies for decades to come.

“Só é possível entender o que eu disse sobre dependência se você remontar a análise da escravidão, o que ninguém faz.  Pouca gente lê” (quoted in Freire, 1996:4).  

Here, Cardoso states that it is only possible to understand what he said about dependency by resurrecting his analysis of slavery, which few people care to read.1  Dependency and Development in Latin America was first circulated in mimeographed form in 1967 (Kahl 1976:138).  It was published in Spanish two years later as Dependencia y Desarrollo en America Latina (1969), and is as much a reflection on the times it was written as it is the quintessential statement on dependency theory.  

The 1979 English revision came after it had been published repeatedly in Spanish, Italian, German, and French.  Co-authored with Enzo Faletto, Dependency and Development in Latin America ranks 41st on the International Sociological Association’s ranking of the 100 most important books of the 20th century; yet is clearly out of date considering the political and technological changes that have taken place over the past 25 years (International Sociological Association 1998).  The end of the Cold War, technological advance, globalization, terrorism and security have profoundly altered the course Latin American development has taken since Dependency and Development in Latin America was written.  Still, the historical roots of Latin American economic development remain, and in the case of Brazil these roots are inexorably linked to slavery.

Cardoso states that for him it was the Negro question which connected empirical studies to national issues (Kahl 1976:131).  As Cardoso recalls, Florestan and Bastide sought to demonstrate that UNICEF was wrong in its assumption that Brazil was a melting pot society without any problems, and that the Negro was not, in fact, equal in Brazil.  As a student, Cardoso studied some aspects of this problem jointly with an anthropology student who later became his wife.  Together, with Bastide and Florestan, they interviewed Negroes at the University and visited them in the favalas of São Paulo, where what Cardoso saw of poverty and prejudice had a radicalizing effect on him (Kahl 1976:131).  This is understandable considering the poverty-stricken world that exists upon crossing the threshold into a Brazilian favela is socially distant from the middle and upper class worlds they surround.      

According to Cardoso, Florestan emphasized the historical perspective, so they read old newspapers and anything Negros had written about former times.  They took many notes, developed systematic files, and tried to be very empirical in their approach (Kahl 1976:131).  Cardoso, however, soon began to refocus his perspective on the Negro from interpersonal relations to the historical-structural framework particular to the Negro’s position in Brazilian society.  For this reason, Brazil’s colonial and imperial past had to be considered because it is the context in which slavery and abolition took place. 

Cardoso describes the economic system in colonial Brazil as a plantation system based on slavery, but integrated into the expansion of mercantile capitalism, within a competitive international framework (Freire 1996:5).2  In Capitalismo e Escravidão no Brasil Meridional, Cardoso (1962) emphasizes that slavery and abolition in Brazil need to be understood in reference to the broader expansion of global capitalism.  With regard to the beginnings of this expansion for Brazil, Portuguese explorer Pedro Alvarez Cabral was in search of a trade route to India when he accidentally landed on Brazil’s coast in the year 1500.  

Cabral’s landing in Porto Seguro marked the beginning of the Portuguese colonization of Brazil and enslavement of its indigenous populations.  The enslavement of indigenous people was attempted since a reliable source of labor was needed to obtain Portuguese commercial objectives.  It became apparent, however, due to the Indians’ rebelliousness, susceptibility to European disease, complete incomprehension as to what the notion of productivity was combined with a corresponding aversion to hard labor, that Negro slaves imported from West Africa were much more valuable.  Tobacco was the main product exchanged for African slave cargoes.  Plantation life was comparable to hell, wrote a Jesuit Father trying to convert African and Indian slaves to Christianity in 1627, but it was from land worked by slaves that the economy and society of Brazil unfolded (Levine 1999:47).  

Slave desertions among Indians were regular since they were familiar with the territory and were able to communicate amongst themselves about how best to flee.  Negro slaves, on the other hand, frequently came from diverse regions of Africa and were of many different ethnicities. As a result, most Africans were unable to communicate with each other, let alone the Indians or Portuguese they encountered in Africa or Brazil.  African slaves were completely ignorant as to how to survive in the countryside or jungles of Brazil. They had neither a historical nor genealogical basis on which to unite, so their potential for collective rebellion was nonexistent.  For better or worse, Negroes adapted to the brutal system of forced labor over time.  Unlike Brazilian Indians, Africans had been uprooted, arbitrarily separated and brought in successive waves to an alien land. Thus, the plight of the African slave was in many ways even more hopeless than that of the Brazilian Indian, which was at best doomed.  

As a sociologist, Cardoso highlights the significance of slavery in his research because he illustrates how the Negro’s present day position in Brazilian society is a reflection of their heritage, and how this heritage of slavery must be considered when one discusses dependency and development in Brazil.  According to Levine, the notion of development is contradictory during Brazil’s colonial period (1500-1822) because, as in Spanish America, the Portuguese crown neither encouraged nor permitted the growth of industry land (Levine 1999:46).  The economic activity that did take place was based entirely on extractive wealth from the land (Levine 1999:46).  This wealth was appropriated by the crown in large measure and deposited into the Portuguese royal treasury in Lisbon.  

An external event set into motion a process which would lead first to Brazilian independence and finally to the abolition of slavery by the end of the 19th century.  This process would become central to the issue of development in Brazil.  In 1807, Napoleon Bonaparte and his minions invaded the Iberian Peninsula.  To escape capture, King João VI and his son Pedro negotiated with Great Britain for a naval escort of the Portuguese crown to Rio de Janeiro.  While the Napoleonic invasion fundamentally undermined the stability of Portugal and all but bankrupted its treasury, which Joao VI brought with him, Great Britain emerged from the invasion as the world’s foremost imperial power after England defeated Napoleon at Waterloo in 1814.  The price Portugal paid to Britain for saving the royal family was the trade treaty of 1810.  This agreement brought foreign trade to Brazil by giving Britain control over all Brazilian ports.  Mercantilist controls were lifted and imported goods flooded the country, which had the effect of further dooming any efforts to stimulate manufacturing.   

 Within months of his majesty’s arrival, King Joao VI had used his treasury to establish a central bank in Rio that initially led to economic stability in Brazil.  Gold and silver were replaced by printed bank notes, and the King used the money to finance military actions against the Spanish in the south.  Thus, Rio de Janeiro became the seat of the Portuguese empire during her imperial demise until 1821, when João VI returned to Portugal and left his son Dom Pedro behind.  King João VI did, however, liquidate the central bank and take his treasury back with him, and the deficit that remained became Brazil’s national debt.

        By this time, the movement for Brazilian independence had already begun and was gaining momentum when young Dom Pedro refused his father’s order to return to Portugal the following year.  The arrival from Lisbon of dispatches revoking Dom Pedro’s decrees and accusing Brazilian ministers of treason were met with contempt.  Dom Pedro was in route from Rio to São Paulo on September 7, 1822, when he delivered the cry of the Ipiranga, “Independência ou morte!” (“Independence or Death!”), which formalized Brazil’s independence.  Portuguese troops who refused to swear loyalty to Dom Pedro were obliged to leave Rio and from that point on the Brazilian military began to be built.  On December 1, 1822, the prince regent was crowned emperor of Brazil and received the title of Dom Pedro I at the age of 24.  Brazil had become independent, but with a monarchical form of government and the backwardness that seems to come with Portuguese heritage intact.  In the year Brazil won its independence it is estimated that slaves constituted as much as half the nation’s population (Levine 1999:66). 


Dom Pedro I created a new ministry that was made up of Portuguese but headed by a Brazilian, José Bonifácio de Andrade e Silva.  José Bonifácio was a central figure in politics at the time.  He came from one of the richest families in Brazil and had lived in Europe for many years where he was influenced by the Industrial Revolution and Enlightenment ideals.  He had worked both as a professor at the University of Coimbra and high-ranking administrator in the Portuguese government when he was called to preside over the provisionary junta of São Paulo in March, 1821.  Politically, José Bonifácio was a staunch adversary of democracy and believed the monarchical form of government was right for Brazil.  Socially, however, José Bonifácio espoused progressive ideas such as agrarian reform, the free entry of immigrants and most notably, the gradual extinction of the slave trade and slavery (Fausto 1999:71).  


The Portuguese dominated the Atlantic slave trade.  Although José Bonifácio’s efforts to ban the slave trade began as early as 1817, it only stopped after 1850 when the British forced the imperial government to end slave trading once and for all by threatening Brazil with a naval blockade.  This newfound morality in British foreign policy may have ended the Portuguese slave trade, but successive economic cycles in which cheap labor fueled prosperity in Brazil- sugar, then cacao, then mining, then coffee- encouraged Brazilian elites to hold on to slavery for as long as possible.

In Capitalismo e Escravidão no Brasil Meridional, Cardoso takes special pains to distinguish the dialectical mode of analysis he uses to study slavery from the functionalist approach, which seeks to understand how each part of society contributes to the whole.    Cardoso summarizes dialectical sociology as the study of the “concrete totality” of a social system, where the reciprocal interaction between thought and the material reality of a particular historical situation makes its understanding possible (Goertzel 1999:25).  This method was first used by Marx.

Whereas functional sociology focuses on the harmonious interplay among components of a social system, dialectical sociology focuses on the conflicts and contradictions that lie within.   Cardoso used this dialectical approach in his research on slavery to explain the relationship between slave and master.  The very violence and brutality, on which this relationship was based, combined with an economy that was diversifying in response to large inputs of foreign capital and influence, were the main factors contributing to the “Golden Law” that abolished slavery in 1888.  

Cardoso observed that slavery had been introduced for capitalist purposes, but became less attractive when technology improved and more skilled labor was needed.  Slaves were poorly motivated by their cruel relationship with their masters and required more supervision than free laborers, who also produced more.  Community leaders noticed this fact, the more progressive of whom thought progress and modernization required the abolition of slavery.  In addition, abolitionist sentiment was fueled by embarrassment that Brazil stood out as the last independent nation in the world where slavery remained legal.  Generally speaking, abolition took place nonviolently in response to both international pressures and domestic economic trends.  

That Capitalismo e Escravidão no Brasil Meridional illustrates how the ending of the slave trade actually spurred economic development in Southern Brazil is telling.  Between 1850 and 1860 the number of corporations in the region boomed.  Ventures in manufacturing, railroads, insurance, mining, savings banks and land settlements became prevalent (Levine 1999:67).  Ecological destruction and a corresponding decline in economic growth of the once dominant Northeast contributed to the emerging economic power of Southern Brazil.   

The emerging prosperity was, however, not shared by freed slaves anywhere in the country.  Negroes remained defined by considerable doubt as to their very status as human.  While the Golden Law of 1888 brought emancipation, it was accompanied by social practices and even legislation that served to drastically limit opportunities for blacks and deny them of virtually all civil and human rights.  Joaquim Nabuco, a famous statesman and abolitionist of the period, lamented how the triumph of abolition was not complemented by social measures for the benefit of the freed, nor by any movement to refashion public awareness (Cardoso 2001a:186).  Crown policy remained to send criminals and undesirables to Brazil during the country’s first hundred years as a Portuguese territory (Levine 1999:46).  Descendants of these malefactors and European workers who were encouraged to immigrate to Brazil by José Bonafácio prevailed over blacks in the social hierarchy.  Once emancipation had been achieved, abolitionists shifted their attention to other causes and did nothing to help newly freed blacks prepare for life as free men.       


 For this reason, Cardoso describes the social position of the slave as hidden3 (Freire 1996:4).  As both a hidden and excluded social actor, the most to which a slave could aspire was to be free.  Free in a formal sense like the master, but without the freedom to aspire to attain the structural position of the master (Freire 1996:4).  This legacy of subservience is carried by Brazilian Negroes to the present day, and is the key fact by which Cardoso and his colleagues proved UNICEF wrong in their assumption that Brazil was a model melting pot society.  Cardoso applied these anthropological conclusions to the Marxist debate over class struggle in Brazil.    

Cardoso states that Marxist theories about revolution that were popular during the late 1950s and early 1960s were, therefore, very confusing.4  Cardoso’s research raised the question of how to politicize Marxist class relations in a slave society that is not of classes, but of castes5 (Freire 1998:4).  Moreover, the caste system in Brazil is historically unique, a fact which, for Cardoso, requires that an interpretative approach unique to its context be employed for accurate sociological analysis.  The Brazilian Negro, although alienated, remained trapped in an underground social caste even as Brazil transformed into a class-based society.  Correspondingly, Negroes demonstrated a lack of class-consciousness necessary for active membership in the proletariat.  Their participation could not, therefore, be expected in any worldwide proletarian revolution.  Cardoso noted additionally that the Brazilian working class was much less organized and had a different relationship to the capitalist class than did the working class in Europe, who managed to successfully organize into groups such as labor unions. 

 Two principle conclusions can be drawn from Cardoso’s study.  Classical economic determinism assumes that development will progress in much the same way around the world.  Due to slavery, however, Cardoso showed that the path of capitalist development would not follow a similar course in Brazil as it had in Europe, whose societies were not based on slavery, but feudalism.  Second, with regard to the mood of the times, contrary to the spirit of revolutionary communism, not everywhere would the masses alienated under capitalism be prepared to participate in a worldwide communist revolution simultaneously.  Contrary to modernization theory, Cardoso showed that the course of change in Brazil would clearly be different than that which took place in Europe, even though Brazil’s developmental process is derived from, subordinate to, and dependent upon European influence. 

The legacy of slavery in Brazil, the colonial and imperial context of forced labor and its relationship to the broader development of mercantile capitalism in the world is also important to note because they help explain why the United States and Brazil are such different countries today.  Both are a nation of immigrants. Whereas, however, American settlers aimed to use her resources to create a new and democratic country free from European domination, those who settled in Brazil did so under the yoke of imperialism with an aim to export Brazil’s wealth back to Europe, with no regard for her future.  The United States is a land Europeans went to build; Brazil is a land that Europeans came to exploit.  This simple historical truth helps explain the origins of nationalism as an overriding theme in Brazilian politics.  For many Brazilians, foreign capital is still conceived as a harbinger of exploitation and external domination.  

 
By the time he published his dissertation on slavery Cardoso’s sociological method was firmly established- an interpretation of contemporary phenomena using ethnography combined with a historical-structural observation of history and class struggle. Even at this time Cardoso had departed from an orthodox Marxist interpretation, while still retaining Marx’s method.  The quality and impact of Cardoso’s sociology led to him being granted a degree of livre docência by the University of São Paulo, the requirement for moving up to a status roughly equivalent to that of associate professor at an American university (Goertzel 1998:28).  

For all his success as a student, however, Cardoso’s early academic life was one of student radicalism and disillusionment (Goertzel 1999:6).  Considering the times this is understandable.  Contrary to the structuralist contention that man was basically helpless before an array of structural constraints, existentialism, as typified by Sartre and his circle, insisted on humanism and the importance of engagement, or personal commitment, on issues of public importance in order to demand radical change (Gildea 2002:180).  Existentialism, however, came up against the challenge of communism embodied in proletarian movements and the legitimacy the Soviet Union boasted since her victory over the Nazis at Stalingrad.  Because Soviet Communism was argued to have effectively withstood and defeated Nazism, joining the Communist party was the right decision for many intellectuals around the world who felt tainted by their social origin in the bourgeoisie.  As the party of both martyrs and victims, the Communist party had a type of universal appeal.  This appeal was supplemented by key historical events that took place during the period.  

In Czechoslovakia, Communist Emil Zatopeck won the elections of 1954. The Cuban Revolution in 1959 led by Fidel Castro brought Communism and the Cold War to the Americas.  Che Guevara led communist gorilla movements in the South American countryside until he was murdered in Bolivia by anti-communist forces in 1962.  The world at large was under the influence of the communist cult of personality inspired by Che, Castro and Stalin.  Such communist victories, combined with other important political and social changes, the production of triumphant athletes, and influence on the geopolitical balance of power, made Communism seem like a viable alternative for many in Brazil. 

Cardoso, however, stood in opposition to Communism for intellectual reasons generated through his meticulous study of Marxist social theory. Cardoso’s expertise was sharpened by his membership in a renowned USP study group known as the Marxist Seminar.  Marx was selected as the first author to be studied because his work was at the same time being ignored in the university curriculum and distorted by the Communist Party.  After Marx, the focus was on John Maynard Keynes.  Goertzel notes that “the group attained mythical importance in Brazilian intellectual history because of the tremendous productivity and influence of its alumni” (1999:17).  Cardoso’s friend, who started the group, was a philosopher who became a major interpreter of Wittgenstein.  Giannotti recruited members from a variety of disciplines in order to build a critique of Marx’s work from different perspectives.  On the short list are Austrian economist Paul Singer, anthropologist Ruth Cardoso, sociologist Octávio Ianni, historian Brandão Lopes and political scientist Francisco Weffort (Goertzel 1999:18).   

The group read many of Marx’s greatest works in their entirety, such as Capital (1903) and Marx’s classic study of political sociology, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1913).  Of the Marx opus, which Cardoso has read in its entirety, The Eighteenth Brumaire had the greatest influence on Cardoso.  This book, which analyzes political and class conflicts that led to the failure of the French revolution of 1848, became the model for Cardoso’s approach to social science (Goertzel 1999:19).  Cardoso mirrored the method used by Marx in The Eighteenth Brumaire in his own sociology by demonstrating how dialectical thinking combined with a historical-structural analysis of a particular sociological problem could illuminate what possibilities existed for change.  

It is easy to see how Cardoso would thrive on the vigorous debate that took place in communist circles.  Like Soviet style Communism in general, this debate touched on Marxist political doctrine but, in its vulgarity, grossly misrepresented it.  Due to its lack of intellectual sophistication, therefore, one can see why Cardoso always avoided any formal association with the Communist party or other groups outside the university establishment.  

Thus, Cardoso can be seen in contrast to the academic and political milieu of his cohort, many of whom, his mentor Florestan Fernandes included, were active in both Stalinist and Trotskyist groups.  Cardoso had clearly been making his case against Communism before Nikita Khrushchev denounced Stalin in a “secret speech” to the Soviet congress in February, 1956, and long before Sartre and other card-carrying Communists finally left the party once the Soviet Union invaded Hungry in October of that year.  The publication of Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag Archepelego, laid bare the horrors of Stalinist repression and the crimes against humanity committed under Soviet Communism.  These factors had the effect of decreasing the legitimacy of the Communist party among intellectuals a great deal.      

Nonetheless, Cardoso’s articles were regularly published in communist and Brazilian avant-guard journals such as Anhembi and Revista Brasiliense.  According to Goertzel, Anhembi was edited by Brazilian journalist Paulo Duarte, who spent years exiled in France.  Anhembi was modeled after the illustrious Parisian literary and political journal Les Temps Modernes, which was identified with Sartre and remains to this day the standard bearer of the Left Bank intelligentsia (Goertzel 1999:10).  Anhembi published works of many leading Brazilian and European scholars in all disciplines of the humanities and social sciences, and was read widely for its commentary on the local cultural and intellectual scene.  It is significant to note that Anhembi advocated a loosely defined “democratic socialism” (Goertzel 1999: 10), since years later Cardoso would come to define himself politically as a social democrat representative of Anthony Gidden’s search for a “Third Way” in modern politics.

It is perhaps ironic that social science at the University of São Paulo has business people to thank for its existence.  The great depression of the 1930s cut off Brazilian imports, and WWII created a demand for Brazilian exports.  These two factors combined to finally allow Brazilian industry to develop during the era of Jetúlio Vargas, making São Paulo into a boom town.  After Vargas’ suicide in 1954, the exuberant President Juscelino Kubitschek helped keep Brazil’s industrial boom alive and produce a widespread feeling that the Brazilian economy had evolved to such an extent that self-sustained national development was finally possible.   The city’s entrepreneurial elites, many of whom were European immigrants, wanted to raise the community’s cultural level by making USP a world-class university, so USP hired a number of prestigious French professors to make what one student called a “French Overseas Department” (Goertzel 1999:11).   

The shift in focus of Cardoso’s research from race relations to industrial sociology happened in response to these economic developments that were taking place in Brazil at the time.  Many believed that entrepreneurial business leaders were the backbone of an emerging national bourgeoisie and were heroes responsible for moving the country away from centuries of backward colonial rule to a “dynamic future based on an independent industrial economy and modernized democratic polity that would incorporate the masses into active participation” (Kahl 1976: 133).  The deep recession of the early 1960s, the Brazilian military, and Cardoso’s second book, Industrial Entrepreneurship and Economic Development in Brazil would prove this theory to be wishful thinking.       

The date of publication for Industrial Entrepreneurship and Economic Development in Brazil is April, 1964.  That Cardoso’s book was published this very month reveals a type of prophetic significance.  By the morning of April 1, the Brazilian armed forces had overthrown the democratically elected Brazilian government and installed a military dictatorship in its place.  The 1964 coup d’etat is a milestone in Brazilian history, but did not take place unexpectedly.  Pessimism reigned over the downward economic spiral Brazil and most other nations of the region began to suffer from.  Political tension had been rising since President Jánio Quadros abruptly resigned over frustrations with congress and the worsening economy during August of 1961.  Control was handed over to Quadros’ unpredictable vice president João Goulart, who returned from a visit to communist China to take office.  

Gourlart’s presidency was seen by leftists as an opportunity for a Castro-like communist revolution in Brazil.  This eventuality was distressing to middle class housewives, business leaders, as well as the U.S. State Department, who clamored for military intervention over the threat of communism.  As described in Goertzel, in the days before it happened, almost every house in Copacabana had a candle burning in the window to show support for the coup (1999:35-6).  One exception was Cardoso’s father’s house.  Like his father, Fernando Henrique strongly opposed a military coup even though the Goulart administration was floundering badly and the country’s economic stability had deteriorated to the extent that Goulart would have had to enact austerity measures to regain control.  This united the rich and the upper middle class against him, and Goulart’s efforts to gain support from the military and the rest of the population failed.                     

  Goertzel (1999) points out that biased sociological work is often invalidated by historical shifts of this magnitude, especially ones that occur during the publishing process. He sites Revolution in Brazil by Irving Louis Horowitz (1964) as one such example, since Horowitz’s book heralded an imminent socialist revolution.  Goertzel contrasts Horowitz’s book with that of Cardoso, which instead of being superseded by the military coup actually helped explain why it happened (1999:33).      

Industrial Entrepreneurship and Economic Development in Brazil addressed some of the key assumptions of the Brazilian Communist Party.  Following a traditional Marxist formula, the party and many of its sympathizers believed Brazil needed to complete its bourgeois capitalist revolution before it could move on to socialism.  Thus, the party favored encouraging Brazilian businessmen to defend the country against international corporations and develop an independent national industrial economy.      

Said Cardoso, “I believed when I started the work that maybe the entrepreneurs as a class could be the new leaders, since that was the mood of the times; Kubitschek, the National Development Alliance and even the Communists believed that.  But while doing the research I changed my mind” (Kahl 1976:34).  Cardoso’s research was based on a series of interviews with successful high-level entrepreneurs conducted in 1961 and 1962, and sought to verify whether Brazilian industrialists were capable of being the demiurge of society or not.

Cardoso was motivated further by the debate between the Communist Party and the Instituto Superior de Estudos Brasileiros, who agreed that there should be an alliance between the workers and the businessmen, under the control of the latter (Goertzel 1999:29).  Both groups believed that the state was the axis that would make a joining of forces possible, and sought to win control of state agencies and use them to change society.  Cardoso, however, was not sure if this would work in underdeveloped countries like Brazil for two reasons.  First, Brazil had to compete with developed countries that had superior productivity and know-how.  Second, unlike developed countries, Brazil had relied on state investment for much of its initial industrial development.              

Cardoso states that “some of the more extreme leftists, Trotskyites, thought that I was in favor of national capitalism, but if they read [my] book they would see that it is not true, because my structural analysis showed me the weakness of the position of the entrepreneurs” (Kahl 1976:134).  “I found only two businessmen who had a vision which coincided with this expectation of a national business elite which would create the internal market and the agrarian reform, and use the State to create conditions for development” (Goertzel 1999:29).  

Cardoso showed the reality among industrialists was more complex than would be expected by textbook Marxism for several more reasons.  First, many firms were family controlled.  Cardoso found that these firms tended to limit the scope of operations to the extent that family control could be maintained.  Second, there was considerable ethnic and regional diversity.  Old Brazilian families controlled some firms while German and Italian immigrants controlled others.  Almost all relied on personal contacts within the government for support in one way or another.  Patrimonial relationships and clientelism are a longstanding characteristics of Brazilian society that date back to the days when the Portuguese crown would reward loyal civil servants with permanent jobs.  Third, variable inflation rates and unpredictable government policies made it difficult for firms to create rational business plans (Goertzel 1999:31).  

As a result, Cardoso found that entrepreneurs did not have the economic or political power to industrialize Brazil themselves, so they increasingly turned to collaboration with multinational enterprises for help in solving their problems.  This collaboration meant that they turned away from close ties with other sectors of Brazil, particularly the working class.  Cardoso suggests in Industrial Entrepreneurship and Economic Development in Brazil that the alternative to the increasing internationalization of Brazilian enterprise was socialism (Kahl 1976:136).                    

  Nationalism continued to be an important theme in Brazilian politics in the early 1960s.  By breaking economic links to the imperialism of the United States and Western Europe, it was thought that Brazil could break free from stagnation and underdevelopment.  Classical economic determinism views economic forces as abstract, impersonal variables which act independently of individuals who are responsible for their manipulation.  In Industrial Entrepreneurship and Economic Development in Brazil, however, Cardoso observes that success or failure of a given developmental path ultimately depends on collective human action, which can fail (Goertzel 1999:30).  

As what would become the overriding theme of his academic career, Cardoso showed that the political context of economic development needed to be considered along side the abstract forces of economic determinism.  Cardoso concluded that Communist Party activists were misled since his data did not coincide with their ideological reference points.  Cardoso ended his analysis by concluding that a national-bourgeois revolution was not viable.  The industrial bourgeoisie was satisfied to be a minority shareholder in Western capitalism and had abdicated its hegemony over society.  Cardoso states, “in the end, the question will be this:  Subcapitalism or socialism” (Cardoso 2001a:44). 6      

  
Although not as brutal as regimes such as that of Peron in Argentina or Pinochet in Chile, the military dictatorship that held power in Brazil for 21 years after the ’64 coup can nonetheless be characterized by violence and intense political repression.  Marshal Castelo Branco was appointed as Brazil’s first military president in the days that followed the coup.  The son of a career military officer, Castelo Branco articulated the reasons for the coup in reasonable language to the public and was openly received by the U.S. State Department and middle and upper class Brazilians fearful of change.  They welcomed the declaration that the military would stay in power until economic stability and national reconstruction were achieved.  

Thus, Castelo Branco was not unpopular.  Nor was he quite as repressive as his violent authoritarian successor, General Emilio Medici.  One of Castelo Branco’s first moves, however, was to remove from office 55 deputies, 7 state governors, 122 military officers, and 4,500 government employees (Levine 1999:127).  A series of institutional acts were established giving the President the power, among other things, to establish decree-laws dealing with matters of national security.  The ruling junta created a banishment penalty.  Any Brazilians who “might become inconvenient, prejudicial, or dangerous to National Security” would be expelled from the country (Fausto 1999:290).

Leading politicians linked to Goulart, including Quadros and Kubitschek, were stripped of their political rights.  Strikes were banned and a censorship apparatus was put into place.  Agents of the political police ransacked headquarters of student associations, labor unions, left-wing newspapers, and the homes of militants.  The contents of libraries were taken to police headquarters and scoured for “Communistic” propaganda.  The definition of communistic was so broad that to possess a book that even mentioned Russia in the title was to be labeled subversive.  Those labeled subversive were subject to imprisonment without habeas corpus or legal defense.  With so many subversives, the political police combined forces with other branches of the military to carry out mass arrests, forcing thousands from their jobs or into exile.  As always, whether one was tortured, murdered, or simply allowed to leave Brazil depended to a great extent on one’s personal and family connections.  It helped to have a high-ranking family member in the military.  

As such, Fernando Henrique Cardoso was able to flee Brazil for the sociology department at the University of Buenos Aries, where, despite the coup and the situation in his country, Cardoso sought to expand his research on industrial entrepreneurs to include those in Argentina and beyond.   Cardoso stayed with friends in the department for several weeks until he accepted a position offered by the distinguished Spanish sociologist Jose Medina Echeverria at CEPAL, the Economic Commission for Latin America in Santiago, Chile.  

Echeverria liked Cardoso’s work because it was more Weberian and less Marxist than that of most social scientists at CEPAL (Goertzel 1999:37).  The influence on Cardoso of Max Weber’s Economy and Society (1968), as well as that of other mainstream scholars outside the Marxist tradition is reflected in Cardoso’s (1971) book, Politics and Development in Dependent Societies: Ideologies of the Argentine and Brazilian Entrepreneurial Class. The book begins with a review and critique of Weber and other mainstream scholars such as Talcott Parsons, Gabriel Almond, Sidney Verba and Robert Lane, who are in no way affiliated with the Marxist tradition.  Cardoso develops Althusser’s conception of ideology and uses it to contrast the ideological movement of Peronism in Argentina with the Brazilian movement that evolved under Getúlio Vargas.  Cardoso concluded that the main difference in economic history between Brazil and Argentina was a result of the Argentine middle class being more closely linked to the export economy than in Brazil, where this link was made by elites.  As a result, under Peron the middle class developed to become more independent than it did in Brazil under Vargas, where the mobilization of class forces was less advanced (Goertzel 1999:46).  

Cardoso speaks highly of Echeverria and states, “Earlier when I was interested in Negroes I didn’t really think I was a sociologist-- more an anthropologist or historian.  But [at CEPAL], with the economists, I became more a sociologist” (Kahl 1976:136).  Echeverria encouraged Cardoso to work out a general theory of dependency while working simultaneously on his comparative study of other Latin American entrepreneurs.               

Cardoso can be seen in contrast to the prevailing milieu he encountered at CEPAL.  The most problematic aspect of CEPAL for Cardoso was the “socialism or stagnation” dichotomy put forth by their economists.  Cardoso maintains that “We (he and Enzo Faletto) were opposed to the explanation of CEPAL and to the predominant leftist position of vulgar Marxist reductionism, which Guevara took to the extreme7” (Freire 1996:4).  Cardoso claimed that his Marxist training made him sensitive to cycles, and he did not believe that the then-current depression in Brazil was necessarily permanent.  Cardoso realized that even though Latin America had always been dependent, there were epochs in which rather vigorous growth did take place and they were likely to return when various countries were able to take advantage of favorable conditions (Kahl 1976:137).    

Cardoso concedes that CEPAL knew well the process of transformation from an economic perspective.  He further acknowledges that CEPAL colleagues such as Gustavo Franco and Raúl Prebisch, then Executive Secretary of the UN Economic Commission for Latin America, understood that the key to growth was productivity, and that external capital was necessary to help the state manage the transition from an economy based on import substitution to something new8 (Freire 1996:4).  CEPAL economists diagnosed the Latin American problem as being one of an inadequate growth rate resulting from deterioration in the terms of external trade; the prices of agricultural and mineral exports were declining relative to industrial imports (Kahl 1976:137).  Since there was not much that could be done about world prices, however, the economists suggested two ways out:  more industrial production at home stimulated by better economic planning, and negotiating the development of a Latin American Common Market that would expand the possibilities for trade in the region (Kahl 1976:137).  Cardoso comments, “Economically, for the time, this was adequate.  What needed to be done was done” 9 (Freire 1996:4).        

Where Cardoso saw that the economists at CEPAL were missing the point was in how they failed to deal systematically with the internal political forces particular to each nation, and how each nation was supposed to muster the political support to form the consensus required for a specific action.  Nor did they recognize the degree to which industrialization had resulted in the internationalization of enterprises, which Cardoso clearly showed to be the case in his study of Brazilian industrial entrepreneurs.  “The economists would accept census information, but they didn’t understand research like that on the entrepreneurs.  Nevertheless, we decided to go ahead with that type of study” (Kahl 1976:136).  “They did not see the political relation, the analysis of class relationships.”  Cardoso adds, “they could not see this political relation because organs of the U.N. cannot enter into politics” 10 (Freire 1996:4).  

Whereas CEPAL economists such as Celso Furtado were predicting economic stagnation, what actually followed the ’64 coup was the Brazilian Economic Miracle.  While Brazil was enduring one of its murkiest political periods, the government was successful in the economic arena.  Beginning in 1967, the Economic Miracle used foreign capital to start a new cycle of state-sponsored industrial expansion.  Then Finance Minister Delfim Neto stimulated economic growth by expanding credit and set up price controls to keep inflation down.  The industrial recovery spurred by the automotive, chemical and electrical industries caused GDP to increase by 11.2 percent in 1968 and 10 percent the following year (Faustao 1999:291).  Thus, CEPAL economists’ “socialism or stagnation” dichotomy was proven false.  That Cardoso’s USP colleague Emir Sader criticized him as being of no influence on the left is revealing.  To this Cardoso replied, “It is true.  These people got everything wrong, in my view.  Now I hold them to this because I was not on the wrong track.  It’s fantastic11 (Freire 1996:4).

Despite his concerns over CEPAL and the fall of democracy in Brazil, the time Cardoso spent exiled in Chile was extraordinary on both a professional and personal level.  The pay and working conditions at CEPAL were excellent, as Cardoso admits in his often quoted allusion to the “bitter caviar” of exile (Goertzel 1999:37).  Cardoso was not forced to live without the companionship of his wife or children, who enrolled in local private schools.  They made their home in the middle-class neighborhood of Vitacura, where many other Brazilian exiles and most other employees of the United Nations lived.  As UN staff, Cardoso was able to purchase a Mercedes Benz 350S tax free-- a valuable status symbol in protectionist Latin America where only diplomats and wealthy people owned imported cars (Goertzel 1999:37).  At the same time, Cardoso and his compatriots would festively gather on Sundays for feijoada, a heavy meal based on black beans and pork discards, which is a Brazilian tradition that pays tribute to the plight of the slaves. 

Said Cardoso, “I did not leave Brazil for intellectual reasons, but in those terms it was an advantage; I discovered Latin America” (Kahl 1976:136).  At CEPAL, Cardoso worked closely with leading social scientists from Chile, Argentina, Bolivia, Venezuela, Mexico and other countries and began to think about the problems of Latin America as a region.  This international group of scholars shared a common problem concerning the lack of ideas that could explain why early optimism about development in the postwar years was turning into bitter frustration (Kahl 1976:137).  

This frustration extended to academic theory.  The inability of the various national economies to keep moving forward fast enough by becoming increasingly autonomous-- as classical economics would predict, and the inability of the political and social institutions to modernize themselves in step with economic change, as functionalist sociology would predict, were realities academic theory could not explain (Kahl 1976:137).  Dependency and Development in Latin America, which Cardoso wrote in Santiago between 1965 and early 1967, became the book that filled this void.

That Cardoso foresaw the sociopolitical trends that culminated in the military takeover of Brazil in 1964 is clear.   Cardoso’s research, however, explained these trends in terms that were peculiarly Brazilian.  At CEPAL, Cardoso’s subsequent reflection on the Brazilian events indicated that they shared some characteristics with other countries, as well as showing their own idiosyncrasies.  For example, as one of the most prosperous countries of Latin America, Argentina, like Brazil, had also gone part way toward industrialization and modernization, but reached stagnation and military control when political conditions became such that economic opportunities were not seized (Kahl 1976:155).  

By contrast, Mexico was able to avoid economic stagnation and military control, and continued to develop based on its more diversified export structure and tourist income.  Cardoso suggested that the Mexican success was a reflection of structural changes stemming from the Mexican Revolution some decades earlier (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:6).  “Only by studying the conditions that shape decision-making can we explain why some countries are able to take advantage of new economic conditions that emerge in certain historical epochs and others are not” (Kahl 1976:157).

Cardoso’s reflections made it apparent that a continent-wide view looking at regional similarities and differences would be required.  This view would need to go beyond a mere recognition of the distinctiveness of Latin American development compared to that of Europe and the United States to consider that key difficulties in Latin American development were in the institutional or political realms more than in the economy itself.  This Weberian critique is perhaps the most critical and controversial point argued in Dependency and Development in Latin America.  In making it, Cardoso and Faletto propose that the very theory of economic development used by CEPAL- based on growth of the internal market known as hacia adentro-- was in error (Kahl 1976:156).  

While Cardoso and Faletto recognize that structural problems exist, they state that the ability to overcome structural barriers to development will depend more on how particular economic conditions are manipulated in the power game rather than the particular economic conditions themselves (1979:176).  Cardoso and Faletto encourage those opposed to the direction Latin American development would take by noting that current or future opposition may vitalize newly industrialized, dependent countries of Latin America (1979:176).   In contradistinction to economic reductionists, Cardoso and Faletto are of the Weberian position that the course of history depends on the daring of individuals who act in terms of goals that are historically viable (1979:176). 

While Cardoso’s continuous dialogue with CEPAL economists about the noneconomic aspects of development eliminated any doubt as to their importance, he and the other CEPAL sociologists and political scientists had considerable difficulty in specifying those aspects in ways that could be linked to economic variables.  As a qualitative sociologist, however, this was less a problem because as Cardoso observes, the methodological status of measuring is as doubtful as is the question of what and how to measure.  “The methodological status of measurement in a dialectical approach does not play the role of a fundamental device in the logic of demonstration, as if we were dealing with hypotheses to be accepted or rejected only after statistical tests” (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:xiii).  

For Cardoso, characterizing “dependency” is like characterizing “capitalism,” or “slavery,” or “colonialism.”  Cardoso argues that it would make no sense to formulate a plus or minus scale to try to measure “degrees of dependency” in different countries, just as it would make no sense to measure “degrees of slavery”, or “degrees of capitalism” in the same way.  Cardoso puts aside any attempt to quantify social factors such as these in Dependency and Development in Latin America in order to concentrate on the interaction between economics and politics in diverse historical epochs, with a focus on the political structures that controlled the economic decisions shaping the pattern of development   (Kahl 1976:155).  

Cardoso acknowledges that statistical information can be useful for purposes of demonstration, but argues that the crucial questions for demonstration implies a dialectical understanding of history.  In particular, the acknowledgment that history is propelled by opposing forces combined with an understanding of how these forces relate to each other geopolitically.  Cardoso and Faletto define their methodological approach as explicitly Marxist, vis-à-vis their treatment of economy as political economy.  In doing so, Cardoso and Faletto work under the Marxist assumption that the hierarchy that exists in society is the result of the established ways of organizing material and spiritual life.  Since this hierarchy also serves to assure inequality vis-à-vis the unequal appropriation of nature and human work by certain groups and classes, Cardoso and Faletto analyze domination in connection with economic expansion (1979:ix).  The end result is that Cardoso and Faletto explain the movement of capitalist society as the result of exploitation of one class by another (1979:xiii).  Hence, Marx’s analysis fits part of Brazil’s history but not all.        

Cardoso and Faletto were to approach the study of dependency and development in Latin America by way of a discussion comparing the histories of key Latin American countries, including Brazil, Argentina, Mexico, Peru, Bolivia, Colombia, Venezuela, Chile, Uruguay, Guatemala, and Cuba.  This is a massive topic, however, that could not be dealt with effectively in a single volume, so instead they focus their attention on the political management of economic activities in the region.  In particular, they study the success local social classes have had in participating in the production process and how successful they have been at setting up institutional controls to maintain the full extent of that participation (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:29).  Cardoso and Faletto use a model that explains change in terms of actions taken by various national groups based on their own interests and not as automatic responses to external stimuli (Kahl 1976:156).   Since the object of their essay is to explain economic processes in terms of social processes, it requires them to find a theoretical point of intersection where economic power is expressed as social domination.  For them, that intersection occurs in the realm of politics (Kahl 1976:156).  

The socio-structural methodological approach used by Cardoso and Faletto is the same approach Cardoso perfected in his study of slavery and industrial entrepreneurs.  Thus they study society in a dialectical way, paying attention to structures and the historical process of contradiction and change (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:ix).  Cardoso and Faletto recognize that since social structures are the product of man’s collective behavior, they are always continuously transformed by social movements.  Thus their approach is historical-structural:  it emphasizes not just the structural conditioning of social life, but also the historical transformation of structures by conflict, social movements, and class struggles (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:x).  The emphasis on the structural aspect can convey the impression that situations of dependency are stable and permanent.  This impression, however, is left by faulty analysis which can also suggest that situations of dependency are continuously and necessarily generating more underdevelopment and dependency (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:x).  

The point that dependent economic relationships can in fact lead to development would become a key theme in the policy Cardoso adopted as president.  Cardoso’s approach acknowledges that structures are based neither on egalitarian relationships nor on collaborative patterns of social organization, as functionalism would suggest.  On the contrary, social structures are founded on social asymmetries and on exploitative types of social organization, such as slavery (Cardoso and Faletto:x).  Therefore, a central role must be assigned to the analysis of the particular mechanisms and processes of domination through which existing structures are maintained, for example, the notion that black slaves are naturally subservient to whites (Cardoso and Faletto 1979:x).  

To use this approach, however, to point out only self-perpetuating structural mechanisms would be to neglect the contradictory results of development, as well as the possibilities within social processes of negating the existing social order.  Cardoso and Faletto encourage their audience to remember that forms of dependency can change and “to identify the structural possibilities for change, pinpointing the alternatives to dependency existing at any given historical moment” (1979:x-xi). Cardoso makes the argument against modernization and economic determinism once again.     

Perhaps the most prophetic quote with regard to Cardoso’s future follows.

It is not irrelevant in these attempts to pay attention to ideologies and to intellectual capacity to assess possibilities for change.  In decisive historical moments, political capacity (which includes organization, will, and ideologies) is necessary to enforce or to change a structural situation.  Intellectual evaluation of a given situation and ideas about what is to be done are crucial in politics.  The latter is immersed in the shady area between social interests and human creativity.  At that level, gambles more than certainty line the paths through which social forces try to maintain or to change structures.  Briefly, in spite of structural “determination,” there is room for alternatives in history.  Their actualization will depend not just on basic contradictions between interests, but also on the perception of new ways of turning a historical corner through “a passion for the possible,” a term they attribute to Kierkegaard (Cardoso and Faletto, p. xi).  

Cardoso and Faletto appeal for social democratic solutions at the end their book.  Drawing from Gramsci’s discussion about hegemonic relationships and the capacity to rule, Cardoso and Faletto convey an abstract expression of hope for a democratic, socialist society.  Cardoso and Faletto foresee the battle being between technocratic elitism and the vision of a future which will transform popular forces for democracy and a developed economy into a state capable of expressing this desire while seeking democratic and socialist forms for the social organization of the future (1979:216).

This reference to socialism was seen as though it were only an afterthought by Goertzel, who points out that Cardoso and Faletto never explain what those socialist forms of organization might turn out to be (1999:43).  Cardoso and Faletto do not indicate how to mobilize desired popular forces that would bring democratic governments based on active participation to power, nor do they outline policies such governments should follow should they be elected (Goertzel 1999:43).  Cardoso, however, made these proposals specific twenty years later.  Goertzel notes that Cardoso’s lack of certainty at this juncture was shared by intellectuals around the world since the problems facing Latin America and underdeveloped nations everywhere were difficult, and there was no way to know how democracy and human betterment could be achieved.  In any case, Cardoso and Faletto had illustrated that the time had come for rethinking and reevaluating development issues, and Dependency and Development in Latin America was a major contribution to that process (Goertzel 1999:43).

Although there was some uncertainty within CEPAL about the suitability for publication of the original draft of Cardoso’s book because of its political dimension, his colleagues were fairly receptive to what finally became Dependency and Development in Latin America, even though it criticized many of their previously expressed views (Kahl 1976:138).  With Andre Gundar Frank and T. dos Santos, Cardoso is considered to be the founder of dependency theory.  Yet Cardoso did not conceptualize dependency theory as necessarily being in conflict with any other theory (Goertzel 1999:43).  This made it easy for Cardoso to stay on good terms with his colleagues, and many thought he was the natural successor to Raúl Prebisch at CEPAL.  

Perhaps Cardoso would have accepted such a post if in 1968 he had not chosen to teach sociological theory to students who would become revolutionaries in France instead.  At any rate, Chilean democracy and the intellectual and political climate in Santiago were completely destroyed by the U.S. supported military coup of 1973.  As it happened, Henry Kissinger sought to win campaign contributions for Richard Nixon from U.S. companies doing business in Chile by orchestrating the overthrow of the democratically elected leftist President, Salvador Allende.  The CIA-sponsored assassination of General Rene Schneider in Santiago was the key factor in eliminating military opposition to the coup which placed General Augusto Pinochet in power.  

As was typical of widespread violence and repression visited upon Chile by the military government throughout the period of Pinochet’s dictatorship, intellectuals and subversives from Chile and abroad were systematically rounded up, brutalized, tortured and killed.  Among other places, torture was applied en mass at the soccer stadium in Santiago to illustrate publicly the fortune of anyone opposed to the Pinochet regime.   

In a victory that symbolized the end of impunity for ex-presidents, Augusto Pinochet was extradited by Spain while on holiday to England in 1998 and prosecuted for crimes against humanity.  Pinochet was ultimately deemed unfit for trial in Spain due to his age and ailing health, but in May 2004 Chilean prosecutors reopened the case against their former dictator.  Although reparations were made to victims of torture by the Brazilian government after democracy was restored in 1986, these did not have the same deterrent effect on other would-be dictators in Latin America that the international visibility which bringing Pinochet to justice has had.         

Based on the political repression that took place after Cardoso left Chile, his decision to move on was well-timed.  Due to the timing of events that were taking place under the military dictatorship in his own country, however, it would be many years before Cardoso could return to the University of São Paulo.  Until the political climate had changed sufficiently for this to be possible, Cardoso devoted his efforts to the fight for political reform and the reintroduction of democracy in Brazil through the foundation of a research institute called the Brazilian Center for Analysis and Research (CEBRAP), and by teaching at some of the most prestigious universities in the United States.           

In retrospect, Cardoso observes that the Brazilian military did him an “enormous” personal favor when it took power in 1964 (Goertzel 1999:44).  The military forced Cardoso out of the academic routine he fell into at the University of São Paulo and placed him in an international policy environment where his sociology was put to practical test in the real world.  In Santiago Cardoso achieved international visibility and his career prospects were enhanced tremendously with the publication of Dependency and Development in Latin America.  As such, Cardoso could have chosen to continue his career almost anywhere abroad, but his decision, however, to accept the invitation of his former professor Alain Touraine to teach sociological theory at the Univerisity of Paris- Nanterre would teach Cardoso practical lessons in sociology that no amount of study and research could ever match.  

1968 was a year defined by the Vietnam War and protests around the globe.  Among other things, it was marked by student uprisings in the United States, Japan, Mexico, and Brazil, where the student movements had far-reaching and powerful effects on Cardoso and his colleagues at the University of São Paulo.  Yet in no country was the student movement as far-reaching and powerful as in France.  Daniel Cohn-Bendit was a German student in Cardoso’s sociological theory seminar at Nanterre where the student protests began.  Cardoso recalls that he liked talking to Cohn-Bendit because he was very much alive.   He tried to persuade Cardoso to become involved in French politics like he was.  The student protest originally aimed at university policy such as those prohibiting boy’s rights to visit girls in their dorm rooms.  One day Cohn-Bendit, however, became particularly upset over the opening of a swimming pool.  He accused the minister of sports of being a Nazi because he was encouraging the sporting life over a life of love (de Toledo 1998:45).12  Cohn-Bendit soon became a leader of the movement that escalated from a campus-wide revolt into a full-blown social and political crisis that shut down commerce and industry throughout France for a month and nearly toppled the Fifth Republic under Charles de Gaulle (Stovall 2002:70).  

In May, 1968, after a long hiatus, Paris resumed its 19th century role as the world capital of revolution.  By illustrating that spontaneity still had a role to play in human affairs, the events that took place in France during May of 1968 have consequently been interpreted as marking the end of the structuralist era and the beginning of the postmodern era (Stovall 2002:76).  The power of the events that occurred during May of 1968 had a profound effect on Cardoso sociologically (de Toledo 1998:45).13  To understand how, these events should be considered in the dual context of the importance of intellectuals in society and the rise of the New Left in the post-war world.  

As a key part of the Resistance that saved their nation’s honor and helped win World War II, French intellectuals achieved an unprecedented level of national influence in the wake of France’s victory over the Nazis.  University students are intellectuals, of course, and the baby boom post-war expansion of higher education in France gave the Nation’s intelligentsia a mass base of unprecedented size.  The traditional structure of French universities could not accommodate such an influx of students.  This mass base comprised the New Left, which Stovall describes as an intellectual and political movement that criticized both American-style capitalism and Soviet authoritarian communism, calling instead for a revolutionary democratic socialism free of political, economic and sexual repression (Stovall 2002:70).  With heroes as diverse as Mao Zedong, Malcom X, and Che Guevarra, the New Left demanded an alternative to the traditional Left, and embraced struggles for Third World liberation (Stovall 2002:73).  

Marxist philosopher Henri Lefebvre was among Cardoso’s colleagues at Nanterre whose writings led to the New Left’s rediscovery of humanism and focus on the problems of alienation (Stovall 2002:71).  These problems were emphasized in the writings of the young Karl Marx, who placed a greater emphasis on the economic component of socialism in the writings of his later years.  Lefebvre’s influence was greatest upon the Situationist International, a group of young scholars and artists led by notable alcoholic filmmaker Guy DeBord.  In Society of the Spectacle, DeBord charged postwar France with using consumerism to silence critics and reduce citizens to a state of helplessness and passivity.  Ultimately, therefore, the New Left judged both capitalism and communism to be bureaucratic, alienating and anti-democratic (Stovall 2002:71). 

By 1968 this argument resonated soundly in post-war France, where the argument that capitalism impoverished the working class was clearly no longer viable.  France had become a prosperous and economically healthy capitalist society where few observers predicted that such a massive leftist revolt was about to take place. If the Marxist notion that class conflict was the motor of history were true, then the revolution would never start in France.  Cardoso and his Brazilian colleagues in Paris agreed with Celso Furtado who, in February 1968, said that in France, “aqui não acontece nada” (here nothing is happening).  “Nós todos concordamos.  A frança nos parecia muito estavel” (We all agreed.  France seemed very stable to us), said Cardoso (de Toledo 1998:45).  

The violence that erupted between students and police, the parades of black flag waving anarchists, and the demonstrations which climaxed with the erection of barricades in Paris’s Latin Quarter, combined with mass strikes throughout the country by farmers and industrial workers against de Gaulle, proved Cardoso and his colleagues wrong.  Cardoso, however, describes what he saw happening around him to be strangely beautiful, interesting and effervescent-- very different from what one would imagine such a process of change to be (de Toledo 1998:48).13  According to Cardoso’s (1983) account as translated in Goertzel, the events were a: 

collective catharsis, with festive gunfire and armored clashes on the street, with broken legs and intense political discussion.  It was an opportunity to taste the flavor of great moments of social transformation.  And I learned practical sociological lessons: “apathetic” societies can become quickly mobilized and they can change; social change, even “revolutionary” change, is not predictable.  It depends on the fusion of multiple contradictions and aspirations, located in different social planes and moved by previously unencountered values.  But, at the final moment, if there is no political force with an organized will to guide the change, in keeping with the popular pressures, the impasse will reappear (1999:45).  

After disappearing on May 29 to meet secretly with his military commanders in Germany, an act that suggested the possibility that the revolution was successful, Charles de Gaulle returned to emerge triumphant.  A half-million Gaullist supporters staged an impromptu march down the Champs Elysees, loudly backing de Gaulle’s appeal for a return to normalcy (Stovall 2002:75).  In large part because the New Left had failed to offer any real alternative to the existing social order, the great near-revolution of May 1968 eventually faded into a distant memory, one, however, that was guarded carefully by those who believed in revolutionary democracy and a Third Way between capitalism and communism (Stovall 2002:76).  

The collapse of the movement caused a major consternation that brought about a re-evaluation of ideas about politics, liberation and the public responsibility of intellectuals, among which the most important trend was a massive shift from the Left to the Right.  More generally, May 1968 represented the high point of engagement public activism by intellectuals in the postwar era.  In the aftermath of May 1968, the emergence of postmodernism could be read either as reaffirming the idea of revolution at its most radical, or in contrast suggesting that precisely because it was so laughably insane, postmodernism was destined to remain some sort of impossible ideal.  

In any case, the military government in Brazil saw what happened in France and promptly cracked down on the student movement with Institutional Acts that ended many of the remaining civil liberties protections that had survived since the ’64 coup.  Cardoso returned to his country at the end of 1968 and achieved his immediate goal of obtaining a full professorship at the University of São Paulo, only to find himself on the government’s list of professors suffering “compulsory retirement” in 1969 (Goertzel 1999:49).  Colleagues around the world issued statements of support, and despite offers for Cardoso to continue his career at various prestigious universities abroad, this time Cardoso chose to stay among his colleagues in Brazil and become an activist in his country’s struggle for the return of democracy and social reform.  

For Cardoso, the military’s compulsory retirement turned out to be another blessing in disguise, since it rescued him from the comfortable obscurity of an academic career and reunited him with several of his most brilliant colleagues from the days of the Marxist Seminar at the University of São Paulo (Goertzel 1999:51).  Although each of the members had gone on to independent careers, compulsory retirement reunited several of them under common circumstances.  Their collaboration led to the establishment of the Brazilian Center for Analysis and Research (CEBRAP), with funding from the Ford Foundation intended to promote social science in Brazil.  

CEBRAP was unabashedly elitist, with staff positions awarded on the basis of outstanding scholarly accomplishment and with the understanding that professors who had been “retired” by the military government had special priority (Goertzel 1999:55).  Cardoso was duly appointed President and spent the decade of the 1970s immersed in intensive intellectual and organizational activity.  In addition to the key role he played at CEBRAP, Cardoso traveled all over the world attending conferences, teaching courses, and giving invited lectures (Goertzel 1999:55).  He was a visiting professor at Stanford, the University of California, Berkeley, the University of Cambridge and the University of Paris twice more.  Cardoso served one four year term as President of the International Sociological Association in Amsterdam in 1980.      

As was his custom, Cardoso did a tremendous amount of reading and wrote many essays and articles for Brazilian newspapers and magazines on the possibilities for political reform.  As such, Cardoso became something of a media spectacle.  Reporters trying to inform readers about the significance of and possibility for Brazil’s democratic opening knew that Fernando Henrique Cardoso could be counted on to give a good interview.  His background as a leftist intellectual supporting democracy under a military regime that was opening gradually gave him public appeal and made for interesting copy (Goertzel 1999:73).  Cardoso’s journalistic activity began to supercede his academic work during the 1970s, but the substantial body of scholarly writings he still managed to publish during this time fell into two categories.  

First, Cardoso continued to write about dependency and debated exasperatedly with other social scientists within the dependency tradition about the logical nature of the theory.  Cardoso stressed repeatedly that researchers should focus on specific situations of dependency rather than writing about the theory of dependency in abstract terms.  Cardoso’s (1976) article titled “The Consumption of Dependency Theory in the United States” is a classic criticism of First World scholars who attempt to extract dependency theory from its historical context in order to make it into an abstract theory to be elaborated and tested with whatever data they may have on hand.  Cardoso argued that in addition to being useless, research of this sort was a form of intellectual imperialism that used Latin American ideas to advance academic careers in developed nations.  In conjunction, Cardoso debated the nature of Marxist theory with other academics, focusing on the relationship between theory and practice and how academic ideas can have an impact on the real world (Goertzel 1999:55).  

Second, Cardoso developed an interest in urban sociology with an emphasis on the city of São Paulo.  In an article originally published in 1972 called “La ciudad e la politica,” Cardoso examined classical social theories of the city with a focus on how those theories applied to the Latin American case (Cardoso 1972).  Cardoso and his other colleagues at CEBRAP shared this interest, which led to the publication of São Paulo 1975:  Growth and Poverty, CEBRAP’s most important book (Cardoso et al.1975).  The book was considered a masterpiece of social science advocacy that had an enormous political impact within Brazil (Goertzel 1999:56).  It argued that the economic miracle that had taken place under the military government was causing increased misery for a substantial portion of the population.  Although the implications raised issues about government policy, they were backed up with statistical information that documented economic trends and their downward effects on health, education and community life.  Cardoso himself disagreed with the assumption of the rest of the book’s authors that capitalist development necessarily leads to poverty, but he agreed with the group consensus that democratic participation by the population in the political process was the solution required (Goertzel 1999:61).    

Shortly after São Paulo 1975:  Growth and Poverty was published, a bomb set off by a group called the Brazilian Anti-Communist Alliance exploded in the CEBRAP offices.  The military regime responded by rounding up members of CEBRAP for interrogation.  According to Goertzel’s account, Cardoso was blindfolded by his interrogators who focused on absurd questions about Cardoso’s association with the prominent Belgian intellectual Earnest Mandel.  Mandel, who was active in the international Trotskyist movement and led the Fourth International, had met Cardoso in passing at the airport in Mexico City.  At one point Cardoso was taken to a cell where he was traumatized by bearing witness to a man being tortured.  Many Brazilians tolerated torture as a necessary evil to suppress terrorist groups, but the arrest of prominent figures such as Cardoso caused great revulsion.  In any event, nothing came of the police interrogation, and CEBRAP carried on and held regular roundtable sessions at which researchers presented their latest work and received feedback from colleagues (Goertzel 1999:63).    

Colleague Paul Singer recalls a decisive turning point in Cardoso’s transition from radical leftist to moderate reformer taking place during a 1978 roundtable session where Cardoso defended the view that the military regime was playing a certain progressive role sociologically (Goertzel 1999:69).  Cardoso presented data showing that although the inequality coefficients were as bad as ever, real average income had increased almost 89%, and literacy rates and school enrollments were up (Goertzel 1999:69).  For Cardoso, data of this sort showed that real social development had taken place, not just economic growth with social stagnation as was expected by the left.  

In Cardoso’s view, the left needed to accept the fact that it had lost the political struggle over which model of development to use (Goertzel 1999:70).  Between populist development, which mobilizes the masses in support of nationalist and redistributionist policy, and associated-dependent development, which works with multinational companies and agencies to promote capitalist development-- the military had chosen the latter.  In Cardoso’s judgment there was no realistic possibility of reversing its decision in light of the model’s considerable economic successes.  

Cardoso maintained, however, that the most important thing for the left was to mobilize in support of democracy as an end in itself.  Because of splits in the power structure, by 1980 the military government had changed such that democratic reform was taking place.  The regime was divided between hard-line elements in favor of authoritarianism, and by groups in support of a democratic opening.  In Cardoso’s view, the best strategy was to mobilize the population nonviolently in support of a democratic opening.  One way Cardoso proposed to do this was to work from the grassroots, organizing pressure groups and movements for social change.  Another was to support democratic and progressive politicians within the electoral system, even though elections were manipulated and restricted by the military regime (Goertzel 1999:70).

At this point, history began to work in Cardoso’s favor once again.  The military government had set up an electoral system that permitted two parties.  The pro-government Alliance for National Renewal (ARENA), and the pseudo-opposition party called the Brazilian Democratic Movement (MDB).  Pundits referred to them as the “Yes” party and the “Yes Sir” party (Goertzel 1999:71).  The MDB, however, grew increasingly serious about its role as an opposition party once ARENA’s support began to decline after the economic boom ended and the country slipped into a deep recession fueled by the oil crisis of the late 70s.  A trend of opposition was forming in urban areas across Brazil, but it was strongest in São Paulo where the opposition was best organized.  Around this time MDB party leader Ulysses Guimaraes hired CEBRAP to write a draft of their party program (Goertzel 1999:71).

This artificially imposed two-party system had the unanticipated consequence of forcing opposition politicians to unite under a single party rather than split into a number of parties.  With opposition to ARENA becoming stronger by the late 1970s, the military government realized it had made a mistake. It tried to prevent opposition from uniting by allowing multiple parties to be organized with the hope that the MDB would split into conflicting parties that would undermine and attack each other.  This had been the tendency before 1964 when a multiplicity of parties existed, and continues to be so today.  At the time, however, Cardoso, Ulysses Guimaraes, and other leaders of the MDB were eager to keep this from happening, so they decided to keep the existing organization and simply change its name to the Party of the Brazilian Democratic Movement (PMDB).  Leftists who disagreed about remaining loyal to the PMDB, such as labor union leader Luiz Inácio “Lula” de Silva, and intellectuals such as Cardoso’s mentor Florestan Fernandes, organized into the Worker’s Party (PT).  The pro-government party reorganized under the banner of the Democratic Social Party (PSD).

In a major advance toward democracy, in 1982 the military government permitted free elections at every level except the presidential.  At the state level, elections were won by opposition candidates in São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro and Minas Gerais (Skidmore 1988: 233).  Despite hardliner attempts at sabotage, and despite the public’s understandable cynicism, 45 million voters turned out at the polls.  They comprised the largest electorate ever to vote in Latin America at the time (Skidmore 1988:233).  PMDB Senator Franco Montoro won the São Paulo gubernatorial race, and as his alternate, Cardoso assumed Montoro’s senate position when Montoro resigned to become governor.  

In his 1983 debut speech to the Brazilian senate, Cardoso delivered a memorable address that reflected his being one of Brazil’s most prominent intellectuals and a symbol of the nascent re-democratization movement.  He quoted from Max Weber and Goethe.  Cardoso thanked his political mentors, Ulysses Guimaraes and Franco Montoro, and acknowledged that he was entering the Senate as one who had inherited the political legacy of “the democratic resistance of the hardest years-- the years of torture, censorship, of exile” (Goertzel 1999:81).  Cardoso observed that the military government’s policies had led many Brazilians to desperation, and the opposition had to do what it could to change these policies within the limits of the possible.  The political career of Fernando Henrique Cardoso had begun in earnest.

Endnotes

1This chapter’s summary of Cardoso’s understanding about the connections between Brazilian slavery and development relies heavily on Cardoso’s comments in Portuguese in Freire (1996:4).  So as not to misrepresent Cardoso’s position, I have included the following translations of Cardoso.  “Vamos remontar um pouco mais longe.  Só é possível entender o que eu disse sobre dependência se você remontar a análise da escravidão, o que ninguém faz e pouca gente lê (o livro “Capitalismo e Escravidão no Brasil Meridional,” 1962).  Está aí o miolo do debate teórico.  A intenção era entender o sistema escravocrata brasileiro e utilizar uma ferramenta sociológica que é dúplice, weberiana e marxista.”  (Let’s build this from further back.  It is only possible to understand what I said about dependency if you rebuild my analysis of slavery, which nobody does and very few people read [the book Capitalism and Slavery in Southern Brazil, 1962].  It is there that you will find the meat of the theoretical debate.  The intention was to understand the system of Brazilian slavery by utilizing a sociological tool with a double edge, Weberian and Marxist.)    

2“O sistema de produção escravocrata no Brasil era uma produção aberta para o mundo.  Era um regime de latifundio, baseado na escravidao, mas integradon a expansão do capitalismo mercantie, um regime de competição internacional.”  (Production of the system of slavery in Brazil was open to the world.  It was a regime of plantations based on slavery, but integrated into the expansion of mercantile capitalism; a regime of international competition.)  

3At issue here is the Portuguese word desvão, which is not commonly used and has no direct dictionary translation to English.  I believe my translation of the word to mean “hidden” is accurate.  See the word in its context appears as follows:  “Como é que você iria explicar a problema da relação “de classes” numa sociedade que não é de classes, que era escravocrata?  Como o escravo vai negar a ordem escravocrata (atuar para supera-la?)?  O escravo não é classe universal (como o proletariado).  Ele é um desvão da historia.  Essa idéia sempre foi muito presente na minha cabeça.  Em certos momentos, certas categorias sociais viram desvão da história.  Os excluídos não são necessariamente portadores do futuro, como pensa a esquerda vulgar.  O escravo era excluído e não portador do futuro.  O que ele poderia aspirar era a mesma condição do senhor- ser livre, formalmente.  Isto é, não ter a mesma posição estrutural, mas ser livre.  A escravidão não poderia ser explicada sem referência a expansão do grande capitalismo.  Mas a história do Brasil não é uma cópia do que está acontecendo lá.  Há uma singularidade.  Por outro lado, ela não tem leis próprias: é derivada, sobordinada e dependente.  Do ponto de vista teórico era o mesmo mecanismo que usei depois para discutir a dependência.  (“How does one supposed to explain the problem of ‘class’ relations in a society that is not class-based, but slavery based?  How does the slave negate the order of slavery; how does he act to overcome it?  Slaves are not a universal class, like the proletariat.  Slaves are hidden in history.  This idea has always been present in my head.  At certain moments, certain social categories become hidden in history.  Those excluded are not necessarily the carriers of the future, as the vulgar left would argue.  The slave was not only excluded, he was no carrier of the future either.  Slavery cannot be explained without reference to the expansion of greater capitalism.  But the history of Brazil is not a copy of what is happening there [in Europe].  There is singularity.  On the other hand, Brazil’s history does not have its own laws either: it is derived, subordinate and dependent.  From a theoretical point of view this was the same mechanism I later used to discuss dependency.”)       

4“A compreensão disso tudo nos termos da teoria tradicional, Marx, Lukacs, Weber- era muito confusa.” (A comprehension of this in terms of the traditional theory of Marx, Lukacs and Weber was very confusing.)

5 See endnote three for the complete translation.

6Although Industrial Entrepreneurship and Economic Development in Brazil was never published in English, Cardoso evidently did translate the summary of the book’s 1972 revision to English, perhaps for a conference he attended somewhere in the United States. This summary appears in Charting a New Course (2001a), and is where his question regarding subcapitalism or socialism is taken.

7 “Nós nos opunhamos também a explicação da Cepal.  E também ao reducionismo vulgar do marxismo, que (Ernesto) Guevara levou ao extreme, ao qual me opus violentamente e que predominou na esquerda.  O (cientista político da USP) Emir Sader, disse num artigo que não influenciei a esquerda.  É verdade, e esse pessoal errou tudo, a meu ver.  Agora me cobram porque eu não estava no caminho errado.  É fantástico.  (We [he and Enzo Faletto] were opposed to the explanation of Cepal.  And also to the vulgar Marxist reductionism of the left, which Ernesto Guevara took to the extreme, who I opposed violently although he predominated the left.  The USP political scientist Emir Sader said in an article that I did not influence the left.  It’s true, these people got it all wrong in my view.  Now they respect me because I was not on the wrong way.  It’s fantastic.) 

8“A Cepal sabia do processo de transformação.  Do ponto de vista econômico.  O (Raul) Prebisch entendeu que a chave do crescimento é a produtividade.  Ele e o Gustavo Franco (risos)- isso e Marx puro.  O Prebisch entendeu a necessidade de capital externo e do papel do estado, da substiticao de importacões.  Economicamente, para a época, era adequado.  Era preciso fazer e realmente foi feito.  Mas eles não viam a relação política, a análise da relação de classes.  Não podiam ver, pois um orgão da ONU não pode entrar em política.  (CEPAL knew about the process of transformation from an economic point of view.  Prebisch and Gustavo Franco understood that the key to growth is productivity.  This is pure Marx.  Prebisch understood the necessity of external capital and of the role of the state, of import substitution.  Economically, for the time, this was adequate.  What needed to be done was done.  But they didn’t see political relation, the analysis of the relation of classes.  They couldn’t see this because organs of the UN cannot enter into politics.)

9See endnote 8 for the complete translation.

10See the translation in endnote 8. 

11See the translation in endnote 7.

12This translation is taken from de Toledo (1998:46-47.)  “Um dia, o ministro dos Esportes foi inaugurar uma piscina, e Cohn-Bendit disse que aquilo era um ato nazista, porque estavam incentivando a vida esportiva em lugar da vida amorosa- uma bobagem qualquer assim.  Criou um caso.  Um dia eu estava andando no corredor quando ele chegou perto e me disse qualquer coisa.  “Professor, o senhor faz poesia?”, eu entendi.  Disse que não, que não era poeta, mas não era isso que ele perguntava.  Ele queria saber se eu fazia política.  Se, apesar de estrangeiro, faria política na França.  Ocorre que ele estava sendo chamado pela política.  Ele não era francês e, apesar de viver no país havia muito tempo, e falar frances como se fosse sua lingua, estava sendo ameacado do expulã.”  Qual era sua impressao do Cohn-Bendit:  “Ele era muito vivo, e eu gostava de conversar com ele.  Nós conversamos bastante.  Ele queria ter sido sociólogo da educação, e efetivamente trabalhou na area.  Ele foi diretor de um jardim de infância na Alemanha.”  (One day, the sports minister went to inaugurate a swimming pool, and Cohn-Bendit said that was a Nazi-like act because they were encouraging the sporting life over a life of love- something ridiculous like this.  But it started something.  One day I was walking down the hall and he came up to me and asked something like, “Dr. Cardoso, do you write poetry?”  I understood.  I said no, I’m not a poet, but this is what he used to ask.  He wanted to know if I would enter politics.  Would I enter politics in France even though I wasn’t French?  As it happened he was called by the police.  He wasn’t French, and even though he’d lived in the country for a long time and spoke French like it was his own language, he was being marked for expulsion.”  When asked what his impression of Cohn-Bendit was, Cardoso replied, “He was very alive, and I liked conversing with him.  We conversed a lot.  He wanted to be a sociologist of education and worked in that area.  He was the director of a Kindergarden in Germany.)     


13“Todo mundo era contra tudo.  Foi uma coisa muito interessante, muito bonita, muito efervecente, e muito diferente do que imaginavamos fosse um processo de mudanças.”  (Everybody was against everything.  It was something very interesting, very beautuful, very efervescent, and very different from we would imagine a process of change would be.)    

CHAPTER IV

CONSTRUCTING THE POLITICIAN

Senator from São Paulo

In his article “Politics as a Vocation,” German sociologist Max Weber argues that one can often achieve the possible only by attempting the impossible.  Cardoso gave a debut speech to the Brazilian Senate that is remembered for its polished vocabulary, elegant literary allusions and quotations from Weber and Goethe.  Cardoso told the Senate that he had joined the opposition party, the Brazilian Democratic Movement, in an emotional moment when Brazilian history was rife with emerging social forces moving for democratic and social reform.  Cardoso recalled his own dramatic history in which the whirlwinds of the great political transformation of 1964 tore him from the classroom and the country.  Cardoso noted the compulsory retirement he suffered upon returning from exile in 1969, when arbitrary authority undid his illusions of academic routine (Goertzel 1999:81-83). 

Cardoso clarified that he was becoming involved in politics as part of a movement that inherited the political legacy of democratic resistance during the hardest years of torture, censorship and exile.  He noted that artists, intellectuals, religious leaders, union leaders and businessmen, who recognized that policy under the military government had led many Brazilians to desperation, built the movement.  Many citizens were unemployed and those with jobs were suffering under inflation and high interest rates.  Cardoso implied, however, that if the opposition could successfully change policy within the limits of the possible, and progress could be made in solving problems, then confidence in civilian government would grow and the military might make further concessions along the road to democratic rule.  In this regard, the two central demands for the opposition were for free, direct elections of the president and a new constitution. 

Cardoso’s debut quoted from Goethe, whose main character in Dr. Faust, Mephistopheles, cynically deceived his victims by condemning the warped and dishonest nature of a world in which many have sold their souls to the devil.  This was a metaphor for Brazil, Cardoso implied, where many have compromised their ideals in the course of a long and arduous struggle for democracy and social justice.

As a senator, Cardoso was first forced to confront the longstanding issues of what to do about international debt and social security benefits.  It was clear for Cardoso that it would be disastrous for Brazil to default on its debt because the country would lose its credibility in international credit markets and cut itself off from foreign investment.  On the other hand, he opposed austerity measures that would unfairly tax the poor.  Cardoso’s noting that “the hand that helps is the same hand which causes inflation” illustrates his understanding of the contradiction posed between the positive ends of protecting the poor, paying adequate retirement benefits and maintaining a stable currency (Goertzel 1999:84).  

  Cardoso’s approach in these cases was that of a politician trying to seek a way out of the problem rather than articulate a principled position on one side or the other.   Cardoso saw that the argument often deteriorates into which group must suffer-- the rich or the poor.  Leftists wanting the bankers to pay, rightists wanting to cut government programs, and moderates preferring to spread costs evenly were all, however, criticized by Cardoso as approaching politics as a zero sum game, where one group wins and the other loses.  Cardoso commented that to the extent that this approach were to hold sway, solutions could not be found (Goertzel 1999:84).  

Cardoso’s flexible approach paid off for him later as finance minister when the real plan cured the ills of Brazil’s hyperinflation without imposing austerity, increasing unemployment, or cutting economic growth (Goertzel 1999:84).  The success of the real plan and its adherence to free market economic principles, however, came only after Cardoso changed his political stance from left to right during the course of his senatorial career.  A summary of Cardoso’s career in the senate and his changing political stance is illustrated best in the context of Cardoso’s debate with Roberto Campos, another important senator who is considered to be Cardoso’s alter ego during this period (Goertzel 1999:85).

While Cardoso was busy becoming a world-renowned Marxist scholar, Campos held a position in the Brazilian Foreign Ministry and had earned a Ph.D in economics while working at the Brazilian embassy in Washington D.C.  Campos enjoyed wide contacts in the business and financial community and was highly respected in U.S. and European financial circles (Skidmore 1988:37). As though he were an American in disguise, the left routinely vilified Campos by calling him “Bob Fields” (Roberto Campos in English).  A specialist on economic policy, Campos, like Cardoso, was also a well-respected essayist and master of Brazilian politics who believed in his country’s potential and was tired of the famous insult by the French, “Brazil, country of the future, and always will be.”  Campos, who is older than Cardoso, stated that his generation had failed its country, given that Brazil remained stuck in mediocrity even though it had everything it needed to attain greatness.  According to Campos, Brazil was late for its rendezvous with history (Goertzel 1999:85).              

As senators, Cardoso and Campos started out as political and ideological opposites.  Campos has always believed in free markets and free trade. Campos is the only prominent intellectual in Brazil who has consistently advocated for neoliberalism since the 1950s, when he broke with the statist policies of the Kubitschek government (Goertzel 1999:85).  These policies worked well during times of economic growth, but were poorly suited to times of economic trouble. 

Cardoso was forced into exile after the ’64 coup. Campos, however, became minister of planning in the first military government under Castelo Branco.  With Octávio Gouveia de Bulhões, Campos co-authored Castelo Branco’s “Government Economic Action Program:  1964-1966.”  Their quasi-orthodox program, which prescribed a gradual reduction of the public sector deficit and stabilization of wage rates contrasted with the IMF-favored “shock treatment” approach, which put a freeze on all wages and prices (Skidmore 1988:30).  Campos’s approach was successful, and as such he is credited for laying much of the groundwork of the Brazilian Economic Miracle.  In 1968, however, Campos left the military government because its hard-line nationalists refused to accept his, seven-volume Ten-Year Plan for Economic and Social Development, which sought to implement IMF and WorldBank neoliberalism (Skidmore 1988:58).  

That Campos incisively anticipated many of the policies Cardoso would come to adopt as President is prophetic. In a speech to the Brazilian senate on July 8, 1983, Campos urged Brazilians to stop using the International Monetary Fund and multinational corporations as scapegoats and excuses to avoid making difficult but necessary internal reforms, including privatization and deregulation of state run industry. Campos advocated against poverty through economic growth, which he thought would come by opening the Brazilian economy to the world market.  Finally, Campos warned against protectionism, in particular against protecting the Brazilian computer industry from foreign competition (Goertzel 1999:86).

Senator Cardoso, on the other hand, did not accept Campos’ economic policy recommendations even though Cardoso admitted to being a novice in economics (Goertzel 1999:84).  Instead, Cardoso advocated for his constituency in São Paulo, which included groups that favored protectionism.  One such group was the association of data processing workers, which held its first convention in 1983 and sought government regulation in licensing the profession and to protect it from foreign competition (Goertzel 1999:86).  

As senator, Cardoso supported the association’s objectives and the protectionist side won.  In 1983, computer imports were restricted and American computer companies such as Hewlett Packard, Texas Instruments and Motorola were forced out of the market.  Taking their cue from those who were successful in protecting the petroleum industry from foreign competition during the Petroleum Is Ours campaign of the 1950s, activists in the 1980s launched an Information Is Ours movement.  The Information Is Ours campaign resulted in a monopoly being given to several Brazilian computer firms which attempted to produce technology that could already be acquired off-the-shelf in developed countries.  Cardoso told the Senate, “We do not need to import computer programs of any nature to feed our machines” (Goertzel 1999:86).  

It was not long before the Information Is Ours movement that Cardoso supported turned out to be a disastrous mistake.  Brazilian firms could not manage to produce computer software or hardware equivalent to that available on the world market at competitive prices.  Hewlett Packard moved production of the HP3000 from Brazil to Mexico, Canada, and China, and Texas Instruments diverted its new equipment for Brazil to Argentina (Goertzel 1999:86).  Brazilian companies and institutions, however, suffered the most by being forced to pay high prices for inferior equipment.  Costs were driven up and it became impossible for Brazilian companies to compete on the world market as a result.  

As a politician Roberto Campos is rigid in his positions.  As an intellectual, his style is to advocate the same basic philosophy every year with the conviction that he will eventually be recognized for being right all along.  As both a politician and intellectual Cardoso, on the other hand, has proved himself open to changing positions to fit new and emerging trends.  This has worked out well for both of them, since in great measure the contemporary world has come to adopt Campos’s position on economic policy, and the Marxist positions Cardoso supported during his youth have gone decidedly out of style as a result (Goertzel 1999:85).  

In his response to Campos’s speech in 1983, Cardoso conceded that even though his neoliberal ideas were not new, they did contain a certain measure of coherence.  Cardoso acknowledged that Campos’s ideas would have a strong impact in certain important sectors of society as well.  Cardoso recognized the special grace in which Campos preferred to remain with ancient truths than with new lies, and conceded that Campos’s speech gave the impression that the government might finally find a clear sense of direction in which to take the economy.  Even so, Cardoso made clear that his party was not in agreement with this direction.  Personally, however, Cardoso was pleased at the prospect of the government moving in a consistent direction (Goertzel 1999:86-7).

Although Cardoso changed his views on a number of important positions by the time he became president, Cardoso’s reply to Campos is consistent with his stated first political priority, to return democracy to Brazil.  Goertzel notes that Cardoso’s “commitment to democracy has been solid throughout his career,” and that a democratic polity requires parties that define and carry out policies consistently so that voters can choose different leadership if the policy turns out to be bad (1999:87).  In this sense, Cardoso rightly saw the democratic process as more important than actual policy outcomes, and was encouraged by the military government finally becoming serious about policy debate (Goertzel 1999:87).              

In 1997 a U.S. diplomat observed of Roberto Campos that from that vantage point of the mid-1990s he looked like a courageous prophet (Goertzel 1999:85).  All along, Campos pressed for the very neoliberal policies that were ultimately pushed by Fernando Henrique Cardoso during his presidency.  These policies aimed to promote the expansion of exports, foreign investment, fiscal stability, a free market, administrative reform and decentralization (Goertzel 1999:85).  That Cardoso was in a position to implement these policies as president speaks volumes not only of his own political trajectory, but of the Brazilian road to free and direct elections by which he attained power.  This process of the regime opening to democratic reform is referred to as abertura.    

For the first time since 1965, the military regime allowed state governors to be elected directly in the November elections of 1982.  The military government, in fact, conceded to allowing direct elections at every level except the presidential.  In addition, by this time the Chamber of Deputies contained 36 members who had previously had their political rights cancelled, a fact which indicates that the abertura had begun to incorporate previously excluded political elements into the system (Skidmore 1988:233).  

The elections of 1982 were an important chapter in the history of electoral democracy not only for Brazil, but for Latin America in general.  The largest electorate ever to vote in Latin America turned out at the polls.  Over 45 million voters were responsible for the opposition winning the governorships of nine states, including São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro and Minas Gerais (Skidmore 1988:233).  Relatively few charges of vote fraud, despite hardliner attempts at sabotage and a high degree of public cynicism, made for an impressive civic exercise.  These victories gave the democratic opposition movement the momentum it needed to win the presidency in 1984, even though direct elections were still not allowed.

The winning opposition candidates in 1984 were Tancredo Neves of the PSDB for president and José Sarney of the PFL for vice president.  Neves was a popular senior statesman and the liberal governor of the state of Minas Gerais who was seen by Brazilians as their political savior (Skidmore 1988:256).  Sarney, who was considered a traitor by outgoing President João Figueiredo for having deserted the government party in order to run for the opposition, balanced the ticket through his appeal to centrists and conservatives.  The opposition victory symbolized that Brazil’s transition from dictatorship to democracy had passed the point of no return.  With a Neves’ presidency seemingly secure, the main issue for Cardoso and the opposition became redrafting the constitution.

Unfortunately, President-elect Neves fell terminally ill, and died five weeks later before he could take the oath of office.  Neves’s death amounted to a national tragedy and could not have come at a worse time.  He was a trusted master politician who had at long last managed to reach an informal understanding about the democratic transition with the military government (Goertzel 1999:90).  The far more conservative Jose Sarney, who nevertheless promised to carry on Neves’s liberal political agenda and lead the democratic resurgence, was sworn in instead.  Since Cardoso was a leader of the left wing PMDB he was particularly skeptical of Sarney, however, who was the leader of the right-wing Liberal Front Party (PFL) and had only recently split from the conservative party that supported the military regime.  Even though Sarney did reshuffle his cabinet opportunistically in order to strengthen the PFL, the public was more concerned about the economic situation and how Sarney proposed to eliminate the plague of hyperinflation.  

With great fanfare, Sarney introduced the Cruzado Plan.  The plan froze wages and prices and replaced the old currency with the cruzado that was valued at 1,000 to 1 (Goertzel 1999:91).  Buying power increased, the public was delighted and Sarney was even made an honorary president of the PMDB.  This led to a landslide victory for both the PFL and the PMDB in the 1986 congressional elections, the importance of which was that the senators elected in 1986 also served as a Constituent Assembly to write the new constitution (Goertzel 1999:92).

The Constituent Assembly was chaired by Ulysses Guimaraes, Cardoso’s political mentor and militant oppostion leader of the Chamber of Deputies.  As patriarch of the constitution, Guimaraes handed Cardoso the responsibility for drafting many important aspects of the new constitution. One responsibility for Cardoso was to edit the nearly 2000 amendments that were submitted by groups from all around the country down to a reasonable number.  Cardoso was also in charge of the daily work involved with organizing and coordinating committees, scheduling meetings and editing committee reports into a consistent documents.  As a well-respected academic who was appreciated for putting the democratic process over the demands of interest groups, Cardoso was well suited for this political task.  He was successful in editing the number of amendments down to about 700 (Goertzel 1999:92). The biggest obstacle with regard to the constitution, however, was time.  The urgency with which the government was expected to act was great because the Brazilian economy was as bad as it had been since the Great Depression.  The debate over whether Brazil should adopt parliamentary or a presidential form of government managed to become a key sticking point.  

Cardoso considered parliamentarianism a superior form of government, but insisted that Brazil’s fragmented political parties were not strong enough to make it work.  Another point of contention was over the length of the presidential term.  Sarney wanted his term increased from four to five years.  Cardoso and the left, however, moved for replacing Sarney with a new, directly elected president as soon as possible.  At the same time, Cardoso realized that a single four-year term constrained the presidency enough to make it difficult for future presidents to correct any problems.

By the time the constitution was completed in 1988, Sarney’s Cruzado plan had proved a complete failure.  Neither replacing finance ministers nor issuing new currencies had been able to solve Brazil’s debt problem or keep hyperinflation at bay. The entire country had become displeased with the process of writing the constitution and disenchanted with politics in general.  For Cardoso, the most irresponsible aspect of how things were turning out was that the government was continuing to mandate expenditures without imposing the taxes to pay for them (Goertzel 1999:93). 

For example, the new constitution made it possible for government employees to receive life tenure after two years on the job and extended this right to the employees of state-owned companies in the oil, steel and telecommunications industries.  The constitution provided for generous retirement and social security benefits to employees in all industries.  Such fiscal excesses were to be paid by the federal government by printing more money, even though this meant that hyperinflation and foreign debt were problems that had no chance of ever being resolved.  

The political and economic impasse that Brazil faced at this point was reflected in the seemingly irreconcilable tension between the social demands of the left and the free market demands of the right.  That constitutional provisions were made which extended political and social rights to citizens and protected these rights against the military and corrupt or authoritarian politicians was a monumental step forward.  In the struggle to break down bureaucracy and promote development in Brazil, however, Cardoso opined that the constitution was becoming an equally monumental step backwards.  

In a speech Cardoso made to the Constituent Assembly in 1988, he noted that history had evolved such that the path to development necessitated the modernization and the globalization of the Brazilian economy.  He pointed out that the world was now in an era where Europe was attempting to integrate its markets, and Japan was already considered a part of the western world.  China was moving in the same direction, and in North America the United States, Canada and Mexico were forming a free trade zone.  He argued that for Brazil to isolate itself with outdated protectionist economic policies would run the risk of turning the country into a “huge Cambodia” (Goertzel 1999:94).  Since Cambodia’s Pol Pot, like Ronald Regan, also had a background in sociology (though not professional), Cardoso was by this time acutely aware of the dangers of outdated economic policy.   

To many, modernization and dependency theory are diametrically opposed.  That Cardoso’s comments might come as a shock to binary thinkers on the left, therefore, is understandable considering that he is the forefather of dependency theory.  As has been demonstrated Cardoso, however, was never a binary thinker but a dialectical thinker.  As a sociologist, Cardoso viewed dependency as a topic of study rather than a theory in the formal sense.  Cardoso made this point clear in his writings about the consumption of dependency theory in the United States.  The historical-structural methodological approach with which Cardoso used to study dependency allowed for policy shifts where required to fit changing circumstances.

Leftists were naturally skeptical of Cardoso’s argument for integrating Brazil into the global economy and generally did not welcome his economic views.  On the right, however, Roberto Campos now found himself in the curious position of agreeing with the majority of his alter ego’s conclusions, without agreeing with his premises.  Campos agreed with Cardoso’s argument that Brazil must integrate into the global economy, but disapproved of Cardoso’s use of the term social democracy to describe his views, since social democracy could be defined in two ways:  as social statism or social liberalism.  The state handles social matters such as health and education in both versions.  Whereas social liberalism as advocated by Campos leaves production to private enterprise, social statism, however, as Cardoso was advocating, leaves control over production with the state.   Cardoso called for converting state enterprises to public enterprises responsible for serving the public interest, but not necessarily for their privatization (Goertzel 1999:95).  

In a 1988 interview Cardoso commented that the basic principle of the constitution had become the establishment of a welfare state.  Since all the developed countries were welfare states and since this was a seemingly ancient aspiration of Brazilians too, the constitution was drafted to accommodate this concern.  Cardoso, however, noted that 30 years later the problem in developed countries was that the welfare state had become the fiscal crisis state threatening to go into default.  Cardoso, therefore, saw that Brazilian constitutional reform would soon become necessary because the State had entered its fiscal crisis even before its attempts at promoting well-being got off the ground.  Cardoso prophesized that necessary reforms would not come easily, but he was certain they needed to be done (Goertzel 1999:96).

Cardoso was clearly dissatisfied with the new constitution, especially the provisions that provided for extraordinary benefits without providing the revenue to pay for them.  As Cardoso had warned, inflation again spiraled out of control under PMDB leadership.  Cardoso became dissatisfied with the PMDB and condemned it in a speech to the Senate on June 22, 1988.  Cardoso conceded that the PMDB had at least accomplished its founding goal, albeit with imperfections, of re-establishing democracy in Brazil.  He lamented, however, that the party had become a careerist vehicle for politicians whose main objective was to hold on to power (Goertzel 1999:96).  In the media, Cardoso remarked that in a certain way the PMDB government was even worse than the military government, since under the military government the country had an indisputable spurt of modernization and economic growth.  Now Brazil was suffering at the hands of a government which was “clumsy, dumbfounded and whose action is simply pathetic” (Goertzel 1999:97).  Along with several others, Cardoso announced his decision to split from the PMDB to form a new party named the Brazilian Social Democratic Party (PSDB).

By the 1990 presidential elections Brazil remained on the verge of economic collapse.  Finance Minister Luiz Carlos Bresser Pereira had had temporary success with another economic plan that froze prices and wages, but once Congress refused to pass the more fundamental reforms Pereira deemed necessary, the plan failed.  Luiz Inácio “Lula” da Silva and Leonel Brizola of the Workers’ Party were favorites in the 1990 presidential race, but they were upstaged by a political unknown named Fernando Collor de Mello.  Although Collor espoused no clear political ideology, his campaign was popularized through strong connections with TV Globo, the national network that dominates the audience and openly promotes its preferred candidates (Branford & Kucinski 1995:63).    The 1989 presidential campaign has been described as the triumph of style over substance, and highlights the role television plays in undermining democracy (Kingstone 1999:150).    

Brazil is a country that changed almost overnight from being a non-literate culture with strong oral traditions to a modern TV society.  In favelas, TV aerials can be seen protruding from two out of every three shacks.   TV and radio are more important in politics in Brazil because of the country’s widespread illiteracy and low purchasing power.  Collor was a handsome young governor and ex-karate champion from the poor northeastern state of Alagoas who capitalized on this situation by appealing to poor, uneducated and ignorant voters through attacks on elites.  Entering into poor neighborhoods, Collor carried a broom to symbolize that he was going to sweep away the dirt.  

Collor chose Itamar Franco to balance his ticket.  Franco was an inexperienced but honest politician whose only experience before being elected to the Senate had been two terms as mayor of the small city of Juiz de Fora in his home state of Minas Gerais.  TV Globo promoted Collor’s telegenic image and populist campaign sloganeering to the poorest and furthest reaches of Brazil.  Collor beat Lula handily and pledged to uphold his promise to sweep the country clean of inflation and corruption. 

Brazil made a decisive turn to neoliberalism after Collor announced an economic plan that cut tariffs and import restrictions, abolished a number of government agencies, froze prices and wages, and privatized state-owned companies.  The most radical part of the plan was Collor’s scheme to attack inflation by freezing $85 billion in bank accounts (Goertzel 1999:97-8).  Even though they couldn’t get their money out of the bank, the plan was warmly welcomed by Brazilians more desperate than ever for it to work.  

With prices, wages and funds frozen, inflation was indeed kept down until businesses found ways to get around price controls and thaw frozen funds.   Since the essence of a market economy is that supply and demand varies in response to fluctuating price signals, inflation had fully returned by Collor’s second year in office.  At best a freeze is an emergency measure to be followed by a plan.  As it turned out, Collor’s only real plan was to bilk the country out of billions of dollars.  

Upon rumors of massive corruption that were started by Collor’s own brother, a congressional investigation was launched in 1991 and soon thereafter uncovered an elaborate system of kickbacks worth millions from entities wanting privileged access to the liberalizing Brazilian government.  In a scheme masterminded by his chief campaign fund-raiser, Paulo “PC” Farias, Collor stole hundreds of millions of dollars in interest from the country’s frozen bank accounts.  Among other things, Collor was exposed for appropriating the funds to maintain lavish apartments in Paris and Miami, and it was reported that Collor and Farias had a huge party to celebrate their first billion in graft (Goertzel 1999:99).

Goertzel theorizes that perhaps the Brazilian people could have tolerated an honest government that tried its best but failed, since it could be democratically replaced at the next election.  Collor’s conduct, however, disgraced Brazil and completely disillusioned voters who were wary of trusting any politician ever again.  By September, 1991, Cardoso, like everyone else, was horrified by the state of the nation and reminded the Senate that the national anguish of Brazil was real and chaos was now imminent (Goertzel 1999:99).  A swift response was necessary.  

Collor was impeached in accordance with the presidential system and subsequently resigned from office before he would have been removed by a decisive vote from the Chamber of Deputies on September 29, 1992.  The process of removing Collor from power took a while, but for the first time a Latin American president was impeached in a legal manner consistent with provisions of the constitution by civilians who handled the unfortunate matter responsibly and expeditiously (Levine 1999:157).  Vice President Itamar Franco replaced Fernando Collor as president of a country disgraced by an usurper who had destroyed the legitimacy of Brazil on an international scale. 

Foreign Minister

Franco replaced much of Collor’s top-level cabinet and appointed Fernando Henrique Cardoso as foreign minister in October of 1992.  The move was seen to help restore dignity and international legitimacy to the Brazilian government (Goertzel 1999:101-2).  Cardoso’s intellectual renown, unquestioned integrity, and exceptional ability to speak English, French, or Spanish fluently, combined with his prior service on the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, made him ideal for the post.

Cardoso states that his top priority as foreign minister was to design foreign policy capable of taking advantage of emerging opportunities for accelerated development available on the international scene (Goertzel 1999:103).  In keeping with this theme, Cardoso’s first meeting as foreign minister was with a group of businessmen in São Paulo.  It was at a meeting like this when Cardoso reportedly told the group to forget what he wrote as a sociologist.  As foreign minister, Cardoso sought to intertwine development with a coherent response to issues such as Brazil’s role in the UN Security Council, the European Common Market and MERCOSUL trade zones, and Brazil’s post-cold war military role.  





Finance Minister

Cardoso was on his way to accomplishing these objectives when he received a call from President Franco in March 1994 asking him replace Eliseu Resende as minister of finance.  Unbeknownst to Cardoso, Franco ordered the appointment published in the Diario Oficial after their phone conversation essentially installing Cardoso in the position by doing so.  When Cardoso discovered what had happened and called to complain, Franco’s only reply was to say that the public response was fantastic (Goertzel 1999:104).

As a sociologist, the economy was not Cardoso’s area of expertise, so he put together a team of top economists to meet the challenge. Many had experience working on previous unsuccessful plans.  Key members of the team were Edmar Baca Pérsio Árida, André Lara Resende and Gustavo Franco (Goertzel 1999:107).  Cardoso understood that psychological expectations are central in the inflationary process, and an anti-inflation plan could only work if the public, particularly the political establishment, believed in it.  Here Cardoso’s integrity, personal credibility and intelligence became the country’s greatest asset.

Cardoso’s team advised that it would be irresponsible to implement monetary reform without passing the structural reforms necessary to keep inflation from recurring.  These would include privatizing inefficient state enterprises, cutting social security benefits, and raising revenues.  Noting that these reforms would be difficult and take a long time to implement, Cardoso’s strategy instead was to first end inflation quickly by referencing the currency to the exchange rate and adjusting it daily.  Cardoso accomplished this by use of a mechanism called the unit of real value (URV), and hoped an immediate cut in inflation would generate the political clout necessary to pass structural reforms later.  Realizing that it would be crucial for the next president to follow through on the structural reforms in order for the real plan to work, Cardoso’s presidential aspiration became obvious.   

Cardoso convinced Congress to allow Franco to pass an amendment to the constitution that would temporarily derail the democratic process and give the finance minister full responsibility for managing the country’s finances.  Faced with no alternative in a moment of total desperation, Congress agreed to allow the President to pass legislation that put the country into a form of receivership with Cardoso himself as the bankruptcy judge.  On February 8, 1994, Congress passed the Social Emergency Fund, which gave Cardoso’s ministry control over 18% of federal expenditure, or about U.S.$15 billion.  Cardoso used this fund to cover most of the estimated U.S.$20 billion in government expenditures that were in excess of anticipated 1994 tax revenues (Goertzel 1999:110-112).  The Social Emergency Fund relieved the legislator’s need to pass the spending cuts themselves by passing on the responsibility to the next administration.  

Cardoso’s strategy was successful and on March 1, 1994 the official announcement of the Plano Real appeared in the DiárioOficial.   On July 1, the URV was converted into the new currency, the real, and the effects were dramatic.  Inflation fell sharply from 46 percent in June, to 24.7 percent in July to 3.3 percent in August (Kingstone 1999:195).  With the plan successfully implemented, Cardoso resigned as finance minister so he could register as a candidate for president.  Not surprisingly, popular support for the real plan rose from 37 percent approval in May to over 70 percent by the time of the October presidential election (Kingstone 1999:195).  

CHAPTER V

CONSTRUCTING THE PRESIDENT

Fernando Henrique Cardoso was elected president on October 3, 1994.  Cardoso easily won the election with 54 percent of the vote.  Perennial Workers’ Party candidate Luiz Inácio “Lula” da Silva came in a distant second, with the remainder of the vote split among candidates whose campaigns never got off the ground (Goertzel 1999:122). Cardoso’s first round victory is highly exceptional in Brazil’s multiparty system where all citizens are required to vote.  Given Lula’s reputation for trustworthiness, the 1994 election symbolized that Brazil had tremendous faith in Cardoso.  People felt that Cardoso would not disgrace the country like Collor had, and that he would follow through on his five campaign pledges of agriculture, employment, security, education and health (Kingstone 1999:197).  

Cardoso was successful in passing an amendment to the constitution that enabled him to be reelected in 1998.  Cardoso was reelected despite several serious economic setbacks.  The October 1997 stock market crash in Asia quickly affected the São Paulo stock exchange, which lost 30 percent of its value in six sessions.  Economists warned that the real was overvalued relative to the dollar and that Brazil’s trade deficit of 5 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was well over international guidelines that called for limiting the deficit to 3 percent (Goertzel 1999:165).  When the Russian rubble collapsed in August 1998, many expected the real to follow suit.  June 1998 data revealed that the deficit had reached 7.2 percent of GDP (Fleischer 1998:13).  

The danger for Cardoso was that a devaluation of the real on the international exchange markets would have caused an immediate return of inflation that would have severely damaged his chances for reelection.  To prevent this, Cardoso and the Brazilian Central Bank spent billions in hard currency reserves to buy reais and head off speculators betting against the Brazilian currency.   Cardoso decreed a massive package of 51 emergency austerity measures which included budget cuts, increases in income taxes, petroleum and excise taxes, export incentives, interest rate hikes and the sacking of some 30,000 federal employees.  Short term interest rates were set as high as 43 percent to stem the outflow of capital (Fleischer 1998:13).   Finally, Cardoso put aside many of his politically costly social security and administrative reform efforts, and the currency successfully maintained its value until after the election.  

The real finally crashed in 1999.  In the period that followed, Cardoso’s approval ratings hit all time lows but eventually recovered because inflation rates remained low.  The massive devaluation of the real to about 30 percent of what it was worth before Cardoso’s reelection is seen to have compromised his second term a great deal by Fleischer, who noted the 10 year anniversary of the Real Plan on July 1, 2004, with the conclusion that although it was successful in reducing inflation, the Real Plan had no impact on Brazil’s massive social and economic inequality (2004:7).     

As a pragmatic politician, Cardoso should be judged by the results of his programs instead of by ideological principles.  As a sociologist, Cardoso would appreciate gathering objective statistical data to assist in the evaluation of social and economic programs (Goertzel 2002:2).  The following economic and social indicators are based on statistical data compiled by the government and are used to provide a figurative construction of Cardoso’s presidency (Graeff 2001).

Economic Indicators
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Figure 1.  Inflation 1983-2001 (Monthly National Consumer Price Index—IPCA).

As President, Cardoso’s first priority was to expand economic growth and contain inflation, which he calls “the cruelest tax on the poor” (Hoge 1995:66).  Figure 1 shows the monthly inflation rates in Brazil from 1983-2001.  The dramatic oscillations in this table reflect important events in Brazil’s recent economic history.  The euphoric success and dramatic failure of the Cruzado Plan, the Sarney government’s 1986 heterodox shock program, froze prices and wages and brought inflation to a standstill for a few months until it failed.  The Cruzado Plan, which also decreed a moratorium and suspended payment on foreign debt, destroyed the credibility of his administration and of those PMDB governors who had been elected on the basis of its temporary success.   The 1987 Bresser Plan, which maintained the wage and price freeze and left the moratorium in place, led to inflation that reached 37% a month.  The economy continued to disintegrate during the Sarney administration with the two economic plans that followed, the New Cruzado Plan and the Summer Plan of 1989, which imposed a new price freeze and attempted to peg inflation by controlling the public deficit.   

The failure of Sarney government attempts to control inflation was followed by those of the Collor administration, whose economic plans of 1990 and 1991 were a dramatic disappointment.  Collor’s plan, which first confiscated 80% of all bank deposits, featured a return of the Cruzeiro as the national currency, a price freeze, abolition of indexation, dismissal of public servants and the corresponding closure of some government agencies.  The privatization of state-run industry and the opening of the economy to international competition were other features of the Collor plans, but he was impeached before these processes were completed. 

In contrast, the success of the relatively inflation free Real Plan from 1994 on is the most positive component of Brazil’s recent economic history.  The plan anticipated public spending controls and facilitated imports by pegging the real to the U.S. dollar.  It accelerated the opening of the economy and the privatization process, rose interest rates and sought for means of supporting company modernization.  Ending Brazil’s hyperinflation remains Cardoso’s most recognized accomplishment and was central to Cardoso maintaining his credibility throughout his term.
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Figure 2.  Foreign Trade (US$ billions).

Figure 2 shows the flow of foreign trade in Brazil.  Imports and exports have increased substantially since Cardoso took office in 1994.  In the period between 1995 and 1998 Brazil’s exports totaled nearly US$200 billion, with a record level of about US$53 billion in 1997.  During the same period imports reached a total of almost US$220 billion, also peaking in 1997 at about US$60 billion.  The trade deficit of about US$20 billion over 1995 to 1999 shows signs of reversing in 1998, and came to an end by 1999 with the devaluation of the real.  The trend of rising exports has continued to date and can be expected to continue so long special export incentives continue and the value of the real remains low against the dollar. 

Still, Brazil’s share of the world trade is relatively small, accounting for only nine-tenths of a percent of the world’s exports.  Mexico, by comparison, with an economy about half the size of Brazil’s, accounts for 2 percent of the world’s exports.  Likewise, while exports of goods and services account for 6 percent of Brazil’s gross domestic product, they represent 26 percent of GDP in Chile (The New York Times 1999).  Due to privatization, modernization, and experience managing under non-inflationary economic conditions that was gained under the years of the Cardoso administration, Brazil’s current class of industrial entrepreneurs is well suited to leading the country forward in the global market of the 21st century.    
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Figure 3.  Direct Inward Investment (U.S.$ billions).

Figure 3 illustrates the total amount of direct investment in Brazil since 1991.  The amount rose steadily over the course of Cardoso’s term and is clear evidence that the steps taken under Cardoso have been successful in leading foreign investors to embrace Brazil as part of the global economy.  Fleischer noted that the winners over the 10-year period since the Real Plan was born include: investors, who have earned a 399% return on direct investment funds; banks whose profits increased by 1,039%; and public tariffs which were readjusted by 255% (Fleischer 2004:7).   Economic stabilization and integration into the global economy, however, has not come without a cost.  
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Figure 4.  Unemployment Rates in the Metropolitan Regions.

As Figure 4 illustrates, jobs are among the losers of the Real Plan.  Brazil’s opening to international competition has added to high unemployment rates that already existed, especially in the metropolitan areas.  The lowering of tariffs on imported goods combined with the devaluation of the currency made it difficult for domestic manufacturers to compete, especially with products from Asia.  Over the 10 years of the Real Plan some 2.6 million jobs were eliminated (Fleischer 2004:7).

It must be noted that the problem of unemployment, however, has been primarily felt by relatively well paid workers as opposed to the poor.  Privatization of state-run industries has meant downsizing and the loss of jobs by workers who were used to job security under the statist system.  Job security is a longstanding tradition in Brazil that dates back to the days when the Portuguese Crown rewarded loyal civil servants with permanent jobs in the government.  High unemployment among relatively well paid and politically vocal workers is new for Brazil and greatly contributed to Cardoso’s fall in popularity polls, especially after the 1999 devaluation.  
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Figure 5.  Share of the Population Below the Poverty Line (%).

As Figure 5 shows, the percent of Brazil’s population below the poverty line declined significantly after the Real Plan was introduced and did not return to previous levels as it did after the Cruzado Plan in 1986.  The decline was more significant under the Cruzado Plan before inflation returned, but this is understandable since inflation is hardest on the poor who have no way to shelter what little income they do have in bank accounts.  The percentage of the population below the poverty line dropped after Cardoso was elected in 1994 and remained stable at about 30 percent of the population since 1995, with about half of the poor categorized as destitute.  The destitute in Brazil can be found roaming the streets below the slums like stray dogs, begging for money, not being able to see much more than five minutes into the future.  

In 1995, Cardoso acknowledged the inherent contradiction between the strict measures required to achieve the macroeconomic goal of economic stabilization and the chronic social problem of widespread poverty (Hoge 1995:66).  As a solution, Cardoso proposed to increase training of poor people through expanding primary education in order to integrate them into the modernizing economy.  Because the market, however, solves problems for people already integrated into the economic order, Cardoso proposed government social programs geared to health and human services to serve those at the margins, specifically, programs designed to lower infant mortality through educating parents in child care and improving sanitation and water treatment (Hoge 1995:66).

These programs, however, are nearly impossible for the state to implement in regions like favelas in certain cities where state control has been assumed by organized crime organizations such as the Red Command in Rio, the First Capital Command in São Paulo and the Capixaba Mafia in Espírito Santo.  The state has a difficult time penetrating the control of these groups which deal heavily in arms, narcotics trafficking and money laundering.  Organized crime groups such as these pose a significant risk to the state if they were ever to manage a mobilization of the poor against the middle and upper classes.  Given that Brazil is the country with the most unequal income distribution in the world, that this has not already happened illustrates that Brazil is not a violent country. In the case that a mobilization such as this does occur, however, severe state repression culminating in class-based civil war would be the inevitable outcome. 
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Figure 6.  Minimum Salary (annual averages, deflated by Consume Price Index—FIPE, Economic Research Institute, in R$ for April 2000).

The miserable lot of Brazil’s poor has been kept pent up in favelas for decades.  The annual average minimum wage is a useful measure of how the poor have faired under different administrations.  The Brazilian economy has relied on the minimum wage since it was first implemented in 1940.  A minimum wage worker earns about U$.50/hr., which is a wage so pitiful that is not enough to even think about living anywhere outside of a slum.  Worker’s Party President Lula recently raised the minimum wage by 20 percent and promised to double the value of the minimum wage before his term ends in 2006.  If Lula can do this it will be a tremendous accomplishment; not only because he will have kept his promise to poor workers, but also because he is obligated to cut back on public spending in order to keep inflation down and afford to make the massive payments on Brazil’s US$400 billion foreign debt.  The usual rationale for minimum wage increases is to bring about beneficial changes in the income distribution by raising the incomes of poor and low-income families, and these increases took place several times during the Cardoso administration resulting in a 25% increase in real terms (Fleischer 2004a:7), as can be seen in Figure 6.  Neumark evaluated the efficacy of the minimum wage in bringing about these changes in Brazil following the end of hyperinflation.  His estimates provide no evidence that, in the lower-wage metropolitan areas where their effects should be apparent, minimum wages in Brazil lift family incomes at the lower points of the income distribution (Neumark et al. 2003). 

A basic basket of foodstuffs, called a cesta básica, contains a quantity of rice, beans, flowers and several other items necessary to feed a family for a month.  The ratio of the minimum monthly salary to the cost of a basic basket of foodstuffs is a measure of the purchasing power of the minimum wage.  
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Figure 7.  Minimum Salary/Basic Basket Ratio.

Figure 7 shows a sharp increase in the purchasing power of the minimum wage in 1995, and a slow improvement since then.  By July of 1996, if a minimum wage worker were to spend their entire monthly salary on the purchase of a cesta básica, he could buy just over one of them.  In June of 2001, a minimum wage worker could purchase well over 1.2 basic baskets of foodstuffs with his monthly salary.  Working at minimum wage full time for one month and barely having enough money to buy one basic basket of food is another illustration of how poor a country Brazil is.  Nevertheless, as Table 7 indicates, the buying power of the minimum wage increased during Cardoso’s term.  
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Figure 8.  Household Income Per Capita (R$ for 1999).  

Figure 8 shows household income per capita during four periods ranging between 1981 and 2000.  Per capita household income was higher during the years of Cardoso’s presidency 1995 to 2000 than it was before he was elected.  Being a large country, its large regional inequalities are well known.  Figure 8, however, does not indicate the regional inequalities that exist from state to state.  In the southern Brazilian states of Rio de Janeiro, São Paulo and Rio Grande do Sul, for example, household per capita income is much higher than in the Northeast or the region of the frontier of the Amazon, which are the poorest parts of the country. Substantial growth and structural transformations raised Brazil's per capita income from the low-income range in the late 1950s to the upper middle-income range in 1980.   If structural transformation and growth continue, and the benefits are distributed more equally among the population, Brazil’s household per capita income would rise sufficiently for it to be considered an upper middle-income country.  

Considering the state of the economy at this time, however, this challenge will be difficult to meet.  Among the losers over the 10 year course of the Real Plan are taxpayers, who saw a 255% increase in taxes, and commerce, whose 10 largest retail firms lost a total of R$ 674 million (Fleischer 2004a:7).  Combine this with an average GDP growth of only 2.2% over the 10 years since the Real Plan was launched (Fleischer 2004a:7), and Brazil’s chances of becoming an upper middle-income country in the near future will remain low.  The slow rate of GDP growth Brazil is experiencing is all the more lax by comparison with China, whose GDP growth rate per year is in the range of 7%.        
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Figure 9.  Grain Production (millions of tons).

As countries develop and agriculture is modernized and mechanized, less manual labor is necessary to create a highly developed commercial agricultural industry.  Brazil is quite far along in this process, as the food production numbers shown in figures 9 and 10 and chart 1 illustrate.  Meat and grain production reached all time highs under Cardoso in 2001.  Critics accuse the agricultural industry of being oriented primarily towards export rather than domestic needs.  While it is generally true that throughout it history Brazil’s highest quality commodities have been exported, today exported crops such as coffee, sugar and soy beans generate valuable foreign exchange and domestic growth that are a reflection of Cardoso’s notion of associated-dependent development.  Brazil remains the number 1 coffee producer in the world and is threatening to overtake the United States in soy bean production.
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Figure 10.  Meat Production (millions of tons).

As has happened around the world, Brazil’s problem is that a large number of small farmers and agricultural laborers have been displaced over the course of agricultural modernization.  In Brazil, many of these people have organized into the Movimento Sem Terra, or Landless Farmer’s Movement (MST).  The 1988 Brazilian Constitution strengthened provisions for the National Institute for Colonization and Agrarian Reform (INCRA), an inefficient, bureaucratic agency responsible for resettling families on unutilized land taken over by the government.  Cardoso reminded Congress that in the thirty years up to 1995, INCRA succeeded in settling only 218,000 families on the land. Under pressure from the MST Cardoso managed to accelerate this process and used INCRA to settle 565,000 families on 4,275 projects in seven years (Goertzel 2002:18).    

Table 1.  Food Production Growth 1994-2000.

_____________________________________

_____________________________________

Category



  Increase

_____________________________________

Fisheries



         5%

Beef




       35%

Poultry




       86%

Pork




       57%

Cheese




       41%

Beer




       75%

Soft drinks


 
     106%

Yogurt




       82%

Cookies



       51%

_____________________________________

Source: ABIA (Associação Brasileira das 

Indústrias da Alimentação).

Even though this was more than twice as many families settled as had been in the preceding 30 years, the MST was not pleased.  The MST sponsored land invasions around many parts of the country.  As part of a movement to redistribute society’s wealth to the masses, MST also sought to confiscate all farms over 1,000 hectares in size with the hope of provoking a crisis that would cause Brazil to abandon large-scale commercial agriculture altogether.  

As a sociologist, Cardoso was able to see clearly what the rural, landless workers could not, that their demands were clearly out of sink with the contemporary world.  The MST was promoting a 19th century agenda in a 21st century world.  As any successful 21st century farmer will say, making a living from farming requires high technology, a lot of land, technical and managerial skills, substantial financial resources and the ability to limit risk through futures and options trading.  Many of the farmers MST organized to settle on the land lacked these essential resources and failed.  Cardoso thought the communist rhetoric of the MST was historically out of place and sought to put land reform on a more viable financial basis.  

In 1999, Cardoso succeeded in passing a new agrarian reform program that shifted resources from INCRA to a new program he called the Land Bank, which purchases land from large landowners and sells it to farmers who have sufficient credit and know-how to farm it properly.  In addition to distributing land to farmers who can afford to farm it, the Land Bank program has led to a successful initiative against “land grabbing” [grilagem], the practice of illegally moving into public lands and claiming title to them.  Often this is done in collusion with corrupt property registration agencies.  The anti-land grabbing initiative resulted in the cancellation of 63,000,000 hectares of land that had been irregularly registered, an area equivalent to approximately 7.5 percent of the national territory (Goertzel 2002:18).

Agrarian reform will continues to be a major concern in Brazil, especially at the rate it is moving under the Lula administration.  On 12th July, 2004, Pres. Lula commented that the number of families settled by the agrarian reform is not a big concern, but said the quality of these settlements is worrisome.  In 2003, the PT government promised to settle some 60,000 families but only 36,000 were settled.  In the 1st semester of 2004, the target was 47,000 families but only 22,000 were actually settled.  By the end of 2006 (Lula’s 4th year in office), the target is 400,000 families.  At this rate, this 4-year target will be met only if 340,000 families are settled in 2005 and 2006 (Fleischer 2004b:6).  

   


Social Indicators
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Figure 11.  Human Development Index (HDI).

The United Nations Human Development Index (HDI) provides a balanced measure of how well a country is providing for its people.  It was created out of the realization that too much attention was being paid by policy makers, media and NGOs to indicators of economic development and not enough to indicators of social development, such overall levels of health and education.  Statistics like these are numeric dimension of a movement to make development issues more personal, “to redescribe the U.N., under Kofi Annan's leadership, as something we all feel a part of, and engaged with, and that's a very, very important role” (Bono 2003). 

The HDI is a summary composite index that measures a country's average achievements in three basic aspects of human development: longevity, knowledge, and a decent standard of living. Longevity is measured by life expectancy at birth; knowledge is measured by a combination of the adult literacy rate and school enrollment ratios; and standard of living by GDP per capita (United Nations Human Development Report 2003).  

  
As shown in Figure 11, the United Nations Human Development Index for Brazil has improved steadily since 1980, with a slight improvement during the Cardoso years.  Improvement over the Cardoso years, however, is in danger of being credited to the Lula administration. Former Education Minister during the FHC period (1995-2002), Paulo Renato Souza, complained bitterly about the modification of the education indicators by UNDP.  In the case of literacy, in 2003 the HDI used an estimate from the 2001 PNAD (12.4%) but the 2004 report used data from the 2000 census (13.6%) that is now available.  “They [UNDP] have ‘stolen’ two years of the advances of the Cardoso administration.  With this methodology, the Lula government [2003-2006] will appear to have made great advances” (Fleischer 2004b:4).  The former Education Minister also accused the Lula government of supplying the 2000 census data to UNDP rather than the PNAD estimates for 2002.  During the 8 year Cardoso term, Brazil’s HDI advanced 4.87% -- from 0.739 in 1995 to 0.775 in 2002 – larger than the advances of Mexico (3.35%), Mexico (3.07%) and Argentina (2.52%).  In 1995, these 3 nations, however, started out with higher scores than Brazil (Fleischer 2004b:4).  

    Due to Brazil’s overwhelming negative image in the media, however, that Brazil is improving at all may be surprising to many who are accustomed to hearing a great deal more about Brazil’s problems than its progress.  But Brazil is not exceptional in this respect.  The United Nations Human Development Report shows substantial progress in most regions of the world, except for sub-Saharan African and the countries of the former Soviet Union (Goertzel 2002:9).  Brazil’s record of steady progress is more convincing if one looks at specific indicators related to health and education.
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Figure 12.  Infant Mortality (per thousand babies born alive).

Infant mortality rates are an important measure of the welfare of society’s most vulnerable members.  For Cardoso, lowering infant mortality rates shows progress in fighting poverty (Hoge 1995:66).  As Figure 12 shows, infant mortality has declined steadily in each of Brazil’s regions since 1980.  The floor effect comes into play as the decade of the 90s ends.  The decline has been greatest in Brazil’s poorest region, the Northeast.  By 2001, the Northeast had reached the infant mortality rates that Brazil’s richest region, the South, had in 1980. 
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Figure 13.  Life Expectancy at Birth (years).

Figure 13 shows that life expectancy in Brazil has also increased since 1980 and has continued to do so during the Cardoso years.  The poorest regions have shown a greater increase than the richest regions.  In the Northeast, life expectancy increased by 7.9 years between 1980 and 2000, whereas life expectancy in the South increased by 5.9 years during the same period.  Life expectancy and infant mortality are components of the HDI, so it is natural see life expectancy increase and infant mortality decrease as the HDI increases.  This increase in life expectancy has put added pressure on the need for social security reform.

When social indicators such as these are compared to economic indicators, the statistics reveal some facts about Brazil that are not widely appreciated.  First, in terms of social development, Brazil has been much more stable and consistent than it has been in terms of economic development.  The severe economic problems and lack of economic growth that Brazil experienced in the 1980s are why these years are referred to as Brazil’s “lost decade.”  The decade of the 1980s, however, was not a lost decade in terms of social welfare, if viewed in terms of the steady improvement of these social indicators.  Second, the social indicators do not fluctuate in response to short-term changes in economic policies or inflation rates.  This illustrates that social conditions change much more slowly than economic conditions.  Brazil remains a very poor country where social welfare is far from where it needs to be.  Just as Cardoso does not deserve credit for any dramatic improvement in the social indicators, he cannot not be blamed for the persistence of social problems and inequality either.  

That Brazil continues to be one of the most unequal societies in the world is a well-established.  To illustrate this reality, Cristovam Buarque, PT senator and former chancellor of Brasilia University, tells the story of two teenagers eating cheeseburgers at a McDonald’s drive through in Brasilia, amusing themselves by tossing French fries out the window as if feeding dogs.  Instead it was street children scavenging after the food.  Buarque, who was elected mayor of Brasilia in November 1994, coined the phrase “social apartheid” to describe Brazil’s vast social divide (Branford & Kucinski 1995:19).  Perhaps the only major difference between the social apartheid in Brazil and that of South Africa is that in Brazil they never had to use fences and barbed wire to separate the poor from the elite.  In reality, most capitalist societies have considerable inequality.  The question is, why does Brazil continue to have so much more than others?  The most important variable with regard to inequality by far is education (Neri & Negri 2002:37).  Cardoso sees improved education as a primary means of lessening poverty and equalizing income inequality (Hoge 1995:66).  This means that the most important step a government can take to lessen poverty and inequality is to raise educational levels.    
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Figure 14.  Illiteracy.

Every country today perceives the obligation to abolish illiteracy. This is even truer for a country like Brazil with a text written on its flag (Buarque 2004).  Figure 14 shows that illiteracy has improved from 17 percent in 1995 to 11 percent in 1999 for children between 10 and 14 years old.  The illiteracy rate fell to 13 percent for citizens over 15 years old in 1999.  One reason for this decline is the improving rate of school attendance for children.  Decreasing the illiteracy rate for children through increasing school attendance illustrates a Brazilian social logic dominated by economics, says Buarque (2004).  Indeed, this is Cardoso’s logic, which sees adult literacy programs as the road to increasing revenue, thereby diminishing poverty (Hoge 1995:66). According to this theory, because the population's oldest members do not increase revenue, it would be unjustified to teach them to read. For Buarque (2004), however, poverty is not a matter of revenue; it is a matter of exclusion from fundamental rights, one of them the right to literacy.  Fifteen million adult Brazilians do not recognize the motto "order and progress" written on the flag.  The struggle against exclusion, therefore, demands teaching everyone to read, no matter a person's age or economic potential might be (Buarque 2004).  
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Figure 15.  Schooling Services by Age Group.

As shown in Figure 15, Brazil has been improving school attendance in each of four age groups since 1980.  This can be explained by new federal legislation passed under Cardoso in 1998 that requires states to concentrate their spending of federal money on primary education.  Federal funds are pooled and distributed to schools proportionately based on attendance.  Thusly, the rate of attendance for primary school eventually slowed due to the fact due to primary schools approaching full enrollment.  For Cardoso, improving primary education is key in poverty elimination (Hoge 1995:66).  

The rate of attendance increased substantially for college aged students as well.  Higher education is an area that has caused much conflict because of the shift in emphasis from state to private institutions.  Education at state universities in Brazil is free for those students who pass a highly competitive entrance exam called the vestibular.  Problems arise because passing the vestibular requires that a student receive a high quality secondary education.  Since secondary education through Brazil’s public school system is poor, affluent students who can afford a quality private secondary education generally comprise the student body at state universities.  Thus, the state university system in Brazil serves the wealthy.

In an effort to address this inequality, Cardoso moved to charge tuition from students who can afford it and make the state universities more accessible to students from lower income groups.  These measures were met with stiff resistance by students and faculty members who strike in protest.  Striking is encouraged by the 1988 constitution because it contains a provision that allows university faculty to receive their regular paychecks while on strike.  The government responded to this conflict by channeling more and more already limited resources to private universities, which generally serve the less affluent.  Of course, politically vocal middle and upper class students, their parents and professors tend to be critical of Cardoso’s policy to higher education.  For example, one former molecular biology professor at the Universidade Federal de Ouro Preto (UFOP) complained that UFOP’s lack of basic resources made research extremely difficult and keeping current in her field impossible.  For faculty in such a situation, a scientific career at a state university in Brazil can be a form of professional suicide.  As a result, Brazil is experiencing a “brain drain” similar to other developing countries, because opportunities for professional advancement are much more numerous abroad than they are at home.  Many Brazilian faculty members have similar stories and can empathize with Oliveira, who left her position as a tenured professor at UFOP to become a post-doctoral researcher at Harvard Medical School in 2002 (Oliveira 2004).   
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Figure 16.  Enrollments in Higher Education.

As Figure 16 illustrates, while enrollment has increased in both public and private sector universities, the increase has occurred more rapidly in the private sector.  The draw of resources away from state universities in turn offends faculty who resort to striking.  Reform has thus created a vicious circle of frustration between the government and state university faculty members and students who feel betrayed by Cardoso.  Of all people, as a former state university professor himself, they expected that Cardoso would be sympathetic to their cause and reward them with more funding instead of less.                      

Primary school faculty, however, are pleased with Cardoso’s reform efforts.  These reforms have forced local and state governments to spend at least $300 per student per year in primary education.  Legislation also requires that at least sixty percent of total resources allocated be spent on salaries of primary schoolteachers, whose profession has always been grossly underpaid. Primary schoolteachers are now guaranteed a base salary and no longer expected to work without pay from time to time, as they have in the past (Goertzel 2002:10).  Primary education reform was key in Cardoso’s poverty elimination efforts.  

Administrative Reform and Privatization

Although bureaucracy is the defining characteristic of formal organization in the modern world, it is notoriously immense and inefficient in Brazil.  For example, notary publics in São Paulo sign an average of 127,000 documents per day, most of which are so routine they would not require notarization in other countries (Goertzel 1999:145).  In Brazil, countless hours are wasted every day standing in line at banks, notaries and other governmental agencies to fulfill bureaucratic requirements that are pointless and counterproductive.  Bureaucracy of this sort has survived under all governments in Brazil due to the historical reason for its existence.  

The sanctity of secure government employment is a deeply rooted tradition that dates back the period of Portuguese colonialism when civil servants faithful to the crown were given government jobs as a reward for their loyalty.  This practice, which was followed by Brazilian politicians and continues today, is why Brazilians employed by the government believe they have a right to their jobs even if they are unnecessary and that their jobs should be protected at all costs.    

With this in mind, it is not surprising that getting administrative and social security reform through the legislature in Brazil was difficult for Cardoso.  The 1988 constitution locked in many inefficient policies that protect state employees and contributed to Brazil’s culture of entitlement.  As president Cardoso was forced to spend a great deal of time passing constitutional amendments through congress to combat this and enable him to make the progress on administrative and social security reform necessary for the economy to stay strong.  As of 2002, the Brazilian constitution had been amended thirty-one times since 1995 (Goertzel 2002:19).

In 1998, the Cardoso government did succeed in passing parts of its social security reform agenda.  These reforms include minimum age and length of contribution requirements, capping exceptionally high pensions, abolishing the right to retire on pensions proportional to length of service, restricting early retirement and imposing age limits and length of service requirements on government employees.    

An amendment passed in 1998 finally allowed Cardoso to reform rules applying to civil servants.  Changes to these rules made it possible to fire the ones who were no longer needed and limit how much revenue states and municipalities were allowed to spend on salaries.  Prior to this, some states had been spending 100% of their revenue on salaries with no money left for the programs civil servants were supposed to be administering (Goertzel 1999:146).

The reelection amendment was another source of controversy that required a great deal of Cardoso’s time during the second half of his first term (Hollanda 2003).  The 1988 constitution limited the president to a single four-year term, but many including Cardoso thought four years was not enough time for a president to successfully implement reform.  By proposing an amendment that would also provide for the reelection of state governors and municipal mayors, a two-thirds vote was finally won in Congress.   Skidmore argued that Cardoso made a tremendous mistake in getting this amendment passed because in doing so he sacrificed the opportunity to make reforms in his first mandate (Hollanda 2003).  After the amendment passed Cardoso was reelected.    

Cardoso considers himself to be a social democrat, but is routinely condemned for being a neoliberal.  A true libertarian or neoliberal position would be to eliminate all government agencies and allow the free market to replace the functions that are lost.  It is true that Cardoso’s privatization campaign sought to eliminate state control over production wherever possible.  Cardoso’s broader reform efforts, however, are why he should be seen as a true social democrat, since he never sought to eliminate government agencies outright like Collor did, but rather make them more efficient and effective.  Cardoso realizes that the market cannot replace the functions of the state, and that the state should not assume functions of market.   Agrarian reform that occurred through INCRA is a fine example of one social democratic solution, since through streamlining the agency was able to retain its staff and successfully distribute more land during Cardoso’s administration than it had during the previous 30 years.

Privatization can be a useful shortcut to administrative reform.  By selling a government-owned enterprise to a private company, the government is relieved of having to make difficult administrative reform itself.  Privatization has been the greatest success story of the Cardoso administration, perhaps because the legal groundwork and administrative mechanisms for privatization had been established under the Collor administration.  The Collor administration extended privatization to core industries such as steel, petrochemicals, and fertilizer.  The Cardoso administration expanded privatization by including public utility companies, railways and banks (Goertzel 1999:131).    Privatized companies are turned into efficient operations much more quickly, and revenue brought by privatization helps pay government debt instead of draining the treasury and causing inflationary pressures (Goertzel 1999:132).  This is why Cardoso sees privatization as a major step toward development.        




Cardoso the Ex-President

In his statement to Kofi Annan at the opening of the 56th session of the UN General Assembly, Cardoso called the promotion of development a “fundamental imperative” of our time, and stated that terrorism must not be allowed to stifle the debate on cooperation and other issues of global interest (Cardoso 2002:79).  He observed that it is only natural for issues of international security to be given high priority after the attacks of September 11, since the future requires that the forces of globalization be harnessed in the pursuit of an enduring peace that is not sustained by fear, but rather by the willing acceptance by all countries of a just international order (Cardoso 2002:79).  

By having now replaced the priority of development with that of security, however, Cardoso believes that a new kind of underdevelopment is resulting.  “Of course it is very important to look at security, but not instead of development or instead of life conditions” (Cardoso 2004: 26).  Democracy and a sense of justice are indispensable for globalization to be sustainable.  For Cardoso, the aphorism should be globalization in solidarity rather than the asymmetrical globalization of today (Cardoso 2002:80).  Cardoso’s comments can best be understood in terms of the challenges faced by development in the twenty-first century.

Nowadays Cardoso favors a more comprehensive and dynamic understanding of development.  This new concept of development is one that is based not only on economic growth, but on the inclusion of more personal, non-economic model of development that reflect a society’s quality of life.  Cardoso would be pleased with Bono’s efforts in helping “to redescribe the U.N., under Kofi Annan's leadership, as something we all feel a part of, and engaged with, and that's a very, very important role” (Bono 2003).  If this non-economic model were to include factors such as housing, sanitation, health, education, inclusiveness in the political process and above all participation, a more positive conception of development would emerge.  

Development in this context would require an open discussion about values, which are necessary to handle diversity in the world and thus foster cooperation, and the political instruments necessary to amplify the possibility for all to take part in the deliberation process instead of simply having to suffer the consequences of decisions made by others (Cardoso 2004:25-26).  For Cardoso, one cannot “expect to have a concrete homogeneity” in the world, but must “recognize the validity of other views” (Ruderman, 2003).   

Since September 11, Cardoso has stated repeatedly that the common denominator for combating terrorism is the same as for promoting development: solidarity (Cardoso 2002:82, 2004:26).  After 9-11, Cardoso made it known to the U.N. General Assembly that his was a nation aware of the unique opportunity to mobilize world leaders in the pursuit of international justice, and assured Annan that Brazil would do its part to make certain the world did not squander it (Cardoso 2002:79).  

For this reason Cardoso deeply regrets the decision of governments that “decided what was needed is to eliminate terrorism themselves, without gaining the broader support of the international community” (Cardoso 2004:26).  Cardoso uses the Iraq war to illustrate his point.  In the twenty first century it is clearly possible to start a war unilaterally and come out victorious.  It is, however, much more difficult to gain peace and develop a nation without the help of the international community and without elements other than security.  

That deterioration of the global community is a direct result of unilateralism is clear.  This deterioration is also, however, fueled by institutions at the global level that were unable to solve the world’s problems even before 9-11.  As president, Cardoso wrote annual letters to the G7 sherpas appealing for more democracy in international relations and urging reform of multilateral institutions.  Those such as the WTO, the Bretton Woods Institutions, i.e. the World Bank and its sister organization the International Monetary Fund, and the UN are not sufficient or adequate to enact substantive change (Cardoso 2004:27).  For Cardoso, an international order that is based on solidarity is too precious a goal to be left to the vagaries of market forces or the whims of political power; it will only come about through a concerted effort on the part of the community of nations to make multilateral institutions more viable (Cardoso 2002:82). 

Cardoso calls for an enlargement of the UN Security Council.  In order to reflect the legitimate aspirations of today’s majority, the Security Council composition should no longer be a reflection of arrangements among the victors of a conflict that took place over 50 years ago.  Since a strong and agile United Nations is required for the world to respond to increasingly complex problems, common sense would require the inclusion as permanent members those developing countries which meet the necessary credentials to exercise the responsibilities that today’s world imposed on them (Cardoso 2002:81).  To restrict the discussion of issues pertaining to globalization to a group of countries as limited as the G 7/8 should no longer be admissible because the profound impact globalization will have on the political and economic life of emerging economies is inevitable.

Cardoso is in favor of free trade, believes in the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), and believes that it is very important to world order to have a more efficient WTO to assure free trade.  What Cardoso is against is asymmetric free trade, which he says is practiced by the United States through its resistance to a South American free trade zone (MERCOSUL) and continued utilization of subsidies on top of unilateral anti-dumping measures (Cardoso 2004:28).  Now that security has become a kind of obsession for the United States, trade negotiations are losing energy.   

Security, however, as a barrier to free trade pales in comparison to the threat posed by speculation.  Cardoso has long held the opinion of John Maynard Keynes (1936), that speculative capitalism is not only socially counterproductive, but inherently destructive to free market enterprise (de Toledo 1998:97).  There are essentially no laws that prevent the currencies of poor countries from being weakened by constant exploitation by speculators; a problem that is exacerbated tremendously by the fact that technology has driven markets to a near-instantaneous capital gains mentality.  The potential implications are truly explosive, threatening global power arrangements, the sovereignty of nation-states, and the ability of ordinary people to survive.  Countries from Asia to Latin America have seen their currencies under speculative assault, depriving their budgets of resources deemed essential for the implementation of social programs.  Even George Soros is working to raise global awareness about the importance of a more stable financial environment, a contribution that Cardoso was pleased to acknowledge (Cardoso: 2003).   

To the extent that the world is globalized, Cardoso states that the problems posed by speculation represent a lack of political will on a global scale (de Toledo 1998:96).  “The fact that economy is globalized but politics is not has inflicted losses all over the world, particularly in developing countries” (Cardoso 1993).  Governments have been unwilling to take on speculators, but a solution must be found soon.  Cardoso acknowledges the possibility of implementing some form of the solution presented by Tobin (1978), whereby the World Bank could collect governmental taxes on short-term capital flows and use them for development (Cardoso 2002:80).  Otherwise, Cardoso believes it is important for the IMF to go back to what was proposed by Keynes-- that the IMF be the central bank of central banks (Cardoso 2004:27).  Keynes proposed replacing the dollar with a common currency in order to prevent liquidity crises.  Since this idea was refused, however, by the American government at the beginning, the IMF today has become an instrument primarily focused on solving the problems of creditors instead of solving the problems of developing nations.  Therefore, a complete review of the whole system is needed (Cardoso 2004:27).

The World Bank's primary mission of poverty alleviation is too broad to be accomplished with the limited amount of resources it as its disposal.  What the World Bank has available for global loans is equivalent to what the Brazilian national bank for development has (Cardoso 2004:28).  Nevertheless, World Bank President James D. Wolfensohn believes that there is a reasonable chance by 2015 that they will achieve the goal of halving poverty (Wolfensohn 2004).  

Cardoso thinks that Wolfensohn is an interesting figure who is doing a good job trying to reduce the enormous bureaucracy a country has to contend with in order to deal with the World Bank. This is important because the slowness of the bureaucracy makes the pace of decisions by the World Bank incompatible with the needs of developing countries (Cardoso 2004:28).  Cardoso notes that issues of development have been key in the World Bank’s decision to shift its commitment from giving loans for infrastructure to giving loans for programs that benefit people, such as education.  Not that people are more important than infrastructure, however.  For Cardoso both are important.

Cardoso’s mission is continuing to research and address these issues and the challenges facing Brazil and Latin America in his newly inaugurated research institute in São Paulo, the Instituto Fernando Henrique Cardoso (IFHC).  Cardoso continues to travel extensively to take care of his overseas commitments, such as coordinating the Ibero-American Summits for the U.N. and his presidencies of the Club of Madrid and the United Nations Panel of Eminent Personalities on the relationship between the Organization and civil society.  In the coming years Cardoso plans to spend more of his time in Brazil, traveling only part time to teach and give presentations at conferences (Goyzueta 2004).    

CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND OBSERVATIONS

    Summary

This study’s focus is the career of Fernando Henrique Cardoso and the question of whether and to what extent continuity exists between Cardoso’s work as a sociologist and his work as a politician.  The purpose of this study has been to shed light on the controversy stemming from the transition Cardoso made from Marxist sociologist to free-market President of Brazil.  The research question is whether the demands of politics in a postmodern world forced Cardoso to give way to political expediency in betrayal of his Marxist sociological orientation.  It was thought that analyzing Cardoso as both a sociologist and politician would reveal what, if any, ideological contradiction exists between Cardoso’s academic identity as a Marxist sociologist and his political identity as market-based reformer.   

Cardoso’s sociological career can be summarized as an endless search for the connections that exist between the interests and objectives at work in a given “socio-historical” situation, and the strategies constructed by particular social groups and political parties which shape and determine what the actual outcomes will be.  With this aim Cardoso forcefully concluded early in his academic career that as a result of Brazil’s origins as a slavery-based caste society, the country’s industrial bourgeoisie had not evolved as a class to the extent that it was capable of playing the role Brazil’s nationalist-populist ideology called upon it to play, which was to be the demiurge of society.

Through interviews with high-level industrial entrepreneurs, Cardoso discovered that Brazil’s industrial bourgeoisie forfeited its chance to establish hegemony over society by opting to remain a junior partner in western style capitalism instead.  Since Brazil’s business class opted not to take responsibility for the country’s economic future or manage the economic chaos that was being generated as a result, the Brazilian military took control after the 1964 coup d’etat.  Cardoso’s research enabled him to see that in the final analysis, Brazil’s business class would always support policy that would lead to the internationalization of capital through increasing collaboration with and dependence on multinational corporations.  

This discovery was directly responsible for the next step taken by Cardoso in Dependency and Development in Latin America, which was to say that dependency is a function of the three way interaction between local entrepreneurs, international capital vis-à-vis multinational corporations, and the state.  Cardoso termed this three-way interaction the internationalization of the domestic market.  Cardoso ended the book by suggesting that opposition movements work to insure socialist forms of economic development within a democratic framework prevail over the interests of international capital in the future; otherwise Latin America as a region would become increasingly dominated by the interests of multinational corporations.   

Cardoso advanced his career as a sociologist by continuing to elaborate on dependency theory at universities in the United States and Europe before returning to Brazil to become an activist leader in Brazil’s struggle for re-democratization.  Once the return of democracy was achieved in 1985, Cardoso’s political career began to gain momentum.  Cardoso changed his political stance from left to right during the late ’80 and early ‘90s, over the course of his career as a senator from São Paulo.  During this time the world witnessed the failure of socialist governments around the globe after the fall of the Soviet Union.  Their failure led to corresponding lack of viable alternatives for the left, while revolutionary technological change combined with the functioning of democracy in Brazil to make market-based reforms the only viable alternative for Brazil.   

Cardoso’s sociological observations about dependency and development led him to the political conviction he assumed once becoming president, that resistance to capitalist integration was no longer feasible.  Moreover, political resistance would not only be counterproductive, but also irresponsible considering that the only real alternative for Brazil was ever increasing marginalization in the world.  Dependent peripheral countries like Brazil, therefore, would have to make substantial and enduring market-based reforms to assure successful integration into the global capitalist system. 

By this time Cardoso had also concluded that as opposed to stagnation, both economic and social development were possible under dependent capitalism, a theory he called associated-dependent development.  The successful introduction of Cardoso’s economic plan during his tenure as finance minister, the plano real, resulted in the end of hyperinflation and paved the way for his presidency which concentrated on macroeconomic stability through structural reform.  Cardoso’s policy supported and expanded upon structural reform efforts such as privatization because he felt they would enable Brazil to capitalize on its status as an industrial powerhouse of the emerging market.  At the same time, privatization receipts gave the government greater means to finance reform in such areas as education and health care.   Brazil made progress on both fronts during the Cardoso administration, and this progress is reflected in the social and economic indicators of his Presidency.  

Conclusions

Cardoso’s sociological method has remained consistent throughout his career and is consistent with that of Marx, which was to situate a given social phenomena in terms of political economy and study it dialectically in its largest possible context.  Many other scholars have borrowed this method from Marx, and some, such as Jacques Ellul, have even argued that if Marx were alive today he wouldn’t be a Marxist himself.  Cardoso evaluated the particular socio-historical conjuncture Brazil was faced with in the 1980s and 1990s as a politician the same way he did in the 1960s and 1970s as a Marxist sociologist.  Cardoso’s methodological approach results in different conclusions in the two periods.  

Cardoso concluded in Dependency and Development in Latin America that socialist forms of government were necessary and viable during the period of the 1960s and 1970s.  The conclusion he drew from his analysis in the late 1980s and 1990s, however, was that socialism was no longer viable and the world had changed to such an extent that market-based reforms were the only practical solution for the developing world.  Responsible leadership, therefore, had no choice but to structure Brazil’s social and economic future within the framework of reformist capitalism.  

Cardoso kept this view in mind as a politician by creating the conditions for capitalist reform through ending inflation by means of the Real Plan.  The success of the Real Plan, which slashed inflation from 2000% annually to single digits, combined with Cardoso administration economic reform measures transformed Brazil into what the New York Times called “the poster child for free-trade” (Romero, 1999).  Although the Cardoso administration has had the appearance of neglecting social reform, this was primarily because Cardoso’s social democratic or “Third Way” politics are designed to achieve social justice after economic liberalization has taken place, not because he had become a neoliberal.    

This study reveals that the research hypothesis is not true.  Cardoso did not give way to political expediency in betrayal of his Marxist sociological orientation, rather his Marxist sociological orientation gave Cardoso the ability to see and understand transformations taking place on both a national and geopolitical level that helped make him into an effective politician and statesman, contrary to what the political folklore would suggest.    

Observations

Several observations must be made.  First, as a sociologist and a politician, Cardoso is a much more loyal Brazilian nationalist than he is a Marxist.  That is to say, Cardoso has always been more concerned with doing what he thought would be in Brazil’s best interests rather than on maintaining any strict allegiance to Marxist dogma.  The fact that nationalism almost always trumped communism in communist regimes around the world makes this observation all the more logical.  Cardoso is not the type of Brazilian nationalist, however, whose pride stems from the existence of massive state-run monopolies, even if they are inefficient money-hemorrhaging behemoths.  Instead, Cardoso’s nationalism is reflected in a desire to see Brazil develop and compete successfully in the global economy of the 21st century.    

Marxist politics are international in scope and Cardoso is respected as a big picture thinker (Ogden 1998:17).  With the decline of the Soviet Union, however, Cardoso clearly saw the necessity to let go of doctrinaire Marxism in order to become an effective leader on a national level.  The greater the extent to which Cardoso were to have applied anti-capitalist Marxist dogma to his political career, the less he would have been able to suggest and implement viable political alternatives for Brazil as the world changed.  

The Cardoso administration can be seen as having taken one of the strongest steps in the direction of socialism in history.  Dos Santos notes that the history of the advance of socialism is one of self-dissolutions that abandoned outworn phases of its development and pointed to new, higher ones, as well as to the employment of a strategic political dialectic (1998:61-62).  To reach these higher stages it was necessary to eliminate outdated forms such as Soviet Stalinism, Trotskyism and the Third International, and replace them with available alternatives.  In this sense the Cardoso presidency was not a chance occurrence; it is a consequence of the political ideas that he has never denied.  Cardoso’s leadership can be seen to resemble the outstanding and courageous leadership of Mikhail Gorbachev, whose transformation of the Soviet Union could just as easily be seen not as a defeat for socialism, but rather a victory.   

A student of French intellectuals, Cardoso observed the many limitations of Marxist thought early in his academic career by observing, for example, that Marx did not successfully account for the essential difference between Brazilian and European development.  Insofar as Marxism is determinist, it maintains as inevitable the advent of a socialist form of economic and social organization throughout the world, and assumes that third-world development will be a repetition of European experience.  Cardoso, however, recognized that whereas Europe was a feudal society based on serfdom and peasantry, Brazil was a caste society based on slave labor.  Thus the path of Brazilian modernization and development would never mirror that of Europe in any straightforward, deterministic way.  Instead, Brazil would have to construct its own developmental path.   

Cardoso flatly rejects Marxist economic determinism.  Cardoso was a Marxist methodologically and a Weberian theoretically.  By believing in the existence of historical alternatives which are chosen by the political capacity of individuals to either enforce or change the economic and social structure of society, Cardoso can be seen as having a much stronger Weberian than Marxist orientation at the level of practice, especially in consideration of Weber’s fundamental concern with action and the moral boundaries which guide those responsible for taking it.  The moral boundaries that guide all politicians can best be framed within the Weberian antinomy between the ethics of conviction and the ethics of responsibility.  French sociologist Raymond Aron summarizes Weber’s antinomy particularly well in Main Currents of Sociological Thought II (1970:252-257).  Since Cardoso was a postgraduate student of Aron’s in Paris (Kahl:134), I frame Cardoso in the context of Aron’s description.

The Ethics of Responsibility and Conviction

The moral nature of the ethic of responsibility is one which cannot be ignored by the politician because he is by definition a man of action.  The ethic of responsibility concerns a means-ends interpretation of action, and is defined by the effectiveness of the means by which a given objective is attained.  The ethic of responsibility consists of placing oneself in a situation, imagining the array of possible decisions and their consequences, and then acting in such as way as to achieve the desired result.  If it is necessary, for example, for troops to accept a policy they do not like, the commander who must convince them may present the policy in ambiguous terms that are not easy to understand, or in terms that hide his true objective, or in terms that are completely false.  If someday the troops discover that they have been deceived, have we the right to condemn the commander who lied but for the good of the state? 

 Weber, who himself had political aspirations that were never realized, holds politicians to a higher morality than that of the ordinary man.  Weber used the man cited by Machiavelli who sacrificed his soul for the salvation of the city.  He contrasted this action with the position of Martin Luther:  “This is where I stand, I have no choice.”  The morality of action operates between such extremes; sacrificing one’s soul for the salvation of the city and the unconditional assertion of will despite all consequences.  

Moral values, however, are often contrary to political values.  This is demonstrated by the fact that political means and ends vary widely and have consequences which may not correspond as intended or ethically justify one another.      The task of the political leader is to face up to this reality and strive for political success by way of an ethical correspondence of political means to ends, purposes and consequences.  Strong, ambitious leadership can only be achieved through reconciling the ethic of responsibility with Weber’s ethic of conviction.             

The ethic of conviction is the morality that urges one to act according to his beliefs, as exemplified by Luther or the case of the absolute pacifist.  If the absolute pacifist, who unconditionally refuses to use physical violence against his fellow man, imagines that he will prevent war by this refusal, he is not only naïve, but completely ineffectual in terms of the ethic of responsibility.  If, however, the pacifist has no other goal than to act in conformity with his conscience, his position is irrefutable so long as his conscience seeks not to change the world for better or worse, but to remain true to itself no matter the consequence.  Whether the circumstance be sublime or ridiculous, the pacifist may be ridiculed and condemned.  No one can ever demonstrate that the pacifist is mistaken, however, since his conscience is the only judge.  Would it be wrong for Luther to change his mind in order to prevent annihilation of the city?  

The answer to this question illustrates that a pure ethic of conviction or responsibility cannot exist in the real world because it is an ideal type.  An ideal type is a representation of a social phenomenon that is constructed from its elements and characteristics, but is not intended nor expected to correspond to all of the characteristics in any given case.  There can be no ethic of responsibility that is not inspired by a conviction of one sort or another; and no conviction that is not altered by a sense of responsibility in some way.   Since the ethic of responsibility is a means-ends search of effectiveness, the important question for politicians is: effectiveness of means to achieve what ends?  Furthermore, are the means subordinate to the ends as they should be, or have the ends become subordinate to the means?  Does a nation use its military might because it can or because it should?  

The ethic of conviction is an ideal type because it exists only by the spoken or written word, since no man can possess a complete indifference to consequence.  Since no one can approximate the ethic of responsibility or conviction too closely and still remain within the bounds of reasonable human behavior, political men develop attitudes by which to calculate their decisions.  

Weber distinguishes between instrumental and moral attitudes.  Instrumental attitudes are those which seek results that are consistent with objectives, and which take into consideration the world and the consequences it will face as a result of a particular action or deed.  Moral attitudes, conversely, drive political men to act without concern for others or the effects of decisions on events.  At a certain point, a politician will be forced to stop calculating between these two attitudes and submit to the impulse to act, leaving the consequences of their actions to be judged in heaven or hell.  The point at which this occurs reveals a great deal about the integrity and character of the decision maker.  

Since politicians must justify their actions, most are inclined to act in terms of the ethic of responsibility.  Citizens and intellectuals, by contrast, are more inclined to think in terms of the ethic of conviction; since they are not forced to act and can criticize the politician on the basis of conviction.  As we have seen, in the extreme, Weber’s antinomy would lead to all decisions being made on a purely irrational basis.  Since political leadership entails active rather than passive mediation in fate, however, a politician must neither live in passive acceptance nor bitterness of disenchantment nor hide from reality, but measure up to the world as it really is and find a disciplined balance between convictions and responsibilities without betraying either.  If instead of Fernando Henrique Cardoso, Brazil had been in the hands of a dogmatic anti-capitalist like Fidel Castro for eight years, would the 175 million people of the world’s sixth most populous country be better off today?  

What sets Cardoso apart from other politicians is his proven capacity to recognize and demonstrate that serious intellectual evaluation of a given situation and ideas about what is to be done are and should be considered crucial in politics.  What sets Cardoso apart from other intellectuals is his ability to translate a strong academic position into effective political action.  Cardoso has shown an extraordinary capacity to transcend the comfortable obscurity of the world of ideas, sociology and the ivory tower and have a tremendous impact on the political world, where actions speak louder than words.  

The balance sheet of Cardoso’s presidency is remarkable by many standards, but in particular by the standards of Brazilian politics.  Inflation was kept down, the standard of living was raised for the poor, the education and land redistribution systems improved, the economy was re-organized on a basis congruent with the latest economic principles, bureaucracy was cut back and reformed, and human services were re-organized and developed.  

Critics and many intellectuals remain petulant, complaining that Cardoso’s anti-populist platform is boring or that his sociology is out of date; or that he amounts to nothing more than a lackluster centrist who did not do enough to solve Brazil’s problems.  They often cite the persistence of Brazilian poverty, inequality, violence, corruption, ecological destruction, kidnapping, unemployment, prostitution, narcotraffic, hunger, slavery, organized crime or any number of other dreadful problems Brazil must contend with.  

No president, however, could eliminate the problems Brazil faces by decree, as some critics seem to assume.  As an elected democratic leader, Cardoso is sworn to uphold the framework of the constitution and work with a congress that is directly accountable to its democratic constituency.   Both successes and failures of the Cardoso administration should be viewed in the context of the dialectic of the ethic of conviction and the ethic of responsibility.  In retaining socialistic goals, such as reducing inequality and assisting the poor, Cardodo remained true to his convictions.  By contrast, Cardoso operated according to an ethic of responsibility by modernizing Brazil and bringing it into the global capitalist economy.  He was only inconsistent insofar as one fails to understand the inevitable discrepancy between abstract ideals and the exigencies of collective life.  
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APPENDIX 

CURRICULUM VITAE OF FERNANDO 

HENRIQUE CARDOSO
FERNANDO HENRIQUE CARDOSO was President of the Federative Republic of Brazil for two successive mandates (from 01/01/1995 to 01/01/2003), winning both elections by an absolute majority.

Among his current functions, Fernando Henrique Cardoso is Chairman of the Club of Madrid, co-Chairman of the Inter-American Dialogue, President of the United Nations Panel of Eminent Personalities on the relationship between the Organization and civil society and coordinator of the working group in charge of reviewing the process of Ibero-American Summits. He is also a member of the Board of Trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation, New York, and of the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton.

He was born on June 18, 1931, in Rio de Janeiro, he is married and has three children.

Academic Background

1968
Professor Catedrático (Helding the Chair), Political Science, University of São Paulo.

1963
Livre-Docência, Sociology, University of São Paulo.

1961 
Ph.D., Sociology, University of São Paulo.

1953 
Master in Sociology, University of São Paulo.

1952
Bachelor in Social Sciences, University of São Paulo.

 
 

Political career

1998
Re-elected President of the Federal Republic of Brazil, as the candidate of the alliance PSDB/PFL/PTB/PPB, by an absolute majority, with 35.936.918 votes (53,06%), on October 4th.

1994
Elected President of the Federal Republic of Brazil, as the candidate of the alliance PSDB/PFL/PTB, by an absolute majority, with 34.377.198 votes (54,3%), on October 3th.

1993/94
Minister of Finance, Government Itamar Franco, from May 1993 to March 1994.

1992/93
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Government Itamar Franco, from October 1992 to May 1993

1988/92
Leader in the Senate of the PSDB.

1988
Founding member of the Partido da Social Democracia Brasileira (PSDB).

1987/88
Co-rapporteur of the Commission of Systematization of the Constituent Assembly.
Leader in the Senate of the Partido do Movimento Democrático Brasileiro (PMDB).

1987
Rapporteur of Rules governing the Constituent Assembly.

1986
Reelected as Senator for the State of São Paulo from the PMDB.

1985/86
Leader nominated by the Government in the Congress.

1985
Candidate from the PMDB for Mayor of São Paulo.

1983/92
Active in several Special Commissions of the Senate: Education, Justice and Citizenship, Foreign Relations and Economic Affairs.
One of the Members of the Brazil-Mexico Parliamentary Group.

1983
Assumed post as Senator.

1980
Founding member of the PMDB

1978
Elected Senator (alternate) from the Movimento Democrático Brasileiro (MDB), for the State of São Paulo.

 
 

Teaching Experience

2003
“Fisher Family Distinguished International Fellow”, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, Cambridge, USA 

 
“Cultures of the South” Professor, Library of Congress, Washington, USA 

 
Professor “at large”, Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, Providence, USA 

1981
Visiting Professor, University of California, Berkeley

1980/81
Associate Study Director, École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Maison des Sciences de l'Homme, Paris

1977
Visiting Professor, Institut d'Études sur le Développement Économique et Social (IEDES), University of Paris

1976/77
Simon Bolivar Professor, University of Cambridge, England

1972
Visiting Research Professor, Institute of Political Sciences, University of Stanford, USA

1969/70
Guest professor, International Institute of Labour Studies (OIT), Sociology of Latin America, Mexico city (1969) and Genève (1970)

1968/69
Full Professor, Political Science, University of São Paulo, Brazil

1967/68
Professor, College of Sociology, University of Paris-Nanterre, France

1966/67
Professor, College of Economics, University of Chile, Santiago, Chile
Professor, College of Sociology, Sociology of Development and Social Theory, University of Chile, Santiago, Chile

1965/67
Professor, Sociology of Development, (FLACSO), Santiago, Chile

1965/66
Guest professor, Sociology of Development, (ILPES), (CEPAL), Buenos Aires (1965) and Mexico city (1966)

1964/67
Professor, Sociology of Development, (ILPES) (CEPAL), Santiago, Chile

1953/64
Assistant and Associate Professor of Sociology, University of São Paulo, Brazil

 
 

Other Professional Experience

1996

Honorary Member, India International Centre, New-Delhi, India 

1991
Member of the Comissão de Cidadania e Reprodução, São Paulo, Brazil

1990
Member of the New World Dialogue, World Resources Institute, Washington, USA

1985
Member of the International Council of the Institute for European-Latin American Relations (IRELA), Madrid, Spain

1984
Member of the Board, Vienna Institute for Development, Vienna, Austria
Member of the Board, Aspen Institute Italia, Rome, Italy
Member of theThird World Academy of Science (TWAS), Trieste, Italy

1983/85
President of the Conselho Superior, Fundação Escola de Sociologia e Política of São Paulo, Brazil
Member of the Board, Sociedade Brasileira para o Progresso da Ciência (SBPC), São Paulo, Brazil

1983
Member of the Advisory Committee, Helen Kellog Institute for International Studies, University of Notre Dame, Indiana, USA
Member of the International Committee of Advisors of the Centro Febbraio'74, Rome, Italy

1982/86
President, International Sociological Association (ISA), Amsterdam, Netherlands
Member of the Board, Communications for Development (CODEV), Valeta, Malta

1982
Member of the Board, Instituto José Maria Luis Mora, México
Member of the Inter-American Dialogue, Washington, USA

1981
Member of the Scientific Committee, Centro Gino Germani di Studi Comparati sulla Modernizzazione e lo Sviluppo, Rome, Italy

1981/82
Co-Chairman, International Foundation for Development Alternatives (IFDA), Nyon, Switzerland

1981
Founding Member, World Association for International Relations, Athens, Greece

1980/82
President, Centro Brasileiro de Análise e Planejamento (CEBRAP), São Paulo, Brazil

1978/82
Vice-President, International Sociological Association (ISA), Ottawa, Canada

1977/82
Member of the Board, Academic Council, Latin American Program, The Wilson Center, Washington, USA

1976
Member of the Board, Corporación de Investigaciones Económicas para Latinoamerica (CIEPLAN), Santiago, Chile

1975
Member of the Board, Centro de Estudios de Estado y Sociedad (CEDES), Buenos Aires, Argentina

1973/76
Member of the Board, Joint Committee on Latin American Studies, Social Science Research Council (SSRC), American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS), New York, USA

1973/75
Member, Programa de Investigaciones Sociales sobre Problemas de Población relevantes para Políticas de Población en América Latina (PISPAL), CLACSO, El Colégio de México

1971
Member of the Board, Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales (FLACSO), Santiago, Chile
Member of the Board, Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales (CLACSO), Buenos Aires, Argentina

1969/82
Senior Researcher, Centro Brasileiro de Análise e Planejamento (CEBRAP), São Paulo, Brazil

1969
Founding member of the Centro Brasileiro de Análise e Planejamento (CEBRAP), São Paulo, Brazil

1968/69
Director, College of Social Sciences, University of São Paulo, Brazil

1964/67
Deputy Director, Social Development Division, Latin American Institute for Economic and Social Planning, United Nations, Santiago, Chile

1962/64
Director, Centro de Sociologia Industrial e do Trabalho (CESIT), University of São Paulo, Brazil

Press Activities
Starting in the sixties, Mr. Cardoso wrote frequently for many of the most important Brazilian newspapers and periodicals, and was a weekly columnist for the Folha de São Paulo during the eighties.

Membership on Editorial Boards
Amérique Latine, CETRAL, Paris, France, Correspondent
Cadernos de Opinião, Editora Paz e Terra, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, Editorial Advisory Board
Comparative Political Studies, California, USA, Editorial Advisory Board
Comparative Sociology, Hyogo-Ken, Japan e Stanford, USA, Editorial Advisory Board
Dados, IUPERJ, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, Editorial Advisory Board
Development and Change, Institute of Social Studies, The Hague, Netherlands, Board of Editors
Editora Paz e Terra, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, Editorial Advisory Board
El Socialismo del Futuro - Revista de Debate Político, Fundación Sistema, Madrid, Spain, Editors Committee
Estudios CIEPLAN, Santiago, Chile, Editorial Advisory Board
International Review of Sociology, Northern Illinois University, USA, Editorial Advisory Board
Los Cuadernos Brasileños - Casa do Brasil, Madrid, Spain, Board of Editors
Pensamiento Iberoamericano. Revista de Economía Política, Astúrias, Spain, Editorial Advisory Board
Quality of Working Life Journals, Patrington, United Kingdom, Editorial Advisory Board
Revista Brasileira de Ciência Política, Brasília, Brazil, Consultive Board
Revista Latinoamericana de Sociologia, FLACSO, Santiago, Chile, Board of Editors
Revista Paraguaya de Sociología, Asunción, Paraguay, Editorial Advisory Board
Revista do Pensamento Brasileiro, Salvador, Brazil, Editorial Advisory Board
Revista Sociedad y Desarrollo, Santiago, Chile, Board of Editors
Revue Internationale de Sociologie - International Review of Sociology, Rome, Italy, Committee of Honour
Scandinavian Journal of Development Alternatives, Stockholm, Sweden, International Editorial Board
Series "Class, State, and Development", Sage and Rutgers University, New Jersey, USA, Board of Editors
Series "Corpo e Alma do Brasil", DIFEL, São Paulo, Brazil, Editorial Director
Series "Encontros com a Civilização Brasileira", Civilização Brasileira, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, Editorial Advisory Board
Series "Studies in Comparative International Development", organized by Irving L.Horowitz, St.Louis, USA, Board of Editors
Sociological Perspectives, West Bengal, India, Guest Editor
Stato e Mercato, Bologna, Italy, International Committee
Trimestre Político, Fondo de Cultura Económica, México, Board of Editors 


Membership in Scientific Associations
ABA - Brazilian Association of Anthropology
ASESP - Brazilian Association of the São Paulo State Sociologists
ICSSD - Comité International pour l'Information et la Documentation en Sciences Sociales
IIRA - International Industrial Relations Association
IPSA - International Association of Political Science
ISA - International Sociological Association
SBPC - Brazilian Society for the Progress of the Science
SBS - Brazilian Society of Sociology


Translation
MONTESQUIEU - L'Esprit des Lois : O Espírito das Leis. São Paulo, Difusão Européia do Livro, 1962 (v.1, in collaboration with Leôncio Martins Rodrigues)

Brazilian Awards and Honors

2002
Order "Mérito da Defesa" (Grand Cross) (09/18)
Medal "Mérito do Ministério Público", Brasília, DF (08/15)
Order "Mérito Industrial", National Federation of Industry (08/14)
Medal "Visconde de Mauá", Comercial Association of Rio de Janeiro (07/09)

2001
Order “Mérito Tocantins” (Grand Cross) (10/05)

2000
Order “Mérito Brasília”(Collar) (04/26)
Order “Mérito do Ministério Público Militar” (Grand Cross) (02/16)

1999
Medal JK - Order “Mérito do Transporte Brasileiro” (Grand Cross) (12/14)
Order “Estrela do Acre” (Grand Cross) (08/20)

1998 
Order “Mérito Grão Pará” (Collar) (06/12)
Order “Mérito do Xingu” (Collar)(06/12)
Medal “Cel. Esperidião Rodrigues” (02/14)
Honorary Member of the Brazilian Academy of Political Science (02/12)

1997 
Order “Mérito Pantaneiro” (Grand Cross) (11/13)
Medal “Mérito da Justiça Eleitoral” of Rio de Janeiro (10/21)
“Palmas Acadêmicas” (Brazilian Academy of Letters) 07/20)

1996
Medal “Mérito Santos Dumont” (Collar) (10/24)
Medal “Vitória” (06/21)
Medal “Academia Nacional de Medicina” (04/12)
Medal “Mérito Bárbara de Alencar” (03/30)

1995
Order “Mérito Judiciário Militar” (Grand Cross) (10/31)
Order “Mérito Científico” (Grand Cross) (10/13)
Medal “Cruz de Ferro” (FEB) (08/17)
Order “Mérito Judiciário do Trabalho” (Collar) (06/22)

1993
Order “Mérito Judiciário do Trabalho” (Grand Cross) (06/29)
Order “Mérito Brasília” (Grand Cross) (04/21)
Order “Mérito Forças Armadas” (Grand Cross) (02/11)
Order “Rio Branco” (Grand Cross) (01/21)

1992
Order “Mérito Militar” (Grand Cross) (23/11)
Order “Mérito Naval” (Grand Cross) (10/13)
Ordem “Mérito Aeronáutico” (Grand Cross) (10/05)

1991
Order “Mérito", State of Tocantins (Grand Officer) (09/03)
Elected Professor Emeritus of the University of São Paulo.

1987
Order “Mérito do Congresso Nacional” (Grand Officer) (12/17)
Order “Mérito Aeronáutico" (Grand Officer) (09/01)
Order “Mérito Educativo" (Grand Officer) (06/13)
Order “Rio Branco”, Itamaraty (Grand Officer) (05/07)
Order “Mérito Naval" (Grand Officer) (05/06)
Order “Mérito Brasília” (Grand Officer) (04/21)

1985
Medal “Anchieta", City Council, São Paulo (08/27).
Medal "Mérito Tamandaré"(06/11).
Order “Mérito Judiciário do Trabalho” (Grand Officer) (10/06)
Medal “Brigadeiro Tobias”, Military Police, State of São Paulo
Order “Mérito Forças Armadas” (Grand Officer)
Order “Mérito Militar” (Grand Officer)
National Order “Mérito” (Grand Cross)

 

Foreign Awards and Honors

2003
J. William Fulbright for International Understanding, Washington, USA (02/10)

2002
Military Order of "Torre e Espada", Portugal (Grand Cross) (11/11)
Medal, University of Technology of Peru, Peru (09/23)
Honorary Doctor of Law, University of Salamanca, Spain (05/18)
Honorary Doctor of Law, University of Konstantin Filozof, Nitra, Slovaquia (02/27)
Honorary Doctor of Law, Moscow Academy, University of Moscow, Russia (02/26)
Order “White Eagle”, Poland (Collar) (02/21)

2001
Honorary Doctor of Law, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel (awarded in São Paulo on 11/18)
National Order “Mérito”, Equador (Collar) (10/01)
Honorary Doctor of Law, Facultad Latinoamericana de Ciências Sociales - FLACSO, Quito, Equador (01/10)
Order “Congreso Nacional de la República del Ecuador”, Equador (09/28)
Order “General Rumiñahui”, Province of Pichincha, Equador (09/12)
Order of Manuel Amador Guerrero, Panamá (Collar) (08/08)
Order of the Double White Cross I. Class, Slovakia (Grand Cross)(07/10)

2000
Order King Abdul Aziz, Saudi Arabia (Collar) (09/18)
National Order “Steaua României”, Roumania (Collar) (07/17)
Award “Príncipe das Astúrias de Cooperación Internacional 2000”, Spain (06/14)
Award “Mérite”, Association des Comités Nationaux Olympiques (05/24) 
Gold Medal, Câmara Municipal de Santarém, Portugal (04/22)
National Order “Juan Mora Fernández”, Costa Rica (Grand Cross) (04/04) 
Order “Francisco de Miranda”, Venezuela (Grand Cross) (03/29)
Order “Condor de los Andes”, Bolivia (Collar) (03/15)
Order “Infante D. Henrique”, Portugal (Collar) (03/07)

1999
Order of the Elephant, Denmark (Grand Cross) (05/03)
Order “Al Mérito por Servicios Distinguidos”, Peru (Special Grand Cross) (04/16)
1998 Medal, Rotarian Foundation, International Rotary (09/02)
Gold Medal, “Camara de los Deputados”, Spain (07/23)
Gold Medal "Americas Society", USA (06/08)
“Certificado ao Mérito”, Brazilian and Chilean Circle of Latin American Integration (05/20)
Award “Felipe Herrera Lane”, Santiago, Chile (04/19)
Order “Isabel la Católica”, Spain (Grand Cross and Collar) (04/17)
Gold Medal, Galicia, Spain (03/20)
1997 Honorary Doctor of Law, University of Cambridge, England (12/04)
Honorary Doctor of Science (Economics), University of London, London School of Economics and Political Science (12/03)
Order of the Bath, England (Grand Cross and Collar) (12/02)
Order “Merito da Câmara dos Deputados”, Chile (10/01)
Order “Militar de Santiago da Espada”, Portugal (Collar) (09/06)
Order of Lebanon (Extraordinary Degree) (09/02)
Medal “Amilcar Cabral”, Guinea Bissau (07/08)
Honorary Doctor of Law, Soka University, Japan (05/22)
Interamerican Award of Leadership, Fundación Pan Americana de Desarrollo de la Organización de los Estados Americanos, Washington, D.C. (04/25)
The Great Magyar Order, Hungary (Grand Cross) (04/03)
The Order of White Rose, Finland (Grand-Cross and Collar) (02/24)
“Equitem Torquatum Ordinis Piani”, Holy See, (Collar) (02/14)
Honorary Doctor of Political Science, University of Bologna, Italy (02/13)

1996
The Order of Good Hope (Republic of South Africa) (Grand Cross) (11/26)
The Grand Order of Mugunghwa (Coréia) (Collar) (09/11)
Soka Gakkai International, Peace and Culture Award (09/10)
Order “Nacional del Mérito”, Paraguay (Collar Mariscal Francisco Solano Lopez) (06/26)
Medal “Chancellerie des Universités de Paris”, France (05/29)
“ Légion d'Honneur", France (Grand Cross) (05/28)
Honorary Doctor of Laws, University Lumière Lyon 2, France (05/19)
Order “Libertador San Martin”, Argentina (Collar) (04/08)
Honorary Doctor of Laws, University Sofia, Japan (03/14)
Chrysanthemum Order, Japan (Grand-Cross) (03/13)
Order “El Sol del Perú”, Peru (Grand Cross) (02/26)
Order “Aguila Azteca”, Mexico (Collar) (02/19)
Honorary Order “Estrela Amarela”, Suriname (Collar) (01/10)

1995
“Darjah Utama Seri Makhota Negara”, Malaysia (Collar) (12/18)
Order of Prince Iaroslav, “The Wise”, Ucrania (Collar) (11/25)
Medal “Rotary Internacional” (09/25)
Honorary Doctor of Laws, Free University of Berlin, Germany (09/20)
Order of the Federal Republic of Germany (Grand Cross) (09/18)
Honorary Doctor of Laws, University of Porto, Portugal (07/22)
Order “Liberdade”, Portugal (Collar) (07/19)
Honorary Doctor of Laws, University of Coimbra, Portugal (07/11)
Honorary Doctor of Laws, Central University of Venezuela, Caracas, Venezuela (07/05)
Order “Libertador”, Venezuela (Collar) (07/04)
Order “Mérito”, Italy (Grand-Cross and Collar) (06/26)
Order “Cavaliere di Gran Croce”, Italy (Grand Collar) (06/24)
Medal of the Republic, Uruguay (06/20)
Medal “Lions Club Internacional” (05/23)
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