




































































































































































































































ordered and self-determined (as to type or 
scope of �i�n�t�e�r�e�s�~� categories which are not 
specifically licensed, recognized, subsidized, 
created, or otherwise controlled in leader­
ship selection or interest articulation by 
the state and which do not exercise a monopoly 
of representational activity within their 
respective categories. (82) 

Schmitter rejects this pluralistic model of interest 
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representation as misleading for the study of Iberic-Latin 

American politics. As an alternative he presents a reworked, 

and widely accepted, improvement of Wiarda's corporate 

model. He writes, 

Corporatism can be defined as a system of 
interest representation in which the consti­
tuent units are organized into a limited 
number of singular, compulsory, noncompeti­
tive, hierarchically ordered and functionally 
differentiated categories recognized or 
licensed (if not created) by the state and 
granted a deliberate representational 
monopoly within their respective categories 
in exchange for observing certain controls 
on their selection of leaders and articula­
Jcion of demands and support. ( 83) (my 
emphasis) 

At first glance it appears as if the state in the corporate 

society which Schmitter depicts will exercise an almost 

totalitarian control over the political system. Citing 

the dictatorial regimes of Mussolini, and Franco as exceptions 

to the functional utility and promise of the model, 

Schmitter and Wiarda argue that the state itself would be 

limited by the rights and spheres of interests which the 

various corporate groups represent. 
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In this next section we will look for the corporate 

characteristics of the Somoza state, contending that there 

are numerous examples of licensed spheres of interest in 

the history of his rule. We conclude, however, that the 

corporate nature of Nicaraguan society prolonged Somoza's 

reign by diverting and fractioning opposition to the 

state instead of moderating its totalitarian tendencies. 

Utilizing Alfred Stepans notion of Inclusionary Corpora-

tism, we define the Corporate State in Nicaragua as an 

historical response by Somoza and the governing elite to 

the threat which liberal democratic ideals posed to 

totalitarian leaders following World War II. 

Even though the corporate mdoel has been used to 

analyze other Latin American states 85 no authors have 

directly employed this model in an analysis of the Nicara-

guan state under Somoza. Nevertheless the corporate model 

has been applied to a variety of socio-political structures 

and likewise has generated numerous alternative forms. 

Wiarda notes, 

Although political discourse in Latin America 
in the post-World War II period was usually 
couched in terms of the familiar Liberal­
Conservative debate, the real struggle, it 
may be suggested, was between alternative 
corporatist conceptions. In Brazil it was 
the left-syndicalist position of Goulart as 
opposed to the authoritarian conservatism of 
the militarYi in Chile it was the social 
Catholic position of the Christian-Democrats, 
the socialist-syndicalism of Salvadore 
Allende, and the authoritarian-gremialist 
position of the army and so on. The debate 
was not so much between corporatism and some­
thing else as to the appropriateness of con-
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flicting corporatist solutions. (86) 

Given this heterogeneity of corporate models, the manner 

in which the state developed under 'Somocismo' appears to 

have had a decidedly corporate flavour, i.e., composed of 

noncompetitive, hierarchically ordered, and functionally 

differentiated categories of responsibility which were 

recognized, created, and licensed by a near totalitarian 

state. 

Most analysts of Nicaraguan politics under Somoza 

have utilized the 'caudillismo' approach or a modified 

'caudillismo' approach which recognizes Somoza's charis-

matic command over the loyalty of the National Guard to 

explain his control over the direction of the state and 

h b 1 f 
.. 87 tea ance 0 power ln Nlcaragua. However, Richard Millet, 

although subscribing in part to the 'great man! theories of 

caudillismo, argues that Somoza's rule should be understood 

as more than the personalism of the caudillo. Millet writes, 

Somoza's ability to manipulate domestic 
politics is perhaps the most complicated 
and least understood aspect of his regime ... 
he tolerated a surprising amount of organized 
internal opposition. Even those* who rebelled 

*The best example of this calculated mercy is the Chamorro 
family. As vociferous opponents of the Somoza family and 
editors of the opposition paper La Prensa, they were jailed 
on numerous occasions, but always returned to the political 
fray. Indeed, it was the assassination of Chamorro in 
1978 which caused a tremendous general strik~ and under­
mined the corporatist nature of the Somoza state. 


