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Introduction 
¡El agua vale más que el oro! ¡No a la minería! 

From July 21, 2010 to July 11, 2011 I lived and studied in Mendoza, Argentina. I was 
attracted to Argentina first of all from all of the wonderful things I had heard about the culture: 
the focus on family, love of steak, wine and soccer; and of course my goal to become fluent in 
Spanish. I was excited to shake up my concept of time—to take siesta during the day and to stay 
out all night. I was exposing myself to a completely different lifestyle. Little did I know that 
living in another country would actually teach me way more about my own.  

Living abroad, I was also very interested to see more political activism: I had heard that 
the political culture is much more dynamic in Latin American countries. From the second I 
stepped off the plane, I observed more forms of civil disobedience than I had ever seen in my life. 
From graffiti on every corner to posters and political rallies in the university, all the passionate 
protesting, manifestations, and strikes that I witnessed shocked me. I was inspired by their 
enthusiasm, but at the time, I didn’t understand the purpose of it all. I wondered, “How could 
blocking off a highway possibly help get you what you want?” I understood that the protesting 
was for political change, for better education, better healthcare, etc., but what never occurred to 
me to discover were the root causes of discontent regarding these issues. This was due to an 
extreme lack of ignorance on my part of policies made in the United States that have extended to 
all corners of the world.   

In pre-departure orientations, my study abroad group had been warned to not broadcast 
the fact that we are Americans because it is very common for people in other places of the world 
to hold anti-American sentiments. Besides the militarism that I have witnessed in my own life 
through the wars in the Middle East, I had no idea what this anti-American sentiment abroad 
could be for. Naively, I thought we helped other countries! That is what we are taught to believe 
in the U.S.—that we are exceptional, and that our country is the greatest in the world. I believe 
that the U.S. government and the Department of Education are to blame for this ignorance, or 
rather for this re-telling of history.   Why would Argentines hold anti-American sentiment? Why, 
when I am speaking with college students in la Universidad Nacional de Cuyo, do they refer to 
my country’s rule in the world as North American Imperialism?  

Living in Argentina, I listened to peers hold the U.S. responsible for the desolation of 
their current situation. What I never understood then, I am investigating now. In this paper, I 
examine the contemporary social responses—such as protests, new ideologies, and the formation 
of social movements—of Argentines to neoliberal/free market policies (low tariffs, tax cuts, 
privatizations, currency devaluations, government social spending cuts, etc.) and institutions 
(such as multinational banks, the International Monetary Fund, and the U.S. Treasury 
Department) and their motives.  The question that still resonates with me six months after 
leaving Mendoza is: How are social movements taking place today in Argentina having an effect 
on the policies and institutions that provoked them? Are they making a difference? What does 
the future of Argentina look like? In coming years, will they be able to break away from the free 
market capitalist system? What effects will be caused, in Argentina and globally, when they do? 
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Chapter One 

 
 

1.1 The Rise of Neoliberal Policy in Latin America 

Before delving into the present crisis in Argentina, it is imperative to understand the trend 
in U.S. foreign policy over the last half century that has caused Latin America to be in the state 
of affairs it is in today. While this region is not really talked about in current discussions of the 
United States and its empire, today’s focus mainly being on the Middle East, Latin America was 
fundamental along the path that led the United States to the level of global hegemony they have 
now achieved.  Historian Greg Grandin, in Empire’s Workshop: Latin America, The United 
States, and the Rise of the New Imperialism describes in depth the U.S.’s involvement in Latin 
America, which he categorizes within two great modern political coalitions: the New Deal and 
the New Right (Grandin, 2006).  

With the infamous “Good Neighbor Policy” of 1934, Franklin D. Roosevelt renounced 
Washington’s militarism by declaring a policy of non-interventionism. This policy, stating the 
U.S.’ position as a neighbor respectful of his fellow neighbor’s sovereignty, immediately caused 
a sense of pride and regional cooperation between North and South America. However, far from 
ending U.S. intervention in Latin America, this repeal of militaristic “hard power” allowed the 
region to be transformed into a training ground for foreign policy officials to apply “soft 
power”—rather, the spread of America’s authority through nonmilitary means, such as 
commerce, cultural exchange, and multilateral cooperation (Grandin, 2006:3). This policy 
actually reinforced Washington’s authority over the region through a series of multilateral 
treaties and regional organizations.  

Post World War II, improved relations with Latin America and greatly improved 
economies allowed Washington access to Latin American soil, both as a market for 
manufactured goods and as a source of raw material. “Firms heavily invested in Latin America, 
such as Standard Oil, Chase National Bank, Goldman Sachs, and Brown Brothers Harriman, 
gave their support to what would be the keystones of the New Deal state for the next three 
decades: ‘liberalism at home’ and ‘internationalism abroad’” (Grandin, 2006:36). During this 
time period, Grandin argues that Latin America provided a working blueprint for the United 
States to establish authority and for corporations to instill markets in other parts of the world 
(South east Asia, Africa, the Middle East, etc.). The U.S. was allowed, “in the name of fighting 
Communism and promoting development, to structure the internal political and economic 
relations of allied countries in ways that allowed it to accrue more and more power and to 
exercise effective control over the supply of oil, ore, minerals, and other primary resources” 
(Grandin, 2006:40). Being noninterventionist militarily did not in any way inhibit the 
competitive U.S. economy and multinational organizations from metaphorically intervening.  

All over America after WWII, old democracies were revitalized and new ones, such as 
the one in Argentina, were created.  “Within two years [1944-1946], every Latin American 
country save Paraguay, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and the Dominican Republic was 
operating under constitutional rule” (Grandin, 2006:41). In the beginning of this mass 
democratization, Washington seemed to be supportive. However, the U.S. quickly decided that 



	  |	  6	  
	  

its support for democracies versus dictatorships was contingent upon the “maintenance of order” 
and “political stability.” Grandin explains: “Washington found that it greatly preferred anti-
Communist dictatorships to the possibility that democratic openness might allow the Soviets to 
gain a foothold on the continent” (Grandin, 2006:41). How Washington so quickly repealed its 
support for budding democracies shows the hypocrisy present in U.S. foreign diplomacy at this 
time. Our policy makers say it is a duty of our nation to spread democratic ideals, but they go 
back on their word as soon as it is no longer the most profitable. In my opinion, democracy 
means having the right to choose. What does it mean for our democracy when we take away the 
choices of others? 

During the tense times of the Cold War (post WWII, approximately) emerged the 
beginning of a large string of U.S. backed dictatorships. Why would the U.S. support 
dictatorships? Well, democracy is costly. Democracy calls for decent wages, safe labor 
conditions, health care, social security and land reform, to give a few examples (Klein, 2004). 
Corporations, wanting to protect their investments from threatening labor unrest, increased 
support of conservative movements at home and demanded protection from Washington 
(Grandin, 2006). Along with the help of Latin America’s wealthy conservative elites, the 
Catholic Church, and militaries, the new Cold War policy was used to: 

launch a continental counterrevolution, overturning newly democratic governments and forcing 
those constitutional regimes that survived to the right. By 1952, when Fulgencio Batista took 
power in a military coup in Cuba, nearly every democracy that had come into being in the postwar 
period was upended (Grandin, 2006:42). 

All of the evidence above shows, astonishingly, that a mere eight years after most Latin 
American governments were operating under democratically elected rule, nearly all of them were 
overthrown on account of U.S. priorities.   

How did the U.S. accomplish these impressive acts of brutality? Seven years after its 
establishment in 1947, the Central Intelligence Agency’s first covert operation was a yearlong 
coup to assassinate Guatemala’s democratically elected president. From 1954 onward, Latin 
America was effectively changed into a school for U.S. intellectuals to learn how to execute 
imperial violence through proxy wars: wars in which Washington did not technically participate, 
but secured its desired outcome through military funding, training, and other forms of 
international aid. (Grandin, 2006) “After World War II, in the name of containing communism, 
the United States, mostly though the actions of local allies [elite governments and U.S. 
sponsored death squads], executed or encouraged coups in, among other places, Guatemala, 
Brazil, Chile, Uruguay, and Argentina and patronized a brutal mercenary war in Nicaragua” 
(Grandin, 2006:4). It can be concluded that these U.S. backed coups and dictatorships marked 
the genesis of neoliberal policy in Latin America as multilateral deals were signed between U.S. 
officials and corporate leaders and Latin American elite.  

Moving into the 1960’s and 70’s, a couple of ideals Presidents John F. Kennedy and 
Lyndon B. Johnson shared amidst times of rising third-world nationalism were a renewed 
militarism and a shift in U.S.-Latin American foreign policy away from development toward the 
interests of private capital (Grandin, 2006: 49). In 1961 Kennedy launched the Alliance for 
Progress—a ten-year program to develop economic cooperation between the Americas, and 
another link between the U.S. and the dictatorship.  
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Although the Argentine military ranked only sixth among the Latin American nations to receive 
military aid from the United States under the Alliance for Progress, the period 1963-1966 brought 
a large influx of American military aid, while growing numbers of Argentine officers began 
training in American military bases abroad (Rock, 1993: 198) 

This program overall can be considered a failure, as more money left Latin America in corporate 
pockets than was originally given in aid (Schuster, 2008). Kennedy’s advisors also worked to 
train and control internal security forces in Latin America, and actually created them in several 
countries, including the Secretaria de Inteligencia de Estado in Argentina (Grandin, 2006:48). 
The U.S. then taught this Argentine CIA interrogation tactics, guerrilla warfare techniques, 
provided them with technology and equipment, and last but not least, encouraged the coup of 
1976. It can be concluded that due to cooperation between the U.S. and the military junta, the 
seed of neoliberalism was firmly planted in Argentina.  

New Deal liberalism officially died with the international oil crisis of 1973. This 
economic recession caused corporate leaders to advocate for more right-wing policy and the 
dismantling of economic regulations and social entitlements (Grandin, 2006:179). Argentina, 
like much of Latin America, was finally forced to submit to the demands of neoliberal 
institutions in the 1970’s and 1980’s. To clarify:   

As interest payments on third-world debt soared—growing between 1970-1987 from less than $3 
billion to over $36 billion—governments, starting first in Latin America, yielded to the IMF’s 
demand to emulate the Chilean example.  In exchange for refinancing, they cut subsidies, lowered 
tariffs, slashed social spending, sold off national industries, and devalued their currencies (Grandin, 
2006:184).  

The coup of 1976 in Argentina, referred to by the military junta as the Proceso de 
Reorganización Nacional (National Reorganization Process), led to the Guerra Sucia, or Dirty 
War—the bloodiest dictatorship (of 11 total) in Argentine history. Its autocrats over seven years 
were Jorge Rafael Videla, Roberto Eduardo Viola, Leopoldo Galtieri, and Reynaldo Bignone. 
Henry Kissinger, National Security Advisor to the Nixon Administration and then Secretary of 
State in the Nixon and Ford administrations gave the military junta his blessing: 

“We have followed events in Argentina closely, we wish the new government well,” he said to its 
plotters, “we wish it will succeed. We will do what we can to help it succeed.” … Kissinger 
advised the junta that “if there are things that have to be done, you should do them quickly” 
(Grandin, 2006:59).  

What Kissinger meant by this was that they do what they needed to do before U.S. Congress cut 
off millions of dollars in military funding. The U.S. wished the dictatorship well, while blatantly 
ignoring the fact that thousands of progressive and intellectual individuals were being tortured 
into silence, murdered, or exiled. 

During the Dirty War (1976-1983), nationalists were appointed to the “supreme court and 
to positions in the ministries of education and justice, the Central Bank, and numerous faculties 
in the universities” (Rock, 1993: 227).  Most horrifically, an estimated 30,000 left-wing activists 
and militants, including students, trade unionists, journalists, Marxists, and guerrillas (such as the 
Peronist Montoneros and the Trotskyist Ejército Revolucionario Popular) were “disappeared.” It 
was a terrifying time; from my experience living there I could sense that fear still lingers in the 
hearts and minds of the Argentine population. Paloma, a member of the Asamblea Palermo Viejo, 
shares her story:  
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Those of us who were here can’t forget what happened in the 1970’s. 30,000 people disappeared. 
This has touched us. It isn’t just the 30,000, but also all of the fear that remained, as if people 
couldn’t be political… and well, this is like waking up. I don’t know, it’s a vision I have, but it 
seems much more than that, as well. It’s extremely complex (Sitrin, 2006: 24).    

Currently, an entire generation that never knew their parents is growing up, and the 
Madres de Plaza de Mayo continue marching every week in front of La Casa Rosada, 
demanding that the government tell them what happened to their children.  The Argentine 
military junta also worked hand in hand with other right-wing paramilitary death squads across 
Latin America in Operation Condor, a program aimed at eradicating socialist and communist 
thought as well as any other “oppositional ideology.” Operation Condor was endorsed by the 
United States (Grandin, 2006).  

The New Right political coalition in the U.S., marked by its religious extremism, bonded 
with the elite military officials over shared beliefs that what they were doing was God’s work. In 
1970, Genta, an officer from the Colorado faction of the military, states that his intentions for the 
country were to:  

Create a military state and a war policy to combat internal subversion; indoctrinate the military 
with a clear idea of its mission and with enthusiasm for this mission; mobilize the entire 
population for the counterrevolutionary war; free the nation from the power of international 
money, base everything in Christ, which means restore the natural hierarchies (Rock, 1993: 224).  

He continued to say, “Unity can only be achieved through a return to the Catholic, Roman and 
Hispanic principles on which the nation was founded, and which are those of the Christian west” 
(Rock, 1993: 224). It seems to me that when a person or group believes their mission to be 
sanctified or divine, and when they truly believe ideologies besides their own such as 
communism or socialism to be “godless,” it is hard for them to see the other side.  

During this period, it was later alleged, priests sympathetic to the regime, some of them Spaniards, 
scoured the texts of Saint Thomas Aquinas and his successors for justifications for the use of 
torture by the state. Throughout these years, priests who served as military chaplains attended 
torture sessions. Ecclesiastical dignitaries described the regime’s policies as a “defense of 
humanity [and] of God.” “I pray for the divine protection over this ‘dirty war,’” one of them 
reportedly declared (Rock, 1993: 227).  

The evidence shows that the dictators and sympathizers in Argentina and all of Latin America 
during this time felt completely justified in their actions, because they believed that they were 
fighting a battle of good and evil. “In the 1980’s, many of Argentina’s generals remained 
convinced that during the ‘dirty war’ they had saved society from destruction” (Rock, 1993: 232).  

Another fact that solidly links the dictatorship of 1976-1983 to the establishment of 
neoliberal policies is that top economists were trained at the University of Chicago beneath 
Milton Friedman and Friedrich von Hayak, economists notorious for their faith in deregulated 
markets (Schuster 2008). Economics departments in the Argentine universities began to 
eliminate all developmentalism and instead educate their students in free-market institutes and 
think tanks. All over Latin America jobs were lost as national businesses were privatized and the 
market was flooded with cheap foreign goods while multinationals were allowed 100% 
repatriation of profits. A pillar of Reganomics was “trade, not aid” (Grandin, 2006:186). Since an 
entire generation of Latin American nationalists had been eliminated by U.S. backed military 
dictatorships, there weren’t many left to protest (Schuster, 2008).   
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Through its monetary support of the Argentine death squads, such as the Triple A, or 
Alianza Anticomunista Argentina (Argentine Anticommunist Alliance), Washington was able to 
forcefully steer the government while conveniently ignoring the mass slaughter and other 
political, economic, and social injustices occurring on the sidelines.  This wasn’t happening just 
in Argentina either. “By the end of the Cold War, Latin American security forces trained, funded, 
equipped, and incited by Washington had executed a reign of bloody terror—hundreds of 
thousands killed, an equal number tortured, millions driven into exile—from which the region 
has yet to fully recover” (Grandin, 2006:4). 

Post 9/11, Latin America finds itself yet again in the midst of a Washington-endorsed   
model of liberalized economies and free trade that, as of yet, has only produced crisis and despair. 
Today, U.S. imperialism is guided by an extreme New Right: a resurgence of hardcore 
evangelicals who believe it is America’s moral duty to establish democracy in the world by any 
means necessary, including pre-emptive military interventions (mostly in the name of the “War 
on Terror”) and free-market absolutism (Grandin, 2006:148).  While supportive of economic 
nationalism at home, the U.S. has a history of instilling open markets and opposing anything 
remotely near to economic nationalism abroad. These policies have had disastrous outcomes. It 
has been proven that all of the IMF’s projects have basically been failures, seeing how “At the 
beginning of the twenty-first century, wealth inequality was at an all-time high, with three 
decades of IMF diktats doing little to provide better heath care, education, or nutrition” (Grandin, 
2006:198). 

In spite of all this, a growing oppositional left in Latin America is fighting back. Since 
1976, riots have broken out all across the region, from Bolivians fighting for their right to water 
and electricity, to Amazonian Natives fighting against pharmaceutical companies, to Ecuadorians, 
El Salvadorians, Mexican Mayans, Guatemalan peasants, and Argentine factory workers fighting 
for their right to live indigenously, keep their land, work and unionize. This new movement is 
being referred to as the Global Justice Movement, or by some the antiglobalization movement 
(Grandin, 2006):  

By early 2004, this grassroots mobilization had begun to attain significant political influence, 
helping to elect center-left presidents critical of free-market orthodoxy in one country after another: 
Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, former steelworker and union leader Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva in 
Brazil, Néstor Kirchner in Argentina and Tabaré Vásquez in Uruguay (Grandin, 2006:209).  

These new leftist movements that are forming are not backwards, nor are they against progress or 
development. Rather, they are fighting against poverty, unemployment, hunger, gang violence, 
illiteracy, military and government corruption, and disease. They are fighting for a solution by 
stressing political multilateralism and economic regional integration (Grandin, 2006:221). Latin 
America has been a warzone, but it has also been a place where human rights, such as tolerance, 
welfare, community, dignity, equality, solidarity, pluralism, and sovereignty continue to be 
fought for by the landless peasants, Native Americans, feminists, gay-right advocates, unionists, 
and environmentalists (Grandin, 2006:222). Inspiringly, there have been victories along the way, 
won through the blood and tears of those who have dared to challenge the system that has 
oppressed them.  Latin America hasn’t given up, not in the least.  
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1.2 The Effects of Neoliberal Policy in Argentina  

 Argentina holds unique cards in this game, because it is the one country that followed the 
International Monetary Fund’s Economic Recovery Package to the letter, resulting in “the worse 
recorded peacetime collapse in history” in 2001 (Grandin, 2006:221). In 1989, six years after the 
return to democracy, Carlos Menem won the presidential election on a traditional Peronist 
platform of rebuilding national industry. However, once in office, his administration took a hard 
right turn, to a deluge of praise from the IMF and the World Bank. Almost all national assets, 
such as YPF (Yacimientos Petrolíferos Fiscales, an oil company), were privatized, currency 
markets were deregulated, and with the so-called ley de convertibilidad (law of convertibility) 
the peso was pegged one-to-one to the U.S. dollar. While the GDP almost doubled, it was an 
artificial and unsustainable representation. Unemployment skyrocketed from 6 to 18 percent as 
hundreds of thousands of workers lost their jobs to privatizations. Capital transferred from the 
working and middle classes to the upper class and from national to international interests. Public 
debt soared and corruption scandals were exposed on a monthly basis. Nevertheless, 
multinational lending institutions continued to lend Argentina tens of billions of dollars (Klein, 
2004). 

On December 19th, 2001, Argentina exploded.  Weeks previously, the government had 
locked citizens out of their bank accounts, el corralito financiero, in an attempt to pay back 
international investors. Food riots broke out, and President Fernando de la Rúa declared a state 
of siege. Millions of Argentines poured into the streets, cacerolando (banging pots and pans) and 
shouting “¡Que se vayan todos! ¡Que no quede ni uno solo!” (All of them must go! Not a single 
one must remain!).  This chant would become deeply meaningful in the heart of the social 
movements. While police and military killed more than 25 people throughout the country, by the 
next day the president was forced to resign and Argentina went through four more presidents in 
three weeks. The second president, Adolfo Rodriguez Saá, declared Argentina in default on its 
international debt and undid the ley de convertibilidad, causing the peso to lose over two-thirds 
of its value and creating problems with debtors and creditors, holders of government bonds, and 
savers who had deposited dollars in banks and financial institutions. On December 20th, 2001, 
50% of Argentines fell below the poverty line (Klein, 2004).  

Horizontalism: Voices of Popular Power in Argentina is a compilation of first-hand 
stories from Argentine activists, demonstrators, and occupiers. One activist testifies: “The 
unemployed, in particular, reached a point where they said, okay, we organize or we’ll die. It 
was a question of survival” (Sitrin, 2006:32). People needed to organize because they needed to 
work. They needed money to pay for food and to keep a roof over their heads. Conditions had 
deteriorated so badly that families would be in danger of eviction because they would choose to 
buy food for the children instead of paying rent.  The uprising of 2001 was so distinctive because 
Argentines weren’t protesting a particular president, but rather an entire economic system. With 
the extremely unequal distribution of wealth, privatization of state assets, deterioration of labor 
conditions, and lack of investment in social services such as education and health, this crisis had 
been in the making for at least a decade (Sitrin, 2006).  

Following the 19th and 20th of December 2001, there was an explosion of fiery grassroots 
activism that would change the political, social, and economic climate of the country for years to 
come. We will see in the next section how unemployed workers used the piquete (road-blocking) 
technique, middle class workers held discussions neighborhood assemblies, and abandoned 



	  |	  11	  
	  

and/or bankrupt workplaces were occupied by their previous employees to be run as cooperatives 
or collectives. Argentina’s symbolic rejection of neo-liberalism was accomplished on May 14th, 
2003 with the election of Peronist Nestor Kirchner (who won by default—Carlos Menem 
dropped out of the race at the last minute) (Klein, 2004).  

 

Chapter Two 

 
 

1.2 A Brief History of Argentina’s Unique Social Movements 

 From indigenous groups, to colonialism, to oligarchies, to democracies, to dictatorships 
and then back again, the history of Argentina’s socio-political culture is quite colorful. Free from 
Spanish rule after 1816, the first Argentine governments were elite oligarchies. All indigenous 
were eliminated in las campañas del desierto, so the first social left emerged with the huge wave 
of immigrants (of mostly European origin) towards the end of the nineteenth century who 
contributed socialist and anarchist ideologies (Schuster, 2008). During the worldwide recession 
of the 1930’s was when Argentina began to produce more manufactured goods internally. 
Exchange rates were controlled and all goods were tariff protected. After WWII, Argentina 
experienced export-led growth and enjoyed a rapidly industrializing economy. Nevertheless, 
with urbanization came poor working and living conditions, low salaries and inflation. The early 
labor struggles led to the creation of labor unions, such as the FORA (Federación Obrera 
Regional Argentina), and the CGT (Confederación General del Trabajo), which would come to 
be a defining part of Argentina’s identity and lead to the development of two mass political 
movements: radicalism and Peronism (Schuster, 2008). 

Radicalism in Argentina expressed itself as early as 1891 through the UCR (Unión Cívica 
Radical), the main challenger to the conservative parties (who maintained their power largely 
through electoral fraud). The radical government of Hipólito Yrigoygen (elected in 1916) 
marked a breakthrough for Argentina’s small working class, due to the ley Saenz Peña, the 
“universal suffrage law” (for all male citizens 18 and older) of 1912. Aspects of Yrigoygen’s 
government, nevertheless, were still corrupt, leading to a coup overthrowing him in 1930. Some 
historians refer to his governing as paternalistic, a trait also used to describe Perón (Schuster, 
2008).  

Peronism is a movement nearly impossible to define, too complicated to analyze here, but 
too important to leave out. It is deeply woven into the social, cultural, and political fabric of 
Argentine society and has divided and divided again so that even within Peronism, left and right 
sections have come to armed confrontation (Montoneros and the Juventud Peronista are both 
examples of extreme Peronist groups). Peronism is a political party, a social movement, and a 
national identity all in one. Peronism shows Argentina’s trend towards Populism, paternalistic 
democracies, and some would say, fascism. Peronism is hated and loved by all, and even when 
as a party it has been banned from the elections, it somehow comes back for the win.  
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Juan Domingo Perón, Secretary of Labor and vice president of the military government 
of 1943, appeared as a savior to the working class when he was elected in 1944. Not only did he 
grant improvements in work conditions and social legislation, he redefined the notion of 
citizenship.  (Daniel, 1988: 12). He created an intimate relationship between labor and the state 
through unionization, giving workers a sense of pride and self-respect. In essence, all political 
allegiance of the working class was abandoned and a new identity was created. It gave workers a 
sense of class solidity, becoming a social force within capitalism. Peronism even sought to offer 
a potential alternative to capitalism, through denial of the dominant elite’s power, symbols, and 
values. Peronism defined itself as a socio-political opposition, giving expressions to the hopes of 
the oppressed (Daniel, 1988:39). Understandably, there was conflict inherent in Peronism’s 
meaning as a social movement and its functional needs as a specific form of state power. Peron 
served two terms, from 1946-1955, and then, after 17 years of exile, another term from 1973 to 
his death one year later.  

Perón himself was a populist, perpetuating his own image through popular media and 
silencing opponents (shutting down alternative media and imprisoning or exiling dissenting 
intellectuals). Also adding to his popularity was his wife, Eva Perón (Evita), a charming blonde 
actress turned labor class/women’s rights activist. The two of them were national heroes in the 
glory days of the Argentine working class, all the while despised and resented by the wealthy 
and conservative upper class. Perón studied in Europe, and was inspired by the politics of 
Mussolini in Italy and Hitler in Germany, even offering Argentine soil as asylum for Nazi war 
criminals. The Peronist party, then called the Partido Justicialista, now has branches in the 
current government Frente para la Victoria, amongst other parties (Schuster, 2008).  

Peronism has always had its opponents; for example, the Socialist Party maintained that 
the Peronist years of state-backed unionization and improvements in wages and working 
conditions resulted in “workers with an insufficient intellectual level being misled by a corrupt 
demagogue. The gains achieved were, therefore, tainted in a moral sense by their association 
with a paternalistic and undemocratic government” (Daniel, 1988:67).  Socialists thought that 
Peronism undermined the true revolutionary potential of the working class.  As we saw in the 
last section, Peronism as a party was ousted in 1976 with the military coup. The seven years of 
the Dirty War silenced all dissidents until the return to democracy in 1983.  

Ezequiel, a member of la Asamblea Cid Campeador, describes the political climate as it 
has been known historically.  

In Argentina, we have had a very hierarchical political culture, especially in the years of Peronism, 
when it was based on a strong leadership figure. In general, even in the more emancipatory groups 
on the left, political groups were always organized around a strict hierarchy with a strong leader. 
In the 1970s in Argentina, practically every leftist group had a hierarchy, from those that were 
armed, to those against arms. All had hierarchy, leaders, and the like. I think one of the changes 
we see now is that there’s much less trust in this kind of setup (Sitrin, 2006:49).  

This quote defines one of the struggles that Argentina has battled with for years: at what point 
does a populist leader become authoritarian? Since 1983, in contemporary Argentine society, 
political activism of traditional coalitions can be observed as well as the genesis of new ones, 
which will be discussed in the following section.  
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2.2 Contemporary Argentine Social Movements   

Social protest has always played an influential role in Argentina’s political culture. 
Federico L. Schuster, in “The Left, Parties and Movements: Strategies and Prospects,” analyses 
the transformation social protest has undergone in Argentina and the increasing complexity and 
diversity of the social and political identities of those involved, their demands, and their forms of 
protest. Social protest, historically rooted in worker unions and syndicates, evolved in the 1990’s 
into mobilizations for civil and human rights.  Nowadays we see protests within a citizen matrix: 
“for justice, against police violence, for equal opportunity or rights, against environmental 
destruction, for employment” (Schuster, 2008:169). It is the 21st century and Argentines want 
equal rights for all people and the planet. From my perspective, it won’t be easy to meet these 
popular demands in a country that has typically been a conservative (and usually corrupt) 
oligarchy, especially with the cultural influences of machismo (fierce male domination) 
(although matrimonio igualitario (gay marriage) was legalized, shockingly, in June of 2010). 

Argentines are fed up with neoliberalism and corruption. They are fed up with the 
systematic injustice. Nowadays, the innovation taking place in Argentina (and the rest of Latin 
America) is creating space for more forms of participation in the political spectrum.  What 
Argentines are creating is extremely complex, and therefore troublesome to define. Nevertheless, 
we will classify these new forms of social mobilizations, experiments, and projects as the “new 
left.” Chavez explains: “…the [new] left formations under consideration are of recent origin or in 
recent years have strengthened their capacity for mass mobilisation (in the case of movements), 
for competing in the electoral arena (in the case of political parties), or for governing (in the case 
of local and national administrations)” (Chavez, 2008:5).  

For this section, it is prudent to be able to distinguish the political left from the social left, 
as they are defined in Argentina. According to current day analysts, the political left includes 
socialist, communist, Trotskyist, Maoist, revolutionary nationalist, and non-Marxist progressive 
parties, as well as sectors of the left or center-left of the traditional parties. All of the testimonies 
in Horizontalism show that Argentine people believe that political parties have hierarchies and 
agendas, and are more prone to corruption and power struggles. The social left in Argentina 
includes movements of the unemployed (piqueteros), popular assemblies, movement of occupied 
factories, militant unions, human rights organizations, anti-capitalist globalization movements, 
and progressive or leftist individuals (Schuster, 2008:179).  

According to Schuster, because of the crisis in 2001, three new forms of political 
participation emerged. First were the caceroleros, the bangers of pots and pans. They poured into 
the streets to try and regain their confiscated savings, lost in the collapse of the financial system 
(Schuster, 2008: 166).  Los caceroleros were demanding that their money to be returned to them, 
instead of being used to pay back external investors. When the entire population was locked out 
of their bank accounts, they lost everything.  When I was visiting Argentina in December of 
2011, I asked Angel Carrazco, owner of Mecanizados Carrazco, how the crisis of 2001 affected 
him. He said: “Un día estás bien, trabajando como siempre, y de repente sos pobre [One day 
you’re fine, working like always, then all of a sudden you’re poor].”  It was completely out of his 
control. His whole savings, his whole business, everything he’d worked for in his entire life—
gone in an instant. The caceroleros went into the streets, many not knowing where to or with 
what specific purpose, but it was clear that they went to fight for their lives (Sitrin, 2006).  
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It was like something in our collective memory said, “No, I’m not going to put up with it, I’m not 
going to take it.” It began with some cacerolazos, and I remember…boom! People lost their 
fear—the fear we had from the military era, when we had to be silent for fear that the government 
would bring out the tanks. And now we’re advancing. Our advances, although small, go… little by 
little, but they go well (Sitrin, 2006: 24). 

The second new form of political participation to emerge after the crisis of the 19th and 
20th were the asambleístas: the now declassed Argentine middle class who teamed up with the 
unemployed and underemployed workers to form neighborhood assemblies (Sitrin, 2006). Said 
assemblies responded to the crisis in revolutionary ways: through ongoing protest, by using 
barter systems, occupying abandoned factories, volunteering in communally run kitchens, and 
even using alternative currency (Dangl, 2011). These social movements describe themselves as 
autonomous, in order to distinguish themselves from the state and other hierarchical institutions 
(Sitrin, 2006). In the words of a worker in a recuperated workplace: “We’re trying to 
demonstrate to those who have power that they have to act in our interest, not for the 
International Monetary Fund or for the huge corporations” (Sitrin, 2006:34).  

The asambleístas wanted an entirely new form of organization: horizontalidad. 
Horizontalism is a non-state, non-hierarchical, and communal as opposed to vertical form of 
organization. Horizontal organization rejects bosses and owners, and values the opinions of all 
members equally. The assemblies intended to make decisions based on consensus, plan projects, 
and use those projects to change state institutions. What they are really trying to do deep down is 
amalgamate their differences, look for what they have in common, and fight for the common 
good. Candido, a worker in the Chilavert recuperated workplace, defines what horizontalism 
means to him. “Horizontalidad means getting to the base, getting to the core of what we all have 
in common, and when you get to the base you say we all work together or we will all go to hell. 
There’s no other option. As part of this getting to the bottom, we all begin to row to the top 
together and then we float” (Sitrin, 2006: 62). 

One myth that exists about the factory takeovers is that all the workers were rebelling 
against the bosses. This simply isn’t true. In most cases, all the takeovers were of businesses that 
had been abandoned, where the workers were owed at least six months’ wages (Sitrin, 2006). 
Even still, workers recuperated their factories legally, often battling the courts for years to do so. 
Candido describes the movement of recuperated workplaces:  

…we don’t take over any workplaces that are in operation or that pay the workers. We take the 
businesses that were abandoned by their owners. ...in all the recuperated workplaces, the workers 
are owed at least six months’ worth of wages. …these are workers that are in debt, impoverished, 
and that can’t invest anything because they don’t even have enough to eat. …Another thing you 
have to keep in mind is that many of the workplaces have already been emptied of raw materials, 
machines, etc. …So, workers always have to fix the machines, tune them up, or get new ones. 
We’re talking about workers without money, in debt, and factories without raw materials, with 
machines that aren’t in good shape because they haven’t been maintained. These workplaces are 
now producing. So how do we do it? …Don’t ask me how, because I don’t know. Ha. I know. 
[Smiles.] (Sitrin, 2006: 71).   

Liliana, from the Brukman factory, shares her reason for staying. “In reality, it wasn’t a factory 
occupation for us. We stayed on December 18, 2001 because we didn’t have enough money to 
get home. Where were we going to go with two pesos when the bus costs four?” (Sitrin, 2006: 
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68). In a male-dominated society, it is empowering that in the movements that have sprung out of 
2001, women are as active, if not more so, than the men.    

Most of the middle class lost their jobs in the collapse of the financial system. In many 
cases, owners had abandoned their bankrupt factories and simply left them to rust. The workers 
were not okay with this.  The film “The Take,” by Naomi Klein and Avi Lewis, profiles the 
workers of the San Martín Forja auto-factory as they occupied their old building with sleeping 
mats and fought for the right to start the machines again. All they wanted to do was work, 
without owners and without bosses. They wanted to produce goods to sell to make money for 
their families. They agreed to run the factory cooperatively, based on consensus decision-making 
and all receiving equal rate of pay. And they wanted to do it legally. The owner had abandoned 
the factory, so why wouldn’t they be able to re-open it cooperatively? What right did he have to 
come and try to reclaim it once they got it running again? Although they had to jump through 
many legal hoops, after three years, the machines of the auto-factory were up and running again. 
In some other cooperatives, higher pay scales were agreed upon for leaders, but nowhere near the 
level of pay owners had enjoyed previously.  

The third new form of political participation that was born after 2001 is, to me, arguably 
the most influential: the piquetero, or road-blocking movement. When you are unemployed and 
have no factory to occupy, how would you protest? That is what this movement of the 
unemployed was all about. These workers did not have a space to try to reclaim, so they took 
their protest into the highways (Schuster, 2008).  

The unemployed built a capacity for action out of their own need for material and symbolic 
survival, with little or no previous organisation or collective history. They became known as the 
piqueteros, a title that did not derive from their social condition (unemployed) or from their 
demands, but rather from their actions. As in the classic factory picket lines, human barriers that 
strikers often place at the entrances of factories to impede the entry of strike-breakers, the 
roadblocks amounted to pickets that impeded vehicle traffic. In this way, they came to be known 
as piqueteros (picketers), a name which they themselves adopted (Schuster, 2008:170).  

The piqueteros were demanding change. They are asking for better distribution of wealth, for the 
right to work and be paid fairly, and for any number of improved social services. When I lived in 
Argentina, I saw road-blocking movements in front of the YPF, against mining, for pure water, 
for better education, and for support for worker unions. “How to Stop a Multinational” is an 
excellent documentary that shows how Argentines in the San Juan province use the road-
blocking technique to protest a multinational mining company. Piqueteros would block off a site, 
discuss issues, come to a consensus, and then discuss with political representatives who came to 
the site to try and get them to move. The first (small) unemployment subsidies in the history of 
Latin America were achieved in this way. The confidence gained from this victory inspired the 
creation of thousands more projects (Sitrin, 2006:7). 

Ten years later, how are these revolutionary social movements holding up? Unavoidably, 
they have dissipated somewhat due to various factors: lack of concrete organization, projects, or 
progress, or interference from/incorporation into established political parties. This interference 
from leftist political parties is a huge problem because it has led to the division and dissipation of 
the social movements instead of respecting their autonomy or allowing them the opportunity to 
unify. Unfortunately, the coordination between social movements has been limited if not non-
existent (Schuster, 2008). 
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The Kirchner government has also done a decent job of slowing “wearing out” the 
movements. “It has become clear that any organisation of popular resistance is difficult to sustain 
indefinitely in these times, at least at a level or constant effective action. This is even more the 
case in organisations one might regard as relatively young and with limited structure and 
consolidation” (Schuster, 2008:176).  The caceroleros never really organized, although said form 
of protest remains lively when the occasion calls for it. The piqueteros, nonetheless, being the 
most “systematic and consolidated” (Schuster, 2008:173), are nowhere near disappearing from 
the political spectrum anytime soon. Although the government has tried to demobilize them and 
seems to hope that they will “gradually disappear” as conditions in the country improve, 
personally, the piquetero movement is extremely active and will continue to be for the 
foreseeable future. 

Inevitably, the movements have dissipated somewhat; yet it is clear that the most 
important change has occurred in how people think and interact with each other. Argentine 
thinking has changed, and social relationships are different than they used to be. This newfound 
form of relating to other human beings—really attempting to understand one another—is what 
will be the force for change in the future.  The following statement from Nicolás, from Argentina 
Indymedia (an independent media collective) sums this up:  

I’ve noticed a difference in society since the rebellion. Before, there was a great sense of fatalism. 
Argentines would set things aside and delegate a lot. People had the mentality of “well, corruption 
will always be there, and so what’s’ the use of mobilizing if things are not going to change?” Or 
the police, for example, who everyone know are much more dangerous than delinquents. It’s this 
same police force that perpetrates the delinquency, instead of combating it. But the perspective 
was, a sort of, “oh well, that’s how it is,” a real fatalistic view that Argentina was in a shitty place, 
and that things would not change. I think that the nineteenth and twentieth had a lot to do with this 
sense of fatalism changing. It was something so massive, with all difference social sectors 
participating, and the result was a real shift in thinking. After the rebellion, the way we say things 
changed. People were saying things like, “It depends on what we each do and what we do 
together.” It was like one day we said, “Enough! We can’t take any more.” This was something 
that was felt everywhere (Sitrin, 2006: 136).  

 

2.3 A Contradicting Society 

¡NO al pago de la deuda externa! 

As we talk about the return of the left in Latin America, it is crucial to understand the 
difference between leftist parties and leftist movements, for they are not always proposing the 
same thing. In this last section I will look at the tension between the claims of the president and 
political parties with the wants and needs of the social movements.  Also it is important to 
remember the diversity amongst the social movements themselves.  

With a relative return to political and institutional normalcy in the Kirchner era, 
Argentina was able to achieve a significant political and economic recovery, sustaining an annual 
growth rate of over 9% for four consecutive years (Schuster, 2008: 172). Nevertheless, the 
structural inequality has changed very little. “In spite of its less market-friendly approach, the 
Kirchner administration rejected re-nationalization of privatized utilities and 1970s-style populist 
policies, but Kirchner’s government ruled out any return to the neo-liberal policies pursued by 
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Argentina in the 1990s” (Santiso, 2006: 189). While there is no denying that economic 
improvement has been made, the gap between the rich and poor remains as wide as the poverty 
level remains high.  Despite his statements on foreign debt versus national interests, on 
September 11th, 2003, the new deal that the Kirchner administration signed with the IMF looked 
a lot like the old deals, requiring that Argentina maintain a budget surplus equivalent to 3 percent 
of its GDP to pay off its external debt (Klein, 2004).  

 Based on my readings, I see two glaring contradictions in Argentine society today. First, 
there is the crisis of a population who feels that their government doesn’t represent them, and 
second there is the problem of a society who wants to be collectivist battling individualism. To 
exemplify the first problem, we can look at the words of Martín K., a member of a neighborhood 
assembly: 

This struggle is revolutionary…it’s something else, and we still haven’t named it, because it’s not 
a revolution in the sense of bringing down the state. We have to create another world, build 
another world—think of how to organize this other world, using a different logic. The logic of the 
state and the politics of representation are so entrenched in the market that, together, they have 
taken away our tools for social change (Sitrin, 2006:218).  

Martin is saying that the politics of this market-oriented government do not represent what the 
citizens hope to stand for. In this sense, there is a disconnect between the state and the people. In 
Pensar sin Estado: la subetividad en la era de la fluidez, Ignacio Lewkowics proposes that, as of 
2001, the subjectivities concerned with the Nation-State as we have typically known them are 
exhausted. “El Estado no desaparece como cosa; se agota la capacidad que esa cosa tenía para 
instituir subjetividad y organizar pensamiento [the State doesn’t disappear as an entity; rather 
this entity exhausts the capacity it had to institute subjectivity and organize thought]” 
(Lewkowics, 2004:11). Ample evidence exists to back up the point that Argentines don’t feel 
represented by the government.  

The state is capitalist; there is no doubt about that. Thus, by definition, the state 
automatically contradicts with the subjectivities of all of people in the autonomous movements. 
Let’s look at what the MTD Allen and MTD Cipolletti (two unemployed workers’ movements) 
think about capitalism. “We believe that capitalism produces sickness. No. Capitalism produces 
sick people, and sickness, in that order. This is because we live in a society where everyone is 
permanently desperate, and that makes people sick” (Sitrin, 2006: 86). I have also found out that 
the battle with capitalism exists within the heart of each and every activist as they struggle to 
embody a truly non-capitalist model. Emilio, from Tierra del Sur (a neighborhood assembly, 
occupied building, and community center) shares: 

Capitalism isn’t only in the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, or Monsanto. It’s also 
inside of us. If this weren’t true, it would be easy to just blow up the IMF and Monsanto, and then 
there’d be no more capitalism. But in fact, the Twin Towers were blow up, and capitalism is still 
intact. Capitalism doesn’t have a physical place. And this is the challenge: to rip it out of ourselves 
in order to build a non-capitalist society. The main issue isn’t that we have capitalism inside, but 
what we’re going to do about it. …How do we change ourselves and our communities? This is as 
important as getting rid of the IMF…More important even (Sitrin, 2006: 151).  

A parallel to this struggle with capitalism is the struggle every Argentine citizen battles between 
individualism and collectivism. Martin K tells us:   
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I believe that the greatest obstacle we have in Argentina today is our inability to reject certain 
ways of living that have to do with individualism and egoism.  I see these as a mercantile mode of 
existence, and since this appears in all collectives, it also plays a role in shaping them. …To create 
this cooperation, we have to renounce certain “advantages” of the market. We need to be prepared, 
from the very beginning, to recognize that there’s a value system which is neither unitary or 
homogenous, and that doesn’t have to do with the capitalization of any type of profit (Sitrin, 2006: 
144).  

How incredibly difficult it would be to renounce advantages of the market in a capitalist world. 
Most people feel powerless, because one person is too small to make such a big change. At least 
in Argentina, activists are realizing that they can make a difference if they organize. To reiterate 
this more, we have a useful testimony from Paula, a feminist and member of GLTTB collectives. 

Just the fact that people have started to realize they can do things collectively is really important. 
They feel like if they can gather ten, twenty, or thirty people together, they can do something—
they can change something, even if it’s small. This, just this, is really important. This change is an 
extremely deep subjective change, because people are questioning this individualism that has been 
so entrenched in us since the end of the last century. While the neighborhood assemblies aren’t 
everything we’d like them to be, I believe much of this change is related to them (Sitrin, 2006: 
216).   

The population has changed, and therefore the institutions necessary to govern them have 
also changed. Capitalism is now built into the constitution, with the amendment of 1994 claiming 
the rights of the “consumidores,” while never defining who the consumers are (Lewkowics, 2004: 
25). This shows how the government and the market have become so entwined. Are all citizens 
consumers? What does it mean to be a consumer? Are citizens who do not consider themselves 
consumers no longer guaranteed these rights? Lewkowics claims, “Esta Constituyente indica el 
trastrocamiento general de la figura del soberano, del legislador. Estamos ante el agotamiento 
práctico de un modelo de lazo social” (Lewkowics, 2004:  25).   

In fact, current institutions may no longer even be viable in the minds of today’s citizens. 
Neka, an activist from another MTD says: “The struggle was against the church structure, the 
state, everyone—every clientalist organization in our neighborhoods.” (Sitrin, 2006).  
Lewkowics holds a rather somber view of the State. “Para no incurrir en nostalgia falsa, 
recordemos que el Estado era esa cosa totalizante, alienante, opresiva, serializadora. …La 
antigua solidez estatal, atravesada por los flujos de capital [tecnología y la globalización], se 
fragmenta en islotes” (Lewkowics, 2004: 170).  

Thus, we see a society full of contradictions in Argentina. We see the current Kirchner 
administration with a daunting task ahead of it, as Ms. Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner tries to 
restore employment, reverse the external transfer of wealth, and resist pressures from multilateral 
lending institutions (Schuster, 2008). In relation to institutionalizing more outlets for political 
participation, so far, “…there have been no systematic proposals for political institutional 
reforms oriented toward generating spaces of systematic popular participation” (Schuster, 2008: 
177). Here is the conflict between the social movements and the promises of the state. The 
movements want more outlets to make change, and the state makes promises that it doesn’t keep. 
In this way, change isn’t made.  
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Another challenge the movements face is how to maintain their identities in the face of 
persecution. “The leftist parties try to destroy our differences” (Sitrin, 2006: 59). It is also hard to 
stay true to their identities under pressure.  

Urgent situations come up all the time in the assembly, and it’s a real challenge to use direct 
democracy under conditions where you have to respond quickly. Not having sufficient time to 
make decisions can complicate the democratic process. It’s as if, once again, the enemy is able to 
force you into a time paradigm that is not yours, and one that doesn’t permit you even the 
minimum conditions to effectuate your process. Direct democracy, in this circumstance, can 
express a tension with representative democracy, which because of delegation, can seem more 
expedient (Sitrin, 2006: 60).  

The political projects are asking for horizontal representation and autogestión, which 
seems nearly impossible in a generally vertically organized system (Sitrin, 2006). The state 
makes promises to support economic nationalism, but still tries to avoid stepping on the toes of 
any international investors or multilateral institutions (Santiso, 2006). The police and military 
continue to use fear tactics, albeit not as often as before, to get their message across, but ¡nunca 
más! will anyone forget about the violence of the Dirty War of the 70’s, when 30,000 political 
activists, artists, and intellectuals from the left were tortured and “disappeared” in a U.S. backed 
dictatorship (Schuster, 2008).  

We see the struggles of women as well as the LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender) 
community in a culture where machismo is prominent. We see the struggles of the popular 
movement and its crisis de legitimidad as it searches to define itself and its place within a rapidly 
changing social order (Schuster, 2008).  We see the inability of the left to cooperate. During the 
Menem administration, dissident Peronists and activists of other colors tried to bring themselves 
together in the center-left electoral option FREPASO. This party quickly gained popularity. It 
teamed up with the UCR in 1997, leading to the election of Fernando de la Rúa in 1999. We 
already know how his term turned out. This one attempt at a united left failed miserably 
(Schuster, 2008).  

Another challenge to a united left is the eternal presence of Peronism. No matter what 
their characteristics, Argentine workers’ unions will always in some way be Peronist (Schuster, 
2008:178). Although they are on the same side of the spectrum, the left, the autonomous 
movements believe the unions to be corrupt (Sitrin, 2006). In the same sense, we see the 
controversy of once again having a strongly nationalistic and populist President (Nestor Kirchner, 
recently deceased), hoping not to repeat the mistakes of the past, but still allowing ourselves to 
hope. The Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner administration seems to be leading from the left, 
promising to address issues such as human rights, justice, institutional order, foreign debt, social 
policies, foreign policy, and education. Nevertheless, it has been made clear that the structural 
inequality has changed very little, and talks about confronting big corporations have been just 
that—talk. We also see governing from above, in the typical clientelistic and paternalistic 
fashion (Schuster, 2008:181). What will it take to be able to govern from the bottom up? 

But the biggest conflict of all is the internal conflict, present in the heart and mind of 
every Argentine citizen. Posmodernidad, what does it mean to be a citizen? What is the Nation-
State? Does it represent us? What forms of representation really do represent us? How will we 
represent ourselves in the future? How to we distance ourselves from false institutions? Fabian 
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from the Alavio Group independent media collective says, “Although I believe in revolutionary 
organization, I also believe that we lack the tools to destroy power right now” (Sitrin, 2006: 166).  

 
Conclusion 

 

The defining characteristic of the 2011 Occupy Wall Street movement that has spread 
from New York to the rest of the country and other places of the globe is the movement’s 
commitment to non-hierarchy. All decisions are based on majority consensus and discussion. All 
ideas are valued equally and the group does not look to one person to hold power, rather the 
power is shared equally between all members. This movement was, in fact, inspired by 
burgeoning social mobilizations in Argentina and other Latin American countries throughout the 
past decade (Dangl, 2011). On the 19th and 20th of 2001, the Argentine population decided to 
stop waiting for change to happen and make it happen themselves through direct democracy and 
innovative social organization. 

Fear is what causes people to be complacent. It inhibits action because of the fear that 
there will be no progress. I feel that this is the problem we have in the States. No one thinks that 
anything they do will make a big enough difference, so they don’t do it.  In the past six months, 
the Occupy Wall Street movement has started to make a difference, but somehow we haven’t 
been able to demand the same sort of change like on the nights of the 19th and 20th of 2001 in 
Buenos Aires. Maybe it will take a bigger crisis. Or maybe the November 2012 elections will 
bring a change.  In Argentina, people have been standing up to that fear for a decade. These 
citizens are no longer asking for change, but rather creating it themselves. I believe that slowly 
but surely they are breaking away from the clenches of our North American Imperialism.  

There are so many market externalities that we don’t have to think about in the States. I 
can enjoy my grapes from Chile, my bananas from Ecuador, and my wine from Argentina and I 
don’t have to think about all the pesticides, preservatives, and petroleum used to keep them in 
perfect condition until they get to me in Bellingham, Washington. Nor do I have to think about 
the poor exploited migrant worker, whether it be a Nicaraguan in Costa Rica, or a Bolivian or 
Paraguayan in Argentina who picked them. Bolivian President Evo Morales’ 10 Commandments 
to Save the Planet are radical, and by radical I mean getting back to the root of things. His 
proposal to Live Well, not at the expense of others but in the best interests of diverse 
communities and the planet is exactly what I think we need.  

As far as the National Security Council of the U.S. is concerned, Latin America is “lost.” 
The NSC once warned that if the U.S. could not control Latin America, it could not expect "to 
achieve a successful order elsewhere in the world" (Chomsky, 2011). This was Grandin’s 
argument as well. These days, Latin America has fallen off the radar of the U.S. and is taking the 
reins for her own destiny. She is doing what she can to create pluralistic and regional integration. 
Argentina is a founding member in this, being an active participant in the United Nations 
(although they are majority controlled by the U.S.) and MERCOSUR (Mercado Común del Sur) 
as a political project and not just a trade tool (Schuster, 2008: 184). As far as U.S. interests are 
concerned, the Argentine left maintains a firm anti-military and anti-free trade position that 
should influence the government.   
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While the road ahead is long, people aren’t willing to be exploited any longer. This 
revolution will have many components. In Argentina they need to start by learning to accept each 
other’s differences. Argentina has a very distrusting and skeptical society, a truth I definitely 
experienced when I lived there (July 2010-2011). They have learned to be like this through 
decades of corrupt leaders and institutional violence.  Learning to trust each other and cooperate 
will definitely be a major obstacle along the way, especially for the plethora of political parties 
and movements who all stand for something slightly different. I have learned that while the 
current Argentine left is no where near forming a united front such as the likes of those that exist 
in Uruguay and Brazil, it is strong, and continues mobilizing in the face of repression. Police 
have killed demonstrators, yet the demonstrators keep demonstrating.  

The amount I have learned through this project is pretty incredible.  I have learned that 
while irreconcilably divided, Argentina has a strong leftist presence. The left’s incapacity for 
collective and pluralist action is explained by a long history of a political culture that has 
struggled to define itself, its popular movements, and especially Peronism. Also we can never 
forget about the entire generation that was annihilated in the military dictatorship of 1976-1983. 
All of these factors, but mostly the inability to cooperate, have a huge impact on the potential for 
an anti-capitalist alternative (Schuster, 2008: 184). To conclude, the biggest political 
development in recent Argentine history are the popular movements that have risen from the 19th 
and 20th of December 2001. This social force has the capacity to make a transformation in 
Argentina. Working actively in the political spectrum today are the Kirchner government, the 
leftist parties, and the unions and autonomous movements. What they do with the opportunities 
at hand is up to them. 
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