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The work of anarchist collectives in the film industry during the Spanish Civil War 
and the video documentaries of Grupo Alavío in post-2001 Argentina, as represented in 
two documentaries that attest to historical moments of worker self-management, shows 
historical and aesthetic intersections. Both were devoted to disseminating information 
counter to the official line of the mass media, and in neither was there a desire to take over 
the state; instead, the movements they represented denied the very legitimacy of the state. 
In the tradition of the Soviet filmmaker Dziga Vertov, both crafted meanings out of 
sequences of images of all kinds, and both paid homage to the masses awakening to social 
emancipation. Similarly to the Soviet film vanguard of the 1920s, both can be understood 
as organic parts of the transformations that they portrayed.

La obra de colectivos anarquistas en la industria del cine durante la Guerra Civil 
Española y los video-documentales del Grupo Alavío en la Argentina del pos 2001, 
representadas en dos documentales que atestiguan los momentos históricos de auto-
gestión laboral, demuestran una intersección histórica y estética. Ambas se dedicaban a 
la difusión de información contraria a la línea oficial de los medios de comunicación, y 
ninguna deseaba apoderarse del estado; en lugar de ello los movimientos que representaban 
negaban la propia legitimidad del estado. En la tradición del cineasta soviético Dziga 
Vertov, ambos elaboraban significados de secuencias de imágenes de todo tipo, y ambos 
prestaron homenaje al despertar de las masas y la emancipación social. Igual a la 
vanguardia del cine soviético de los años mil novecientos veinte, ambos pueden 
entenderse como piezas orgánicas de la transformación que retrataban.
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A historical and aesthetic understanding of militant Latin American cin-
ema, including the New Latin American Cinema period of the 1960s and 
1970s and the video activism in Argentina after the 2001 economic crisis, 
requires an examination of the Soviet film vanguard of the 1920s. The film-
making of that period was characterized by experimental forms of montage 
that can only be understood as an organic part of a revolutionary project in 
which cinematography became a medium for a popular Marxist project 
focused on the transformation of the state. The collectives currently engaged 
in Argentine video activism reference both the New Latin American Cinema 
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and the Soviet documentary movement, but they present an important  
distinction regarding the political and social function of revolutionary cinema. 
The economic and political crisis experienced during 2001 in Argentina did 
not result in a popular movement that sought to take over the state such as 
the so-called Cordobazo of 1969. The slogan “¡Que se vayan todos!” (Out 
with Everyone!) represented a movement that denied the very legitimacy of 
the state. This did not, however, prevent the development of a film move-
ment with revolutionary political intent characterized not so much by a 
desire to attain power as by the use of cinema as a medium of counterinfor-
mation in the service of a popular antistate movement. The video activists’ 
references to the Soviet vanguard call into question the assumption that revo-
lutionary cinema necessarily aspires to the acquisition of state power. Clearly, 
the use of cinema as a vehicle for counterinformation was part of the revolu-
tionary Cuban, Argentine, Chilean, Brazilian, and Uruguayan film traditions 
of the 1960s and 1970s, but counterinformation is not limited to a cinema of 
the Marxist left. The political cinema that will be discussed in this article is 
part of the very political and social transformation that it portrays.

The documentary cinema produced in the 1936–1937 period by the film 
collective of the Confederación Nacional de Trabajadores (National Workers’ 
Confederation—CNT) and the documentary videos produced in Argentina 
after the economic collapse of 2001 share a number of characteristics. One of 
the reasons that these two movements are comparable in spite of temporal 
and geographic differences is that in neither case did the popular movement 
represented seek control of the state. Rather, the alternative social structures 
proposed by the agrarian and industrial Spanish collectives and the Argentine 
workers’ groups were completely independent of the state.

These two historical moments represent a type of documentary whose 
ideology and function are identified as anarchist. This type of documentary 
explicitly defends its critical independence, dissociating its message from any 
political party or institution. Rather than proposing to take over the state, it 
destabilizes the ideological bases that the state promotes via the mass media, 
presenting itself as the vanguard of a counterinformation movement. Finally, 
it defends its credibility through social realism. It maintains that reality is 
out there to be recorded, appropriated, and documented and that this 
documentation should in itself be able to refute the premises that sustain the 
state’s political and economic hegemony. In essence, the viewer is implicitly 
or explicitly addressed and expected to gain social insight and join the 
ongoing struggle. In the Spanish case, the documentary movement sought to 
establish its solidarity with the collective anarchist revolution and the 
antifascist movement in order to win the war and advance the revolution. In 
the Argentine case, the documentaries supported the national movement that 
destabilized the capitalist Argentine state via horizontal social movements 
that included the appropriation of businesses and factories by the workers.

The Spanish group chosen for this analysis is the Sindicato de la Industria 
del Espectáculo de Barcelona (Barcelona Entertainment Industry Union—SIE), 
while the Argentine case is Grupo Alavío, one of the most prolific video 
collectives.1 The documentaries are Barcelona trabaja para el frente (Barcelona 
Works for the Front), directed by Mateo Santos and produced by the SIE in 
1936, and Brukman, an online video directed by Pablo Geffner and shown on 
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Ágora TV by Grupo Alavío in 2006. Barcelona sought to refute the argument of 
the Spanish Republican state and the Communist Party that the anarchist 
movement had no intention of defeating the fascists and merely wanted social 
revolution. In order to legitimize the counterargument that the pursuit of 
social revolution did not interfere with winning the war but was in fact the 
very basis for the popular antifascist struggle, documentary techniques were 
used to present information that countered the official version and called for 
social action. In Brukman, the goal was to refute the information broadcast by 
the Argentine mass media in support of the interests of a capitalist state in 
crisis. It presented a diametrically opposite social reality and implicitly 
supported the activism it portrayed. In both cases, the formal filmmaking 
aspects of the films can be traced to the filmmaker and political documentary 
theorist Dziga Vertov.

FILM COLLECTIVES AND VIDEO ACTIVIST COOPERATIVES

In contrast to the film modes associated with the traditional revolutionary 
vanguard, which stakes its claim to power, the present examples conceive of 
the act of filmmaking as an organic part of the social and political movement 
that, through its revolutionary praxis, seeks to transform an oppressive 
superstructure. In the Spanish case, anarchist labor militias not only took up 
arms in major cities after the fascist coup d’état of July 18, 1936, but, in cities 
like Barcelona and Madrid, also took over filmmaking equipment, laboratories, 
and theaters as part of an attempt to establish a collective industry. Production 
groups from SIE and Espartacus in Barcelona, as well as the Federación 
Regional de la Industria del Espectáculo (Regional Federation of the 
Entertainment Industry—FRIEP) in Madrid, established a collective hold over 
the film industry. Barcelona’s SIE was the most prominent of the three and 
employed over 10,000 people, who not only received equal salaries but also 
enjoyed what, at the time, was a very advanced benefit scheme (health, 
disability, and unemployment compensation). The SIE controlled more than 
116 theaters in addition to cinematographic infrastructure, including 
laboratories and studios. In less than a year and under wartime conditions, it 
produced 84 films, a third of the total amount produced during the Spanish 
Civil War (Calvo and Nacarino, n.d.: 7–8). Apart from a few fiction films, most 
of these were documentaries focused on the war and the antifascist struggle, 
while some portrayed the anarchist social revolution that was taking place 
behind the scenes through self-managing cooperatives including fields, farms, 
factories, workshops, shops, abattoirs, supply centers, transport infrastructure, 
schools, and hospitals. My choice of documentaries is based on their anarchic, 
union-based focus.

The same events that prompted hundreds of thousands of Argentines to 
arm themselves with spoons, pots, stones, slingshots, and Molotov cocktails 
during the December 19 and 20, 2001, rebellions under the slogan “¡Que se 
vayan todos!” also led many activists to take up their digital cameras and 
begin a documentary project. Pioneering archival material can be found in the 
video bulletins compiled by the collective Argentina Arde (Argentina Is 
Burning). This group, made up of journalists, photographers, artists, video 
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artists, and human rights activists, began disseminating counterinformation 
under the slogan “Vos lo viviste, no dejes que te lo cuenten” (You experienced 
it, don’t let them tell you about it) (Sel, 2007: 216). Some 20 other video activist 
groups made their own contributions to this project by documenting processes 
of transformation of the Argentine social fabric (e.g., the piquetero movement, 
the neighborhood assemblies, and the already-mentioned business and factory 
takeovers).2

Grupo Alavío was founded in the late 1990s, although its work expanded 
during the 2001 crisis. It identifies itself on its web page3 as producing 
“intervention film (or video)” with class and anarchist consciousness. Its 
raison d’être goes beyond merely portraying “social conflicts and the workers’ 
struggle”; in accordance with its anarchist principles, it seeks to appropriate 
audiovisual technologies and techniques that have been traditionally and 
antidemocratically employed by the established mass media. The intent, then, 
is to democratize those technologies and put them at the service of 
the working class and the oppressed. Grupo Alavío revives the stance of the 
militant Argentine cinema of the 1960s and 1970s—specifically, that of  
the groups known as Cine Liberación (Liberation Cinema), Cine de la Base 
(Cinema of the Base), and Realizadores de Mayo (May Filmmakers) (Russo 
and de la Puente, 2007: 15). This stance entails an urgent video activism 
involving “materials for a rapid response, such as counterinformation 
journalism, testimony against state repression, and materials for planning or 
evaluating direct action.” Another important task in line with its horizontalist 
principles is the dissemination of its counterinformative work either via video 
or through communal television (e.g., Ágora TV, which is available on the 
Internet).4

The videos in Grupo Alavío’s collection on the factory and business 
takeovers associated with the December 2001 crisis (not all of them actually 
made by the group) acquire their meanings from their being an organic part 
of the working class’s social transformation. While these takeovers lacked any 
larger social goal, they shared an implicit antistate stance, defending their 
collective space on the margins of the capitalist state. As the spokesperson for 
these workers’ struggles, Grupo Alavío reinforced its antistate stance without 
abandoning its objective of social revolution.

URGENCY AND COUNTERINFORMATION

Both of these film movements employed counterinformation in their 
struggle. During the 1936–1937 period, Spain’s anarchist revolution had to 
defend itself from practically all the political factions involved, including the 
Spanish state, the Soviet Union, and Spanish and international communism. 
In addition, the bourgeois democratic nations refused to aid the Republic, 
given the radical nature of the anarchists’ proposals. In May 1937 the 
Communist Party and the Spanish Republic, reconstituted and sovietized 
with Stalin’s help, militarily defeated the unionized anarchist movement. In 
the end, it was the national and international fascist faction that, having won 
the war, benefited from the communist boycott of Spanish anarchism. At the 
same time, all of these factions were conducting an ideological battle for 
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control over the historical truth of the war. The Spanish state and the 
Communist Party disseminated their own propaganda using their production 
company Film Popular, while the fascist front had CIFESA, Films Patria, 
Ufilms, and CEA (Caparrós, 1986: 39–40). These media factions undertook 
campaigns with the purpose of negating and distorting the facts, and this is 
why counterinformation played a key role in anarchist documentaries. 
Similarly, in Argentina, popular mass media such as Clarín and La Nación and 
the Telefé television network were controlled by multinational conglomerates 
with specific political agendas, and they were not particularly sympathetic to 
worker self-management.5 This situation continues today, when some 200 
factories are still managed by workers. Here again, counterinformation was 
seen as essential.

Another common thread in the Spanish and Argentine cases was the 
collective nature of the self-managed enterprises featured in the films. There 
are not many historical examples of this type; most twentieth-century 
communist experiments with collective industry still put the means of 
production in the hands of the state rather than workers. Although not all 
collective factories in Argentina work in the same way, some of the most 
important (e.g., Zanón, Brukman, Chilavert) employ horizontal, directly 
democratic structures. These are quite similar to those used by the Spanish 
anarchists and include elements such as assembly-based consensus, lack of 
superiors and labor hierarchies, and egalitarian salaries (Lavaca Collective, 
2007: 39). Even more interesting is the way in which the internal structures of 
these factories corresponded to the internal workings of the video activist 
collectives, which also employed horizontal production and distribution 
processes. Both the Spanish and the Argentine cases were part of the 
revolutionary processes that they filmed.

DZIGA VERTOV: REALITY TAKEN BY STORM

Beyond these similarities, both movements showed the influence of the 
1920s Soviet vanguard, specifically of Dziga Vertov and the Kinoks group. 
The Russian civil war and revolution can be seen as the primary source of all the 
activist documentary movements of the twentieth century. Vertov’s manifestos, 
writings, and films, including Kino-Eye (1924), A Sixth of the World (1926), and 
The Man with the Movie Camera (1929), had three basic premises. The first was 
the insistence that the camera (or “cine-eye”) was superior to the human eye 
in its ability to capture and register images from life. Reality had to be 
captured spontaneously, without any of theatrical calculations inherent in the 
mise-en-scène, and the camera was a machine for doing this (Vertov, 1988 
[1922]: 71). Film was the medium that could replace the records and calculated 
mediations constructed by the human eye (1988 [1923]: 93). Secondly, as 
expressed in A Sixth of the World, the selection of life scenes should pay 
homage to the masses, which were awakening to their social emancipation—
attesting to the enthusiasm of a people in control of its destiny and the recently 
conquered means of production: labor, machines, and industry. Thirdly, the 
filmmaker had to collect images of all kinds that would then be assembled in 
a veritable data factory during the editing process (1988 [1926]: 151). The 
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rhythmic art of montage had to craft meaning out of sequences of filmic 
phrases, with the machine becoming a historical data processor (1988 [1922]: 
71). Vertov was opposed to the kind of theatrical representation of reality 
espoused by Sergei Eisenstein, however avant-garde or revolutionary. He 
strongly criticized Eisenstein for his careful handling of the mise-en-scène and 
rigid script and narrative structure (2004 [1926]: 132–134). In his view, the 
filmic “factory of facts,” in which art and revolution merged, should be the 
basis of the Soviet vanguard, echoing Lenin’s famous phrase “Of all the arts, 
the cinema is the most important for us” (Lunacharsky, 1988 [1933]). The 
revolution preceded the “cine-eye,” but there would be many more revolutions 
and each would bring Vertov’s legacy back to life. While the Spanish Civil War 
was only the second armed conflict to be filmed, the 2001 Argentine events 
took place in a world in which images of historical processes seem to have lost 
their instructive power and become mere merchandise. But even in this 
context, the ideas and aesthetic principles of Vertov can be found.

THE TWO DOCUMENTARIES

Barcelona trabaja para el frente begins with a low-angle shot of the smokestacks 
of Barcelona factories rising mightily into the sky. The thoughtful quality of 
this long shot is quickly altered by a succession of images to the rhythm of 
Mozart’s Rondo alla Turca, which appears to parallel the speed of the historical 
revolutionary events. The documentary is a sort of rhythmic kaleidoscope 
with a calculated editorial aim. The viewer discovers an unending multiplicity 
of images portraying all kinds of industrial machinery under the control of the 
food (and, briefly, manufacturing) workers of Barcelona: a mechanical rhythm 
involving chopping, canning, bottling, pasteurizing, rotating, and sewing 
machines, along with wheels and pulleys of all sizes. This is a horizontal and 
democratic view of diverse specializations: workers load and unload trucks 
and operate food centers, abattoirs, and factories processing biscuits, pasta, 
cold meats, and milk. This democratic editing also puts women on the same 
level as men, showing imposing lines of female laborers in control of their 
machines as the voiceover describes “a free place of collective labor.” Vertov’s 
influence is evident in this succession of filmic phrases registered by the 
mechanical eye of the camera and woven together in an artistic and rhythmic 
montage.

Vertov’s ideology is also clearly present in this double homage first to the 
working class and the potential of human labor in full control of production 
(the steel machinery, the factory smoke, or the noise of the workshop achieve 
a rhythmic raison d’être when orchestrated by a self-managed anarchist 
economy) and secondly to the working class’s role in determining the future 
of humanity. The images selected show processes intended to support the war 
effort and the people’s struggle against international fascism. This circular 
and comprehensive economy is summarized when, at the end, the film returns 
to the Mozart piece used in the introduction and shows the workers enjoying 
the fruits of their labor. The first part of the closing segment shows one of 
Barcelona’s most luxurious hotels before the revolution, the Ritz. The dining 
rooms are occupied not by the bourgeoisie but by working-class people, and 
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the voiceover tells us that “wide dining rooms previously occupied by 
frivolous, painted ladies, powerful financiers, industry lords, aristocrats, and 
idle international adventurers have been taken over by humble men and 
women who follow the rhythm of the society that is being created. Barcelona 
works and eats. That is its strength and virtue.” The movie closes with a rest 
period on the battlefront with the mythical anarchist Buenavenura Durruti. 
There a cook is preparing a magnificent paella with the ingredients processed 
and distributed by the collectives we have been seeing throughout the 
documentary. The camera appears to have filmed all of the aspects of the 
anarchists’ production, from the source to the front, in order to demonstrate 
that their goal is to sustain the antifascist resistance and win the war. 
These images contest the version espoused by the Spanish Republic and the 
Communist Party, which claimed that the anarchists stood in the way of 
victory. At the same time, they legitimize the anarchist struggle and encourage 
the viewer to join the revolution.

Brukman deals with the Buenos Aires textile factory of the same name, 
which was one of many thousands of factories that suffered the effects of the 
Argentine economic crisis. The company began downsizing and reducing 
salaries in 1995, and by 2001 it had suspended payments for several months. 
The management abandoned the factory just before the December 2001 
events, and on December 18 the workers took over the factory in order to 
maintain production and keep their jobs. Brukman became one of the 200 
worker-occupied or “recovered” factories that were turned into cooperatives. 
The workers were brutally evicted on a number of occasions. The last eviction 
took place in 2003, when 300 police threw all the workers out. This event led 
to protests joined by the piqueteros, the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, and 
neighborhood assemblies. The workers were eventually able to return to the 
factory, which is still functioning as a cooperative (Lavaca Collective, 2007: 
64–104).

Brukman begins with a black screen accompanied by the voice of the 
documentary maker and 1960s and 1970s militant Raymundo Gleyzer. The 
words come from his documentary Me matan si no trabajo y si trabajo me matan 
(They’ll Kill Me If I Don’t Work and If I Work They’ll Kill Me, 1974): “In spite 
of being the real producers of wealth, the workers do not own the machinery. 
The capitalists . . . [here the voice gives way to another] “Let’s see how [the 
capitalists] have managed it.” Gleyzer’s voice is followed by an animated 
montage of nineteenth-century photos in which a capitalist figure speaking 
Spanish with a British accent explains the generation of surplus through 
efficient labor:

My family had lands; I sold the lands and bought a machine, hired a worker, 
bought the raw materials, and we made one, two, three hats. One was for the 
worker, the other two for me. Why would I want three hats? I sold one and  
I bought another machine and another laborer. They produced two, four, six 
hats. I gave one to each worker, and the remaining four were for me. That’s the 
idea. I sold another hat, bought another machine, and here I am. Everyone is 
happy and no one complains.

This cartoon version of the Industrial Revolution fades to black, and the 
next images jump ahead to another century and another continent, opening in 
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an abandoned factory while a disembodied voice claiming to present “the 
other side of things” gives way to that of the factory management’s lawyer:

The owners never abandoned that factory. That factory is not and has never been 
bankrupt. That factory was taken over by a minority of the workers while it was 
in full production—it was undergoing no labor or salary conflicts; the only 
problem was a delay in payments for the first two weeks of December 2001. It 
can be seen that on the long cutting tables are flags and banners for the Partido 
Obrero. The factory has been turned into a . . .

This unfinished phrase is followed by a rapid montage of images involving 
noisy machinery, which contrasts with the silent and inactive factory of the 
previous shots. This is followed by a foreground shot of sewing machines, 
one of which is embroidering the phrase “worker management,” followed by 
the intermittently superimposed title “Brukman.” After a cut, we return to the 
voiceover and images from a private television network the logo of which has 
been blurred. On the screen we see the parallel images of two professional 
television commentators calmly discussing whether the management had 
abandoned the factory or not. These uncertain voices and images—projected 
by the official Argentine mass media covering the December 2001 events—are 
here refuted by the preceding montage and the subsequent sequence. The 
television version is debunked first by Gleyzer’s authoritative denunciation of 
the condition of workers in the capitalist system and second by the 
photomontage parodying capitalist claims of legitimacy. These are followed 
by a series of direct testimonials that work like Vertov’s “factory of facts.” 
Thus the official mass media version is replaced by a counterinformative one. 
The film portrays real events without any of the artificiality of the theatrical 
mise-en-scène criticized by Vertov. The voiceover that characterizes the official 
television version, with its commentators and analysts, lacks the “cine-eye” 
that can supply the detailed, hyperrealist, and testimonial account provided 
by the film.

The rhythmic montage advocated by Vertov intensifies during the second 
part of the film, with a rapid succession of images involving violent 
confrontations between the workers and police. This is accompanied by 
another important reference to the mass media; given its position in the 
montage sequence, it serves as a final rebuttal of the official media version. 
The second part begins with a new montage to the sound of drums and 
indigenous music while the camera captures the nighttime events: the police 
arrive to subdue the protesters as wary neighbors look out their windows. 
These shots alternate with television images announcing a new conflict at the 
Brukman factory, and this time it is evident that the broadcaster is Telefé, part 
of a large monopoly owned by the Spanish multinational Telefónica. What 
follows is a series of archival images documenting the third police attempt at 
evicting the workers during Easter of 2003. The accompanying soundtrack 
consists of intense and emotional declarations of support, including slogans, 
the comments of one of the workers regarding the legitimacy of their struggle, 
and a declaration from a member of the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo that 
links the police repression of unarmed workers with the former dictatorship. 
All of these statements delegitimize the cold and distanced television 
statements, and while this show of humanity dehumanizes the preceding 
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content it also dehumanizes the images themselves: police shooting, smoke, 
helicopters, people running. There is another fade to black, and in the next 
shot we find the evicted workers putting up a tent in front of the building and 
demanding justice through a megaphone. The police and the official mass 
media are interrogated and disarmed, and this happens at both the 
epistemological and the ideological level because, by being associated with 
the former, the latter are also delegitimized. If the police function as the state’s 
repressive body, then the official mass media must also play a part in the 
state’s ideological apparatus and represent its interests.

The rest of the Brukman story is well known: after taking down their tent, 
the workers resisted for eight months and eleven days, when they finally won 
the legal battle, expropriated the factory, and formally established their 
cooperative, the Cooperativa 18 de diciembre (December 18th Cooperative). 
By refuting the official version, which claimed that the collective factories 
were an obstacle to the economic recovery of the nation, and providing a 
document that unequivocally demonstrates Brukman’s productive efficiency, 
the film offers a new truth: capitalism is not necessary to economic activity. 
The appeal to the viewer’s solidarity is, therefore, the next logical step.

CONCLUSIONS

The anarchist documentaries described here take us back to the historical 
origins of revolutionary documentary film, Vertov’s film theories, dating to the 
1920s Soviet Union. In both of them the appropriation of film is both technical 
and ideological and is placed at the service of socially and politically pertinent 
counterinformation. In Barcelona trabaja para el frente, the filmic phrases operate 
within a rhythmic montage structure with a cyclical configuration, thus 
reflecting the intended message that antifascist resistance and social revolution 
are interdependent. This provides an alternative social and historical version of 
events, countering official calls for abandoning the social revolution and letting 
the Spanish state take control of the war. In Brukman the rhythm picks up, 
culminating in repeated images of violence and a call for class confrontation. 
The film hints at the fact that this will be necessary in order to continue on the 
path toward social revolution. The counterinformative task depends on 
unmasking the official mass media as an ideological institution of the state. 
This technique, as in Vertov’s work, is based on a stance that pays homage to 
the popular resistance. The filmic phrases are carefully arranged so that the 
result is a celebration of the working class and its control and defense of the 
means of production. Both films are a defense against the state apparatus and 
its ideological (mass media) and repressive (police) components.

In addition to ideology and technique, these two film movements are 
linked by similarities in their historical processes: a state crisis and a subsequent 
vacuum of power. Given the state’s inability to meet the most basic needs of 
the majority of the population (employment and subsistence), popular 
movements demand antigovernmental and horizontalist alternative modes of 
production that imply that neither the state nor capitalism is necessary to 
sustain economic productivity. In both cases, this premise threatens the status 
quo, which uses its own information mechanisms (film propaganda in the 
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Spanish case and the media conglomerate in Argentina) to defend itself. This 
is the logical point of departure, as we have seen, for counterinformation.

Grupo Alavío is one of the most prolific and representative of the current 
Argentine political documentary movement, but it is intimately linked to the 
other Argentine video collectives that have been mentioned. Future research 
on these collectives and their role in the history of political film will no doubt 
enrich studies of Latin American revolutionary cinema. The New Latin 
American Cinema of the 1960s and 1970s remains an important reference but 
is not the only one.

NOTES

1. Alavío is one of many contemporary political and social video groups, including Cine 
Insurgente, Boedo Films, Ojo Obrero, Contraimagen, Primero de Mayo, Mascaró Cine Americano, 
and Kino Nuestra Lucha.

2. The Canadian film The Take, directed by Avi Lewis and Naomi Klein, has successfully aired 
these issues on an international scale.

3. http://www.revolutionvideo.org/alavio/englishhome.html.
4. http://www.agoratv.org. For a discussion of its counterinformative importance, see 

Trigona (2007).
5. Paradoxically, it was the official media that broke the news on the economic collapse and 

the popular rebellions.
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