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IV 

CLASS CONFLICT 

March 11 and May 25, 1973, are important dates that mark deep-running processes of 
social and political change in Argentina. The first date represents the closure of a period 
opened in 1966, during which foreign monopoly capital launched a strong offensive in the 
productive structure of Argentina and tried to consolidate itself politically through an au- 
thoritarian regime similar to that in power in Brazil. Such offensive clashed with the inter- 
ests of various social classes. Their resistance drove Argentina through a series of politi- 
cal convulsions that finally isolate-d the regime. Therefore, it is in Argentina that the de- 
velopment of the contradictions of monopoly capitalism has met its most radical response. 
The proletariat was a leading actor in the struggle. Secondary contradictions played a 
large role as well. Portantiero analyzes these contradictions. His theoretical paper applies 
Marxian class analysis to the Argentine political crisis. It elucidates principal and second- 
ary contradictions in society, the role of foreign capital, the stalemate in class conflict, the 
limits of the Brazilian model in the Argentine context, and the features of Peronism as an 
attempted truce in the unresolved conflict of classes and in the legitimacy crisis of de- 
pendent capitalism. Juan Carlos Portantiero teaches sociology at the University of Buenos 
Aires. With Miguel Murmis, he has written one of the most influential and controversial 
analyses of the origins and nature of Peronism Estudios sobre los origenes del peronismo 
(1971). He is a frequent contributor to the Cordoba-based journal, Pasado y Presente, 
where this essay first appeared. This translation is by Mary Addis, who is a graduate 
student at the University of California in San Diego. 

DOMINANT CLASSES AND POLITICAL CRISIS 
IN ARGENTINA TODAY' 

by 
Juan C. Portantiero 

This essay is an effort to establish, on the basis of historical materialism, the 
specific relation in Argentina today between the development of contradictions at 
the socio-economic level and at the socio-political level. The assumption behind 
this analysis is that between both levels a time lag is manifested, and that, there- 
fore, the "discovery" of the principal contradictions at the socio-economic level 

'The fundamental body of this article was planned and written before the elections of 
March, 1973. The basic lines of the analysis remain unaltered and none of the conclusions 
should be, in my judgement, revised. The overwhelming defeat suffered by monopoly cap- 
ital six years after its triumphal ascent to power with the "Argentine Revolution" has 
opened up a new phase in the class struggle that places the popular forces again before the 
possibility, for the first time in decades, of reverting the process in their favor; to trans- 
form a defensive position first into one of equilibrium and then into one of an offensive. 
But this process has only recently opened: the avalanche of popular votes is not only in 
itself insufficient for the taking-over of power, but neither will it bring the exclusion from 
the government of anti-popular forces who act in their own interior, those who will now try 
to negotiate the dependence with monopoly capital. On March 11th, the people brought 
about the destruction of the most coherent project elaborated by monopoly capital with 
the overthrow of the military council that, clearly from 1966, had become the principal 
political advocate of the dependence. This is a historical fact, but from here another histo- 
ry must still be born. 
Latin American Perspectives: Vol. 1, No. 3, Fall 1974 

93 

This content downloaded from 132.235.61.22 on Tue, 10 Sep 2013 23:56:08 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


94 LATIN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVES 

does not imply the finding of the same contradiction simultaneously "unfolded" 
at the socio-political level. This time lag in the contradiction is only eliminated 
through a historical process and is, necessarily, the task to be accomplished by 
any correct revolutionary strategy: the fusion of the dissimilar movements of the 
contradiction is only completed fully in the period of social revolution. The object 
of this work is, therefore, the analysis of the conjuncture; the study of the rela- 
tions of political forces in Argentine society. It seeks to contribute to the estab- 
lishment of a social bloc with a power alternative to the dominant one, which will 
eventually advance the contradictions at the socio-economic level until they coin- 
cide with those that appear on the political scene. 

In this work we will distinguish two conceptual levels. One we will call that of 
the "social classes"; the other, that of "social forces." The second can only be 
founded upon the first, but its constitution supposes a relatively autonomized his- 
torical process. The level designated as that of the social classes marks "the rela- 
tion of social forces closely tied to the objective structure, independent of the will 
of men." That of the social forces would mark the most strictly political phase, 
the one that indicates the clear passage from the structure to the sphere of the 
complex superstructures . . . the phase in which the already existing ideologies 
are transformed into parties. (1972: 71-72).2 

With the concepts of social class and social force thus defined, these concepts 
relate in the same way as "alliance of classes" and "bloc of forces". An alliance 
of classes supposes an articulation of classes and fractions of classes that the ob- 
server establishes as "necessary," independent of the will of the actors, through 
the adjudication of "objective interests" in terms of the contradiction at the level 
of a socio-economic formation. The classes and fractions of classes thus grouped 
conform to a specific "field of interest." The bloc of forces supposes, on the other 
hand, a complex process of constitution in which the consciousness and will of the 
social actors intervene. Its stage is politics and its objective, power. The social 
classes (and even other groups who could not rigorously be defined as such) act 
through social forces, that is, they are the product of an interchange between ob- 
jectivity and experience, between structure and superstructure, between objec- 
tive position and voluntary organization. 

Neither the alliance of classes nor the bloc of forces are undifferentiated enti- 
ties; within both contradictions also operate - although to a secondaary degree- 
and the relation between the components is not symmetrical: one of them "dom- 
inates" over the rest. In order to designate this domination at the level of "pro- 
jects" (strategy) of the social forces and of the bloc of forces, whose field of con- 
stitution is, as has been said, politics, we use the concept of "hegemony." For the 
level of interests of the classes and of the alliance of classes, whose field of consti- 
tution is the economy, we reserve the concept of "predominance." 

In this sense, the class or fraction that is predomijiant in its field of interests 
is not automatically hegemonic in the bloc of forces. This is true for either of the 
two poles of the principal contradiction. Thus the class or fraction of a class pre- 
dominant among the propertied classes may not be hegemonic vis-a-vis the other 
classes or fractions which belong to the same field of interests. At the other ex- 
treme, the class or fraction of a class whose exploitation forms the principal basis 

2The phrase concerning the transformation of ideologies into political parties should not be 
taken in its strict sense: for Gramsci, an important newspaper, we are dealing with organ- 
ic expressions that, on the basis of class interests, state the questions in conflict not only 
on a corporative plane, but also on a universal plane. 
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for domination may not be hegemonic vis-'a-vis the other classes and fractions 
which belong to the same field of interests. 

Every organic politics of power tends to make compatible, in each one of the 
extremes, predominance with hegemony. However, the asynchronism, in both 
may last a rather long time: that situation constitutes one of the principal keys to 
the Argentine political conjuncture. 

ECONOMIC PREDOMINANCE AND POLITICAL HEGEMONY 

The starting point of this analysis, which is taken as a fact, is the process of 
monopolization effected in the Argentina structure of production. In effect, since 
the decade of the 1960s, culminates a process of monopolization of the fundamen- 
tal sectors of the economy and of growing control of the productive and financial 
activities on the part of foreign capital. This process installs as the predominant 
fraction, among the propertied groups, the large monopoly bourgeoisie of indus- 
try, finance and commerce, displacing the large agrarian bourgeoisie from its 
traditional predominance. Our intention is not to make explicit the mechanisms 
that operate inside the economic structure, which we take as given, but rather to 
examine the form of inflection of those facts at other levels of social relations, 
particularly at the political level. 

The predominance of the monopolist fraction in the area of the economy sup- 
poses the opening of a new stage which fixes the general laws of movement and 
constitution of the social forces, upon redefining the common fields of interest of 
the classes. What we are concerned with seeing is, precisely, the form of passage 
between economic predominance and political hegemony, in such a way that the 
economic factor functions effectively in the analysis as the "ultimately determin- 
ing element," that is to say, as a series of parameters that fix the limits of possi- 
ble variation of the relationships of force in the political and ideological planes. 

A society does not appear, obviously, as a juxtaposition of "structural lev- 
els," but rather as a network of social relations, of the behavior of social actors. It 
seems redundant to repeat this, but before the wave of structuralist nominalism 
that tends - at least in its vulgar usage - to "fetishize" the analytical instru- 
ments as if they were concrete structures, the reiteration is not without meaning. 
Society, recalls Marx in his famous letter from Annekov of 1846, is "the product of 
the reciprocal activity of men." To the extent to which this reciprocity is not regu- 
lated by chance but rather that there operates behind it a legality that gives it 
meaning, the analytical distinctions that historical materialism proposes carry 
the purpose of making intelligible that which in its representation appears as 
chaos. Because of this need for explanation, it is meaningful to postulate that 
"society does not consist of individuals but rather expresses the relations and 
conditions in which individuals find themselves reciprocally situated" (Marx, 
1971: 204). It is useful to differentiate between "levels" of social reality (econ- 
omic, political, and ideological structures), understanding them as analytical cat- 
egories, as dimensions that help to explain the interrelation of concrete struc- 
tures. The reification of the categories, however, leads to a revitalization of refor- 
mism, nourished by a self-sufficient reading of Marx's preface to the Critique of 
Political Economy - according to which history would be the "product" of struc- 
tures, while human action, will, and experience are reduced to a subordinate role. 

Following these suppositions, the question that, according to Gramsci, be- 
comes central in Marxism, namely, how historical movement arises from the 
structure, remains unanswered. Paradoxically, the "rigorousness" in the treat- 
ment of laws that govern the structure may be transformed thus, into a virtual 
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indeterminacy for the field of politics, about which very little could be predicted: 
by a winding road, determinism is converted into "spontaneism." 

The level of analysis chosen for this work is that of the relations of political 
forces, that is, a space in which social forces operate, in which class conflicts ap- 
pear transmuted as conflicts between forces in which the class alliances seek to 
organize themselves as a bloc of power through a relatively autonomous process 
of structural determination, a complicated process that determines the nature of 
the existing discontinuity between structure and superstructure. 

But this distance, which establishes the autonomy of politics, does not mean 
that politics functions in complete independence. Analysis at the level of the con- 
juncture supposes a scientific characterization of the economic stage and of its 
consequences at the level of the social classes. The investigation of the political 
element cannot be realized in absence of a consideration of the economic: the pol- 
itical is associated with the economic, to the extent to which it appears as a condi- 
tion for measuring the deviation or correspondence between the "moments" of 
the contradiction. 

A new economic stage supposes the primary definition of the new social ac- 
tors, at the same time that it determines readjustments in the fields of interests. 
In a first moment, the new protagonists appear defined objectively at the class 
level; their social and political representation, however, will be delayed. During a 
whole period, the political space will be primarily occupied by residual nuclei, 
social forces, and political groups remaining from an earlier stage, whose an- 
swers direct themselves to the questions of that earlier stage and that only in that 
earlier stage could have been satisfied. 

This lag that averts or mitigates the new lines of social conflict drawn out by 
changes in the economy can be, in the short run, essential in political decisions: 
historically unauthorized at the structural level, already "emptied" of content if 
viewed in terms of the future, these residual social forces and political groups 
usually show themselves as the principal protagonists in the present political 
plane. A situation in which new class formations are not incorporated into the so- 
cial forces to which they correspond is not contrary to rule: the termination of a 
stage occurs first in the socio-economic plane and later in the political plane. Our 
central hypothesis is that that situation is found today in Argentine society, and 
has been drawn out over almost two decades: from the mid-1950s, when the cycle 
of substitutive industrialization, which during the previous twenty years had de- 
veloped the productive forces of the country, entered into a state of crisis. 

Our starting point for the analysis of a society and of a conjuncture is the 
class struggle. From the perspective of historical materialism only that sort of 
investigation permits us to determine the principal contradiction, the secondary 
or subordinate contradictions, and the relations between both. To discover the 
principal contradiction supposes, according to Mao, "the dismissal of subjective 
arbitrariness"; its elucidation moves therefore at the objective level, the level of 
the fields of interest, of the classes, their confrontations and their alliances. 
Gramsci would designate this moment as the first step in the analysis of the rela- 
tion of forces, "which can be measured with the system of the exact or physical 
sciences" (1972: 71)3. 

This level is the essential basis, but it is not exhaustive in the analysis of reali- 
ty: it still does not move us into the political space of the class struggle. "The 

'The phrase is taken almost literally from the Preface to the Contribution to the Critique of 
Political Economy, of Marx. 
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development of the contradictory aspects of any contradiction is always uneven," 
Mao points out, and that unevenness, which marks the principal and secondary 
aspects of the contradiction, has to do with human will, the penetration at the lev- 
el of the superstructures. 

In a specified process or in a specified stage in the development of a contrad- 
iction, the principal aspect is A and the secondary aspect is B, but in another stage 
or in another process, the roles are inverted; this change is determined by the 
extent of the growth or diminution of the forces with which each one of the two 
aspects struggles against the other in the development of things (Mao, n.d; 356). 
Only the "effort of the revolutionaries," Mao comments, will turn unfavorable 
circumstances into favorable ones. 

We are already at Gramsci's second step in the analysis of the relation of 
forces, the political, which evaluates, according to Gramsci, "the degree of homo- 
geneity, self-consciousness and organization reached by the diverse social 
groups." That is, we enter the level of the social forces, the level of the corre- 
spondence, analyzed as a process, between structure and superstructure. 

THE PRINCIPAL CONTRADICTION IN ARGENTINA 

It is from the analysis of that "rebellious reality", which in Gramsci's terms 
shapes the first level of the relation of forces, that we can objectively determine 
both the "type of society" (this definition embracing simultaneously the "prin- 
cipal contradiction" and the "secondary contradictions" that operate at the 
structural level) as well as the "type of revolution" that such a society could real- 
istically envision. This analysis includes, from the moment when capitalism be- 
came a world system, not only the objective social relations that predominate in 
the interior of each national society, but also the nexus that binds this society to 
the international capitalist system, understanding the latter not as the "juxta- 
position of national capitalist systems" but rather as an integrated network of 
relations whose axis is accumulation at the world scale (Amin, 1970: 34). 

Argentina would form part, then, of the group of dependent capitalist socie- 
ties. We say it is capitalist because, as much in the cities as in the rural areas, 
capitalist relationships of production, distribution, consumption, and exchange 
openly predominate. From this analysis of the class struggle in the social plane, 
the principal contradiction would appear as the contradiction between the labor 
force and capital, between the proletariat and the bourgeoise, according to the 
degree of development of the productive forces and the type of dominant relations 
of property. 

But we add that Argentine society is dependent, that is, that it forms part of 
those countries which make up what is called the "Third World," inserted into an 
international division of labor established by the imperialist nations. The depend- 
ence that oppresses Argentina would be, then, a "relation of subordination among 
nations formally dependent, in whose framework the relations of production of 
the subordinate nations are modified or recreated to assure the amplified reprod- 
uction of dependence" (Marini, 1972: 37). For some, the meaning of this depend- 
ence for Argentine society as a whole would be of such magnitude that the princi- 
pal contradiction would be redefined as the antagonism between the nation and 
imperialism. 

To a good extent, tacitly or explicitly, the discussions of revolutionary politi- 
cal strategies revolve around these extreme positions, both of which, upon locat- 
ing the axis of the class struggle in a national framework and not in the frame- 
work of capitalism as a world system, dissociate the two components of the defini- 
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tion, some emphasizing capitalism as a national system of stratification and 
some, dependence as a world system of stratification. It would seem correct to 
find the point at which both variables are articulated, such as is found in modern 
Marxist theory on dependence: "the controversy," Amin points out, "can be set- 
tled only if one understands that the class struggle does not unfold within national 
frameworks but rather in the framework of the world system" (1970: 34). 

Empirically, for the case of Argentina, which is one degree within the scale of 
dependent capitalism, that plane of articulation can only be found through the 
examination of the characteristics which describe the way in which contempor- 
ary imperialist capitalism operates, having surpassed the stage of dependence 
with respect to Great Britain and of the growth "toward the outside" of the prod- 
uctive forces. From that moment, of many decades past, imperialism stopped 
being a factor primarily "external" and was transformed basically into an "in- 
ternal" factor, into a structural pivot of the economy. Argentina has always been 
a society with very little power of decision, but that subordination, today, has 
been "internalized" much more, fusing imperialism with the most developed lo- 
cal productive structure: we are confronting not only a "suction-pump" exterior 
to the system but an internal component, expressed in the control of foreign capi- 
tal over the most dynamic centers of industrial activity, constituting thus a deci- 
sive factor in the expansion of capitalist relations of production. Because of this 
characteristic, the principal contradiction in Argentina is established as the an- 
tagonism between two fields of interest, two class alliances, led respectively by 
imperialist capital rooted in the productive structure and by the fraction of the 
proletariat directly exploited by the other. 

Extending to global society the definition which Serge Mallet utilizes specifi- 
cally in connection with the world of the workers, this contradiction between the 
monopoly bourgeoisie and the industrial proletariat, in the space of a factory 
dominated by imperialist capital, would constitute - clearly from the 1960's - 
the "structural crisis" of society, in the area of the constitution of the principal 
forces in conflict. Both sectors would predominate, in turn, within their fields of 
interest over other classes or fractions, such that a second step in the analysis 
should lead us to determine empirically the specific composition of each one of 
these alliances, as well as the secondary contradictions that operate in the interi- 
or of each. 

But all this, however refined the analysis (and clearly the more refined the 
better the a posteriori political conclusions), would still keep the investigation at 
the socio-economic level of the contradiction, without relating this level to the 
"time" difference that distances it from other levels. What should guide us is the 
"degree of realism and possibility of realization" (Gramsci) of the political and 
ideological struggles; that is, the "determination in the last instance" of the 
movement of the economic over the movement at other levels. 

To pass from that level to that of the relations of political forces supposes a 
discontinuity, a rupture. In the plane of the investigation of the conjuncture, to 
say that the principal contradiction in the Argentina of today is found between the 
proletariat and imperialist capital is only to fix a starting point for the investiga- 
tion and not its final or concluding point, in as much as the latter can only be found 
in the space of the concrete struggle for political power. But, at the same time, the 
efficacy of this struggle from the revolutionary point of view cannot be estab- 
lished without taking as basic, as determinant, the socio-economic level of that 
contradiction. There is not, in a word, the possibility of the constitution of an alter- 
nate social bloc destined revolutionarily to replace the current state, without a 
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discovery of the class alliances that express antagonistic fields of interest and of 
the predominant role that a fraction of these classes objectively holds in one as in 
the other alliance. And this is so because the base of every effective strategy is the 
attainment of the correspondence between t,e socio-economic level of the con- 
tradiction and the socio-political level. 

This relation between levels does not always appear articulated in the politi- 
cal and ideological discussions of the groups that in Argentina postulate them- 
selves as revolutionary. The juncture between the two instances of the contradic- 
tion is dissociated, whether in a socialism that can make a correct long-range 
prognosis, or in a politicism that can make a correct description of the present 
moment but that, by ignoring every law that operates beyond visible reality, is 
unable to project a long-range offensive strategy. 

The road proposed by Marxism, when it functions as a theory of history and 
as a principle of political direction, is yet another: to relate the two levels, to es- 
tablish from the point of view of the class that leads, objectively, the revolution- 
ary camp, the degree of correspondence between their interests and their realiza- 
tion in the field of the politics of power; and to study the same process in the other 
camp, to relate predominance and hegemony within the other bloc. To do this, 
every analysis of conjuncture (and political lines are nothing but this) supposes 
the integration of the investigation of the system of contradictions - of the class 
struggle - such as it is manifested in the structure (in order thus to define the 
"type" of revolution and the conditions for the composition of social forces), while 
also specifying the principal and subordinate aspects of that system of contradic- 
tions, that is, discriminating the relations of political forces such as they exist, 
which is what reveals definitively the characteristics of the stage. In that sense, 
the analysis of conjuncture combines sociology and politics. 

THE HEGEMONIC DEADLOCK 
We have said that the principal contradiction in Argentina today is between 

the proletariat and monopoly capital. But, with a political definition of the current 
stage, we can add that the general lines of the process from 1955 fit into what we 
would call the phase of a lack of correspondence between the new economic domi- 
nance and the new political hegemony. 

With this definition we move to the plane in which both the economic and polit- 
ical levels are articulated: the plane of the principal aspect of the contradiction. 
The assumption is that this aspect has been created in the Argentine conjuncture 
by the whole group of dominant classes and by the social forces that represent 
them, the latter of which, although still facing difficulties within the bloc with re- 
spect to the resolution of the problem of hegemony, find themselves in a stage of 
offensive in which at moments appear - as a result of the pressures of the domi- 
nated classes and as a result of the contradictions which operate within the domi- 
nant bloc - situations of an equilibrium of forces that, as in the present, may give 
way to a political withdrawal of monopoly capital. 

The whole of this period, in which political initiative may be limited to the 
attempts of the monopolist fraction of capitalism to transform its economic pre- 
dominance into hegemony, may be summarized by the following characteristic 
traits: 

1) a situation of general offensive by the dominant classes; 
2) the fragmentation in the interior of that bloc as a result of the appearance 

of contradictions of a secondary type between the classes and fractions which 
make it up; 
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3) the projection of those fragmentations at the political plane (struggle for 
hegemony) through the appearance of alternate projects and the division and dis- 
tribution of control over different social apparatus (the armed forces, political 
parties, union bureaucracy, etc.); 

4) a situation of a "hegemonic deadlock" - that in critical moments assumes 
forms of "hegemonic vacancy" - in the interior of the bloc, although in the long 
run the process operates in favor of the economically dominant fraction - monop- 
oly capital - at a cost greater than expected. 

This description of the characteristic traits of the stage is conceived from the 
point of view of the dominant classes, because their offensive signals the principal 
aspect of the contradiction. It would seem, therefore, that the dominated classes 
are not politically present and that they do not exercise, correspondingly, any in- 
fluence in the displacements that occur in power as a result of the incapacity of 
the predominant sector to make itself hegemonic. This, of course, is not the situa- 
tion, either theoretically or empirically. Every analysis of conjuncture is the ana- 
lysis of a relation between dominant forces and dominated forces, in which the 
movement of some supposes the displacement of the others. For this reason, if a 
stage can be analyzed from two points of view, from the perspective of the domi- 
nant classes and from the perspective of the dominated classes, in reality one al- 
ways appears as the reverse of the other, like pairs that mutually condition each 
other and that can be isolated only in analysis. 

For example, when we characterize the Argentine situation as one of asym- 
metry between economic predominance and political hegemony, we are referring, 
from the point of view of the dominant classes, to the existence of a situation of 
"organic crisis." But, from the point of view of the dominated classes, a situation 
of organic crisis is always, potentially, a "revolutionary situation." In this sense, 
the characteristics of these two complement each other. 

For Gramsci, an organic crisis is that in which "the traditional parties, the 
form of organization they present, and those men who constitute, represent and 
direct those parties, are no longer recognized as the true expression of their class 
or fraction." This originates an "authority crisis" which tends to reinforce "the 
relative position of power of the bureaucracy (civil and military), of high finance, 
of the Church, and, in general of all organisms relatively independent of the fluc- 
tuations of public opinion" (1972: 76). 

The starting point of a "revolutionary situation," according to Lenin, is de- 
fined by smiliar traits: "crisis at the top" and growth of mobilization (1960: 
211-212). But what Lenin emphasizes in that text are the conditions that would al- 
low that crisis of hegemony, which from the perspective of the dominated classes 
forms a revolutionary situation, to transform itself into a revolutionary crisis. 

Our efforts will be oriented toward an approach to the situation in terms of 
organic crisis, that is, at the level where the presence of the dominated classes 
operates only to a secondary degree. 

With this approach, a more particularized characterization of the current con- 
juncture would be summarized by the following traits: 

1) chronic maintenance of a situation of organic crisis that is not resolved as 
either a new hegemony by the predominant capitalist fraction or as a revolution- 
ary crisis for the dominated classes; 

2) predominance of compromise solutions in which "intermediate forces," 
that do not represent the interests of any of the polar classes of the "structural 
conflict," occupy the political scene as principal alternatives. The constitution of 
these forces is residual and their content heterogeneous, and they fail to express 
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the new contradictions generated by the development of dependent monopoly cap- 
italism in Argentina. 

Because of these characteristics, the current situation in the socio-political 
plane could be meaningfully defined a "deadlock": "Each one of the groups has 
sufficient strength to veto the projects elaborated by the others, but no group is 
capable of gathering the strength necessary to direct the country as it would 
wish" (di Tella, 1970: 205). Our hypothesis is that the root of that situation is found 
in the fact that neither of the social classes leading the two poles of the principal 
contradiction (monopoly capital/industrial proletariat), which because of that 
leadership are both objectively dominant in their respective alliances, has at- 
tained the hegemony of a bloc of social forces. 

THE CONTENTS OF THE "ARGENTINE REVOLUTION" 

The government overthrow of June 28, 1966, signifies in the political history of 
Argentina something more than a mere change of government by means of the 
typical Latin American military insurrection. It also signifies the most decisive 
attempt by the dominant fraction, to resolve in its favor a situation of organic 
crisis and to transform that predominance into hegemony. Its origin or starting 
point is, in that sense, similar to the military uprising that occurred in Brazil in 
1964. The results, however, have been different. While in Brazil monopoly capital 
was able to resolve the "authority crisis" by means of the consolidation of a mili- 
tary-industrial oligarchy, in Argentina the hegemonic crisis has not overcome the 
initial problems, even though the predominance of monopoly capital has been 
strengthened at the economic level since the first moments of the crisis. 

But that economic strength could not transform itself into political strength. 
The new dominant groups in the area of production were not able to create new, 
stable social forces that could represent them nor utilize to their favor the al- 
ready-existing social forces. Their hegemony was only expressed in the phase in 
which, within the permanent relation violence-consensus, the former openly pre- 
dominated, that is, until mid-1969. But when that state of violence engendered its 
opposite, consensus, the power formula, unlike the Brazilian case, became unbal- 
anced. Following this failure, the attempt to find new mechanisms to bring about 
consensus also ended in failure. Those ousted of 1966 again dominate on the politi- 
cal scene today, so that the organic crisis that provoked the outbreak of the 
"Argentine Revolution" remains unresolved. The crisis is further aggravated for 
monopoly capital by the participation in the triumphant political bloc of the elec- 
tions of March 11, 1973, of forces openly representing socialist tendencies, forces 
whose mobilization was decisive in the electoral victory, but whose level of "or- 
ganicity" is still low. 

The central protagonists of this pendular movement which lacks clearly deci- 
sive political victors are, at the first structural level, monopoly capital, foreign or 
associated with imperialism, and national capital, including its particularly im- 
portant branch, the agrarian bourgeoisie. These protagonists have found political 
expression primarily through four actors: political parties, the armed forces, the 
union bureaucracy, and a new conjunction that we will call the "establishment," 
made up by technocrats and by direct representatives of monopoly capital that, 
functioning independently of party organizations, assume the roles of a political 
elite. 

In the first period of the "Argentine Revolution," the conjuncture is initially 
characterized by a hegemonic offensive on the part of monopoly capital, consoli- 
dated during the period of time that we could personify in the pair of Juan Carlos 
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Ongania and Krieger Vasena. During this stage, the predominance of monopoly 
capital is, in fact, transformed into hegemony within the dominant bloc, necessar- 
ily bringing about the political suppression of national capital and the agrarian 
bourgeoisie. This was achieved through the establishment of a new formula of 
power that did away with the party regime and supplanted it with a coalition be- 
tween the armed forces and the establishment, to which an attempt was made to 
include the union bureaucracy. 

This formula appeared, at the level of social forces, as the most coherent re- 
sponse to the needs that the logic of capitalist development had been creating for 
some time. By this we mean that the content of the movement of 1966 was already 
initially sketched-out midway in the decade of the 1950's when the model for capi- 
talist growth that had prevailed until then had reached the limits of its viability. 
From this moment, the history of the dominant classes in Argentina is the zigzag- 
ging history of the search for adjustments between the new economic conditions 
and political structures. 

These new economic conditions suppose the need for a long-range project for 
growth, to be characterized by changes of orientation in politics toward foreign 
capital, toward industrial promotion, and toward labor politics, which tend to fa- 
vor a model of accumulation adapted to the growth of the monopolist sectors. An 
orientation of this type among the predominant groups of the bourgeoisie may be 
detected, from the crisis of 1952, as a directed attempt from that moment to do 
away with the distributionist policy, and with the commercial undertakings that 
had arisen under the shelter of protectionism and with the inflationary process. It 
was a directed attempt to utilize the power of the state in order to secure the de- 
velopment of external economies now necessary because of the dynamics of its 
own growth. The development of these economies was only possible through a 
public action that would increment the investments in works at the infrastructure 
and that would, therefore, rationalize the actions taken by the state because of the 
resulting elimination of unproductive expenditures. 

For years, this process found only faint echoes in political power, this being a 
time, however, when the role to be taken by the state was, as is always the case 
when there occurs a sudden transition in capitalist development, an indispensable 
variable. Finally in 1966, as before in 1930 and in 1943, it was the armed forces 
who, becoming active participants in the process of capitalist development, dis- 
solved the previous political structures and became the dynamic agents of a new 
stage. In this way, the armed forces completed in 1966 a political cycle whose first 
version had broken out in 1955 with the defeat of Peronist popular nationalism, the 
latter occurring when the first symptoms of the crisis appeared. From that mo- 
ment, that is, from the exhaustion of the period of the substitutive industrializing 
of imports of light manufactured goods, two basic alternatives were open to the 
future of capitalism in Argentina. One was to force the course of development 
directed until then by Peronism toward a model of development based on a solid 
alliance between the state and national capital in order to give to the state the 
planning and control of the fundamental sectors of accumulation. The other was 
to create conditions for a new stage of capitalist development in Argentina by 
means of the implementation of a politics that, emphasizing dependence, would 
be able to guarantee the control of the economy to the most concentrated sectors. 
There remained, of course, a third and residual alternative: the instrumentation 
of a politics of constant compromise among the dominant classes and fractions of 
classes by which the state is transformed into a neutral ground where these class- 
es and fractions compete with each other, each obtaining immediate benefits de- 
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pending on the force of its pressure. 
The defeat of popular nationalism removed the possibility of a development 

via state capitalism, but it did not lead to the establishment of a new hegemony by 
which the group of dominant classes would have to respect the leadership of mo- 
nopoly capital. This was so because, in the first place, at the economic level the 
process of predominance of monopoly capital was still not consolidated and be- 
cause the power of the other class fractions, especially the power of the agrarian 
bourgeoisie, was strong. In the second place, the formula of power was construct- 
ed around the consensus that political parties were able to provide, the majority 
of them being linked to the projects of national capital and the agrarian bourge- 
oisie. The formula of power in which the political parties had to play a leading role 
failed: the so-called "Liberating Revolution" of 1955 was, perhaps, the last organ- 
ic attempt on the part of the agrarian bourgeoisie to maintain its hegemonic role 
in the dominant bloc. Following this failure, Frondizi's alternative appeared in 
1958. Basically, the government of Frondizi is a chapter in the process of matura- 
tion of the hegemonic attempts of monopolist capital and of the securing of its 
predominance in the economic area, by means of the encouragement then given to 
foreign investments. 

In the political plane, the stage supposes, with respect to the formula of power 
whose re-establishment is sought, the emergence of new social forces: of the 
"establishment," which begins to assume important roles in the apparatus of the 
state, and of the union bureaucracy. Meanwhile, the system of political parties is 
relegated to a secondary plane, to the point that even the officialist partisan appa- 
ratus is brought to its virtual dissolution: "Frondizism" is much more "devel- 
opmentism" than "Intransigent Radicalism." 

The attempt to stabilize a new formula of power, however, failed. In one plane 
it failed because, in spite of permitting the advance of monopoly capital over oth- 
er fractions, it sought to make itself the unifying factor of all the bourgeoisie. The 
hegemony of monopoly capital supposes the sacrifice of sectors of the dominant 
classes. Between 1958 and 1962, it was attempted, however, to articulate a politics 
that would simultaneously maintain levels of protection for national capital, that 
would continue to transfer revenue to the agrarian bourgeoisie and that would 
guarantee high profits for monopoly capital. All this in reality, however, was 
blocked, which brought as a consequence the accentuation of the inefficiency of 
the system in terms of its ability to function for the predominant fraction. As a 
model, that proposed by "developmentism" was no more than a pragmatic at- 
tempt to compromise among local dominant groups and foreign capital. Unlike 
the cycle of the "Liberating Revolution," which only attempted to compensate the 
agrarian bourgeoisie and imperialism for the losses they suffered from popular 
nationalism, Frondizismo planned to go further and to overcome the problem of 
the already-exhausted limits of light industrialization by means of the passage to 
a stage of development of more strategic industrial branches. But that objective 
can only be achieved, within the framework of capitalist relations, by handing 
over to the state the keys of accumulation or by putting the state at the service of 
monopoly capital. 

Failing in its economic objectives because of its incapacity to consolidate a 
consistent project, Frondizism also failed in the construction of a formula of pow- 
er. It could not satisfy the needs required by the coalition with the union bureauc- 
racy nor with the armed forces; it did not totally satisfy the "establishment," and 
it was unable to construct an alternative to the system of political parties, the 
parties that opposed Frondizism from the parliamentary tribunal. When, early in 
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1962, the government of Frondizi was removed from power, its legitimacy was 
null and hegemonic vacancy was again a problem. The strengthening of the econ- 
omic position of monopoly capital remained as a possible basis for a new stage. In 
spite of this fact, the first steps taken by the military regime following Frondizi 
seemed to signal a resurrection of the great agrarian bourgeoisie. It did not last 
long. The Economic Ministry of Federico Pinedo, in 1962, was like the last victo- 
rious outburst of an offensive by the old "oligarchy." 

Following this episode, there occurred what could be called a "dress rehears- 
al" in which two of the principal protagonists of the military movement of 1966 
hastily set forth their objectives. The constitution of a new political-military elite, 
the rise to governmental functions of a bureaucracy made up by technocrats and 
advisers of monopoly capital, that is, the coalition between the "establishment" 
and the armed forces, is anticipated in the government of Jose Maria Guido, be- 
tween 1962 and 1963. This elite, however, was not yet strong enough in 1963 to grant 
hegemony to a process that, economically, was already mature. On the basis of 
this reiteration of a vacancy, the political parties reappeared and forged the gov- 
ernment of Arturo Illia. Following them, national capital and the agrarian bour- 
geoisie, their traditional, historical supports, recuperated lost positions and, be- 
tween 1963 and 1966, checked, at times successfully, monopoly capital, which itself 
suffered from a lack of stable political expression. But this triumph of the political 
parties and of the classes they represent was necessarily ephemeral: it went 
against the logic of capitalist development in assuming too great a time lag be- 
tween the economy and politics. 

The political parties, as an institutional category, suppose the existence of a 
particular system of decision-making. This system includes, basically, a scenario 
and certain definite conditions for its constitution: the scenario is parliament and 
the condition for its existence, periodic elections. In Argentina, given the charac- 
teristics of the recruiting of the "political class," the parties tend to be the pre- 
dominant political expression of urban and rural national capitalism. In this way, 
parliament is a tribunal where multiple "particularist" interests assemble, the 
only way in which the economically subordinate classes and fractions of the domi- 
nant alliance can come to predominate politically. The aggregate of "particu- 
larist" interests expressed in parliament include those of monopoly capital, but 
the condition for their coexistence is a state of permanent compromise. This is a 
compromise that must also include, to a certain extent, the popular classes, since 
the periodic elections suppose the expression, even if only rhetorical, of "univ- 
ersalist" interests. In the parliament, monopoly capital is taken to the negotiating 
table but its presence there is subordinate. The elaboration of a hegemonic pro- 
ject could not occur by reason of its presence in that scenario. Rather, it would 
occur in other centers of political decision-making: the armed forces, the techno- 
cracy located in the apparatus of the state, and the union bureaucracy. 

This process renders inoperative the functioning of the political parties and of 
the institutions in which they act. It was not difficult to attain this result in Argen- 
tina given, what is more, the situation of political proscription of the great popular 
masses that did not feel themselves represented by the party system. This fact, 
plus the lack of representation of the economically predominant interests, led in 
1966, to a complete institutional collapse. 

When, in June of that year, the military took over power by force and gave as 
an explanation for their revolt the deterioration of the political parties, that ex- 
planation was correct: the "authority crisis" was complete. The accumulation of 
capital, the increase in the efficiency of the economic system, and the rationaliza- 
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tion of public activities were demands founded upon the logic of capitalist devel- 
opment. They imposed new politics contradictory both to the aspirations of the 
popular masses and to the interests of the economically subordinate classes of the 
dominant bloc. It was not within the capacity of the party system to assume those 
tasks. The government take-over of June put an end to the political bottleneck of 
capitalist development. 

THE SEARCH FOR A NEW HEGEMONY 
The monopolist plan in the economy has as a correlative in politics, an au- 

thoritarian model of state that concentrates power by associating the nuclei of 
economic decision with the nuclei of political decision. The new organization of 
capitalism, in which the state must play a strong, interventionist role in directing 
the movement of the economy, requires the concentration of fragmented power. 
Parliament - a concurrential institution in which the parties represent the pres- 
sures of all the fractions into which the dominant class is divided - loses, in this 
way, its power: in that political market, out of phase with respect to the economic 
market, the displaced are often the victors. The logic of monopolist development 
does not tolerate that disjointedness between economy and politics. Parliament 
and the parties, for that reason, disappear or are reduced to a greatly subordinat- 
ed role, and in their place emerge presidential authority and the presence of 
technocrats and even of the very managers of capital high-up in the bureaucracy. 

This law is expressed in every society, depending on its particular character- 
istics. The armed forces were its agents in the Argentina of 1966, and, by this 
take-over, guaranteed, in fact, the political conditions for monopoly's domination. 
At the side of the armed forces, the new hegemony decided to establish itself with 
the aggregate of two other social forces: the "establishment" and union bureauc- 
racy. In that association it had to find a formula of power that would be expres- 
sive, in the political plane, of the stage of dependent monopoly capital. But this 
alignment was never able to structure itself as a true coalition, such that the he- 
gemonic project always manifested extreme vulnerability, until it broke up, at 
last, in 1970: facing a fusion of contradictions that comprised displaced fractions 
pertaining to the dominant classes and to the group of dominated classes and that 
had economic, political and ideological expression, the socio-political supporters 
of the monopolist plan vacillated, creating, again, a vacancy in authority. 

In his speech of March of 1967, announcing the new economic policy, Krieger 
Vasena, head of the "establishment" then in power, had fixed the lines of the pro- 
ject and anticipated its social consequences: 

What the authorities of the country seek to avoid is the transference of revenue 
on a large scale from some sectors to others. Within each sector we wish to re- 
ward those most efficient and that this rgward be the result of each one's own 
effort (1968: 35). 

The reign of monopoly capital, understood as a project to rationalize the sys- 
tem, supposes - and that was the meaning of Krieger Vasena's words - the eli- 
mination of the peripheral, of the "artificial." If the first stage of industrializa- 
tion, by the substitution of imports, permitted the coexistence of different frac- 
tions of the dominant classes due to the fact that, within the framework of a rapid 
growth of the productive forces, all were assured access to a share in the same, 
the monopolist stage supposed, on the other hand, tensions and serious ruptures in 
the interior of the propertied sectors. 

We will not repeat here an analysis of the implementation of the monopolist 
plan in the setting up of its economic mechanisms, an aspect about which there 
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already exists an important bibliography. We are concerned with its social conse- 
quences and, therefore, with the form in which fields of interest are redefined and 
in which points of political rupture are displaced. 

If, from the perspective of the wage-earners, the monopolist plan brought 
with it a "shock" politics that from its first moments brutally reduced their real 
income, within the dominant classes, the hegemony of the monopolist fraction in 
the Argentina of 1966 effected a transference in the distribution of the surplus- 
value to the detriment of the small and middle bourgeoisie and of the so-called 
"oligarquia agropecuaria" (the oligarchy of owners of land and livestock). In ad- 
dition, superimposed on this process was a constant flow of revenue in favor of the 
littoral and to the detriment of the interior. 

A politics of such aggressiveness, that seeks to break the hegemonic "dead- 
lock," cannot achieve that goal without the backing of naked violence, which is 
incorporated, then, into the vertical, authoritarian structure of the state at all lev- 
els. The theoretical assumption - to the extent to which pure violence cannot sus- 
tain itself as a "normal" situation in a complex society - is that the first "sac- 
rifices" during a stage of forced discipline, will soon be compensated and the ba- 
sis for extending the consensus will, in this way, be created. 

In effect, the condition for the political realization of the model is that the 
readjustments at the economic level lead to a rationalization and "moderniza- 
tion" of the social system, capable of generating a rapid expansion of the produc- 
tive forces, and an accumulation of wealth which can be later utilized to reward, 
selectively, different strata for their efficient performance. 

This assumption is what gives meaning to the outline of the "three periods" 
formulated in 1966 by the theorists of the "Argentine Revolution." In reality, the 
"economic period," the "social period" and the "political period" through which 
society must pass in an orderly way, can be translated as an ideal succession of 
two stages. The first stage of the monopolist model would be that of accumulation 
(of wealth and power) which will support the armed authoritarianism, the stage 
of the restructuring of the economy to the benefit of the monopolies. A second, 
later stage is that of distribution, in which, differentially, portions of the accumu- 
lated wealth would be distributed among other sectors and controlled forms of 
participation in power of these sectors would be regulated. 

The monopolist plan organizes itself in this way in a race against time, and its 
success or failure depends on the speed of movement of two factors: the rejection 
of the plan on the part of those who lose by it; and monopoly capital's gathering of 
the fruits of the restructuring and accumulation of power (the fruits of the plan), 
in order to be able to make the readjustments that will secure a consensus. In 
Argentina, the first factor outran the second. Faced with a convergence of econ- 
omic, social and political variables that caused ruptures at diverse points, the 
monopolist hegemonic project, from mid-1969, was forced to withdraw. The prin- 
cipal socio-political supporters of the plan of the monopolies, that were able to 
join with the "establishment" in the structuring of the new hegemonic project- 
the armed forces and union bureaucracy - vacillated before the tide of concen- 
trated contradictions: the "Cordobazo" fatally wounded the first version of mono- 
polist hegemony. 

THE NEW POLITICAL CRISIS 

In effect, the "Cordobazo" of May 29, 1969, revealed the weakness of that he- 
gemonic project and inaugurated, at new levels, another stage of political crisis. 
But there are major differences between this new crisis and that of 1966: now the 
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crisis is primarily social; it involves a general state of mobilization of the popular 
classes in which organic forms of socialist content appear as the first response to 
the new social contradictions in Argentina. From the moment of the "Cor- 
dobazo," the crisis can legitimately be read not only in terms of the conflicts with- 
in the dominant classes, but also as a "revolutionary situation," in the sense of 
Lenin's definition: a situation in which the masses have been forced to take "in- 
dependent historical action." 

Therefore, for the dominant classes and for the social forces that express 
them, the current crisis raises to a level of primary importance the problem of 
the control of that mobilization, in as much as it is the embryo of a new social 
movement that is still seeking its organic political expression. Therefore also, in 
the "pre-political" stage of the new social movement in which the forces who seek 
to express the interests of the popular classes find themselves fragmented into a 
mosaic of experiences, it is not "spontaneist" to consider the socialist direction of 
the process to be measured more by the objective possibilities held by these 
forces to encourage the existing mobilization within the masses exploited by the 
dependent capitalist system, than by the perfection of its programs. For the popu- 
lar classes, however, the crisis that opened up in 1969 originated autonomous res- 
ponses that still today, are expressed more in the "social" plane than in the 
"political" plane. 

The crisis forces monopoly capital to reinstate the political space since it is 
there where attempts at integration, that are rejected in the socio-political plane, 
still appear possible, though each time to a lesser degree. The recovery of the 
scenario that in 1966 was thought closed, that is equivalent to the principal defeat 
of the hegemonic project of monopoly capital, was taken advantage of by the oth- 
er dominant classes that had been subordinated during the first period of the 
"Argentine Revolution." 

The first deserter in the application of the "pure" forms of dependent neocap- 
italist domination was the military apparatus itself. On assuming power in 1966, 
the armed forces justified the intervention on the basis of transcendent objec- 
tives, in terms of "national enterprise." The need to defend "order" against 
"subversion" was not evoked - at least principally - but rather positive ends: 
the primary objectives were to "modernize" the country, to guide it toward 
"greatness," avoiding the paralysis that would have come about as a result of the 
strengths of intersectorial factions, embodied in the political parties. This was the 
reasoning of the rhetoric of the "Message from the Revolutionary Junta to the 
Argentine People," promulgated the 28th of June, 1966: 

Today, as in all decisive stages of our history, the armed forces, interpreting the 
highest common interest, assume the undeniable responsibility of insuring na- 
tional unity and making possible general well-being, incorporating into the coun- 
try modern elements of culture, science and technology which, upon effecting a 
substantial transformation, will situate the nation where it belongs by reason of 
the intelligence and human value of its citizens and by reason of the wealth of her 
territory, the gift of Providence. 

In the military literature of the epoch, the program was presented in a more 
particularized way. One of the theorists of the coup, General Osiris Villegas, who 
was named secretary of the Consejo Nacional de Seguridad when the new govern- 
ment assumed power, believed that the "Argentine Revolution" must incarnate a 
new ''national project" destined to replace the one that had prevailed from the 
end of the last century. 

This content downloaded from 132.235.61.22 on Tue, 10 Sep 2013 23:56:08 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


108 LATIN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVES 

We are living at the end of a period of transition from a nation whose economy is 
primarily based on agriculture and cattle-raising, with a dependent, harmonious 
structure, toward an industrialized nation. A policy grounded in the national in- 
terest cannot be outlined if the Argentine situation of a country on the road of 
development is not recognized. This is an economic concept involving the type of 
structure of production of the country. A policy grounded in the national interest 
supposes an accelerated effort in order to transform that structure of production 
into one similar to that of the industrial societies. It demands the construction of 
basic industry, the promotion of activities of the new industrial revolution, of nu- 
clear energy or cybernetics. It demands a technical revolution in the rural areas. 
It supposes, simultaneously, a great technological effort that would coordinate 
the efforts of the universities, the enterprises, and the state in the task of moder- 
nization (1969: 136). 

All this "Messianism" resulted in an association between the state and mo- 
nopoly capital, as the support for the modernization and the "greatness." But this 
society cannot be visualized as a simple arrangement between immediate coinci- 
dent interests. To the extent to which the armed forces constitute a social force, 
their relationship with the universe of the classes is found mediated by ideology. 
As an institution of the state in which the specific nature of their functions must 
be justified in terms of the needs of the nation as a whole and not of some of its 
parts, the armed forces always follow a determined "doctrine" which gives 
meaning to their actions and by which they try to socialize their cadres. By means 
of that ideology, the relation between the armed forces and other social forces can 
be reconstructed and, therefore, the coincidence or dissidence with class inter- 
ests, these expressed as a "project." 

Throughout a long period - especially after the forties - the predominant 
military doctrine was based on the classic concept of the "Nation in Arms" and 
on the hypothesis of a war provoked by an enemy external to the geographic bor- 
ders. It put emphasis, for that reason, not only on the necessity of economic self- 
sufficiency - which came from demands for industrial protectionism and an im- 
pulse toward heavy industry that would resolve the specifically professional prob- 
lems of provisioning - but also on the necessity of national control over the sys- 
tem of global decisions concerning the economy. This led to the reinforcement of 
the roles of the state and to the conception of economic policy as a protectionist 
policy of the economy as a whole. The greater part of the military literature of 
those years was based on a double assumption: that national defense is not possi- 
ble without its own industrial base, and that industrial base implies not only econ- 
omic growth but also state control over the basic decisions of investment. 

Toward the sixties, that doctrine changed. After a period of "vacancy" in 
which the armed forces lost strength as a result of internal conflicts, a new pro- 
ject, whose organizational conditions were established by the so-called "Azules" 
(Blues) in 1962-1963, replaced the previous one in giving meaning to military con- 
duct. The interconnection between security and development was from that mo- 
ment the new strategic key presented by the military as the "national enter- 
prise." 

The enemy has become "internationalized;" the basic confrontation takes 
place within the national borders and the "subversive war" is the new theme of 
concern. The principal function of the armed forces is to guarantee "security" 
within national borders. Beyond this, if emphasis on the need for industrial 
growth is maintained - because this is the guarantee of security, once the social 
tensions have been taken care of - the principle of national control over econom- 
ic decisions becomes secondary. It does not matter so much who directs the devel- 
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opment, the decisive factor is that the nation modernize itself. 
In 1966, the head of the Estado Mayor General del Ejercito stated the follow- 

ing principles in a continental military conference. 
Development can be defined as the expression of a set of changes in the mental 
structures and social customs of a people, thus establishing new circumstances 
which will permit a permanent increase in the real global product . . . The rela- 
tion between development and security is the same as that between cause and 
effect, between origin and consequence, between that which is principal and that 
which is secondary. Without development, security is utopia, as much in the par- 
ticular or national order as in the general or international order (Clarin, Nov. 3, 
1966). 

These changes in the strategic orientation of the armed forces, being part of 
the cosmopolitan plan of "world bipolarity" established by the Pentagon, that re- 
legates the armies of the dependent countries to the functions of an internal police 
force, coincide in Argentina with the crisis of the model of substitutive industriali- 
zation and with the consolidation of powerful oligopoly sectors in the most dynam- 
ic branches of industry. In their urgency for development as a guarantee of secu- 
rity, there seems to be only one possibility open to the armed forces for bringing 
the country out of its stagnation: to put into practice the policies designed by mo- 
nopoly capital since if the alternative (that the State take on the principal respon- 
sibility for economic growth) is not acted upon, the task must, of necessity, fall 
upon the most powerful and concentrated private sectors, the only ones with the 
possibility of putting into motion an economic project. 

This plan functioned satisfactorily during the first period of the "Argentine 
Revolution." In the words of one of the principal, civilian propagandists of the 
new coalition: what was being consolidated in Argentina was a "commercial-mil- 
itary-political oligarchy, determined to insure the process of industrialization by 
making large investments at the infrastructure and prepared to contain, in that 
way, premature pressures of the popular sectors" (Mariano Grandona in Pri- 
mera Plana December 12, 1967). But this process did not develop free of tensions, 
tensions that could only have been relieved by the visible presence of favorable 
economic results, results that would have permitted the rapid passage from the 
''economic time" to the "social time." 

During the third year of the plan's existence, the armed forces found that the 
sum of political and social obstacles imposed by the path toward "greatness" was 
such that the costs were too great and that, in addition, security was made even 
more vulnerable. The demands of small and middle capital and of the agrarian 
bourgeoisie; the regional explosions that included zones of unequal economic, pol- 
itical and social development; the exasperation of the wage-earners which could 
not be contained by the attempts at conciliation on the part of the union bureauc- 
racy; and the general discontent of the small bourgeoisie, politically expropriated 
and subjected to a growing impoverishment, created an accumulation of forces 
opposing the monopoly project so strong, opening uF a social crisis so deep, that it 
precipitated the breaking up of the military monolithism. Accompanying this cri- 
sis were the political demands of the other propertied classes who had been subor- 
dinated to monopoly capital since 1966. The possibility of consolidating a military- 
industrial oligarchy that would make compatible the interests of the armed forces 
with those of the most concentrated groups of industry and finance (the true key 
to the neodependent hegemonic project as demonstrated today in the case of Bra- 
zil) had failed. 

From that moment, the equation that related security with development, 
leaving the latter in the hands of monopoly capital, began to lose meaning. The 
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"Argentine Revolution" no longer seemed to be the realization of that "national 
project" that the armed forces had proposed in 1966. The theme of security, alone, 
came to take precedence, to be joined from that moment with political models of 
institutional solutions, more than with economic models of accumulation. 

The greater velocity acquired by the conjunction of interests opposed to the 
plan, in relation to the slowness in the passage from the "time of accumulation" 
to that of the "distribution," also alienated another anticipated supporter of the 
neocapitalist model of development: the union bureaucracy. One of the presup- 
positions of the domination of monopoly capital is the control of the labor force. 
And if that objective passes through a first stage of forced discipline controlled by 
violence, a second stage is recognized, that of "participation." The key, for the 
first stage, is the efficacy of the policy of revenue, namely, the establishment of 
the best conditions for the accumulation of capital in favor of the most concentrat- 
ed groups of the economy. "The efficient functioning of the policy of revenue," 
Krieger Vasena pointed out, "is essential for development with stability, and even 
when each group, in isolation, might attempt to acquire more than it should dur- 
ing this transition, the government must remain inflexible before pressures that, 
analyzed together and from a long-range point of view, cannot be satisfied." Once 
the union bureaucracy is politically suppressed in the second stage, the State's 
orientation is not to procure its disappearance or its institutional weakening, but 
rather its subordination to capital's plan as an important mechanism of consen- 
sus, as reinsurance against popular mobilization. 

The strategy of monopoly capital includes as an assumption the possibility of 
promoting the existence of privileged workers' sectors that can secure higher sal- 
aries in the industrial branches of highest productivity than in those branches of 
lesser technological development. Because of this expectation, one sector of the 
union bureaucracy would have been able to participate, but the expectation was 
not realized. In the period 1966-68, the control of wages hurt all workers equally, 
accentuating the homogeneity of the working class as a group exploited by capi- 
tal. (See Peralta Ramos, 1972: 62, 183). At the completion of two years of the 
"Argentine Revolution," no fraction within the working class could be counted on 
as an objective supporter of the coalition on which monopoly capital sought to 
base its hegemony. 

However, in June of 1966, with the overthrow of the legal government, the un- 
ion bureaucracy had not hidden its prudent enthusiasm. "The military movement 
that on the 27th of June took over power," according to a declaration of the CGT 
on the 29th of that month, "constitutes a new action and, in light of the attentive 
expectations that it has unquestionably stirred up in the nation, it assumes a great 
historical responsibility." The first steps taken by the government even appeared 
to satisfy some of its hopes of co-participation in the created political situation, 
confirming the impression that the ties between the union bureaucracy and the 
armed forces - broken since 1955 - could be reconstructed. This climate did not 
last long, however. The first brutal offensive unleashed by the military in power 
led to the drastic dismantling of the areas of "inefficiency" in the economic sys- 
tem: the work in the ports, the railroads, the sugar industry of Tucumnan. But the 
blow was still selective. The union bureaucracy tried to maintain negotiations, 
speculating with the possibility of winning to its side the "nationalist" sectors of 
the government and of the armed forces. But the naming of Krieger Vasena as 
Minister of the Economy, at the end of 1966, destroyed all hope: the presence of 
that manager of the monopolies as the architect of the economic plan of the 
"Argentine Revolution," confirms the fact that the armed forces had decided to 
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transform themselves into the supporters of dependent neocapitalism. 
In March 1967 the CGT gave up trying to negotiate with the military and or- 

dered a general suspension of work for 48 hours. A few days later, it received the 
final blow: Krieger Vasena liquidated for two years the collective conventions of 
labor, establishing that during that period it would be the State that fixed the 
wages of the workers. The union bureaucracy lost in this way all influence in the 
work market, finding itself compelled to occupy itself with welfare questions. The 
powerful weapon of participating in annual decisions about salaries and working 
conditions was taken from its hands. From that moment and until the social and 
political crisis of 1969-1970, the union bureaucracy, forced to submit to power, 
withdrew, as did the middle bourgeoisie with whom it had joined in its political 
project. One sector, the "vandorista," isolated itself from the government, but 
did not fight it. The other sector, called "participationist," insisted on maintain- 
ing ties with the armed forces, on the assumption that the latter can be isolated 
from the "establishment." The pretension was absolutely in vain. Between 1966 
and 1969 the homogeneity of the armed forces-"establishment" coalition was al- 
most perfect and the role allocated to the union bureaucracy was that of subordi- 
nation. To the extent to which it maintained the demobilization of the workers, it 
was able to obtain isolated concessions, fruits of the corruption of power, gener- 
ously given out to those who help maintain that supremacy. In 1966 the total num- 
ber of working days lost because of labor conflicts was 1,912,826 (of which 1,542,- 
933 were lost during the first six months); in 1967 the number was reduced to 
244,844 working days and in 1968, to a little more than 23,500, the lowest number 
since 1956. 

Only the weakening of power and the political crisis following the "Cor- 
dobazo" again strengthened the union bureaucracy; it also led to the isolation of 
the "establishment" from the armed forces and restored the influence of the pol- 
itical parties and, with that, the influence of the old urban and rural capitalism. 
In order to secure a degree of consensus to help solve the crisis of 1970, now that it 
had been demonstrated that "pure" violence was an insufficient guarantee 
against mobilization, the union bureaucracy was again summoned. With the coer- 
cive force by which the military had protected the hegemony of monopoly capital 
broken, the other subordinated dominant classes also entered at the negotiating 
table: they had to be accepted as members. From here, the influence of the union 
bureaucracy again grew, as soon as it became the center of coincident socio-econ- 
omic interests between the direct representatives of national capital and the polit- 
ical parties, expressed in the successive programmatic pacts between the Confed- 
eracion General Economico, the Confederacio'n General del Trabajo and the prin- 
cipal political parties. Those pacts, in which the union bureaucracy played the 
major role, expressed the expectations of the propertied classes, subordinated in 
1966, to enter again into power. In this way, the union bureaucracy in Argentina 
made its historical passage from positions of "workers' reformism" to those of 
"bourgeois reformism," explicitly becoming a part of the capitalist system. 

In general, this change of position seems a valid description of what happens 
with unionism almost everywhere, although there are particular aspects in the 
Argentine social process which should be pointed out. In the first place, it is ne- 
cessary to point out that the uniQn bureaucracy is one of the most powerful insti- 
tutions in civil society: it is a power that makes itself felt in the political space 
because of its number, its power of convocation and its wealth of economic re- 
sources. Also, in Argentina that power has been founded on very precise charac- 
teristics of the history following the overthrow of popular nationalism in 1955; the 
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union bureaucracy has had to assume, from that moment, two roles: the classic 
role, the negotiation of the conditions for the sale of labor force, and the other, sui 
generis, determined by the proscription of Peronism, that transformed the unions 
into the principal political representatives of the working class. 

These two roles - one, "political", the other, "professional" - can only be 
separated abstractly. The concrete conditions for the functioning of the union ap- 
paratus permanently interlaces both functions, often resulting in contradictory 
actions of the union bureaucracy. On the one hand, "professionalism" must nego- 
tiate with economic and political power; on the other hand, "politically," it must 
justify its condition as the backbone of popular nationalism by a process that 
would direct itself toward restoration in power. In this dangerous, dual role that 
combines dialogue and opposition, there is a determining factor whose influence 
is decisive in understanding the attitudes of the union bureaucracy: its depend- 
ence with relation to the state, whatever the bloc of forces controlling the state at 
a given time. 

The influence of the state over the union bureaucracy is enormous and the 
legal arms to control its advances are found at all levels: from the plain and sim- 
ple intervention of government officials to economic oppression by the blocking of 
its funds. This relationship with political power influences, therefore, the activi- 
ties of the union bureaucracy in as much as the latter seeks to avoid that political 
power take any "disciplinary" measures, whether economic or administrative. 
All this demands that the union bureaucracy always work out a strategy directed 
toward allowing a co-participation in its power; that is, it must look beyond itself 
and its corporative components for coalitions with other social forces. After the 
so-called period of "Peronist resistance," the whole political trajectory of the un- 
ion bureaucracy was structured around the objective of ending the "isolation" be- 
gun in 1955 and of recovering its influence over the state apparatus. One step for- 
ward in that process was the restitution given in 1961 to the CGT, regulated since 
1955, by the "developmentalism" then in power, returning to its union leaders 
part of the bargaining power they had lost following the overthrow of Peron. 

The move to a policy of alliances by the union bureaucracy marks a clear 
tendency. The "model of society" and the socio-economic measures that the CGT 
has demanded from the sixties to the present do not differ virtually from the de- 
mands of national capital, which is represented in the Confederacion General 
Economica. An analysis of these orientations would lead us to confirm that the 
political objective of the union bureau is to recreate the conditions that contribut- 
ed to the gestation of the coalition on which Peronism was founded during the mid- 
dle of the decade of the forties. Its most effective interlocutors could be none other 
than the representatives of national capital and the nationalist groups of the 
armed forces. In that sense, the programmatic "national developmentism" of the 
CGT supposes something more than a tactical move or an opportune decision. It is 
the political representation of the Peronist masses; it is its long-range historical 
project, its mode of entry into the politics of power. All this, of course, is under- 
taken in an incurably more mediocre way than in 1945. This bourgeoisie is not the 
bourgeoisie of 1945, nor are these armed forces the same as then, nor is this union 
bureaucracy motivated by the mobilizing reformism of the union leaders of the 
decade of the forties. 

The hegemonic project of monopoly capital is not the same as that of the un- 
ion bureaucracy, not even of those who were called "participationists" and sought 
permanent negotiation with Onganla. However, it is true that the "participation- 
ists" lent strength to the coup of 1966 and that they were subjugated during the 
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most difficult stage of the "Argentine Revolution," without mobilizing, conse- 
quently, their forces. Why this complicity with a project they did not share? The 
reasons, found at different levels, illustrate the complex role that the union bu- 
reaucracy plays in Argentine society. 

From the point of view of its long-range political projects, already described, 
an important element in explaining this conceded truce was the military charac- 
ter of the government of Ongania. The armed forces are the principal allies of the 
"national developmentism" of the unions; they are the co-participants and to- 
gether they have sought to negotiate every proposal that would lead toward the 
reconstruction of the governmental coalition between 1946 and 1955. But this is 
insufficient since it would omit from the analysis some of the important aspects of 
the complicated network of relations that were established between the union bu- 
reaucracy - here considered in its "professional" dimension - and monopoly 
capital at a time when the latter consolidated its hegemony over the rest of the 
dominant classes, subordinating the sectors that the union bureaucracy regarded 
as its principal political allies. Argentine unionism, as soon as it had abandoned 
"workers' reformism" for "bourgeois reformism," made its fate that of capital- 
ism. The fact that, in the interior of this choice, it would have preferred as a guar- 
antee of its interests - not only social but also political interests - the national- 
developmentist model of the middle bourgeoisie, that seeks to negotiate depend- 
ence, does not mean that that attitude would not be relativized in the conjuncture. 
Since the hegemonic offensive of monopoly capital reached a higher point, pro- 
tected by all the weight of military power, important sectors of the union bureauc- 
racy, especially those linked to the large enterprises, on the basis of what they 
perceived as the almost invulnerable "solidity" of the neocapitalist project, tried 
to negotiate on their own, trying to take the greatest advantage of the new situa- 
tion. If monopoly capital had won the race against the clock between the "time of 
accumulation" and the "time of distribution" begun in 1966, and had been able, in 
this way, to bring about a fragmentation in the interior of the working class by 
means of objective differentiations, it is highly probable that the union bureaucra- 
cy would also have been fragmented, on the basis of the contraposition of two dif- 
ferent models of participation in capitalist development. 

But, when the whole of the working class broke out in mobilization against the 
system and planned, though not clearly, the construction of a new social opposi- 
tion, causing the "millenniumism" that Ongania sought to construct through the 
coalition between the armed forces and the "establishment" to give way and forc- 
ing the withdrawal of monopoly capital from the political plane, the union bu- 
reaucracy took up again its original projects. From that moment, in conjunction 
with the impresarios of the Confederacion General Economica, it underscored its 
autonomy with respect to monopoly capital and was transformed into a social nu- 
cleus destined to mark out the horizons of reformism, restored following the crisis 
of 1970. Explicitly from that moment the joint socio-economic program of the CGE 
and the CGT unified all the parties and also sought to become a possible unifying 
link with the armed forces, as a reformist proposal leading to the strengthening of 
the political system. 

Because of the repeated failure of monopoly capital to maintain its hegemony, 
unionism today is the principal basis for the putting into action of any reformist 
program of dependence negotiated between monopoly capital and national capi- 
tal, whose principal social actors would be the political parties, the armed forces 
and the union bureaucracy. It is the principle basis because the agreement would 
not be based now on a demobilization of the masses by means of naked violence 
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but rather in the possibility of controlling the existing mobilization by the instru- 
mentation of reformist measures that would permit a minimum of consensus. 

THE OBSTACLES TO A "BRAZILIANIZATION" 

The secondary, internal contradictions of capitalism constitute the center of 
meaning of this analysis of the Argentine crisis. The election - as has already 
been pointed out - did not imply that these antagonisms were converted into the 
principal contradictions at the social level but rather implied an indication of the 
predominant weight that these same still effectively carried in the political space. 
What should be noted is the capacity for political resistance to the neodependent 
hegemonic project, by means of different social forces, maintained by the old ur- 
ban and rural capitalism in Argentina. 

The common economic, sociological and political literature on dependence in 
Latin America tends to emphasize - almost always because of the empirical 
proximity that the Brazilian case has in relation to their theoretical analysis - 
two complementary aspects. On the one hand, the virtual disappearance of the 
non-monopoly bourgeoisie as a force with the capacity of political initiative, and 
on the other hand, the dissolution of the populist movements. Neither of these two 
propositions, which may be seen as valid by future historians, can explain the 
Argentine political conjuncture. The polar forces that confront each other in the 
principal social contradiction do not have effective political expression, and that 
scenario is primordially occupied by representatives of projects that, residual 
from the point of view of socio-economic development, acquire enormous power 
of political veto although they would not have the comparable power for the put- 
ting into practice their decisions. This is the political characteristic that differen- 
tiates Argentina from the rest of Latin America, especially as concerns the two 
"ultimate" models that are usually utilized as a point of reference to measure 
relations between new forms of imperialist dependence and local social forces: 
Peru and Brazil. 

The Brazilian case is the more interesting for an attempt to make a compara- 
tive, summary analysis. As we have pointed out, the "Brazilian Revolution" of 
1964 and the "Argentine Revolution" of 1966 have similar starting points: the will 
to establish an authoritarian, bureaucratic system for the instrumentation of cap- 
italist relations under the hegemony of the monopoly bourgeoisie. However, as the 
process was developing in Argentina, the difficulties in making it viable grew in 
intensity to the point of making it fail politically. If it is true that the failure was 
caused by the active resistance of the popular classes, equally determinant was 
that the principal political beneficiary3 of the crisis was bourgeois reformism, ex- 
pressed in the political parties and in the union bureaucracy and sustained within 
the limits drawn out by the possible project of the non-monopoly bourgeoisie, 
economically on the defensive but politically on the offensive. 

'In reality, from the sixties the offensive of monopoly capital has tended, with success, to 
bring about the subordinate integration of the national bourgeoisie, limiting it to its own 
economic circle, or to bring about its disappearance. According to official statistics, more 
than eleven-thousand enterprises have gone bankrupt in the last five years, weakening the 
economic influence of national capital. But what should be noted, beyond the usual discus- 
sions about the suppression of the national bourgeoisie in Argentina, is the following, with- 
in the line of reasoning of these notes: a) the existence of a contradictory differentiation 
between those groups and the monopoly bourgeoisie, based on interests; b) the capacity, 
in this conflictive relation, to oppose resistances, to negotiate transactions. The important 
consideration is that, beyond its economic influence (much greater than that of similar 
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Between 1967 and 1968, upon the completion of the first triennium of the Bra- 
zilian military coup, a crisis similar to that which broke out in Argentina in 1970 
occurred in the political system of that country. The year 1968 was, in Brazil, the 
year of the escalation of the offensive on the part of those who had lost by the new 
situation: large student demonstrations, extension of the workers' struggle, the 
first appearance of guerrillas and the consolidation of all the civil opposition in 
the "Frente Amplio," a coalition which all parties joined, from the Communists to 
Carlos Lacerda, in order to check the military power. The outcome of the process 
was, however, the strengthening of the hegemony of monopoly capital, by means 
of the consolidation of a military-industrial oligarchy that totally swept away the 
opposition. 

The response that the armed forces could give, then, to the combined offen- 
sive of the traditional politicians and the workers' and students' movements cons- 
isted of galvinizing even more the authoritarian apparatus and forcing the adv- 
ance toward the realization of neodependent economic plans. The decision to put 
all the weight of the state in favor of the model of dependent monopoly capitalism 
was what permitted the so-called "miracle". At the cost of ever greater marginal- 
ity and social and economic differentiation, of the concentration of wealth and the 
increase in the relative misery of the great popular masses, the system proved its 
dynamism, showing that its limits are not bound by the laws of the economy but 
rather in the movement of the political system. If monopoly capital makes use of 
the necessary power to break up the first resistances and to accelerate the adv- 
ance instead of slowing it down, it can achieve success in its developmentist goals. 
This decision was the one that could not be implemented in Argentina: the social 
and political crisis of 1969-1970 would drag to its downfall the military authoritari- 
anism of Ongan(a and would again bring about a situation of hegemonic vacancy. 

Although the causal direction could still be questioned, it is a fact that the 
political crisis of 1970 appears as the beginning of a descent in the index of econ- 
omic growth that had shown a sustained rise during the preceding biennium, dur- 
ing which the rate of inflation had also significantly dropped. As has been pointed 
out . 

the Krieger Vasena plan takes the Argentine economy to a point at which, given 
the structural situations that conditioned that conjuncture, the only alternative to 
economic disorder is the continuity of the plan. However, this continuity implied 
accentuating even more ferociously the exploitation of the working class, the im- 
poverishment of the small bourgeoisie and the irritation, in addition, of the situa- 
tion of the dominant sectors, especially that of the landowners' oligarchy (Braun 
and Kesselman, 1971: 1). 

This means that in 1970 the dynamic option, from the point of view of econom- 
ic logic, would have been the continuity of the plan, but that logic clashed with 
political and social opposition that involved not only the popular classes but also 
sectors of the bourgeoisie with sufficient political strength to frustrate monopoly 
hegemony. 

class fractions in other Latin American countries), there exists its social influence. Ac- 
cording to the classification of the Censo Industrial 1963-1964, the enterprises of middle 
and little-concentrated industrial branches, in which national capital openly predominates 
and whose fate is bound to that of the internal market, produced 43.6 percent of the indus- 
trial goods and occupied 57.7 percent of the total work force. This last fact is very impor- 
tant in terms of social influence: it can help to explain the relation that the union bureauc- 
racy maintains with the professional organizations of the national enterprises and the re- 
peated agreements which have been reached in order to make a joint demand for 
modifications of state policies. 
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But those forces of resistance, that contributed toward defeating Krieger Va- 
sena's plan and removing Ongania from power, are, in their own right, limited in 
their capacity for reverting the process: there are economic, social and political 
limits that make difficult, even improbable, an assimilation of the type of hege- 
mony consolidated in Peru by the military revolution of 1968. Between June of 
1970, when Ongania was ousted from power and March of 1971 when Lanusse took 
power, there was a significant phase: the Presidency of General Roberto Levings- 
ton. The significance of this brief interval in the "Argentine Revolution" lies in 
that fact that, during the Economic Ministry of Aldo Ferrer national capital 
reached its highest point of success in its attempts to influence state decisions 
since the fall of Peron in 1955. 

Although they finally failed, Livingston-Ferrer sought to put into action a re- 
formist project that, at the socio-economic level, aspired to associate national 
capital with the state. It was not a revolutionary, nationalist project of state capi- 
talism, but rather a more moderate "Argentinization" of the economy, by means 
of the utilization of the important buying-power of the state and of the redistribu- 
tion of financial credit that would favor national impresarios. The structure of 
that power had to be based on a coalition between the armed forces, the union 
bureaucracy and the technocracy linked to the corporative organizations, which 
included national capital, leaving the political parties outside the process. But the 
key to the functioning of that bloc was that the armed forces accept the role of 
activating a reformist project that would revert the process of the "foreigniza- 
tion" of the economy. 

From the point of view of forms, the proposed model took up again the prac- 
tices of the "Argentine Revolution," in that it marginated the party system and 
tended toward containing the mobilization of the popular sectors. But its content 
was different: in the same way that the armed forces had been the principal axis 
of the neodependent project, they now had to become the principal support of a 
process that would permit the agrarian bourgeoisie and national capital to win 
positions of strength over monopoly capital, who had to step aside and, in some 
aspects, to suffer the consequences of the economic measures taken against 
them. A month before its overthrow, the government adopted decisions that put it 
into contradiction with the concrete interests of the large, foreign oil companies 
and enterprises such as Bunge & Born and Deltec. These measures, that effec- 
tively indicated a displacement in the interior of the dominant classes in favor of 
national capital, did not impede but in fact accelerated the political crisis. 

The state of mobilization of the popular classes, growing since 1969, increased 
in intensity when the economy, at the end of 1970, entered into a new recessive 
and inflationary period. The party system accentuated its offensive against the 
political model that excluded it. In the midst of that legitimacy crisis, the armed 
forces were already sufficiently weakened so that the attempts to induce them to 
lead the reformist project, (elaborated by the technocracy linked to national capi- 
talism) would be successful. The presence of the mobilized masses caused the top 
military leaders to work out another solution to the crisis: reconciliation with the 
political parties and the union bureaucracy. 

The short interval in which Levingston was in power is in some ways similar 
to the episode led in Brazil by General Alburqueque Lima, the leader of the na- 
tionalist movement within the Army, finally ousted from all participation in pow- 
er. The difference lies in the process following the unhappy outcome for the na- 
tionalist movements: following that failure, the neodependent project would reap- 
pear with even more vigor in Brazil. In Argentina, however, a new deadlock 

This content downloaded from 132.235.61.22 on Tue, 10 Sep 2013 23:56:08 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


PORTANTIERO: DOMINANT CLASSES AND POLITICAL CRISIS 117 

arrangement among the dominant classes would, with difficulties, be fashioned. 

SOLUTIONS TO THE CRISIS 

The vacancy caused by the failure of the hegemonic project of monopoly capi- 
tal brought, from that moment, the internal contradictions of the dependent capi- 
talist system up to the first plane, but against the background of a sustained 
growth in the social mobilization of the popular classes in which the industrial 
proletariat introduced, with a force unknown in Argentina, the socialist proble- 
matic. The problem is that of the crisis of a bourgeois hegemonic model, facing 
the presence of a growing popular movement with strong socialist elements. It is 
this mobilization that provoked the two organic responses with which the proper- 
tied classes attempted to bring back equilibrium to the political system. One re- 
sponse was transformism and was located to the "right" of the system. The other 
was reformism, located to the "left." Both, although in confrontation, can coexist 
in an accord that does not signify absolute homogeneity, but rather conflictive 
integration between "officialism" and "opposition" in the interior of a unified 
political system. 

Transformism has as its activating center the armed forces. And reformism 
is at the direction of the large political parties and the union bureaucracy. But 
what should be pointed out is that the division separating the two projects is not 
the content of their socio-economic proposals but that of their political proposals. 
Concretely, the point of rupture between transformism and reformism concerns 
the control of the mobilization, although this political problem might be the ma- 
trix of subsequent differentiations in other planes. 

The overthrow of Levingston inaugurated a third stage in the "Argentine 
Revolution," whose main task was the difficult negotiation of reconstructing the 
social basis of power, weakened by the political crisis that followed the confusion 
that came with the "Cordobazo." This third stage was characterized by an inver- 
sion, proposed by the armed forces, of the initial problem: it would no longer be 
proposed that the political solution must arise as the natural consequence, at 
long-range, of the success of the economic model, whether this model were that of 
monopoly capital (Ongani'a-Krieger Vasena) or that of the association between 
the state and national capital (Levingston-Ferrer). The order of the sequence 
would be altered in the official projects: only the attainment of a minimum of 
legitimacy would be able to guarantee an economic solution. The objective was to 
reconstruct the power of the state for all the fractions of the dominant classes, 
granting to the political system a maximum consensus, with the backing of the 
armed forces in order to guarantee, by violence, the control of the mobilization. 
That was the meaning of the "Gran Acuerdo Nacional" (Great National Accord) 
proposed in the name of the security of the system by the high command of the 
armed forces. With respect to the political model, the economic model moved to a 
second plane. Security, by "uniting the antagonists and attacking the enemies" 
took priority over development. 

The period beginning in April 1971 cannot be identified with a precise orienta- 
tion at the economic level that would extend beyond a certain basic pragmatism. 
The dissolution of the Ministry of the Economy was almost symbolic. It seemed a 
declaration that this was open territory in which classes and fractions of classes 
could each, through exerting pressure, demonstrate their strengths. Politics occu- 
pied the "command post"; the theme of the legitimacy of power became central 
and the "reconciliation" in order to establish bases for consensus was stated as 
the supreme objective. 
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The indispensable element for the construction of that minimal consensus 
that would reconstruct the integrity of the state would be the articulation of an 
agreement between the armed forces, the political parties and the union bureauc- 
racy. The character of that agreement and the content of the social forces con- 
voked in order to put it into practice, determined, in fact, the political withdrawal 
of monopoly capital, which had to accept a pact with national capital in the space 
it least controlled, given its virtual lack of direct, partisan political representa- 
tion: the space of electoral and parliamentary representation. 

The negotiated solution, if not signifying the defeat of monopoly capital, 
amounted, in a contrary sense, to the greatest possible victory that the non-mo- 
nopoly dominant sectors could attain, given the political relations of force and the 
subordinate character of their positions in the economic system. This was, name- 
ly, to relocate themselves in political power, even when their real force was only 
enough to re-establish the deadlock situation and not to instrument an alternate 
hegemonic project able to give strength to a dynamic economic model. 

When the "Brazilian model" for hegemony before long lost its authority, the 
monopoly bourgeoisie was left without a role to play in the range of political possi- 
bilities, and it had to sacrifice its antagonistic presence in favor of securing a 
minimal consolidation in the power system, which had been virtually nonexistent 
since 1969. Unable to impose its model, the proposed reconciliation appeared to 
the monopoly bourgeoisie as a lesser evil that would not bring into question, at 
any rate, its predominance in the economic market, although it would admit com- 
petition with other sectors of the bourgeoisie in the political market of the party 
system. 

The whole process led by the armed forces, the political parties and the union 
bureaucracy, following the proposal made by the state for the construction of a 
"Gran Acuerdo Nacional," seems to affirm, as a tendency, the basic presupposi- 
tions of this truce that the dominant classes must make in order to resolve the 
political crisis and, in this way, to be in a better condition to confront the social 
crisis. One problem, that of the best methods for controlling the mobilization, to 
which is later added the problems of class determinations, marks the greatest 
sum of difficulties, which is translated later, in addition, into violent clashes, as a 
result of the discrepancies between reformism and transformism as organic res- 
ponses to the situation. 

Transformism is the ideology of the armed forces; the socio-political formula 
that assumes, in this stage of the Argentine crisis, the doctrine of security. This is 
the "realist" mode of counter-insurgency. In general, we define transformism as 
a way out of a situation of organic crisis in which one of the dominant fractions 
proposes a program of maintaining order that would include the absorption of the 
representatives of the dominated forces. This absorption modifies the political 
forms of the domination but it does not alter their socio-economic contents. Al- 
though it utilizes reformist frameworks to achieve its ends, a system of the trans- 
formist type attempts to overcome the crisis by means of the rejection of every 
organic reform. 

In the case of Argentina today, this process specifies itself even more. The 
transformism of the armed forces, as an agreement with the union bureaucracy 
and the political parties, seems disposed to accept certain socio-economic re- 
forms. Their "limits of tolerance" are basically at the political level, in the con- 
trol of popular mobilization, in the handling of security. The guarantees that the 
armed forces demand from the other sectors included in the agreement had, from 
the beginning, a "maximum" goal - the candidacy of Lanusse to the constitu- 
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tional presidency- and they now seem to have a "minimum" goal: co-participa- 
tion in power, the control over mobilization by means of violence, the responsibili- 
ty, that cannot be delegated to other sectors, of guaranteeing security against the 
"interior enemy." It is on this basis, and not on the adhesion to an explicit econ- 
omic model, as would have been the case in 1966, that the armed forces have be- 
come the indirect representatives of the best possible program from the point of 
view of the monopolies, given the existing conditions. The armed forces have be- 
come the base of protection for the monopolies in case the rest of the dominant 
classes try to take advantage of popular mobilization in order to recover their lost 
positions in the economic system. 

Reformism, supported by the political parties and the union bureaucracy, 
more directly expresses, on the other hand, socio-economic interests. Its content 
is to maximize the goals of national capital against the model of neodependence, 
by means of an association with the state that would put into action a national- 
developmentist program and that would permit the negotiating of the depend- 
ence. Its platform is that of the agreements between the CGE and the CGT. It is a 
plan which will bring about the unification of the political bureaucracies of the 
large parties. 

The elections of March 11, 1973, took place under these conditions. That day, 
the quantitative force of the number of votes was transformed into a qualitative 
factor. The multitudinous vote for the coalition that had achieved hegemony 
through Peronism also left questionable the "minimum" goal that the military 
had accepted after having admitted the irreparable failure of the attempts to 
"constitutionalize" the presidency of Lanusse. This doubt about reaching the 
"minimum" goal, in as much as it paralyzed the political initiative that the 
armed forces had undertaken until then, marked the most significant blockade 
suffered by the hegemonic project of monopoly capital, in the sanctioning of their 
defeat by the worst possible coalition in terms of both the present conditions and 
the interests of monopoly capital. 

Clearly, for monopoly capital, the best results of the election, toward which 
they had been forced, would have been a fragmentation of power that would re- 
quire permanent negotiation between reformism (itself divided nearly evenly in 
half between officialism and the opposition) and transformism, even though the 
first would formally maintain control of the political system. Such a result would 
be an institutionalized version of the "Gran Acuerdo Nacional," functioning un- 
der the supervision of the armed forces. The landslide of votes thwarted that pos- 
sibility, causing a serious break in the projected continuity. 

The make up of electoral assemblies leave transformism virtually without 
strategy and monopoly capital without a political voice. The new bloc in power 
was led by forces representing the non-monupoly bourgeoisie, basically, the polit- 
ical bureaucracies, the union bureaucracy and organizations directly representa- 
tive of national capitalism. In its interior, with a lesser organizational capacity, 
but expressing with clarity the most profound expectations of popular mobiliza- 
tion after 1969, coexist socialist tendencies, rooted basically in youth and in the 
unionism of the opposition. Finally, to the right, but still exterior to the system, 
are the armed forces. They remain in expectation, but without clear leadership, 
due to the political failure of their leaders, and until now have still been unable to 
revert the marginality brought about as a result of the electoral defeat. 

The new government has internal contradictions between those who postulate 
"national capitalism," those who demand the mobilization toward socialism and, 
in addition, even those who are beginning to act on the behalf of monopoly capi- 

This content downloaded from 132.235.61.22 on Tue, 10 Sep 2013 23:56:08 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


120 LATIN AMERICAN PERSPECTIVES 

tal; neither does it enjoy the active support of the armed forces, but rather only a 
passive consent, the result of that defeat that has not yet worked itself out. This 
government now needs rapidly to take firm control of power; that is, it must 
transform itself into a hegemonic alternative to the failure of monopoly capital. 
At this point, the central problem becomes the capacity of the triumphant coali- 
tion to put into action a policy of organic reforms whose aim is to revert the now 
advanced process of economic dependence. However today, this dependence, un- 
like that of the decade of the forties, is basically founded on dominance within the 
most advanced productive structure. 

The economic weakness, in comparison to that of monopoly capital, of the 
classes that give content to the leadership of the new process could only be com- 
pensated by an effective and profound association with the armed forces that 
would resolve itself in a project of state capitalism. This is a course of action that, 
given the current conditions in the monopolization of the Argentine economy, 
would dangerously approach - for the local bourgeoisie and for the armed forces 
concerned about the "interior enemy" - a non-capitalist path of development. 

If national reformism would fail in the consolidation of a hegemonic project 
based on the association between the state and the non-monopoly bourgeoisie, or 
if it would limit its ambitions to a mere negotiation of dependence, taking advan- 
tage of the new conditions of the world market, the return to a deadlock and the 
continuance of a social and political crisis situation would most probably be the 
result. And further, monopoly capitalism, maintaining its predominance at the 
economic level, would again forcefully seek hegemony within the bloc of power. 

For the popular classes, the proletariat in first place, the electoral triumph of 
March signifies the passage to a new stage of struggle that will take place, ob- 
viously, in much more favorable conditions than those existing from 1955. Any 
new outbreak of the crisis now includes an additional factor, absent during the 
mid-sixties. The presence of a new social movement that, from different organi- 
zational camps, but basically now from the inside of the political system itself, 
will attempt to redefine a political solution in terms of its adequacy to the basic 
social contradiction generated by the development of dependent monopoly capi- 
talism in Argentina. 
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