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      Foreword

      
         
         
         William I. Robinson

         
         The Global Significance of Latin America’s 
New Radical Left
         

         
         
      

      
      What does it mean to attempt revolutionary transformation in the twenty-first century,
         in this new age of global capitalism, when so many of our familiar points of reference
         and goalposts have shifted? The challenges of such transformation are daunting. Yet
         they are all the more urgent as the system spirals into ever deeper crisis. Fundamental
         transformation of our global society appears a necessity if we are going to survive.
         We are living through a time of great upheavals, including the very real possibility
         of collapse as well as the growing threat of repressive social control systems to
         contain the explosive contradictions of a global capitalism facing deep structural,
         environmental, and cultural dislocation. The implacable drive for transnational capital
         to accumulate on a world scale is bringing on an ecological holocaust and endless
         war. Yet despite the dangers humanity faces, the current interregnum offers opportunities
         for transformative, emancipatory projects. First, the system has lost its legitimacy
         for a great many people. Second, neoliberalism appears to be reaching material and
         ideological exhaustion. Third, the dominant groups worldwide look to be divided and
         often rudderless. Fourth, the “thirdworldization” of the First World opens up new
         opportunities for radical globalized politics, for organic alliances across North
         and South.
      

      
      Indeed, since the crisis of global capitalism began in the final years of the twentieth
         century there seem to have been two waves of global rebellion. The first involved
         the rise of a global justice movement, the coalescing of numerous popular struggles
         and resistance movements from around the world into a critical mass in the late 1990s
         and the formation of the World Social Forum under the banner of “Another World Is
         Possible.” This wave reached its crest at the turn of the century and was in part
         derailed, in part transformed, by the events of September 11, 2001, and the counteroffensive
         of the transnational elite made possible by those events. The second wave began in
         the wake of the 2008 financial collapse and spread from 2009 to 2011. Among those
         flash points that most grabbed international headlines were repeated rounds of mass
         strikes and mobilizations in the countries of the European Union, most notably in
         those hardest hit by austerity; uprisings in the Middle East and North Africa; the
         Occupy Wall Street movement in the United States; the Chilean student movement; ongoing
         strike waves among Chinese workers; immigrant rights struggles in many countries;
         and so on.[1]  
      

      
      There is no single conclusion to be reached with regard to the content and direction
         of the worldwide revolt, which encompasses uprisings ranging from explicitly socialist
         revolutions in South America, to the well-organized social movements of peasants in
         the worldwide coalition Via Campesina or the South African shack-dwellers union, to
         the amorphous anti-capitalism of the anarchist-inspired upheavals in Spain or of the
         Occupy Wall Street movement, to shifting coalitions of youth, workers, middle-class
         professionals, and neoliberal technocrats in Egypt or Greece. The key question is
         whether these global revolts will succeed in altering the political and economic power
         structures or actually renovate them through combinations of mild reform and cooptation?
         Or, worse still, will the global police state respond to mass uprisings that do try
         to transform the social order in favor of the poor majority by imposing twenty-first-century
         fascism?
      

      
      This is where the chapters in this volume enter the picture. Anyone who wants to understand
         the prospects for, and complexities of, transformative projects in this age of global
         capitalism and crisis will have to look at the experiences of the twenty-first-century
         Latin American radical left. Now come Steve Ellner and his colleagues, with this timely
         and insightful collection that helps us navigate the complexities of these experiences.
         Taken as a whole, these chapters address a number of vital questions as we contemplate
         the prospects for transformative projects in global society. The global revolt has
         yet to address the matter of political power. The cases looked at in this collection—Venezuela,
         Bolivia, and Ecuador in particular, as well as Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Cuba—while
         a heterodox group, are precisely those countries where the left exercises political
         power, or at least attempts to push forward a popular project from within the state.
         There can be no real emancipatory projects without addressing the matter of political
         power, that is, of the state. And once the left manages to gain some control over
         the state a set of complications emerges, to which there are no pre-given formulas
         and no easy answers. The resolution of any one contradiction gives way to new contradictions,
         for that is the law of dialectics.
      

      
      Here is the value of the chapters that make up this collection. The experience of
         the radical left in power in Latin America offers vital lessons for popular struggles
         all over the world. Studying these experiences is central to the debate, far from
         resolved, regarding “the meaning of revolution today,” which is the subtitle of John
         Holloway’s oft-cited book, Change the World without Taking Power, perhaps the most influential treatise in such circles as the World Social Forum
         and anti-globalization protests.[2]   Central to Holloway’s argument against taking (political/state) power is that the
         state itself is a relation of domination, so that domination cannot be abolished so
         long as we struggle for such power. 
      

      
      Yet global capitalism is now too intrusive for a strategy of withdrawal (rather than
         transformation) that comes out of such an analysis. How viable are transformative
         strategies based on the notion that local communities can withdraw from global capitalism?
         The attempts to create alternative communities at the local level, to set up cooperatives,
         to decentralize circuits of food supply, to withdraw from the global agro-industrial
         regime, to decentralize energy, distribution, and consumption, and to construct cooperative
         enterprises and local solidarity economies are necessary and important. Yet they do
         not in themselves resolve the problem of power. In the absence of a strategy to confront
         the state and to transform the system from within, we are left with the dangerous illusion that the world can be changed without resolving
         this matter of power. Global capitalism is now internal to practically all communities
         on the planet. It has spun webs of worldwide interdependency that link us all to a
         larger totality. Global capitalism is indeed totalizing. The notion that one can escape from global capitalism without defeating it but by
         creating alternative spaces or islands of utopia ignores the unpleasant fact that
         no matter how one wills it to be so, these spaces cannot disengage from capitalism,
         if for no other reason than that capital and the state will penetrate—often forcibly—and
         continuously reincorporate these spaces. 
      

      
      What becomes clear to me from the politics of the new radical left in Latin America
         is that vanguardism and horizontalism are twin pitfalls. Vanguardism is the view that mass autonomous struggles from below
         should be subordinated to the struggle of a revolutionary party to take state power
         and change society from that summit of power. Such a strategy proved to be a disaster
         in the twentieth century. Horizontalism is the view that majorities should organize
         from below with no need for leadership or political parties—and, for that matter,
         with no unifying program or agenda. It is not necessary to confront the state and
         conquer state power; it is enough to create local spaces supposedly detachable from
         the system. To be against vanguardism does not mean to be against revolutionary political organizations, and to be against horizontalism
         does not mean to oppose autonomous mass struggles from below. Just as “reform and revolution”
         were never mutually exclusive struggles or processes, neither are struggling to build
         power from below and struggling to win state power exclusive or antagonistic projects.
         To the contrary, they are mutually reinforcing: part of a broader project of transformation.
         
      

      
      So what is the radical left to do once in power? I am certainly not capable of answering
         that question. But more to the point, the chapters here do not set out to provide
         such answers. If anything, they raise more questions than they answer, and that is
         precisely their value; they illustrate the complexity of political power for emancipatory
         or socialist-oriented projects in the twenty-first century. There are two issues that
         stand out, above all, for me, with regard to these complexities that in greater or
         lesser degree are reflected in the varied contributions in this collection, and which
         I leave the reader to ponder as she turns to the chapters before her.
      

      
      The first is, How do social movements from below achieve control over the organized
         political left and over what it does in the institutions of the state? How can social
         power flow from below and from outside the state as a relation of domination upward
         in such a way that it counters the power of transnational capital and its local agents
         and representatives as well as the corrupting influence of state power on the left?
         Here there is no easy answer. A number of writers and activists have suggested in
         recent years that the new left governments in Latin America have functioned not to
         promote the emancipatory projects of the popular classes but to contain their struggles. “Progressive governments are necessary for the preservation of the
         state,” argues Raul Zibechi. One is hard pressed not to find some truth in Zibechi’s
         harsh claim that “in this new situation, they are the most effective agent at disarming
         the anti-systemic nature of the social movements. . . . In essence, left parties accomplish
         tasks that the right could not achieve through repression: an historic defeat of popular
         forces, without massive bloodshed but every bit as effectively as authoritarian states
         of yesteryear.”[3]  
      

      
      The second is, How can the radical lefts in power push forward an anti-capitalist
         program while the countries they govern must continue to participate in a global economy
         dominated by transnational corporate capital and driven by the dehumanizing logic
         of exchange value? The larger context of radical politics in Latin America has drastically
         changed given the new globalized capitalism, into which every country in the region,
         and, indeed, virtually every nation in the world, has been integrated, beyond trade,
         through transnational circuits of production and finance. There are few who would
         advocate the old notions of disengagement from the world capitalist system as a viable
         strategy for non-capitalist paths of national or regional development, for the simple
         reason that the extent and intensity of global social-economic and communicative integration
         in this age of the global assembly line and the Internet makes the proposal of “delinking,”
         to use Samir Amin’s term, simply not possible, as the Cubans realized in the wake
         of the collapse of the old Soviet system and the juggernaut of global market forces.
         What the radical left has done is to break the hegemony of neoliberalism, not of transnational
         capital.
      

      
      Seen in the big historical picture, the Latin American reality has been driven by
         waves of deepening integration over the past five centuries into an ever-evolving
         and expanding world capitalism. From a structural perspective, the early-nineteenth-century
         wars of independence were themselves, in part, sparked by the decadence of Spanish
         (and Portuguese) control and the rise of Great Britain, with its imperialism of free
         trade, which generated the incentives for an emergent Creole elite to push for independence
         (not to mention the threat of revolution from below by the black, Indian, and mestizo
         majority). The multiclass populist and nationalist projects of the early twentieth
         century grew out of the changes wrought by the export boom of the preceding decades
         followed by the 1930s collapse, just as the revolutionary movements of the 1960s–1980s
         were in part a response to the exhaustion of the populist ISI projects. The onslaught
         of neoliberal globalization pushed the left and popular forces onto the defensive
         in the late twentieth century, but by the turn of the century neoliberalism appeared
         to be reaching material and ideological limits that opened space for the resurgence
         of the radical left under new historical conditions.
      

      
      There is much to indicate we are entering a new crisis of hegemony at the world systemic
         level in this second decade of the twenty-first century. Let us recall that all revolutions,
         all processes of social transformation, all historical conjunctures are unique. To
         understand the “challenges and complexities of political power in the twenty-first
         century,” as this book is subtitled, we must study the concrete historical in which
         the radical left in Latin America has (re)emerged and has come to power in several
         countries. As Gramsci observes, “the truth is in the concrete.” These chapters provide
         us with a wealth of concrete evidence and analysis in the task of making sense of
         the challenges ahead and the lessons from Latin America for popular struggles around
         the world.
      

       

      Santa Barbara

      
      November 2013

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. The spirit of global revolt was captured in an unlikely source. The glossy color cover
                  of the June 29, 2013, edition of The Economist depicted four people in iconic dress under the banner headline “The March of Protest.”
                  First was a woman raising the French flag and single-shot rifle with bayonet, under
                  the subtitle “1848 Europe.” Next to her a man in beatnik clothing with Molotov cocktail
                  and flowers, under the subtitle “1968 America and Europe.” Then came a man dressed
                  in worker clothing, with a raised candle in one hand and a wrench in the other, appearing
                  as the archetypical Lech Walesa, under the subtitle “1989 Soviet Empire.” Finally
                  came a woman in blue jeans and T-shirt, with a smartphone clenched in her raised arm
                  and a latte in the other, under the subtitle “2013 Everywhere.”
               

            

         

         
            2. John Holloway (2002), Change the World without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today, London: Pluto Press.
               

            

         

         
            3. As quoted in the foreword by Daun Paley (2012), pp. 4–5 in Raul Zibechi, Territories in Resistance: A Cartography of Latin American Social Movements, Oakland: AK Press.
               

            

         

      

   
      Preface

      
         
         
         
      

      
      This book is part of a series sponsored by the journal Latin American Perspectives, which since its inception in 1974 has worked to make its articles available for
         classroom use. The goal is to introduce readers, particularly at the university level,
         to some of the important themes and issues about Latin America that have appeared
         in the journal and to integrate them into a coherent collection. In the process, we
         have revised and trimmed articles to their essential content, reorganized them into
         teachable clusters, and provided contextual introductions. Our goal throughout has
         been to make complex but important subject matter accessible to students.
      

      
      Latin America’s Radical Left analyzes the phenomenon of the radical democratic Latin American left in power by
         examining historical and theoretical dimensions. It also provides case studies of
         Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, the three principal nations where the radical left
         has made advances toward consolidation of power, as well as several other nations
         that have influenced and been influenced by these developments. While the book recognizes
         the diversity of radical left experiences, it also assumes that the divide between
         the moderate left (as represented by Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva in Brazil) and the
         radical left is sufficiently well defined as to justify separate treatment of the
         latter. Indeed, some activists and commentators have used the term “twenty-first-century
         socialism” to refer to the radical democratic left in those nations. 
      

      
      The book contains various essays that did not appear in the journal in an attempt
         to underline the major issues and to clarify historical and theoretical contexts.
         The remaining chapters are updated versions of the original articles. Early on we
         decided to exclude detailed discussion of radical leftist movements that are in the
         opposition in other Latin American nations. The focus on radical left governments
         is designed to shed light on the particular challenges faced by leftists in power,
         specifically the need to demonstrate through practice the viability of their policies.
      

       

      Ronald Chilcote, Series Editor and Managing Editor of Latin American Perspectives

      
      Steve Ellner, Participating Editor of Latin American Perspectives

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
         
         
         Steve Ellner

         
         Complexities of the Twenty-First-Century
 Radical Left in Power
         

         
         
      

      
      The democratic, peaceful road to socialism, which has been pursued by the governments
         of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador and serves as an inspiration for much of the Latin
         American left, hardly represents a new approach. Social democratic movements worldwide
         grouped in the Socialist International were the foremost advocates of socialism by
         pacific means from the organization’s founding in 1951. However, whereas the social
         democrats favored moderate policies designed to avoid discord and achieve broad consensus,
         the three Latin American nations have been subject to intense political conflict and
         class and political polarization. In this sense, they resemble the Communist experiences
         in the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, China, and Cuba, which were characterized by
         head-on confrontations with the opponents of far-reaching change and with institutions
         representing the old order. In contrast to Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, however,
         the official discourse of the Communist parties in power dismissed the possibility
         of the peaceful democratic transition to socialism in accordance with orthodox Marxist
         thinking on the inevitability of class warfare (Regalado, 2007: 232).[1] 
      

      
       The three Latin American leftist governments also resemble two experiences of the
         Latin American left in power in the latter part of the twentieth century. Salvador
         Allende’s Unidad Popular in Chile and the Sandinistas in Nicaragua attempted to combine
         a radical transition to socialism with multiparty democracy and adherence to civil
         liberties. However, in the Cold War environment of the period, both were defeated
         by the combined forces of U.S. and domestic opposition at great social cost.
      

      
       In general, the experiences of the governments of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador
         contrast with Communist, social democratic, and Latin American leftist ones in the
         twentieth century as well as with moderate leftist ones in the twenty-first.
      

      
       The term “twenty-first-century Latin American radical left” as used here applies
         primarily to the governments of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador and excludes more
         moderate movements both in power (as in the case of Brazil) and out of power. The
         positions of the radical leftists contrast with those of moderate leftists in several
         basic respects. The governments of Hugo Chávez (Venezuela), Evo Morales (Bolivia),
         and Rafael Correa (Ecuador) are staunch critics of the capitalist system, if not advocates
         of socialism (Boron, 2008: 28–42). In addition, the radical leftists have taken advantage of their rise to power and
         subsequent political victories by moving quickly against adversaries and deepening
         the process of change. This steady radicalization contrasts with the approach of Brazil’s
         Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, who upon assuming the presidency designed more conservative
         macroeconomic policies than those called for by international lending agencies. Along
         similar lines, the radical leftists have been reluctant to negotiate agreements with,
         or grant significant concessions to, their adversaries. Thus, in Mexico, moderate
         leftists associated with the Partido de la Revolución Democrática (Party of the Democratic
         Revolution) favored alliances with the conservative Partido Acción Nacional (National
         Action Party) both in 2000 and in subsequent years, while leaders to their left, such
         as Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas and Andrés Manuel López Obrador, promoted leftist candidacies.
         The issue of alliances with politicians to the right led López Obrador (2013) to break
         with the PRD and form a new party in 2013. Similarly, President Chávez broke with
         the tradition of creating tripartite commissions of top business and labor organizations
         to resolve pressing problems and disputes.
      

      
       Other shared characteristics set the three radical leftist governments off from the
         moderate leftist ones. In the first place, all three presidents won elections, referendums,
         and recall elections with sizable majorities, sometimes exceeding 60 percent of the
         vote. These triumphs provided them with mandates and more room to maneuver than the
         moderate leftist presidents, who generally received lower voting percentages. In the
         second place, Chávez, Morales, and Correa initiated their presidencies by issuing
         a call for a constituent assembly that ended up overhauling the existing political
         structure. In the third place, the momentum generated by political victories and the
         radicalization of positions invigorated the movements’ rank and file. This zeal at
         the grassroots level accounted for the ongoing mobilization that proved essential
         to the governments’ political survival. On foreign policy, the three governments were
         harsh critics of Washington and, through the Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos
         de Nuestra América (Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America), acted as
         a bloc at international gatherings (Ellner, 2012a: 10).
      

      
       In all three nations charismatic presidents strengthened the power of the national
         executive and maintained absolute control of their respective movements. At the same
         time, the three presidents headed relatively weak political parties that (in the case
         of Venezuela and Ecuador) failed to establish solid links with the popular sectors
         outside of the electoral arena (Ellner, 2012b). These characteristics led some political
         analysts, both sympathetic and critical, to label Chávez, Morales, and Correa “populist.”
      

      
       Not surprisingly, the radicalization of the three governments met with hardened resistance
         on the part of defenders of the status quo and set off an intense polarization that
         was another distinguishing characteristic of the radical left in power. Indeed, the
         political, social, and economic groups opposed to the leftist governments represented
         a “disloyal opposition.” Not only did they condemn virtually all policies and actions
         of the government but they also accused it of totalitarian intentions and at times
         resorted to violence in an attempt to set off military coups.
      

      
       Finally, the twenty-first-century radical left has refrained from “red baiting” or
         accepting the accusations of dubious veracity formulated by the right against leftists.
         Chávez, for instance, publicly declared that he was neither a Communist nor an anticommunist,
         while his followers called one another “comrades” as a rebuke to McCarthyist stereotypes.
         Moderate leftist presidents in Brazil, Argentina, and elsewhere have acted in a similar
         fashion. Not only do they reject the “good-left”–“bad-left” thesis promoted by Washington
         but they have also maintained exceptionally cordial relations with the radical leftists
         in power. Nevertheless, there are exceptions to this principled behavior. Thus, for
         instance, Gustavo Petro, the presidential candidate of the leftist Polo Democrático
         Alternativo in Colombia (and subsequently mayor of Bogotá), called on his party to
         defend the national interest by closing ranks behind right-wing President Álvaro Uribe
         in his attacks on Chávez for aiding the nation’s guerrilla movement (Informe21.com,
         2009). Occasional remarks by Salvadoran President Mauricio Funes against Chávez also
         appeared to serve as a statement of his government’s commitment to avoid radical change.
         
      

      
       Radicalization was not a linear process, notwithstanding the commitment of the radical
         leftists to far-reaching change and their marked differences with the moderate leftist
         governments. As Héctor Perla and Héctor Cruz-Feliciano point out in their chapter,
         the Sandinista government after 2006 joined ALBA and resembled the radical left in
         Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador in other respects but at the same time attempted to
         mollify the right. Having reached power with only 38 percent of the vote, the Sandinistas
         were intent on neutralizing and reining in diverse sectors. Not the least important
         of their concessions was the government’s ban on abortion, a position that represented
         a complete reversal for President Daniel Ortega. Marc Becker describes in his chapter
         how Rafael Correa appeared to turn his back on the principles of participatory democracy
         and environmental protection, which are embodied in the constitution of 2008, when
         he clashed with indigenous activists belonging to social movements that had been instrumental
         in his rise to power.
      

      
       The radical left’s experiences in office also contrast with those of democratic leftists
         such as the Allende government and the Sandinistas in the 1980s, which reached power
         at the height of the Cold War and were similarly committed to a radical break with
         the past. While less secure in power than the Communists in the Soviet Union and China,
         the leftist governments of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador exercise greater control
         over various state spheres, including the legislative and judiciary branches and the
         armed forces, than the governing radical democratic left of the previous century.
         Consequently, they have been forced to grapple with thorny issues related to consolidation
         in the context of an extended peaceful transition to socialism. Neither Allende nor
         the Sandinistas of the 1980s faced a situation similar to those of Chávez in 2007,
         Correa in 2009, and Morales in 2010 after being reelected by wide margins, results
         that demoralized the opposition. During these periods of relative stability, the burden
         of demonstrating the viability of the new model they advocated was clearly placed
         on the twenty-first-century radical left. The less secure grip on power of twentieth-century
         radical left governments due to ongoing disruptions including violence and sabotage
         and the wider support for U.S. interventionism during the Cold War years ruled out
         their consolidation and led to their overthrow. Allende, for instance, reached power
         with only 36 percent of the vote and was overthrown after just three years, while
         the Sandinistas in the 1980s focused much of their attention and resources on the
         U.S.-promoted armed resistance to their rule.
      

      
       The twenty-first-century radical left faces complex theoretical and practical challenges
         that are in fundamental ways distinct from those confronting the social democratic
         and orthodox Marxist governments of the twentieth century. Indeed, the radical leftist
         theoretician Marta Harnecker (2010: 32) states that “the situation facing our ‘left’
         governments is even more complex than that which faced the Soviet government.” The
         distinctive characteristics of the continent’s twenty-first-century left help explain
         this complexity. Most important, the electoral and gradual path to far-reaching change
         in the absence of a policy of compromise and concessions to the enemy involves an
         array of variables that complicate the process. The strategy provides opportunities
         for adversaries, who, in the context of acute polarization, are able to undermine
         the government’s authority and impede the implementation of its economic policies.
         An example of this low-intensity warfare is the case of Venezuelan business resistance
         to price controls, which, as I show in my chapter in this volume, produced a veritable
         tug-of-war between the Chávez government and the private sector, eventually leading
         to widespread expropriations. This type of face-off presents the left with the dilemma
         of whether to move forward with further radicalization or emphasize consolidation.
         At the same time, the peaceful road to socialism in a setting of sharp polarization
         creates spaces for those on the left end of the political spectrum, some outside of
         the ruling coalition (particularly in the case of Bolivia and Ecuador) and others
         within it (as in Venezuela), who clamor for a more accelerated pace of change.
      

      
       These challenges are different and in some cases more complex than those confronting
         social democratic and Communist movements in power in the past. Social democratic
         thinking (as defended by the Socialist International) was underpinned by positivist
         assumptions regarding the inevitability of change in the absence of struggle (a fundamental
         theoretical difference between the father of positivism, Auguste Comte, and Marx).
         The social democratic strategy that attempts to minimize confrontation and achieve
         harmonious change contrasts with the complex dynamic of radical policies followed
         by resistance from hegemonic forces and extreme political polarization in a democratic
         setting that characterizes the twenty-first-century radical left in power.
      

      
       The case of the Communists who seized power in the twentieth century was also distinct,
         in that all forms of opposition to the government were repressed and socialism was
         imposed without a long, drawn-out struggle. This process was antithetical to the war
         of position of the twenty-first-century radical left in power, in which hegemonic
         traditional forces have retained the upper hand in institutions such as the church,
         the media, and even parts of the state sphere. While orthodox Communists defended
         Lenin’s thesis on the need to “smash” the bourgeois state and social democrats worked
         within it, the twenty-first-century radical left has followed a strategy of attempting
         to transform it in those countries where it reached power. Furthermore, in contrast
         to the fixed Marxist doctrine and formulas of Communist rule, the twenty-first-century
         radical left is admittedly eclectic and embraces and even celebrates a trial-and-error
         approach to socialism lacking in ideological clarity, a shortcoming which it views
         as a corrective to dogmatism (Acosta, 2007: 25–27). It therefore lacks the ideological common denominators that characterized the Marxism
         underpinning twentieth-century Communist rule.
      

      
       The post–Cold War setting contributes to the complexity of the phenomenon of the
         twenty-first-century left. The Cold War was conducive to simplistic conceptualization
         and strategies in that it pitted the pro-U.S. camp, identified as democratic, against
         the movements and governments favoring socialism, which was perceived as a well-defined
         system. Pressure from both poles limited options and discouraged originality (as occurred
         in the case of Cuba in the course of the 1960s). The collapse of the Soviet bloc gave
         impetus to the equally simplistic, monolithic notions of neoliberalism and the related
         doctrine of the “end of history,” which labeled all alternatives to U.S.-style democracy
         and capitalism obsolete.
      

      
       By the turn of the twentieth century, the widespread protests against neoliberalism
         in Latin America encouraged greater political diversity, including nationalist leftist
         movements that firmly opposed U.S. policies. These leftists rejected the concessions
         to powerful economic groups implicit in the center-left alliances advocated by Jorge
         Castañeda during the heyday of neoliberalism in the 1990s (for discussion, see Ellner,
         2004: 12–21). The emerging anti-neoliberal model associated with the twenty-first-century
         radical left combines representative democracy and radical democracy based on the
         Rousseauian tradition of direct input into decision making. The two are not entirely
         compatible and have created internal strains due to paradigmatic differences, thus
         adding to the complexity of the challenges facing twenty-first-century leftist movements
         (Smilde, 2011: 7–11).
      

      
       The twenty-first-century radical left in power has faced two imperatives with distinct
         and sometimes conflicting strategies. On the one hand, pragmatic policies that promoted
         institutionalization were designed to foster efficiency while prioritizing economic
         over social objectives. On the other hand, widespread mobilization and social programs
         engendered the popular participation essential for advancing toward socialism and
         confronting adversaries on the right. The two objectives are equally compelling (see
         Thomas Purcell’s chapter). Dogmatic or simplistic formulas and ideological formulations
         favoring one over the other are unlikely to be successful (Ellner, 2011b: 439–440,
         445), while the path designed to achieve a synthesis is fraught with complexity.
      

      
      The Social Heterogeneity of the Twenty-First-Century Latin American Left

      
      The social base and strategy of twenty-first-century leftist movements diverge from
         traditional Marxist practice and thinking. Marx’s focus on production as the essential
         component of society’s “structure” (as opposed to the more superficial “superstructure”)
         led him to posit the proletariat as the key agent for change. Subsequently, orthodox
         Marxism minimized the role of other non-hegemonic classes and largely passed over
         their conflicting interests, a tendency sometimes called “workerism.” Marx questioned
         the revolutionary potential of the peasantry because of its property ownership aspirations.
         Lenin initially shared this distrust but then went on to call for a
 “worker-peasant alliance” (a convergence represented by the symbol of the hammer
         and sickle) without expressing concern over divergent interests or visions. Similarly,
         orthodox Marxism denied the revolutionary character and political importance of the
         petty bourgeoisie in accordance with Marx’s prediction of social polarization in which
         a majority of the middle class would sink into the ranks of the working class. Finally,
         Marx’s pejorative term “lumpen proletariat” has sometimes been conflated with the
         non-proletarian component of the urban lower classes that in Latin America largely
         consists of members of the informal economy.
      

      
       In a different vein, Mao Zedong recognized the multiplicity and complexity of internal
         contradictions (both old and new) under socialism, as well as the “fairly long period
         of time” that it would take to resolve them (Mao, 1971b: 444, 464). The same contradictions
         also manifested themselves within and among the different sectors that supported the
         revolutionary movement, as well as within the socialist state. Nevertheless, Mao characterized
         these contradictions as essentially “non-antagonistic” (Mao, 1971a: 127) and believed
         that the correct way to overcome them was by “the democratic method, the method of
         discussion, of criticism, of persuasion and education” and by engaging in “self-criticism”
         (Mao, 1971b: 438–439, 442). He also considered the contradictions within the Communist
         Party as a clash between “correct thinking” and “fallacious thinking,” which were
         themselves a reflection of class differences (Mao, 1971a: 126–127). These references
         to contradictions would seem to fall short of the degree to which heterogeneity poses
         a complex challenge to twenty-first-century socialism.[2] 
      

      
       In contrast to the orthodox Marxists, writers coming from different traditions have
         pointed to the transformational or revolutionary qualities of non-proletariat classes
         in the Third World while arguing against the vanguard role of the working class. Víctor
         Raúl Haya de la Torre (1976 [1928]: 255), for instance, in the 1920s posited the middle
         class as the most revolutionary social group in underdeveloped countries because its
         members “are the first victims of imperialism’s economic offensive,” in contrast to
         the working class and the rural workforce, which, at least in the short run, stand
         to benefit from foreign investment.[3]  Similarly, Frantz Fanon (1963: 129–130) emphasized the combative potential of the
         peasantry, which he contrasted with the self-serving political behavior of most of
         the urban population, including the working class. He also recognized the revolutionary
         potential of the “lumpen proletariat,” which like the peasantry was further removed
         from and therefore less corrupted by the system of colonial rule. Fanon’s differentiation
         between the working class and the non-proletarian urban poor has become particularly
         compelling in the age of globalization (Laclau, 2005: 146–150, 231). Kurt Weyland
         and other scholars writing on neopopulism in the 1990s have pointed to the conflicting
         interests between workers in the formal economy and those of the informal economy,
         the latter (unlike the former) being adversely affected by the existing model of import
         substitution (Weyland, 1999: 182–184; Oxhorn, 1998: 200, 215–216).[4]  
      

      
       Writers sometimes identified as postmodernists have also focused attention on the
         heterogeneity of non-hegemonic groups. Most of them have distanced themselves from
         Marxist thinking by not only rejecting the revolutionary role of the working class
         because of its widespread acceptance of bourgeois values and chauvinism but also writing
         off class itself as a useful category. In its place they celebrate group “identity,”
         largely based on political and cultural convictions and behavior, a focus that, in
         the words of Nancy Fraser, amounts to the “recognition of difference” (quoted in Burgmann,
         2005: 2). The emphasis on identity provides an insight into the proliferation of visions,
         positions, and interests among the popular sectors. This diversity contrasts with
         the notion, associated with orthodox Marxism, of a limited number of social groups,
         such as the proletariat and peasantry, each one supposedly characterized by cohesiveness
         and uniformity. In addition, the postmodernist defense of cultural relativism lends
         itself to a pluralistic approach to revolutionary politics and the rejection of a
         “correct” line identified with a proletarian position.
      

      
       The post-Marxist Ernesto Laclau (1985) goes beyond this line of thinking by centering
         his analysis of politics and political strategy on the irreconcilability of differences
         among subaltern groups. Laclau’s concept of the “empty signifier” attempts to demonstrate
         the profundity of the cleavages. According to Laclau, the successful leader (whom
         he calls a “populist”) is one who ingeniously unites disparate non-privileged sectors
         by coining slogans (empty signifiers) that are interpreted differently by each group
         according to its own world view and needs. In spite of their unifying role, populist
         leaders cannot completely bridge the gap between the different interpretations.
      

      
       In the 1980s, “new social movements,” which were defined as those emphasizing identity
         and direct participation and were associated at the theoretical level with Laclau
         and other post-Marxists and postmodernists, gained acceptance among some Latin American
         writers and activists. During these years, social organizations and movements played
         a major role in democratization, and some of them facilitated the participation of
         previously excluded sectors, including women and the indigenous population, on a massive
         scale. The predominant role played by women activists in many of these activities
         (from soup kitchens to the Madres de Plaza de Mayo) spilled over to cultural fronts
         as gender equality in and outside of the home came to the fore, leading to “discursive
         changes” from the originally expressed motives for participation (Feijoo and Gogna,
         1990: 100; Jelin, 1990: 190; Ellner, 1994: 75–76). One prime example of the expression
         of identity politics was the Katarista movement in Bolivia, which within the nation’s
         peasant movement formulated slogans related to ethnic oppression, a situation largely
         ignored by the 1952 revolution. One of the Kataristas, Álvaro García Linera, was jailed
         for his participation in the Tupac Katari Guerrilla Army and went on to become vice
         president under Morales and a prominent radical leftist theoretician. García Linera
         has labeled the Morales administration a “government of social movements” and has
         embraced the “living well” (vivir bien) model based on anti-capitalist tenets of indigenous culture, but at the same time
         he defends the overriding importance of economic developmental goals (as discussed
         by Federico Fuentes in his chapter). In another example of the incorporation of excluded
         sectors by the twenty-first-century left, women have constituted the vast majority
         of the “spokespeople” for the estimated thirty thousand community councils, which
         represent a major pillar of the Chávez government’s political model.
      

      
       The experiences of the twenty-first-century radical left in power and the class analysis
         of its defenders accord with the post-Marxist emphasis on heterogeneity and the irreconcilability
         of interests among those supporting change (Harnecker, 2010: 65–66; Sader, 2008: 77–78).
         The chapters on Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador in this book demonstrate the depth
         of the strains among non-elite social sectors as well as among internal political
         currents and the relationship between the two. Not only are the interests of non-elite
         groups different, but in some cases they have entered into sharp conflict.[5]  Thinkers such as García Linera (2011: 23–72) view the resultant tensions as conducive
         to “creative” outcomes. Indeed, in the case of Bolivia, the notable increase in political
         conflicts, including popular protests against government policies, does not imply
         opposition to the government per se, as demonstrated by the string of Morales’ electoral
         victories (an observation made by Fuentes in his chapter; see also Morales, 2012:
         51; Wolff, 2013: 43–46).
      

      
       Twenty-first-century radical leftists reject the orthodox Marxist prioritization
         of the working class and the preference of twentieth-century Communist governments
         for heavy industry (Harnecker, 2007: 32; Alvarez, 2010: 114–116; Boron, 2008: 122–130).
         Some Latin American leftist theoreticians point out that the “incredibly fragmented
         society” in the age of globalization affects even the working class, which has become
         “extremely heterogeneous” largely because of the practice of flexibilization (Harnecker,
         2010: 66). Such prominent twenty-first-century leftists as Chávez and García Linera
         have argued that in recent decades the organized working class has failed to live
         up to the revolutionary expectations inherent in traditional Marxism (Blanco Muñoz,
         1998: 392, 397; García Linera, 2010: 38–39; Boron, 2008: 123). As an alternative to
         proletarian workerism, today’s radical left places all workers on an equal footing,
         including the members of the informal economy, the rural workforce, and employees
         in small business units (Goldfrank, 2011: 6).
      

      
       The slogans “inclusion” and “incorporation” embraced by the twenty-first-century
         left are directed more at the members of the informal economy, who are largely excluded
         from labor legislation and lack organizational representation, than at the organized
         working class. One leading twenty-first-century leftist philosopher and theoretician,
         Enrique Dussel (2003: 143), underscores the “liberation” and the rights of the excluded
         by arguing that ethics implies empathy for “the other” or for the “victim.” He goes
         on to state that “the affirmation of their dignity and freedom . . . of their labor,
         outside of the system is the source of the very mobility of the dialectic. (They affirm
         what is ‘unproductive labor’ for capital, but real in its own terms, and affirm it
         outside the system . . . the system considers them ‘nothing,’ non-being; and it is
         out of this nothingness that new systems are built)” (see also 2008: 78; 2012).[6] 
      

      
       Twenty-first-century radical leftist theoreticians and political actors, while discarding
         the workerism characteristic of orthodox Marxist groups, do not reject the class-based
         analysis that is basic to Marxism (Harnecker, 2007: 47, 90–91). The Argentine leftist
         Atilio Boron (2008: 126), for instance, argues that “the proliferation of social actors
         does not decree the abolition of the laws of motion of a society of classes: it only
         signifies that the social and political scene has become more complex.” Furthermore,
         the radical leftists place a premium on demands and programs at the point of production,
         a focus that represents the essence of Marxism. Examples of these types of demands
         favoring non-proletarian sectors include support for the right of informal-economy
         workers to choose the locations of their sales stands and of community councils to
         hire local residents for public works projects in their communities, legalization
         of the activity of small-scale coca growers (particularly in Bolivia), and government
         preference for worker cooperatives and community councils in the awarding of contracts
         even though they may be less cost-effective. These issues involving the livelihood
         of workers outside large-scale industry have produced controversy among leftists,
         some of whom favor a strategy based on economies of scale (Ellner, 2011b: 440–445;
         Ciccariello-Maher, 2013: 218–233). Some twenty-first-century radical leftists consider
         production units and geographical locations (such as communities) equally important
         sources of struggle and the seeds for the construction of a new society (Harnecker,
         2008: 66–67; Silva, 2009: 269–272).
      

      
       The decision to embrace social heterogeneity rather than prioritize a specific class
         or set of struggles presents the radical left with special challenges. Most important,
         sharp social and political differences within leftist movements put to the test the
         left’s commitment to internal democracy, since vertical structures are seen by many
         as a corrective to acute internal discord. Historically, Latin American leftist leaders
         of multiclass parties, influenced by the Marxist principle of the inevitability of
         class conflict, confronted the predicament of conflicting internal interests by promoting
         centralism and tight organizational control.[7] Similarly, the main justification for the all-encompassing power of the national
         executive and the líder máximo in Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Nicaragua is that it guarantees the political-party
         unity essential for confronting powerful and aggressive adversaries.
      

      
       Twenty-first-century radical left writers have embraced two models that deal with
         the problem of heterogeneity in different ways and presuppose different levels of
         political consciousness among the population. The radical or “participatory” democracy
         that is embodied in the new constitutions of twenty-first-century leftist governments
         celebrates participation and guarantees direct popular input in decision making. In
         doing so, it encourages the creation of a wide range of social movements and organizations
         that reflect a multiplicity of concerns and interests (Harnecker, 2010: 7). An example
         of direct democracy is the government-promoted community councils in Venezuela, Bolivia
         (specifically, the ayllus), and Nicaragua. Rather than supporting mechanisms to achieve class harmony, some
         of the advocates of radical democracy envision ongoing social conflict and political
         differences as natural and healthy as long as they do not degenerate into head-on
         clashes (Mouffe, 2005: 120–121; Garzón Rogé and Perelman, 2010: 69–72, 82–83). Their
         view of the proliferation of sources of conflict in the course of the twentieth century
         lends itself to the “deepening of democracy” and participatory democracy in that ever
         larger numbers of people have been incorporated into the political arena (Laclau and
         Mouffe, 1985: 163). The optimism of these writers regarding the democratic capacity
         of the population leads them to take issue with those who are apprehensive about popular
         energy and participation (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 171–175; Esteva, 2009: 48–53).
         Radical democracy under governments committed to far-reaching change presupposes advanced
         political consciousness in that organizational and political maturity is a prerequisite
         for direct participation in decision making. In addition, a high level of consciousness
         helps combat economicism, whereby the excessive corporatist demands of a given non-privileged
         sector block the achievement of long-term objectives in the interest of the entire
         population. Thus political maturity is an antidote to secondary contradictions, or
         what Mao Zedong called “contradictions among the people” (García Linera, 2011: 24).
      

      
       A second model focuses on the “dialectical” relationship between the rank and file
         of movements on the left and charismatic leftist leaders who are able to unify a highly
         fragmented bloc of the non-elite. Diana Raby (2006: 19, 184), influenced by Laclau’s
         writing on populism, points to the “internal contradictions” of “broad, popular and
         democratic movement(s)” that leaders such as Chávez attempt to overcome. Raby, paraphrasing
         Laclau, maintains that the followers of the leftist populist leader become a “political
         subject” and develop “a political consciousness and identity” at the same time that
         they assume the role of participants and not spectators (2006: 115, 240). In contrast
         to the defenders of crowd theory and much of the original writing on populism in the
         1950s (Germani, 1962), Laclau sees the populist leader as meeting his/her followers
         “only halfway” as he/she “will only be accepted if he presents, in a particularly
         marked fashion, features that he shares with those he is supposed to lead,” a bonding
         process described as “investiture” (Laclau, 2005: 59–60). Many twenty-first-century
         radical leftist activists and sympathizers describe this ongoing exchange as a “magical
         relationship” that facilitates democratic governance (as quoted in Ellner, 2011b:
         435). In short, the non-privileged sectors of the population are highly divided but
         far from impotent as they effectively assert their world view, goals, and demands.
      

      
       Nevertheless, twenty-first-century leftists who place the radical populist leader
         at center stage are less optimistic than advocates of the radical democratic model
         about existing subjective conditions, and specifically about the capacity of the popular
         sectors to act autonomously on an ongoing basis within an organizational framework
         (see Laclau, 2006: 119–120). Indeed, some of the writers who identify with the radical
         left point to the concentration of power in the hands of such a leader as a sign of
         backwardness and an impediment to open debate and popular input into decision making
         (Monedero, 2009: 190–192; Javier Biardeau, 2009: 66; Acosta, 2009: 12–13).
      

      
       Social heterogeneity has an important strategic implication for the Latin American
         left. If no one social group is the key agent of revolutionary change or receives
         priority treatment, and if political differences have a social base, then leftist
         governments need to reconcile different internal positions rather than follow a monolithic
         line in favor of a given political current or social group. A broad-based strategy
         of this type would even attempt to win over sectors of the middle class, specifically
         less privileged ones that support structural transformation, and would refrain from
         deriding their proposals as “petty bourgeois.” Nevertheless, even with a well-balanced,
         flexible approach that attempts to achieve reconciliation, the government will not
         be able (as Mao had hoped it would) to put an end to internal tensions, which, as
         Laclau points out, are inevitable. The alternative for leftists is a movement rooted
         in the revolutionary hegemony of a given class or a tight-knit political vanguard,
         a dogmatic strategy that ignores the complexity of the challenges facing the radical
         left much as the “good-left”–“bad-left” thesis does coming from the right.[8]

      
      Exposing the Simplicity of the Good-Left–Bad-Left Thesis and Going beyond the Current
         Debate
      

      
      The focus on the complexity of the twenty-first-century radical left and the heterogeneity
         of its following is diametrically opposed to the simplistic concept of populism embodied
         in the good-left–bad-left thesis formulated by intellectuals such as Jorge Castañeda
         and Mario Vargas Llosa. Their arguments are used by the U.S. State Department as part
         of the effort to isolate Latin American governments perceived to be “anti-American.”
         These writers classify the radical left as the “bad left” or “populist left” and contrast
         it with the allegedly responsible policies of Lula and other members of the “good
         left.” The bad left is distinguished by its radical rhetoric, intransigence, and confrontational
         tactics. Examples include López Obrador, who created a shadow cabinet to protest the
         alleged fraud of the 2006 presidential elections, and Ollanta Humala (at the time
         of his first presidential bid in 2006), who, according to Castañeda, attempted to
         “invade” Chile in April 2007, in what was really a peaceful symbolic protest to draw
         attention to Peru’s border claims (Castañeda, 2008: 232). The good-left–bad-left thesis
         emphasizes personal ambition, style, and discourse and, in doing so, passes over the
         complex array of groups that are part of the radical left and the difficult decisions
         that have been thrust upon it as a result of its commitment to the pacific road to
         far-reaching change.
      

      
       The good-left–bad-left thesis points to the areas of convergence between twenty-first-century
         radical leftist movements and the classical radical populist ones of a half century
         before, but in doing so simplifies both phenomena (Ellner, 2011a: 422). Undoubtedly
         today’s radical left in some ways resembles the classical radical populism of the
         1930s and 1940s (Dussel, 2008: 76–77), whose salient features included charismatic
         leadership, organizational weakness, ill-defined long-term goals, nationalist foreign
         policy, socioeconomic reforms favoring the popular sectors, a tendency to bypass existing
         political institutions, and a discourse that contributed to sharp political and social
         polarization. The complexity of radical classical populism (in contrast to the pro-neoliberal
         “neopopulism” associated with Alberto Fujimori in the 1990s) stemmed from its far-reaching
         transformational potential, which was contrary to the intentions and interests of
         many of its original supporters (Laclau, 1979 [1977]: 175, 190–191).
      

      
       Twenty-first-century Latin American radical left movements, because of their pronounced
         internal diversity and contradictions, are even more complex, as is frequently recognized
         by Latin American leftist theoreticians (Boron, 2008: 126; Dussel, 2008: 72; Wolff,
         2013: 52–54). Thus, for instance, they are committed to overcoming their organizational
         shortcomings and promoting participatory democracy and have taken steps to do so while
         in many cases retaining the strong executive powers of an all-powerful leader. Furthermore,
         while lacking the blueprints for long-term change of orthodox Marxism, they identify
         themselves as socialist and have debated different socialist options, unlike the more
         ideologically vague classical populism of the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, their lack
         of ideological clarity may be a logical response to the vacuum created by the collapse
         of the Soviet Union, or, in the words of Laclau (2005: 17–18), “a precondition to
         constructing relevant political meaning.” In short, the political agenda that lies
         behind the good-left–bad-left thesis rules out a nuanced analysis of noncommunist
         transformational movements in Latin America both in the twentieth century (in the
         case of classical populism) and in the present and is at odds with rich scholarly
         writing that demonstrates their complex and dynamic nature.
      

      
       Since the publication of Castañeda and Morales’ (2008) Leftovers, the debate over the good-left–bad-left thesis has centered on the degree to which
         each of the two categories can be considered homogeneous. Several important books
         explicitly characterize Leftovers as simplistic for failing to recognize the diversity among governments in both camps.
         Thus, for instance, the essays by Juan Pablo Luna (2010: 30–31), Maxwell Cameron and
         Kenneth Sharpe (2010), Jennifer McCoy (2010: 99 n. 7), and Santiago Anria (2010: 121–123)
         in Latin America’s Left Turns (Cameron and Hershberg, 2010) contrast Chávez, with his top-down decision making,
         with Morales, who as a labor and social movement leader has allegedly been more in
         tune and willing to negotiate with his rank and file and the population in general.
         In the same volume Luna (2010: 28) proposes to unpack “the social-democratic type”
         to demonstrate fundamental differences among “good-left” governments. Along similar
         lines, Steven Levitsky and Kenneth Roberts (2011: 399) conclude that “the Latin American
         Left is marked by considerable diversity” in that between Brazil and Chile, with their
         “macroeconomic orthodoxy,” and Venezuela, with its “openly statist policies and increasingly
         authoritarian mode of governance,” there is a “wide range of intermediate cases.”[9]

      
       The chapters in this book attempt to frame the debate along different lines. Even
         if the premise of the good-left–bad-left thesis regarding the basic similarities of
         bad-left governments is accepted, the theory is fundamentally flawed, in that it ignores
         the complexity of the challenges that confront the radical left. The complexity stems
         from three factors: the social and political heterogeneity of leftist government supporters,
         the spaces that democratic strategies open for critics both to the left and to the
         right, and the relative novelty of the approaches that are being followed. For this
         reason, the application of the framework of populism by Castañeda and others, which
         highlights semi-authoritarian features and the weakening of institutions, is
 misleading. Similarly, the assertion that the radical left’s policies are unsustainable
         simplifies the process of change under way and ignores the unmistakable inroads (Weyland,
         2010: 11–12; 2011: 75–82; see also discussion in Levitsky and Roberts, 2011: 413–415;
         and Oxhorn, 2009: 228–230).
      

      
       The chapters in this book focus on the distinguishing features of, and challenges
         confronting, the twenty-first-century Latin American radical left in power. The book’s
         basic thesis is that the obstacles and complexities arising from these experiences
         are quantitatively and qualitatively different from twentieth-century cases of leftist
         rule. The book focuses on the leftist governments and movements in Bolivia, Ecuador,
         and Venezuela, which have served as a major point of reference for the Latin American
         left throughout the continent, as is recognized by commentators across the political
         spectrum (see, for instance, Trinkunas, 2011: 25–27; as well as Raby’s chapter in
         this volume). The chapters written by Federico Fuentes, Marc Becker, and me describe
         the extended period of intense social and political polarization in the three countries
         in contrast to Communist and social-democratic governments in the past. Not only did
         the legal opposition question the government’s legitimacy, but a middle ground characterized
         by qualified support or non-belligerent criticism of government policy was left largely
         unoccupied.
      

      
       Cuba is also of central concern for the analysis of the twenty-first-century radical
         left. Chávez has admittedly been heavily influenced by Fidel Castro, whose advice
         stems from the experience of socialist construction in Cuba for half a century. One
         area of influence is Cuba’s evolving attitude and policy toward organized religion,
         grounded on tolerance and informed by the teachings of liberation theology, as I discuss
         in the concluding chapter. The influence of one country on the other, however, flows
         in both directions (Azicri, 2009: 103–104). As Camila Piñeiro Harnecker discusses
         in her chapter, the participants in the debate over economic and political reforms
         in Cuba have taken into account the experiences of the radical left in power in Latin
         America. Piñeiro points to two guideposts that serve to channel the unrelenting pressure
         to liberalize the nation’s economic and even political structure and that make the
         debate in Cuba very much a twenty-first-century phenomenon. On the one hand, the Cubans
         are wary of the type of transformation that made possible the restoration of capitalism
         in the Soviet Union and for all intents and purposes in China. On the other hand,
         they are inspired by the example of the radical left in power, particularly in Venezuela,
         which combines democracy and a highly regulated market economy. In addition, the Cubans
         have taken note of the impressive results of the novel social programs implemented
         by leftist and center-leftist Latin American governments, which could help facilitate
         the exit from the public sector of one million state workers in their nation, as the
         reformers are contemplating.
      

      
       Another challenge facing the left in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador that differs
         from twentieth-century revolutionary processes is the gradual transformation of a
         state staffed partly by opponents of radical change. In his chapter, Marcel Nelson
         analyzes this dynamic in the framework of Nicos Poulantzas’ concept of the state as
         a highly fragmented strategic field in which leftists in power need to navigate. The
         complexity stems from the control of part of the field exercised by representatives
         of the old order and is aggravated by the danger that some governing leftists will
         be absorbed by the system. Nelson views the Chávez government in Venezuela as torn
         between the tendency to centralize in response to pressure coming from the right and
         the need to deepen democracy and strengthen the popular movement as the only effective
         strategy for far-reaching change. Diana Raby, in her chapter, concurs with Nelson
         in viewing the state transformation under way as a “complex, multifaceted process”
         along the lines of Gramsci’s war of position. Raby notes that the issue of the role
         of the state in Venezuela in particular has provoked a rich and lively debate, and
         she goes on to list a number of prominent analysts and participants who have contributed
         to it.
      

      
       George Ciccariello-Maher argues in his chapter that radical left governments have
         devoted greater attention to social movements and have been more amenable to their
         demands than moderate left ones. Nevertheless, even in Venezuela, which has gone the
         furthest in this respect, the relationship between the two “occasionally looks more
         like an armed standoff than a comradely discussion.” The prioritization by all three
         governments of social goals over economic ones also breaks with the experiences of
         the traditional left but may in the long run hold back genuine transformation, as
         Thomas Purcell discusses in his chapter on social production companies in Venezuela.
      

      
       Other chapters in the book contribute to the central thesis regarding the distinguishing
         characteristics of the twenty-first-century Latin American radical left in power and
         the particular challenges it confronts. Roger Burbach’s chapter underlines the heterogeneity
         of the political currents within the twenty-first-century Latin American radical left
         as well as its social base of support. Indeed, a relationship exists between the diverse
         ideological currents on the left and diverse social groups among the popular and middle
         sectors, as is demonstrated throughout the book. In their chapter on Nicaragua and
         El Salvador, Héctor Perla and Héctor Cruz Feliciano point to the dilemma faced by
         guerrilla movements that end up winning national elections. In both cases, high expectations
         and far-reaching visions clashed with the reality of having to reach agreements with
         groups to their right in order to guarantee stability, an imperative that according
         to the authors some original supporters failed to grasp. Finally, in his chapter,
         Kevin Young argues that by characterizing the radical left in power as irresponsible
         and populist, the commercial media passes over the complexity and diversity of the
         political environment.
      

      
       In short, the book’s chapters shed light on the relatively novel and complex dimensions
         of Latin America’s twenty-first-century radical left, which, in addition to contradicting
         the simplistic notion of “good” and “bad” lefts, have major implications for leftist
         strategy. Its trial-and-error approach, for instance, is conducive to the rejection
         of dogmatic positions based on preconceived blueprints. In addition, its acceptance
         of heterogeneity in the absence of both vanguardism and the prioritization of one
         social agent over others points in the direction of a strategy that synthesizes different
         and sometimes conflicting interests and visions. Finally, the twenty-first-century
         Latin American radical left’s tendency toward rejection of dogmatism, celebration
         of diversity, and eclecticism lends itself to both rich debate on the left and rewarding
         scholarly inquiry.
      

      
      Notes

      
         This chapter originally appeared as “Latin America’s Radical Left in Power: Complexities
            and Challenges in the Twenty-First Century,” in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 5–25.
         

      

      
         I thank Rosalind Bresnahan and Miguel Tinker Salas for their extensive commentaries,
            constructive criticism, and input for this introductory chapter, as well as the concluding
            one.
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            1. Marx and Engels argue against the possibility of the peaceful transition to socialism.
                  In the closing paragraph of the Communist Manifesto, they write, “Communists . . . openly declare that their ends can be attained only
                  by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions.” 
               

            

         

         
            2. The extent to which Mao’s theory of contradictions conforms to “orthodox” Marxism
                  has been heavily debated, with a variety of favorable and unfavorable implications
                  with regard to the impact of his thinking (Knight, 1997: 105–107). Liu Kang (1997)
                  points to Mao’s concepts of specificity, the decisive role of ideological struggle,
                  and the multiplicity of contradictions at all levels as having informed the writing
                  of Louis Althusser (often considered a precursor of post-Marxism). Althusser’s rejection
                  of reductionism and his theory of the mutual dependence of the elements of the structure
                  and the resultant relative autonomy of the superstructure (a principle he called “overdetermination”)
                  underpin the complexity of social relations and revolutionary politics in the twentieth
                  century. The complexity of the process of change, as Mao acknowledged and Althusser
                  emphasized, is fundamental to an understanding of the twenty-first-century radical
                  left. Significantly, one of the main theoreticians of today’s radical left in Latin
                  America, Marta Harnecker, was a student of Althusser. She has acknowledged that Althusser’s
                  refutation of dogmatic Marxism and his arguments regarding the complexity of the process
                  of change made a profound impact on her thinking. Along these lines, she claims that
                  Marx was still grappling with the definition of social classes when he died (personal
                  communication, February 20, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            3. This chapter is by no means an exhaustive review of important Latin American leftist
                  thinkers and actors, and reference to some of them is only by way of example. 
               

            

         

         
            4. The literature on the informal economy differs on the extent to which its members
                  represent an underclass with little upward mobility. Hernando de Soto’s celebrated
                  book The Other Path (1989) focused on their potential to become prosperous businesspeople. Other writers
                  attribute the growth of the informal economy of recent decades to capitalism’s outsourcing
                  strategies in the age of globalization, which imply a less marginalized status for
                  many of its members, including relatively comfortable living standards for some of
                  them (Castells and Portes, 1989: 12–13). In contrast, Weyland (1999) and Fanon (1963),
                  by emphasizing the depressed condition of those belonging to the informal sector and
                  the fact that their interests conflict with those of the more privileged working class,
                  imply a more crystallized status of exclusion. This chapter, which characterizes numerous
                  members of the informal economy as marginalized and unincorporated, also focuses attention
                  on the differences in interests and visions between them and the working class of
                  the formal economy.
               

            

         

         
            5. Leftist writers such as Marta Harnecker (2007: 32) attribute the phenomenon of diversity
                  and fragmentation to neoliberalism.
               

            

         

         
            6. Postmodernism shares this concern for the plight of the historically “excluded.” In
                  addition, the twenty-first-century radical left’s glorification of the originality
                  of Latin American thinkers, ranging from Simón Bolívar and Simón Rodríguez to the
                  Aymara people, implies a rejection of Eurocentrism and developmentalism, as does postmodern
                  writing.
               

            

         

         
            7. As far back as the early 1930s, the then leftist Rómulo Betancourt addressed the challenge
                  of constructing a multiclass party that took in the petty bourgeoisie and did not
                  privilege the proletariat. He recognized the difficulty of achieving organizational
                  unity among “individuals with disparate tendencies or ideologies that are . . . at
                  times completely antagonistic representing antagonistic and irreconcilable class interests
                  in order to bring them together in the struggle against a common enemy” (El libro rojo, 1985: 264). Betancourt’s answer to the predicament was the creation of tight-knit
                  central leadership. He pointed out that “parties, regardless of how doctrinaire and
                  mass-based they may be, always move in the direction their leaders take them” (143).
               

            

         

         
            8. The twenty-first-century radical left’s acceptance of political diversity and pluralism
                  manifested itself in Venezuela with Chávez’s failed effort to create the Partido Socialista
                  Unido de Venezuela (United Socialist Party of Venezuela) as “the sole party of the
                  left” in 2007. Because of resistance from various sources, Chávez ended up backing
                  down, instead creating the Gran Polo Patriótico (Great Patriotic Pole) alliance for
                  the 2012 presidential elections. The Polo took in not only the Communist Party and
                  the Patria Para Todos (Fatherland for All), both of which had refused to dissolve
                  themselves, but also social organizations that endorsed the Chávez candidacy with
                  their own tickets. One Venezuelan leftist thinker applauded the decision to accept
                  diversity on the ground that it “would generate greater richness of discussion,” whereas
                  the existence of one hegemonic leftist party “would generate arrogance” (Acosta, 2009:
                  13–14).
               

            

         

         
            9. In contrast, Raúl Madrid, Wendy Hunter, and Kurt Weyland (2010: 180) defend the good-left–bad-left
                  framework. They justify their binary focus by contrasting the “contestatory left”
                  represented by Chávez and Morales with the moderate left, which “has charted a more
                  promising, sustainable course which over time can produce greater economic and social
                  progress in a well-functioning democracy.”
               

            

         

      

   
      I

      Theoretical, Historical, and International Background

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      From the outset of the twenty-first century, radical leftist and moderate leftist
         governments that came to power as part of the “pink tide” of leftist advances in Latin
         America displayed both common and distinct characteristics. Radical leftist presidents
         were elected in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, while moderate leftist ones won in
         Brazil, Uruguay, and Argentina. In all six nations the leftist parties have retained
         power by electoral means for extended periods of time that in some cases are without
         precedent, especially for parties on the left. These successes were a reflection of
         the weakness of the right-wing and conservative opposition and its failure to present
         plausible alternatives to neoliberal formulas that have proven highly unpopular. The
         inroads were also undoubtedly due to the attractiveness of some of the left’s policies.
         Examples of areas of radical and moderate left convergence that drew popular support
         include the critique of the U.S.-sponsored Free Trade Area of the Americas and government
         commitment to social programs.
      

      
      These common lines of thinking represent a weak point in the thesis that divides the
         left into “good,” in the case of the moderates, and “bad” or “populist,” in the case
         of the radicals. An even more serious shortcoming is the failure of the thesis to
         recognize the complexity of the challenges faced by the radicals and the aggressiveness
         of their adversaries, which was far more pronounced than it was where the moderates
         were in office.
      

      
      Roger Burbach presents an overview of the debate among leftists on the nature of the
         phenomenon of the twenty-first-century radical left in power. Brazilian writer Emir
         Sader maintains that socialism is still recovering from the blow it received in 1991
         with the collapse of the Soviet Union, and categorizes the current stage in Latin
         America as anti-neoliberal rather than socialist. Other theoreticians point to the
         Latin American radical left’s socialist direction but note that with such rich experiences
         in the twenty-first century, socialism is in the process of redefining itself. Burbach
         defends a middle position by pointing out that developments at both state and grassroots
         levels “may not be explicitly socialist” but are “anti-systemic.” Furthermore, he
         refers to the metaphor, invented by Marx and borrowed by Sader, of socialism as a
         mole that stays underground for periods of time but always pops up “in the least expected
         places and times.”
      

      
      In addition, Burbach claims that socialist movements in Latin America are less monolithic
         than in the past and thus a “multiplicity of groups and movements are now imagining
         new utopias” while “two, three, many transitions to socialism” are emerging. One example
         of this diversity is the heterodox view that “the market should not be identified
         exclusively with capitalism,” a line of thinking defended by Cuban reformers who are
         at the same time wary of the dangers of ideological slippage as occurred in China.
         Another area of heterogeneity is the worker base of the twenty-first-century radical
         left, which goes far beyond the organized working class prioritized by orthodox Marxism,
         and which includes members of what Burbach calls “alternative economies.” Along these
         lines, Burbach emphasizes the importance of “networks of collaboration” among small-scale
         independent producers of the formal and informal economy, which he argues is “the
         key to the construction of socialist societies from the bottom up and breaking with
         the state socialism of the twentieth century.”
      

      
      Diana Raby’s chapter deals with knotty issues related to the transition from capitalism
         to socialism in countries where the radical left is in power. She attempts to refute
         leftist critics, including some “traditional Marxists,” who characterize the radical
         left governments in Latin America as social democrat and lacking a strategy for socialism.
         Leftists writing in this vein point out that the state’s share of the economy in Venezuela,
         Bolivia, and Ecuador does not come close to 50 percent and that the governing parties
         of these nations have failed to prioritize the industrial working class. In countering
         this view, which she considers dogmatic, Raby emphasizes the heterogeneity of the
         radical left’s social base of support, which in the case of Venezuela includes military
         personnel. Furthermore, Raby concedes that the state is not monolithically socialist
         and (echoing the argument put forward by Marcel Nelson in part I) maintains that socialism
         is a “process” rather than a static model achieved through the abrupt seizure of power.
         State power is not attained through “a single decisive act,” while “socialism is a
         necessarily unstable transitional phase that requires constant struggle and vigilance.”
      

      
      Raby ends her analysis by discussing the charismatic “populist” qualities of Chávez,
         Morales, and Correa. Siding with the thesis of the Argentine political philosopher
         Ernesto Laclau on the positive dimension of populism, Raby says that “socialist populism”
         represents a “crucial initial phase” made necessary by extreme diversity, but eventually
         to be replaced by a more advanced form of socialism. Far from representing a vertical
         leadership style, the effective populist leader and “vanguard” (another term that
         Raby revisits) enters into a dialectical relationship with the people with a two-way
         flow of ideas and proposals.
      

      
      In his chapter, Marcel Nelson reinforces the book’s central thesis regarding complexity
         by rejecting the notion of the state as a simple “executive committee” of the dominant
         class, and the similarly simplistic view of it as completely independent of class
         structures. He argues in favor of Nicos Poulantzas’ more nuanced thesis on the relative
         autonomy of the state. Poulantzas characterizes the state, in the words of Nelson,
         as a “contradictory” and “highly fragmented and conflictive strategic field” of social
         relations, in which different fractions of the ruling class and its junior partners
         occupy distinct positions in state institutions, each one promoting its own interests.
         Nelson warns that revolutionaries who reach power through pacific means need to be
         aware of the possibility of being absorbed by the bourgeois state, a danger that can
         be overcome by creating parallel structures and promoting mass mobilizations as a
         check on decision making from above.
      

      
      Nelson then applies Poulantzas’ concept to the conflicting positions assumed by the
         Ministry of Production and Commerce and a parallel body created by President Chávez,
         the Presidential Commission on the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), both of
         which were in charge of negotiations over the Washington-formulated free trade proposal.
         The ministry, which enjoyed “relative autonomy” in the FTAA deliberations, was more
         accepting of the U.S. vision of free trade than the presidential commission, which
         had close ties to the Chavista party, the Movimiento V República (Fifth Republic Movement).
         As the Venezuelan government became radicalized and Chávez became increasingly critical
         of the FTAA, the commission began to overshadow the ministry. At the same time, the
         Chávez government “sought to transform the state through social movement engagement.”
         Poulantzas’ theory of the state as a strategic field helps explain the bureaucratic
         competition and “shifts in power relations” within the state during the Chávez presidency.
         Nelson concludes that the focus of the good-left–bad-left thesis on the “problems
         of governance . . . in the midst of substantive social and economic reforms, without
         reference to the real opposition that exists within capitalist states, produces an
         incomplete analysis.”
      

      
      
      Chapter 1

      The Radical Left’s Turbulent Transitions

      
         
         
         
         Roger Burbach

         
         An Overview

         
         
      

      
      Addressing the fifth annual gathering of the World Social Forum on January 30, 2005,
         Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez declared, “It is necessary to transcend capitalism
         . . . through socialism, true socialism with equality and justice” (Sojo, 2005). As
         part of the roaring crowd of fifteen thousand at the Gigantinho stadium in Porto Alegre,
         Brazil, I heard Chávez go on to say, “We have to reinvent socialism. It can’t be the
         kind of socialism that we saw in the Soviet Union, but it will emerge as we develop
         new systems that are built on cooperation, not competition.” This marked what many
         refer to as the inception of “twenty-first-century socialism.”
      

      
      Four years later, at the 2009 WSF gathering in Belém, Brazil, Ecuadorean President
         Rafael Correa, noting that the world was in the midst of an economic calamity, said,
         “Let us take advantage of this crisis, of this current weakness of capitalism, and
         use the opportunity to create something new and better—a twenty-first-century socialism”
         (Canadian Centre, 2009). With Chávez and President Evo Morales of Bolivia at his side
         at the Hangar auditorium on the evening of January 29, Correa declared that the new
         socialism, unlike “traditional socialism,” would push for gender justice and ethnic
         equality and defend “the life and the social value of ecosystems like the Amazon rainforest”
         (Osava, 2009). Morales told the gathering, “The world is being shaken by many crises:
         of finance, energy, climate, food, and institutions. But all of these crises are part
         of one big crisis experienced by the capitalist system. If we, the peoples of the
         world, are not able to bury capitalism, then capitalism will bury our planet. . .
         . This crisis presents us with a great opportunity to build a different world, as
         long as we are willing to employ an alternative model” (Canadian Centre, 2009).
      

      
      Something new is afoot in Latin America. U.S. hegemony is weakening while a new order
         is struggling to be born. As Bolivian Vice President Álvaro García Linera declared
         in mid-2011, “the continent may be living its most progressive—and, to a certain point,
         its most revolutionary moment of the last fifty years.” We are witnessing “the rise
         of progressive, left, revolutionary governments on the continent, but governments
         that are not necessarily socialist” (Walder, 2011).
      

      
      None of the new left governments have taken office as a result of revolutionary upheavals
         like those that occurred in Cuba in 1959 and Nicaragua in 1979. Elected via the ballot
         box, they control only a portion of state power. The militaries were not defeated
         or reconstituted, and none of their electoral platforms called for a frontal assault
         on the reign of capital. We also see that the contemporary left in Latin America is
         reluctant to call for a socialist economy based on public ownership of the means of
         production, given the failure of the Soviet model.
      

      
      And yet the quest for a socialist utopia persists in Latin America unlike any other
         region of the world. The decline of the U.S. empire, the eruption of anti-neoliberal
         social movements, the rise of the new left governments, and the growing integration
         of the region on its own terms have created a space for the rejuvenation of socialism
         after the dramatic setbacks of the last century. In what follows, the historic roots,
         the theoretical debates, and the praxis of twenty-first-century socialism will be
         explored. The intent is not to provide a singular theory of the new socialism, but
         to put forth the various interpretations of the contemporary struggles that are taking
         place in Latin America.
      

      
      Theories of Twenty-First-Century Socialism

      
      Drawing on the wide-ranging discussions of twenty-first-century socialism taking place
         in the hemisphere, political theorist Marta Harnecker, who served as an informal adviser
         to Hugo Chávez, outlines five key components of socialism. First, socialism is “the
         development of human beings,” meaning that “the pursuit of profit” needs to be replaced
         by “a logic of humanism and solidarity, aimed at satisfying human needs.” Second,
         socialism “respects nature and opposes consumerism—our goal should not be to live
         ‘better’ but to live ‘well,’” as the Andean indigenous cultures declare. Third, borrowing
         from the radical economics professor Michael Lebowitz, Harnecker says that socialism
         establishes a new “dialectic of production/distribution/consumption, based on: a)
         social ownership of the means of production, and b) social production organized by
         the workers in order to c) satisfy communal needs.” Fourth, “socialism is guided by
         a new concept of efficiency that both respects nature and seeks human development.”
         Fifth, there is a need for the “rational use of the available natural and human resources,
         thanks to a decentralized participatory planning process” that is the opposite of
         Soviet hypercentralized bureaucratic planning (Harnecker, 2012a).[1]

      
      To construct a socialist utopia along these lines will be a long endeavor, taking
         decades and generations. The “complexities and challenges” faced by the radical left
         are many, as Steve Ellner points out in the introduction to this book. Today different
         explorations, or counter-hegemonic processes, are at work throughout the hemisphere.
         As Arturo Escobar—a Colombian American anthropologist known for his contribution to
         post-development theory—writes in “Latin America at a Crossroads,”
      

      
         Some argue that these processes might lead to a re-invention of socialism; for others,
            what is at stake is the dismantling of the neoliberal policies of the past three decades—the
            end of “the long neoliberal night,” as the period is known in progressive circles
            in the region—or the formation of a South American (and anti-American) bloc. Others
            point at the potential for un nuevo comienzo (a new beginning) which might bring about
            a reinvention of democracy and development or, more radically still, the end of the
            predominance of liberal society of the past 200 years founded on private property
            and representative democracy. Socialismo del siglo XXI, pluri-nationality, interculturality,
            direct and substantive democracy, revolución ciudadana, endogenous development centered
            on the buen vivir of the people, territorial and cultural autonomy, and decolonial
            projects towards post-liberal societies are some of the concepts that seek to name
            the ongoing transformations. (Escobar, 2010: 2)
         

      

      Orlando Núñez, a leading Marxist theorist from Nicaragua, amplifies our understanding
         of the long transition to socialism with a more orthodox approach. Rejecting twenty-first-century
         socialism as a concept to describe what is occurring in Latin America today, he asserts
         that the region is in a very preliminary phase of “transitioning to socialism in which
         we should not pretend we are constructing socialism.” Rather, we are confronting neoliberalism,
         and each country in Latin America is “facing different conditions.” He adds that “new
         flags are appearing in the social struggle against the dominant system that cannot
         be resolved by the logic of capitalism.” It is “a post-neoliberal or post-capitalist
         struggle” against women’s inequality and patriarchy, racial and ethnic discrimination,
         and the degradation of the environment. More fundamentally, it is against “savage
         capitalism” and “neo-
colonialism” both internally and externally (Núñez, 2012: 11).
      

      
      The Brazilian political scientist Emir Sader, in his 2011 book The New Mole: Paths of the Latin American Left, argues that the setback for socialism in the twentieth century was so severe that
         it is still recuperating to this day. Socialism can be part of the agenda, but the
         priority must be on forming governments and political coalitions to dismantle neoliberalism,
         even if that means accepting the broader capitalist system for the time being (Sader,
         2011: 104–105). This in part explains why the construction of socialism in the coming
         years and decades will be a diverse process—differing widely from country to country.
         There is no single definition or model.
      

      
      Historic Socialism in Latin America

      
      At the same time, Sader believes that socialism is irrepressible in Latin America.
         The mole of his book title is a metaphor borrowed from a passage in Karl Marx’s The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. For Sader, socialism in Latin America is like the mole, constantly burrowing underground
         and popping up in the least expected places and times.
      

      
      The deep historic roots of socialism in Latin America help explain its vitality and
         why it cannot be stamped out. Socialism first appeared in the early decades of the
         twentieth century, with the formation of socialist and Communist parties around the
         hemisphere. Providing leadership for the trade unions and participating in coalitions
         and popular front governments, these parties bore the brunt of U.S. intervention in
         the post–World War II era, particularly in Central America and the Caribbean.
      

      
      The ideological landscape of Latin America was forever transformed with the establishment
         of a socialist society in Cuba just over two years after the revolutionary triumph
         in 1959. For the next half century, socialism, with all its ups and downs, would be
         at the core of political debates and discussions of strategies for transforming societies.
         The Cuban Revolution also touched off a chain of guerrilla movements committed to
         anti-imperialism and socialism that extended from Bolivia and Peru in the south to
         Venezuela, Guatemala, and the Dominican Republic in the north. The defeat of Che Guevara
         and his band of guerrillas in 1967 in Bolivia temporarily stymied the strategy of
         using armed struggle in the countryside to seize power.
      

      
      Chileans attempted a different approach. Believing that elections and formal democratic
         institutions could be used to advance socialism, the Popular Unity government led
         by President Salvador Allende (1970–1973) began implementing a socialist program that
         called for nationalizing the country’s copper mines and expropriating the largest
         manufacturing enterprises. But seizing control of the “commanding heights” of the
         economy and only the executive branch of the state apparatus was not sufficient to
         advance socialism. The Chilean military, backed by the Chilean bourgeoisie and the
         United States, staged a coup that toppled the only elected socialist democracy in
         the world. To uproot the deeply embedded Chilean socialism, the repression was severe
         and bloody. The ruling class, under the dictator General Augusto Pinochet, carried
         out a ruthless campaign against the popular classes and the left political organizations
         in an effort to purge the vision of a socialist society from the popular consciousness.
         The Pinochet regime lasted seventeen years.
      

      
      The Sandinista National Liberation Front in Nicaragua resurrected the armed strategy
         of the guerrilla and seized power from the Somoza family dictatorship in July 1979.
         The revolutionary government replaced the Somoza National Guard with its own Sandinista
         army and took control of key sectors of the economy. Although the Sandinista leadership
         had a socialist orientation, it never formally proclaimed it was constructing socialism
         in Nicaragua. Even Fidel Castro advised the Sandinistas to go slow in their takeover
         of the economy. Given that Nicaragua, unlike Cuba, had porous borders through which
         commodities could move as well as counterrevolutionary bands (the Contras), the Sandinista
         government attempted to form the broadest coalition possible, including sectors of
         the bourgeoisie and petite bourgeoisie.
      

      
      However, even this approach could not stave off the counterrevolution. On February
         25, 1990, a majority of Nicaraguans voted against President Daniel Ortega and the
         Sandinistas largely because they recognized that there would be no end to the violence
         unless the U.S.-backed candidate, Violeta Chamorro, was installed in the presidency.
      

      
      The Sandinista electoral defeat concurred with the collapse of the Berlin Wall in
         November 1989 and the dismantling of the Soviet Union in 1991. State socialism was
         crumbling. Isolated and devoid of its international allies, Cuba entered a “special
         period” of severe economic austerity. In this void neoliberalism consolidated its
         grip on Latin America.
      

      
      Rise of the Social Movements and New Theories of Social Struggle

      
      But history teaches us that the struggle from below is never totally eradicated. A
         wave of social movements and organizations led by peasants and indigenous groups emerged
         in the rural areas of Latin America as state socialism was collapsing. By the mid-1990s
         they had assumed the lead in challenging the neoliberal order, particularly in Ecuador,
         Mexico, Bolivia, and Brazil. These new organizations were generally more democratic
         and participatory than the class-based organizations that traditional Marxist political
         parties had set up in rural areas in previous decades. In general, they came to fill
         the gap left by a working class that was more fragmented, disoriented, and dispersed
         than ever, and therefore unable to provide any real leadership. With a broad range
         of interests and demands, including indigenous and environmental rights, these new
         social movements transcended the modernist meta-narratives of both capitalism and
         traditional socialism.
      

      
      As the 1990s drew to a close and the new millennium opened, social struggles and popular
         rebellions irrupted, primarily in the cities, that often overlapped with existing
         rural-based struggles. The urban organizations varied greatly, some with a distinct
         class basis and others having a multiclass composition.
      

      
      Post-Marxist philosophers Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri broke with classic Marxism
         in their theoretical approach to the new social movements. In The Multitude they declare, “Some of the basic traditional models of political activism, class
         struggle, and revolutionary organization have today become outdated and useless.”
         They add, “The global recomposition of social classes, the hegemony of immaterial
         labor, and the forms of decision-making based on network structures all radically
         change the conditions of any revolutionary process” (Hardt and Negri, 2005: 68–69).
      

      
      For Hardt and Negri, the Zapatista movement in Mexico—with its national and international
         networking, its democratic decision-making process, its horizontal forms of organization,
         and its insistence on changing the world from the bottom up—is part of what they call
         the “multitude.” Whereas older Marxist theories lumped all the groups involved in global rebellion
         into one category called “the masses,” the concept of the multitude recognizes the
         diversity of the groups involved. It also differs from the classical Marxist belief
         that the industrial working class has to be the vanguard of any revolutionary movement.
      

      
      While Göran Therborn does not break as sharply with classical Marxism, in his article
         “Class in the Twenty-First Century,” which appeared in the New Left Review, he does see a new social and geographic dynamic emerging that breaks with the twentieth
         century: “The red banner has passed from Europe to Latin America, the only region
         of the world where socialism is currently on the agenda, with governments in Venezuela,
         Ecuador and Bolivia speaking of ‘21st-century socialism.’” Unlike the century past,
         when the industrial working class drove socialist politics, the new socialism “will
         find its base among workers and the popular classes in all their diversity—the plebeians, rather than the proletariat.” He adds, “The ‘socialism’ of Morales, Correa and Chávez
         is a new political phenomenon, which stresses its independence from twentieth-century
         Eurasian models of left-wing politics and is itself quite heterogeneous” (Therborn,
         2012: 20).
      

      
      Orlando Núñez takes a somewhat different tack in characterizing the current social
         and economic struggles, using Karl Marx’s concept of “freely organized associate producers.”
         The term originally meant that the workers in a socialist society would run the factories
         and workplaces as associate producers, setting the direction for the state and the
         economy as a whole. Today Núñez argues that there is a “via asociativa hacia el socialismo,”
         a path to socialism that is constructed by producers from below (Núñez, 2012: 16–18).
      

      
      Núñez points out that in most third-world countries formal employment in large-scale
         capitalist enterprises is being replaced and/or augmented by an ever increasing number
         of self-employed workers, many of whom are part of what he calls “the popular economy.”
         It includes street vendors, micro-entrepreneurs, artisans, sellers in open-air markets,
         fishermen, loggers, small farmers, bus and taxicab owners, truckers, and many more.
         This is the new proletariat that is being exploited in the realm of commerce and circulation.
         Most of its participants earn subsistence incomes as they sell their services and
         commodities in a market dominated and manipulated by big capital and transnational
         corporations.
      

      
      Many in the popular economy become freely organized associate producers as they affiliate
         in credit and producer cooperatives, merchant and peasant associations, and transportation
         collectives. They pressure the government for resources and become conscious of their
         exploited role in society, demanding a more socialized state that provides universal
         education, health services, access to credit, and so on. Núñez, along with radical
         theorists like Marcos Arruda of Brazil, believes that a social solidarity economy
         is being constructed in Latin America, in which networks of collaboration and equal
         exchange proliferate among the workers and independent producers at the base of the
         economy.[2] 
      

      
      Contesting the State

      
      A groundbreaking perspective on how these social forces and the popular movements
         maneuver and engage in a struggle for control of the state comes from Katu Arkonada
         and Alejandra Santillana in their 2011 article from Le Monde Diplomatique, “Ecuador and Bolivia: The State, the Government and the Popular Camp in Transition.”
         They assert that the state should be viewed as “an historic aspiration of the popular
         organizations and the indigenous peoples, and as a space open to political dispute”
         (Arkonada and Santillana, 2011). In recent years the popular movements have sought
         to alter the state, to make it responsive to their interests and needs. With the ascent
         of the new left governments, the contest over who will control the state is becoming
         even more intense. Arkonada and Santillana argue that “the construction of hegemony
         comes out of civil society,” meaning that the “popular camp” in this period of transition
         is presenting its projects and interests, hoping to capture ever more space within
         the state. The popular forces will become hegemonic, they believe, as the state becomes
         an instrument of “collective interests” and “a universalizing political project.”
      

      
      A central question facing the popular forces is what type of democracy should be constructed.
         At present the political systems where the new left has come to power can be described
         as liberal in the classical sense. Broadly speaking, this liberal paradigm emerged
         with the philosophies of John Locke and Thomas Hobbes. It consolidated in the eighteenth
         century with the American, French, and Industrial Revolutions, based on the concepts
         of private property, representative democracy, individual rights, and the market as
         the organizing principle of the economy and social life (Escobar, 2010: 9). With the
         rise of capital, the dominant economic interests have manipulated the state, resulting
         in controlled democracies where citizens are allowed to vote every few years for candidates
         who generally do not question the capitalist order or respond to the interests of
         the people. Today in Latin America there is growing disillusionment with this liberal
         form of government and representative democracy.
      

      
      The popular forces are envisioning a democracy that is more substantive, integral,
         and participatory, starting at the local level. Like never before, communal self-rule
         is being embraced in Latin America. We see it taking hold in Bolivia’s indigenous
         communities and Mexico’s Zapatistas in the state of Chiapas. In 2006 the citizens
         of Oaxaca took control of the state capital and formed the Popular Assembly of the
         Peoples of Oaxaca, which kept federal forces at bay for several months in a manner
         reminiscent of the Paris Commune of 1871. Over the past decade and a half, hundreds
         of Brazilian municipalities have launched participatory budgeting to engage local
         communities in the allocation of city funds. Venezuelan communities have founded over
         thirty thousand neighborhood-organized communal councils. And, first in Venezuela,
         then in Bolivia and Ecuador, constituent assemblies have drafted new constitutions
         that allow for greater popular participation and full citizenship for all the ethnic
         groups that have been marginalized in the past (Burbach, Fox, and Fuentes, 2013: 7–8).
      

      
      A central characteristic of the three countries that have raised the banner of socialism
         is their deep commitment to democratic procedures. During the fourteen years of Hugo
         Chávez’s presidency, starting with his first presidential election, there were sixteen
         elections or referendums, while there have been seven during the seven years of Evo
         Morales’ presidency and six during Rafael Correa’s six years as president.
      

      
      The commitment to democratic procedures means that twenty-first-century socialism
         in Latin America is tied to the electoral cycle. A likelihood exists that in Venezuela,
         Bolivia, or Ecuador, the incumbent presidents or their designated successors will
         eventually be voted out of office. This will mark a new, unpredictable phase in the
         struggle for socialism. Will the new non-socialist leaders seek to overturn the deep
         reforms of their more radical predecessors? Or will they have to accept many of the
         changes, particularly the economic reforms that have benefited the popular classes?
         Will new, openly socialist candidates win back the presidential office in future elections?
         It bodes well for the future that in Venezuela Hugo Chávez’s successor, Nicolás Maduro,
         is committed to advancing socialism.
      

      
      Renovating Cuban Socialism

      
      Here it is important to discuss the trajectory of socialism in Cuba and its relationship
         to twenty-first-century socialism. Aurelio Alonso, sub-director of the magazine Casa de las Américas, in Havana, draws a distinction between socialism in the twenty-first century versus socialism of the twenty-first century (socialismo en el siglo 21 vs. socialismo del siglo 21). This difference in wording reflects the fact that the socialism being
         constructed in the rest of Latin America is unique to the new millennium, whereas
         in Cuba it has a much longer trajectory. Alonso told me that “the point of departure
         is different for Cuba and the rest of Latin America,” both in terms of time and politics:
         “The Cuban process today is an attempt to advance the socialism that triumphed in
         the twentieth century, while in Latin America at large the left is in a protracted
         struggle with the oligarchy to construct a new socialism of the twenty-first century”
         (Alonso, 2012). Socialism has very different protagonists and antagonists in each
         region. For Cuba the opposition is not the oligarchy, but the bureaucracy and elements
         within the Communist Party that want to hold on to the old twentieth-century order
         with a centralized economy and an authoritarian state.
      

      
      Cuba is also different from the Latin American continent in that its historic trajectory
         is related to the other surviving socialisms of the twentieth century, particularly
         those of China and Vietnam. All three countries in their earlier stages adopted the
         Soviet model in one form or another with the centralization of their economies and
         state ownership of the means of production. The market played only a marginal role
         as the state set prices and issued five-year plans to determine production goals.
      

      
      The two Asian countries moved much earlier than Cuba to market economies, China beginning
         in 1978 under Deng Xiaoping with its “modernization” policies and Vietnam in 1986
         with its “renovation” program, which it adopted in the face of widespread food shortages
         and famine. Both were largely rural societies at the time, and many of the early reforms
         were directed at the countryside and quickly succeeded in increasing agricultural
         production. Although only a quarter of the Cuban population is rural, the early economic
         reforms are aimed at unleashing agriculture by granting ten-hectare parcels in usufruct
         to small-scale producers who sell a portion of their produce in the free market. And
         as in China, the Cuban government is encouraging food processing and rural light manufacturing
         via municipal enterprises and cooperatives that also operate in the open market. Measures
         opening up the sales of houses and motor vehicles, along with the creation of 171
         self-employment categories, are designed to place many of the smaller enterprises
         and economic activities—ranging from taxis and barber shops to restaurants and produce
         vendors—in the hands of independent owners, merchants, and producers who set their
         own market prices.[3] 
      

      
      China, Vietnam, and now Cuba share the belief that the market should not be identified
         exclusively with capitalism. The market functioned in feudal societies, and it can
         help distribute resources in an efficient manner in a socialist economy. But free
         rein cannot be given to individuals to dominate and manipulate the market. The marketplace
         itself needs to be regulated.
      

      
      The Cuban leadership does not express an official viewpoint on the large-scale accumulation
         of private capital and the emergence of a new bourgeoisie in China. But informally,
         Cuban academics and even some party leaders acknowledge that extremes of wealth and
         poverty are growing in China and that the new bourgeoisie has a presence within the
         Chinese Communist Party. It is at this point that Cubans assert that their reform
         process will be different from both the Chinese and Vietnamese experiences, because
         they are “Asiatic societies,” whereas Cuba is firmly rooted in the “Western tradition.”
         There are critical differences in culture and history, perspectives on leadership,
         and the role of the peasantry and the workers. Differences in geography and the size
         of the populations also weigh heavily in determining which types of economic and political
         institutions evolve under market socialism in each country (Díaz Vázquez, 2011: 128;
         Valdes Paz, 2012).
      

      
      Critical discussions are taking place in Cuba over how to “update” the economy. Camila
         Piñeiro Harnecker, in her chapter in this book, outlines three major positions: the
         statist position, which seeks to perfect top-down state socialism; the economist position,
         which advocates market socialism; and the self-managementist position, which argues
         for cooperatives and worker participation in the running of enterprises.
      

      
      While the debate within the government and the Cuban Communist Party over the direction
         of the economy is comprehensive, the leadership has made it clear that Cuba will remain
         a one-party state. Here Cuba differs from the emerging socialist societies in the
         rest of Latin America, which are committed to holding multiparty national elections.
         However, important changes are taking place within the political and state apparatus.
         According to Juan Valdes Paz, a consultant to various government officials, “with
         the demise of Fidel Castro and the limits of Raúl, who is now in his eighties, a new
         generation is coming to the fore that will act more collectively.” Raúl has announced
         he will be stepping down in 2018, and Miguel Diaz-Canel, who is in his early fifties—with
         broad experience in the Communist Party and the state, particularly at the provincial
         level—is the vice-presidential heir apparent. Legislation is being advanced in the
         national assembly that limits all upper-level government positions to two five-year
         terms. The national assembly itself is also becoming more important as a center of
         debate and discussion over policies, while the election of delegates is more competitive
         than in the past (Valdes Paz, 2012).
      

      
      Economic Challenge: Extractivism and Socialism

      
      The Achilles heel of these counter-hegemonic and anti-systemic processes is the difficulty
         of breaking with the old economic model. The new left governments are heavily dependent
         on extractivist exports: petroleum in Venezuela, natural gas and minerals in Bolivia,
         petroleum in Ecuador. The Uruguayan sociologist Raúl Zibechi (2011: 9) argues that
         dependence on extractive exports means that countries like Bolivia and Ecuador are
         mired in a second phase of neoliberalism and have not escaped from dependent capitalist
         development. But this criticism is too harsh and absolute. The economies of Latin
         America have always been driven by extractive exports. To expect this to change in
         a decade or so is unrealistic, especially in a global system dominated by transnational
         capital. What we are witnessing in the short term is the determination of these countries
         to capture a much larger portion of the rents that come from exports and to use this
         revenue to expand social programs and to encourage endogenous development. Zibechi
         is tapping into the debate within the left over how to exploit these natural resources,
         with many indigenous and ecological organizations insisting that the earth should
         not be ravaged and that the environment needs to be respected.
      

      
      In the sphere of international trade, the socialist-oriented countries are promoting
         innovative policies. In 2004 Venezuela and Cuba founded ALBA, the Bolivarian Alliance
         for the Peoples of Our America, which encourages “fair trade,” not free trade, and
         promotes integration through complementarity and solidarity. Bolivia joined in 2006,
         followed by Nicaragua, Ecuador, and five Caribbean countries.
      

      
      The exchange of Cuban medical personnel for Venezuelan oil is just one early example
         of the type of agreement reached under ALBA. Cuba and Venezuela have also collaborated
         under ALBA to provide literacy training to the peoples of other ALBA member countries,
         such as Bolivia. The key concept is to trade and exchange resources in those areas
         where each country has complementary strengths and to do so on the basis of fairness,
         rather than market-determined prices (Portal ALBA-TCP, 2009).
      

      
      Along with these state-level economic initiatives, a transformative and radical dialogue
         is taking place at the grassroots level that may not be explicitly socialist but is
         anti-systemic. Civil society and local movements are questioning the process of development
         itself, because it harms the environment and is intricately linked to capitalism.
         Social movements and many of the new left governments have increasingly clashed over
         developmental projects. In Bolivia the dispute over a road that would link previously
         unconnected parts of the country, but which would bisect the TIPNIS indigenous territory
         and national park, raised fundamental questions about issues of development, indigenous
         autonomy, and the rights of Mother Earth (Fuentes, 2010a; 2010b; 2011).
      

      
      In Ecuador the social movements, even after President Rafael Correa’s resounding reelection
         in February 2013, continue their criticism of his policies of exploiting the country’s
         petroleum and mineral resources at the expense of local communities. CONAIE (Confederation
         of Indigenous Nationalities of Ecuador), the country’s major indigenous organization,
         is openly challenging Correa’s developmentalist approach in mining, water rights,
         and the exploitation of oil reserves in one of the most biodiverse areas in the world
         (see Marc Becker’s chapter on Ecuador).
      

      
      Bolivian Vice President Álvaro García Linera puts a positive spin on these developments,
         asserting that these conflicts are inherent in a transformative process. The popular
         forces will have different factions that try to push their particular interests and
         visions of where they want the society to go. The vice president calls these “creative
         tensions” and even argues that they are essential for social and political progress
         to take place (García Linera, 2011).
      

      
      Venezuela made significant advances during the eight years after Hugo Chávez’s call
         for twenty-first-century socialism at the World Social Forum in Brazil in early 2005.
         Later that year he urged citizens to form communal councils. The Organic Law of Communal
         Councils defined these councils as “instances for participation, articulation, and
         integration between the diverse community-based organizations, social groups, and
         citizens that allow the organized people to directly exercise the management of public
         policies and projects” (La Asamblea Nacional, 2009). To date over thirty thousand
         communal councils have been formed. Cooperatives are also a major form of constructing
         socialism from below. The road to socialism, however, is fraught with difficulties,
         as shortages and inflation have gripped the economy. Even Chávez acknowledged in his
         final days that Venezuela had by no means achieved a socialist utopia.
      

      
      In spite of these problems, and contrary to the opinion of liberal critics who decried
         his “authoritarian rule,” Hugo Chávez left behind a political, social, and economic
         edifice that is imbued with a socialist praxis. His successor, Nicolás Maduro, is
         a dynamic leader from a working-class and trade union background, who served as foreign
         minister until becoming vice president. Like Chávez he is determined to carry forth
         the struggle for democratic socialism.
      

      
      Two, Three, Many Transitions to Socialism

      
      This is a period of turbulence and transitions. It is not an age of armed revolution,
         as was the century past. Socialism in twenty-first-century Latin America is part of
         a complex process of change sweeping the region. Cuba is striving to update its economy,
         while on the South American continent the socialist banner is unfurling at very distinct
         paces. In Venezuela the quest for socialism is most advanced politically and economically,
         while in Ecuador the concept of socialism is only infrequently raised in public discourse,
         owing in part to the wide breach between the social movements and Correa’s self-proclaimed
         citizens’ revolution (Correa, 2012). Bolivia occupies a middle ground, in which innovative
         discussions are taking place within and between the government and social movements
         that relate socialism to the indigenous concept of buen vivir.
      

      
      Socialism is making an appearance in other countries through a variety of social actors.
         In Chile the 2011 student rebellion ignited social movements, which are now rethinking
         the country’s socialist legacy. In Brazil the MST (Movement of Landless Rural Workers),
         the largest social organization in the hemisphere, continues to espouse socialism
         in its platform and in the daily practices of its land reform settlements. It does
         not look to a paternalistic state, as demonstrated by its frequent criticism of the
         policies of former President Lula da Silva and current President Dilma Rousseff. The
         MST seeks to maximize the participation of its own members in the running of their
         own cooperatives and communities (Gilbert, 2006: 73–86).
      

      
      While the wording is not explicitly socialist, the constitutions of Bolivia and Ecuador
         call for people to live in harmony with Pachamama, Mother Earth, and for buen vivir, or good living—a holistic cosmovision of the world in which people strive for harmony.
         More than a hollow dream, it influences contemporary policies in opposition to capitalist
         development. For example, food sovereignty as it is conceived of in the Andean countries
         is adapted to buen vivir. It breaks with the traditional concept of development, asserting
         that food production should not be driven simply by the marketplace, especially the
         international market. Food sovereignty means that people have access to nutritious
         and sanitary foods that are produced at the community level by local producers in
         accordance with local needs and cultures, be they Andean or non-Andean. As Francisco
         Hidalgo Flor, an Ecuadorean sociologist, asserts in “Land: Food Sovereignty and Buen Vivir,” “the state has the responsibility to stimulate production . . . to provide support
         to small and medium scale producers,” ensuring that they have adequate technical assistance
         and credit (Hidalgo Flor, 2011). Land should be controlled or owned by those who work
         it.
      

      
      The promotion of food sovereignty and local production is part of the effort to construct
         solidarity economies, be they in Brazil with the MST or in Bolivia with the indigenous
         communities. Indeed, the expansion of solidarity economies in socialist-oriented and
         capitalist countries alike is the key to the construction of socialist societies from
         the bottom up and to breaking with the state socialism of the twentieth century. Worker-run
         cooperatives, municipal and community-owned enterprises, fair trade campaigns designed
         to assist small commodity exporters and cooperatives, micro-credit banks and community-based
         funds that make loans to small producers (often in the informal sector)—all these
         activities and many others are generating alternative economies that are taking hold
         in Latin America as well as other parts of the world. The transition from capitalism
         to socialist economies will occur much as the transition from feudalism to capitalism:
         it will be a gradual process, in which alternative activities, political and social
         as well as economic, take hold at the local level and undermine the existent order.[4] 
      

      
      The Crises of the Old and the New

      
      “Latin America is living through a crisis of hegemony of enormous proportions,” writes
         Emir Sader in The New Mole. He adds that the struggle is Gramscian in that there is “a prolonged battle for
         hegemony, or war of position” (Sader, 2011: 104, 158). This is indeed a turbulent
         period of transition. The challenge for the left and the social movements is to find
         the proper balance between prodding the new left governments to advance toward post-neoliberal
         and socialist societies without creating divisions that benefit the right.
      

      
      In sum, Latin America is a cauldron of political and social ferment. There are no
         discernible laws of history driving this upheaval, but socialism is a central component
         of the brew that is being stirred up by the social movements and the popular forces.
         As Steve Ellner points out in the introduction to this book, “the twenty-first-century
         radical left is admittedly eclectic and embraces and even celebrates a trial-and-error
         approach to socialism lacking in ideological clarity, a shortcoming that it views
         as a corrective to dogmatism.” Rather than a lineal historic clash between capitalism
         and socialism that classic Marxism envisioned, we are now witnessing a plethora of
         struggles and confrontations that zigzag across the pages of history: between classic
         liberalism and post-liberal politics, extractivism and post-development, transnational
         agribusiness and food sovereignty, global capitalism and solidarity economies, patriarchy
         and feminism, exclusionary educational systems and free democratic centers of learning,
         nation-states dominated by the descendants of the colonizers and the new plural-national
         states.
      

      
      Instead of a single socialist horizon, a multiplicity of groups and movements are
         now imagining new utopias. “One world with room for many worlds,” proclaim the Zapatistas.
         In the short term, twenty-first-century socialism could flounder or experience setbacks
         in any one of the countries in the Americas where the socialist banner has been planted—Venezuela,
         Bolivia, Ecuador, or, less likely, Cuba. But it will not disappear. Socialism runs
         deep in the historic waters of the hemisphere, and the need for alternatives to a
         turbulent global capitalist order is ever increasing.
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            1. For an extended discussion of contemporary socialism by six authors from around the
                  world, including Marta Harnecker, see the special issue of Science and Society (Harnecker, 2012b).
               

            

         

         
            2. For an insight into Marco Arruda’s extensive work on the solidarity economy, see http://programaeconomiasolidaria.blogspot.com/2010/06/economista-marcos-arruda-lanca-amanha.html.
               

            

         

         
            3. For a more extensive discussion of the transformations and debates occurring in Cuba,
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            4. For a more extensive discussion of the alternative economies, see chapter 6, “The
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      Chapter 2

      Brief Hypotheses on the State, Democracy, and Revolution in Latin America Today

      
         
         
         
         Diana Raby

         
         
      

      
      The progressive transformational processes in contemporary Latin America are without
         a shadow of doubt the most encouraging development in a global scenario characterized
         by intensified exploitation, inequality, reaction, and war. The Latin American transformations
         vary greatly in degrees of radicalism, but they are increasingly interlinked and articulated
         at the regional level in a variety of new projects and institutions. In the most advanced
         cases the goal of “twenty-first-century socialism” is proclaimed, while others limit
         themselves (thus far) to values of democracy, sovereignty, and social justice; and
         several countries pay no more than lip service to such ideals while remaining in practice
         tied to neo-liberalism and U.S. hegemony. 
      

      
       The tendency, common in both mainstream liberal and Marxist analyses (and shared
         by most of the chapters in this book), to divide these transformations into two categories—reformist
         and revolutionary, social democratic and populist, “good” and “bad”—is only partially
         valid. Certainly there are major differences between the extent and radicalism of
         the changes in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador and those in Brazil, Argentina, and
         Uruguay (for example), but it is notable that these two groups of countries almost
         invariably provide mutual diplomatic support at crucial junctures. In recent months
         the leaders of the latter three countries have indeed gone beyond mere diplomatic
         convention in making clear their political support first for Hugo Chávez (in October
         2012) and now for Nicolás Maduro (in April 2013) in the Venezuelan elections. All
         of them, along with others such as Cuba and Nicaragua, have been active protagonists
         in forging new instruments of regional integration and independence from Washington,
         such as ALBA, UNASUR, Mercosur, CELAC, Telesur, the Bank of the South, and the sucre
         common currency, thereby facilitating the consolidation of the more advanced processes
         in the core ALBA nations. It would be more accurate to suggest that there is a general
         regional tendency toward the reaffirmation of sovereignty and social justice, which
         provides a favorable environment for more radical transformations in some countries.
         
      

      
       That said, there is no question that the key to the entire regional process, and
         the main focus of our analysis, lies in the Bolivia-Ecuador-Venezuela trio, and above
         all in the last of these. It is no accident that the tragic death of Hugo Chávez gave
         rise to an unprecedented outpouring of continental (and even global) grief and solidarity.
         Chávez has gained stature as a popular revolutionary leader and statesman unparalleled
         except by Fidel Castro and Che Guevara (and it should be emphasized that the Cuban
         point of reference is more important than many are willing to recognize: the survival
         of the lone socialist island through the grim decade of the 1990s provided a beacon
         of hope for those, like Chávez, who were striving to create a new anti-capitalist
         alternative in a hostile neo-liberal wilderness). Both popular movements and political
         leaders throughout the world have had to recognize that Chávez was the principal architect
         of and inspiration for a new anti-imperialist coalition, which seemed inconceivable
         in the unipolar world of George Bush Sr.’s “new world order.” It was also Chávez and
         the Bolivarian Revolution that rescued the concept of socialism from the dustbin of
         history (and from the hands of an increasingly isolated collection of traditional
         leftist sects, whose isolation derived from their failure to understand that political
         praxis cannot be derived in linear fashion from abstract principles). 
      

      
       What exactly is the significance of the Venezuelan process (and, for that matter,
         those of Bolivia and Ecuador)? Is it, in fact, socialist (or “in transition” to socialism),
         or is it—as many leftist critics still maintain—no more than a new version of social
         democratic reformism? The effective re-nationalization of the oil industry, the nationalization
         of several other resource industries, utilities and manufacturing enterprises, the
         social missions, the political and military rupture with the United States—all of
         these suggest something much more radical, indeed revolutionary. Yet, as is repeatedly
         pointed out, much of the Venezuelan (Bolivian, Ecuadorean) economy remains clearly
         capitalist, and every election campaign poses a threat to the continuation of the
         process. Also, many traditional Marxists question the socialist character of the process
         because its strongest support lies in the heterogeneous popular masses of the barrios and in the ranks of the military rather than the classic industrial proletariat. 
      

      
       Such issues can never be satisfactorily resolved as long as we remain prisoners of
         outdated categories and methodologies. Most critics continue to argue either (a) that
         socialism implies total control by a central bureaucratic apparatus or (b) the polar
         opposite, that it can only be achieved by the complete destruction/dissolution of
         the state. The Venezuelan (and Bolivian, Ecuadorean, etc.) adherence to electoral
         and constitutional procedures is also seen by many as an indicator of bourgeois liberalism
         and a sign that the Bolivarian process may suffer the same fate as Salvador Allende
         and the Chilean Popular Unity. 
      

      
      It would of course be foolish to deny that the process is in flux and that the threat
         of destabilization and defeat is always present. But then the experience of the Soviet
         Union and Eastern Europe surely demonstrates that even after violent revolution and
         decades of efforts to construct a socialist/Communist order, capitalist restoration
         is still possible. In Cuba an independent socialist model survives, but its character
         and prospects continue to be the subject of vigorous debate both domestically and
         internationally, and in Nicaragua armed revolution and a decade of popular democratic
         experimentation were not enough to prevent sabotage and defeat (although a basis remained
         for the recuperation of the process in recent years in the favorable environment provided
         by revolutionary Venezuela and ALBA). What then is socialism, what is revolution, and how are they to be achieved in a world still subject to imperialist
         hegemony?
      

      
      The first crucial issue to overcome is that old Trotskyist/Stalinist chestnut, the
         debate over “socialism in one country.” As the Cuban theorist Jesús Arboleya Cervera
         argues, both Trotsky and Stalin were wrong: it was possible to begin the construction of socialism in one country, but internationalism
         and dynamic support for revolutionary movements in other countries (as opposed to
         purely diplomatic and military defense of Soviet state interests) were equally essential
         for the continued advance of the process (Arboleya, 2007: 23). Second, and closely
         linked to the above, “there is no such thing as ‘the transition to socialism’ because
         socialism is itself a process of transition. The [essential] characteristic of socialism
         is to move consciously towards the classless society” (Arboleya, 2007: 27; translation
         mine). 
      

      
      In other words, as argued in my book Democracy and Revolution (Raby, 2006a: chapter 3), what is crucial is the existence of a state of revolutionary popular power: a political structure in which a government representing the popular classes is
         able to seize control of essential natural resources and means of production, with
         a military force at its service and a mobilized population that will strive constantly
         to defend revolutionary power and drive it onward. The creation of bureaucratic structures
         to institutionalize socialized production and administer the revolutionary state is
         necessary, but must be subject to constant democratic vigilance; on the other hand,
         it will never be possible for this revolutionary state to “wither away” as long as
         the global capitalist/imperialist order prevails elsewhere. Propagation of the revolutionary
         process to neighboring countries is of course desirable, but even the spread of revolution
         to the entire Latin American continent will not resolve the underlying dilemma of
         transitional socialist power/incomplete transition so long as capitalism dominates
         the rest of the globe.
      

      
      Once this essential reality is grasped, it is possible to analyze the Bolivarian Revolution
         (and similar processes) from a different perspective. Violent seizure of power is
         neither necessary nor sufficient for a process to be legitimately regarded as revolutionary,
         and complete or near-complete expropriation of private enterprise is not necessary
         for it to be categorized as socialist. However, this does not mean that timid or piecemeal
         reforms or acceptance of capitalist market mechanisms as the predominant economic imperative are viable. Neither does it mean that electoral majorities and
         parliamentary votes will by themselves overcome entrenched class interests. 
      

      
      Rather, the strategy of the new Latin American left—pioneered by Hugo Chávez and the
         Bolivarian movement—is one of a true Gramscian “war of position,” a mobilization of
         the poor and dispossessed in a sustained and systematic drive to transform society
         and to occupy and transform the state in their own image, using elections and constitutional
         procedures but also developing new structures of popular power and social organization
         to impose their will on the previously dominant class bloc. The strategy is based
         on the steady accumulation of popular forces in conjunction with the calculated use
         of all legal and constitutional means to acquire legitimacy. Electoral participation
         is an essential component—indeed, elections and referendums are multiplied and voting
         systems made more rigorous—but at the same time both mass organization and the popular
         government’s capacity for the legitimate use of force are maximized. Far from relying
         on pacifist illusions, the strategy entails systematic preparation for open confrontation,
         but places the onus for the initiation of violence on the reactionary opposition and
         aims to minimize actual conflict. 
      

      
      This strategy arose from a recognition of the impracticability of armed insurrection:
         the extraordinary Cuban success was only once (and temporarily) repeated, twenty years
         later in Nicaragua, and the tragic failure of guerrilla revolutionaries elsewhere
         demonstrated the exceptional character of these two experiences. With the failure
         of the two 1992 Venezuelan military uprisings, Chávez and his Bolivarian comrades
         were forced to recognize that even with the support of a section of the armed forces,
         insurrection was problematic; there was no alternative to a fundamentally political struggle for hegemony. 
      

      
      But adoption of an essentially political and peaceful strategy did not imply acceptance
         of reformism or conventional parliamentarianism. Rather, it entailed the systematic
         organization and mobilization of the popular classes to reclaim democracy from the
         liberal elites: to contest and win elections, yes (and to do so with clear and, if
         possible, massive majorities), but to then build on electoral success to occupy and
         transform state institutions, while simultaneously creating new institutions of popular
         power. As formulated by Emir Sader, 
      

      
         In this third strategy of the Latin American left, there is no subordinate alliance
            with bourgeois sectors—as there was in the reformist one—nor are the dominant classes
            annihilated—as in the insurrectionary strategy. Rather, there is a prolonged battle
            for hegemony, or war of position, in the Gramscian sense. (Sader, 2011: 138)
         

      

      A crucial component of this strategy was the concept of the “constituent power” as
         formulated by Antonio Negri (1999) and the necessity of a new constitution: not just
         as a legal document but as the expression of the re-foundation of the republic by
         the sovereign power of the people. It is no accident that this has also been a key
         feature of the Bolivian and Ecuadorean processes and is a central demand of popular
         movements in several other countries. 
      

      
       Central to this process is the progressive penetration and transformation of the
         military, a process entailing insurrection, social praxis (beginning soon after Chávez’s
         first inauguration in the Plan Bolívar 2000 and continuing later in the missions),
         and ideological education to accept a new identity as “the people in arms.” Rather
         than their traditional role as praetorian guards of the oligarchy or mercenaries of
         imperialism, the armed forces became anti-imperialist guardians of the nation conceived
         as a popular collectivity. As Chávez declared, “this is a peaceful revolution, but
         an armed one.”
      

      
       Today in Venezuela, members of the military are among the most vigorous defenders
         of the revolution and of socialism. No doubt there is still a minority of reactionary
         officers lying low, but the revolutionary commitment of the majority seems clear;
         it is striking that the opposition has been unable to mobilize significant military
         support at any time since 2002. In the past four years this process of transformation
         has begun to extend—rather belatedly—to the police, with the creation of the National
         Bolivarian Police Force. When the Weberian “monopoly of the legitimate use of force”
         is in the hands of socialist revolutionaries, it is surely problematic to maintain
         that Venezuela is still a “capitalist state” as normally understood. 
      

      
       A brief review of the chronological record confirms that the Venezuelan process,
         although predominantly political and constitutional, is far from being entirely peaceful.
         The transformation can only be understood as the product of a series of violent confrontations
         and ruptures: the 1989 Caracazo, the two 1992 military uprisings, the April 2002 reactionary
         coup and its defeat, the 2002–2003 opposition strike/lockout and its defeat, the guarimbas (opposition-led violence) preceding the 2004 recall referendum, and so on. It may
         well be that the opposition’s violent offensive following the April 2013 election
         will constitute another rupture, leading to a further popular advance. Such confrontations
         and ruptures reflect the revolutionary character of the process and the reality of
         the struggle to control different aspects of state power, that is, the ongoing war
         of position. To suggest that such a process is purely “reformist” is a complete misunderstanding
         of the political dynamic.
      

      
      The same can be said of the Bolivian process, with the so-called gas and water wars
         and the 2008 separatist revolts of the Media Luna opposition-controlled provinces,
         and of the repeated upheavals in Ecuador for several years before Rafael Correa’s
         first election victory, followed by the 2009 attempted coup in that country. The Bolivian
         case is well analyzed in Latin America’s Turbulent Transitions:
      

      
         As in Venezuela under Hugo Chávez, the advance of the MAS government in implementing
            its mandate meant a showdown was inevitable. . . . Failing to remove Morales at the
            ballot box through the July 2008 recall referendum, the right-wing opposition (in
            coordination with the U.S. embassy) initiated a campaign of violence, looting and
            seizures of government buildings. Opposition prefects began to speak openly of “regional
            independence.” (Burbach, Fox, and Fuentes, 2013: 90–91)
         

      

      Leading military officers refused to obey Morales, but they were met by determined
         action from the social movements and from Morales, who expelled the U.S. ambassador.
         As in Venezuela, the right wing was the first to resort to violence, arranging a paramilitary
         massacre of unarmed peasants in Pando in which at least thirteen people were killed;
         also as in Venezuela, this violence proved counterproductive as opinion turned against
         the right wing and rank-and-file troops demanded to be sent to defend their indigenous
         brothers and sisters.
      

      
      Here it must be pointed out that the Bolivian revolutionary government led by Evo
         Morales had from the beginning undertaken a determined drive to transform the armed
         forces, just as in Venezuela. Morales’ first election was supported by patriotic military
         officers, and one of his first actions in office was to dismiss nearly sixty reactionary
         generals and replace them with progressive officers. He also reorganized the Joint
         Counter-Terrorism Force (FCTC) and ended all military ties to Washington (Fuentes,
         2011), emulating the Venezuelan example in the concentration of legitimate force in
         revolutionary hands. A further crucial factor, underlining the regional linkages of
         the revolutionary transformation, was the categorical declaration by UNASUR (the recently
         formed Union of South American Nations) defending Bolivian territorial integrity and
         constitutional order. The importance of such international links, and their power-political
         implications, were dramatically reinforced in May–June 2011 with the inauguration
         in Bolivia of the Centro de Estudios Estratégicos de la Defensa (CEED, Center for
         Strategic Defense Studies), for the training of officers from several countries, including
         Venezuela and Cuba (Fuentes, 2011). 
      

      
       Those who persist in the notion that the Venezuelan (or Bolivian or Ecuadorean) state
         is still capitalist also have to account for the fact that the principal institutions
         of international capitalism—Washington, Wall Street, the City of London, the boardrooms
         of transnational corporations, the World Trade Organization—treat these governments
         with almost unrelenting hostility. While they may sometimes be willing to negotiate
         with them, they do so as any power does when faced with an unyielding antagonist,
         on the basis of realpolitik. They are only too well aware that these countries have
         reasserted national economic sovereignty, reclaiming control of hydrocarbons and other
         natural resources and, furthermore, of public utilities and a number of key manufacturing
         sectors. Here it must be pointed out (in answer to those who dismiss nationalization
         as merely reformist) that before 2002 (with Chávez’s reassertion of control over PDVSA,
         which led directly to the attempted coup and subsequent bosses’ lockout), nationalization
         was virtually taboo for the global system except in the case of failing enterprises.
         To nationalize a major, and profitable, industry in today’s neoliberalized global
         order is a courageous and indeed revolutionary undertaking, radically different from
         the situation four or five decades ago, when such actions were commonplace even in
         Western Europe.
      

      
      Similarly, in Bolivia, prior to nationalization approximately 82 percent of gas and
         oil revenue was appropriated by transnationals, a situation that has been almost exactly
         reversed since 2006 (Aponte-García, 2013: 127). Bolivia has also nationalized some
         mining concessions and the greater part of the telecommunications and electricity
         sectors, and is promoting small state enterprises in a number of industries (food
         processing, cardboard, and gold mining, among others) with a view to converting them
         into community-run projects (Burbach, Fox, and Fuentes, 2013: 85). In the words of
         Vice President Álvaro García Linera,
      

      
         today the state is the main wealth generator in the country. . . . We try to prioritize
            wealth as use value over exchange value. In this regard, the state does not behave
            as a collective capitalist in the state-capitalist sense, but acts as a redistributor
            of collective wealth among the working classes and as a facilitator of the material,
            technical, and associative capacities of farmer, community, and urban craft production
            modes. (Quoted in Burbach, Fox, and Fuentes, 2013: 83)
         

      

      Indeed, if we accept that socialism is not identical to nationalization and bureaucratic
         state control, and if socialism is itself a transitional phase, it is necessary to
         ask just what structures can be considered socialist. The answer has to be that all
         forms of social economy, which is by definition a non-capitalist productive arrangement,
         constitute elements of socialism insofar as they contribute to the transitional process
         toward a classless society. They include cooperatives, communes (consisting of adjacent
         community councils), worker-controlled enterprises, and nationalized or municipal
         enterprises, the latter with varying degrees of social control and participation.
         The function of the revolutionary state is to provide a protective carapace against
         the hostile pressures of global capital and of the domestic capitalist sector, and
         to support and facilitate the further advance of the transitional process; and the
         role of the popular movement is to build popular power from below through the community
         councils, communes, and similar structures and to push constantly for the democratization
         of all state institutions. The crucial issue is therefore political, and in this sense
         Leninism is still valid: the sine qua non of socialism is the conquest of political
         power, the creation of a state controlled by the working class (or, in contemporary
         terms, by the people, the popular classes), even if that conquest is a prolonged and
         complex process rather than a single decisive act. 
      

      
      This is the essential weakness of autonomist theories, which are currently very much
         in vogue, and which find their most coherent formulation in the works of Negri (1999)
         and Holloway (2002). The problem is again well formulated by Emir Sader:
      

      
         Both [Negri and Holloway] end up prisoners of a theoretical framework produced by
            neoliberalism itself—the opposition between public and private, state and civil society.
            . . . It is not the private sphere that characterizes the neoliberal project. . .
            . [W]hat really drives the neoliberal scheme is “mercantilization” or “commodification.”
            . . . On the other hand, the opposite pole is not really the state. . . . The opposite
            pole to the market sphere is in fact the public sphere. . . . Democratizing means
            de-commodifying. . . . [It] means replacing the consumer with the citizen. (Sader,
            2011: 131–132)
         

      

      Thus the state—a revolutionized state, or what Thomas Muhr (2013: 9) calls a “state-in-revolution”—is
         essential to any genuinely transformative (i.e., socialist) project. Only a revolutionary
         state, with the strength derived from mass popular support, control of key economic
         sectors, and revolutionary armed forces, can reclaim the public sphere and combat
         the global tyranny of unrestrained mercantilization, creating and protecting spheres
         of social economy, social justice, and popular power. 
      

      
       To be sure there is still a powerful capitalist sector, which is the financial and
         organizational base of the opposition. In Venezuela it controls most commercial activity,
         small and medium industry, much of agriculture, and the private media. But it has
         lost control of oil, aluminum, iron and steel, most utilities and heavy industries,
         a growing state and cooperative agricultural sector, significant areas of distribution
         (to Mercal and the nationalized supermarket chain Bicentenario), and part of the banking
         and transportation sectors. It has also lost control of the armed forces and much
         of the education, health, and housing sectors, and it has lost much of its influence
         in the judiciary and other key institutions. Domestically, in fact, it is in a precarious
         position, and it is all too well aware that most state institutions and strategic
         sectors of the economy are areas of contention in which popular and revolutionary
         forces have a strong presence. This accounts for the opposition’s intransigence and
         vitriolic hostility to Chávez and the Bolivarian process. 
      

      
      Why then does the opposition survive and loom so large? For two reasons: first, because
         its strength no longer derives from control of the Venezuelan state but from foreign
            political and economic support, i.e., from U.S. imperialism and key sectors of transnational capital; and second,
         because the failures and deficiencies of the revolutionary government enable it to
         retain a substantial political base including significant sectors of the popular classes.
         This is only too apparent from recent election results, with the opposition coming
         within 1.5 percent of victory in the April 2013 presidential contest. Whether or not
         the absence of Chávez, with his charismatic appeal, was a factor, this is a clear
         warning that something is wrong. Even in the previous October’s vote, when a seriously
         ill Chávez pulled out all the stops, he only managed 56 percent of the popular vote:
         a result that would be considered a massive triumph in most countries, but which still
         implied that after fourteen years of the revolution some 43 percent of the population
         was willing to back a pro-elite candidate who was a threat to the entire process.
         Whereas in the December 2006 presidential poll Chávez achieved nearly 63 percent,
         for several years now the opposition has gained ground, and has clearly done so by
         winning over significant sectors of the popular classes, which have been the prime
         beneficiaries of the revolution. 
      

      
      This electoral weakness clearly points to failures on the part of the political leadership.
         While the government can legitimately point to the impact of the opposition-dominated
         media and to acts of sabotage in key industries and services (power blackouts, explosions
         at oil installations, hoarding of some commodities), these explanations are not sufficient.
         If media propaganda is effective, and if sabotage is possible on such a scale, it
         can only be because of political and administrative deficiencies: corruption, inefficiency,
         and authoritarianism. These problems are the cause of constant discussion, discontent,
         and polemics among Bolivarian activists, and they underline the fact that the revolutionary
         transformation is far from complete.
      

      
       This brings us back to the fact that the revolutionary state must be profoundly democratic:
         democratic in the true sense, of expressing the power of the people—indeed, in the
         words of Hugo Chávez himself, a participatory and protagonistic democracy. Without
         this it will inevitably tend to revert to the authoritarian practices of twentieth-century
         state socialism, to a reified bureaucratic shell that neutralizes popular revolutionary
         power. This is where it is necessary to insist on the role of the community councils
         and communes as embryonic expressions of true popular power, both economic and political
         (or, strictly speaking, transcending the conventional separation of economics and
         politics). In this respect Muhr once again offers an interesting formulation with
         the concept of “organized society,” signifying mass-based organization and the collective
         organization of popular power in the construction of non-capitalist social relations;
         such “organized society” is thus the antithesis of liberal-bourgeois “civil society,”
         with its individualistic and contractual basis (2013: 5). There is no simple formula
         that will guarantee the success of such a popular-democratic transformation: socialism
         is a necessarily unstable transitional phase that requires constant struggle and vigilance.
         
      

      
       This complex, multifaceted process of transformation and the Gramscian war of position
         it entails is already the subject of an intense and fruitful debate among Venezuelan
         participants such as Carlos Lanz Rodríguez (2004a; 2004b), Víctor Álvarez (2010),
         Jorge Giordani (2009), Javier Biardeau (2007; 2009), and Haiman El Troudi (El Troudi
         and Monedero, 2006). Significant theoretical contributions have also been produced
         by international scholars such as István Mészáros (2009), Michael Lebowitz (2006;
         2010), Marta Harnecker (2007; 2008), Juan Carlos Monedero (El Troudi and Monedero,
         2006), and the aforementioned Thomas Muhr (2012). Although not specifically referring
         to Venezuela or Latin America, David Harvey’s (2010) “co-revolutionary theory,” based
         on a wide diversity of activity that points in the direction of far-reaching transformation,
         is also relevant. 
      

      
      Hugo Chávez himself would frequently refer to the works of these and other theorists,
         and while he did not elaborate an overarching theory of the new socialism, the widespread
         tendency to dismiss his ideas as a “contradictory and eclectic ideology” (Webber,
         2013) is unjustified and based on a superficial overview that fails to acknowledge
         the sophistication of his contributions. Thus, when Chávez referred to the “Tree of
         the Three Roots”—based on the legacy of the nineteenth-century figures Simón Bolívar,
         Simón Rodríguez, and Ezequiel Zamora—while also discussing complex theoretical issues
         from authors such as Mészáros, Gramsci, or Lebowitz, this was not an indication of
         vague eclecticism but, rather, of his appreciation of the need to ground universal
         theoretical concepts in national reality and traditions. What has already been achieved
         in Venezuela, and is beginning to be achieved in the distinct but parallel transformations
         of Bolivia and Ecuador and in the renewal of the Cuban and Nicaraguan Revolutions,
         is enough to constitute the foundation for a new and more sophisticated ontology of
         socialism for our times.
      

      
      It is also clear from this analysis that the interconnectedness of the different national
         processes is crucial, as is the new regional architecture that is being constructed
         by the emerging progressive governments, both revolutionary and (apparently) reformist.
         ALBA, the Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America, is the most ambitious,
         directly challenging capitalist norms through its emphasis on fair and equitable exchange,
         social justice, and solidarian development. Bolivia introduced the notion of the Peoples’
         Trade Agreement (TCP) in order to strengthen the element of solidarity with the least-developed
         countries of what is now ALBA-TCP. Venezuela also promoted the idea and practice of
         ALBA-inspired bilateral agreements with non-ALBA members such as Brazil, Argentina,
         and Uruguay, and further extended the scope of the project with the ALBA Council of
         Social Movements, which attempts to transcend state-centered alliances and encourage
         direct grassroots integration. 
      

      
      The creation of broader groupings such as UNASUR and CELAC—apparently contradictory
         with the incorporation of overtly conservative governments such as those of Colombia,
         Chile, and Mexico—has in fact served to strengthen the trend toward regional independence
         and anti-imperialism. This is manifest in the almost unanimous (and unprecedented)
         demand for the inclusion of Cuba, in open defiance of U.S. policy. Indeed, the breaking
         of the Cuban taboo is a reflection of the ongoing importance of the socialist island’s
         survival: as Helen Yaffe argues persuasively in Muhr’s collection of essays on ALBA,
         the practical as well as ideological contribution of the Cuban revolutionary government
         to the new regional alliance cannot be overstated (Yaffe, 2013: 106–107). 
      

      
      ALBA coexists and overlaps with a whole series of related initiatives, such as Petrocaribe,
         the Bank of the South, the sucre common currency, the South American Defense Council,
         Telesur, and the University of the South. Existing institutions such as Mercosur and
         the Andean Pact are also being reoriented away from neoliberalism and toward an ethos
         of solidarity. The result is a new multilayered institutionality that greatly facilitates
         the popular transformations under way in the most advanced countries and the emergence
         of similar movements elsewhere in the region. This diverse and yet articulated constellation
         of policies and institutions is gradually undermining capitalist and imperialist hegemony
         in economic, political, military, social, and cultural spheres. This, in conjunction
         with the ongoing multiplicity of social movement struggles within and across national
         boundaries, is what Muhr describes as a “global pluriscalar war of position” (2013:
         7). Many of these initiatives are in their infancy, and they all suffer from contradictions
         and weaknesses, but their very existence is testimony to the strength of the regional
         anti-capitalist and anti-imperialist movement and its socialist implications. 
      

      
      There is one final issue that cannot be ignored, and which characterizes not only
         the Venezuelan process but also the processes of Bolivia and Ecuador, and indeed other,
         less advanced and incipient Latin American processes, such as those in Brazil and
         Argentina (and, for that matter, the Cuban Revolution fifty years ago): the central
         role of the individual charismatic leader. In previous works (Raby, 2006a; 2006b),
         this author has argued that such individual leadership can be viewed as an expression
         of “revolutionary populism,” using that highly controversial term in the positive
         sense theorized by Ernesto Laclau (1977; 2005). In situations of hegemonic crisis,
         and where existing parties have failed to provide adequate leadership, the charismatic
         leader can articulate “popular-democratic interpellations” in such a manner as to
         mobilize a popular movement with the capacity to overwhelm the prevailing establishment
         and begin the construction of a new hegemony. Indeed, Laclau goes on to assert that
         “in this sense a ‘socialist populism’ is not the most backward form of working class
         ideology but the most advanced—the moment when the working class has succeeded in
         condensing the ensemble of democratic ideology in a determinate social formation within
         its own ideology” (Laclau, 1977: 174). Authentic revolutions always take both established
         political actors and observers by surprise: to refer once again to Emir Sader, “all
         processes of transformation involve aspects that are new and heterodox, which need
         to be understood, rather than reduced to theoretical axioms which never seem to have
         been verified in any specific situation” (2011: 143). 
      

      
      The elemental force of a mass movement that has found effective articulation through
         decisive charismatic leadership is what Laclau (and this author in earlier works)
         is referring to. But it should also be noted, as argued by Marco D’Eramo (2013), that
         the pejorative connotation of the term “populism” dates from the last fifty to sixty
         years, and is associated with a new version of the age-old aristocratic contempt for
         the “plebs,” the “rabble,” the “riff-raff”: in other words, the people. 
      

      
      We can then if we wish avoid the unsavory term “populism” for this revolutionary phenomenon,
         but we should be aware that its enemies, whether politicians, journalists, or academics,
         will continue to use this label, however much its protagonists insist on their legitimacy,
         serious intent, and coherence. As D’Eramo also points out, this tells us more about
         the enemies of “populism” than about the so-called populists: in disqualifying it,
         what they are really doing is displaying their contempt for the common people. What
         has in fact been taking place in Latin America in recent years is a popular democratic insurgency: a massive popular uprising, as far as possible by peaceful means, against the bourgeois
         order and in favor of true democracy, a protagonistic democracy that is necessarily
         socialist.
      

      
      It is also necessary to emphasize that charisma does not simply arise from oratorical
         ability or personal affect (important though these undoubtedly are). To achieve genuinely
         transcendent status in the popular mind—as in the paradigmatic cases of Fidel Castro
         and Hugo Chávez—demands demonstrated qualities of leadership and courage, even heroism:
         Castro’s actions in the Moncada assault of July 26, 1953, in the Granma expedition,
         and in the Sierra Maestra (Díaz Castañón, 2001) and Chávez’s uprising of February
         4, 1992, his defiance during the April 2002 opposition coup, and the subsequent strike/lockout.
         It is these actions that earn the leader popular recognition as de facto commander
         (comandante), independent of any military rank, in a campaign to win political power: in what
         many recognize as the political expression of class war. It is through such actions
         that the popular democratic insurgency acquires consciousness and direction. Like
         any movement, whether armed or peaceful, it requires leadership; indeed, to use another
         unfashionable term, a vanguard. But it has to be recognized that the vanguard cannot be arbitrarily decreed or created
         in isolation from the movement: only when it achieves recognition by and fusion with
         the popular movement does it fulfill its true and legitimate function, by becoming
         an organic vanguard. This is what Fidel Castro and the Twenty-Sixth of July Movement achieved through
         the Moncada assault and subsequent actions referred to above, and what Chávez and
         the MBR-200 (Revolutionary Bolivarian Movement 200) achieved through the February
         4, 1992, uprising and all that followed. The personal leader of this vanguard is,
         in the Latin American context, the comandante, or, to use another term of powerful
         historical resonance, the liberator: many of those involved in the continent-wide
         concatenation of movements are now referring to the second “liberation” of Latin America
         (or of Abya-Yala, Tahuantinsuyo, or other designations that express the Indo-Afro-mestizo
         heritage). It is also necessary to insist that such a vanguard must retain its intimate
         links with and respect for the popular movement that gives it legitimacy: without
         this, it will degenerate into yet another bureaucratic authoritarian structure.
      

      
      This, as Samuel Grove (2013) astutely points out, is what media pundits tend to evade
         by adhering blindly to liberal criteria of democracy and constitutionalism. Thus Chávez’s
         famous words “por ahora” (for now), in relation to his failed uprising, and the enthusiastic
         popular response to those words showed “the coup attempt and the speech exactly for
         what it was. Not a declaration of war, but a recognition that a war was already going
         on and he, Chávez, was committed to fighting back” against a government that had used
         the army to shoot dead thousands of people in the Caracazo (Grove, 2013). Grove proposes
         theorizing this leadership role by adopting Alain Badiou’s (2008) concept of “mastery,”
         in which “masters” are necessary in order to overcome the prevailing ideological malaise:
         “they present us with radically new ways of seeing the world, force us to reframe
         the boundaries of what it is possible to think and inspire us to reconsider our own
         limitations” (Grove, 2013). Badiou’s concept is strictly philosophical, but with obvious
         implications for political praxis. While it is necessary to move beyond this initial
         dependence on the “master,” this is not something to be repudiated but a crucial initial
         phase in the articulation of a new revolutionary subject: a true vanguard, a “party
         of the people” corresponding in today’s world to Marx’s original vision of the “party
         of the proletariat.” To repeat, such a party cannot simply be decreed or created by
         the proselytism of activists, which is why so many leftist sects have failed; neither
         can its structure and organization be determined a priori. Rather, it arises in practice
         through the emergence of a militant popular movement (a democratic insurgency) and the decisive actions of an organic vanguard that popular sectors instinctively recognize and support. 
      

      
      Such an insurgency and such a vanguard, however peaceful, will always be seen as a
         threat by established interests. This is why, in Grove’s words, “we should be cautious
         . . . of too easily equating approbation and admiration of figures like Chávez with
         political immaturity. Our hostility to it might well belie our own arrested political
         development” (Grove, 2013). The charismatic leader—Fidel, Chávez, Morales, Correa,
         or Cristina Fernández de Kirchner—is the comandante, the liberator at the head of
         the organic vanguard. If successful, the movement will eventually outgrow the need
         for such leadership, but to pretend that popular revolution can triumph without it
         is to ignore the grim reality of ideological disorientation, ossified political structures,
         class hegemony, and global imperial power. 
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      The Bolivarian Revolution has involved both continuities and discontinuities for Venezuela’s
         governance structures and policies. The changes implemented by Hugo Chávez’s government
         since it came to power in 1999 are at the heart of Jorge Castañeda’s notion of the
         “wrong left” in Latin America (2006; Castañeda and Morales, 2008). Castañeda’s distinction
         between a populist “wrong left” and a social-democratic “right left” rests on an analysis
         of their “origins”—the ideology and history of their constituent movements and/or
         parties. The leaders of the “wrong left,” according to Castañeda, are heirs to “good
         old-fashioned populism” and conceive power as the ultimate end; “economic performance,
         democratic values, programmatic achievements, and good relations with the United States
         are not imperatives but bothersome constraints that miss the real point” (2006: 38).
         A case can certainly be made that the ideology and history of the various leftist
         governments have played important roles in their governance styles. However, by focusing
         on origins, Castañeda’s categorization tends toward determinism. It does not grant
         enough explanatory weight to the impact of the evolving balance of political forces
         in each country and the particularities of its institutional environments.
      

      
      Two tendencies that Castañeda has identified as characteristic of the “wrong left”
         include anti-Americanism and the failure to foster institutionalization. For the sake
         of evaluation, these characteristics will be considered in relation to the shift in
         Venezuela’s disposition toward the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). This chapter
         will demonstrate that Venezuela’s policy toward the United States, a leading proponent
         of the FTAA, was not predetermined by a populist world view or its Bolivarian ideology
         but evolved as a result of a combination of domestic and regional dynamics. It will
         also consider the Chávez government’s failure to foster institutionalization in relation
         to the reality of a politically fragmented state, which poses real impediments to
         the development of institutions and the implementation of reforms. In practice, this
         has meant that the Chávez government has either had to confront uncooperative state
         structures directly or create alternative institutional mechanisms in order to pursue
         its agenda. Its attitude toward the United States and its purported lack of institutionalization
         will be examined through a “relational” approach to the capitalist state that allows
         for a more nuanced and complex evaluation of policy and institutionalization during
         the Bolivarian Revolution.
      

      
      This chapter will begin with a review of Nicos Poulantzas’ theoretical work on the
         capitalist state. It will then proceed with an analysis of Venezuela’s relationship
         to the FTAA as a case study for reflecting upon the Chávez government’s relationship
         with the United States and its history of institutionalization and governance practices.
         Finally, it will conclude with a discussion of the contradictions involved in reforming
         divided state structures as a condition for pursuing substantive social and economic
         reforms. Specifically, it will argue that an evaluation of institutionalization during
         periods in which a government is seeking substantive reforms must take into consideration
         the fragmented and often hostile nature of state structures.
      

      
      The State as the Condensation of a Relationship of Forces

      
      Poulantzas’ conceptualization of the capitalist state as a “relationship” came out
         of the neo-Marxist debates over the nature of the capitalist state in the 1970s.[1]   Notably, he sought to develop a Marxist theory of the state that could account
         for its complexity without reducing it to either a “thing” or a “subject.” At the
         heart of these two erroneous conceptions of the state, he argued, was the positioning
         of social classes in a relationship of externality with the state and a conception
         of power as something that could be possessed by actors outside of their relationships
         with other actors (Poulantzas, 2008: 283). For Poulantzas it was the neglect of the
         constitutive role of social relations that was responsible for these incorrect conceptions
         of the state. Where the state is viewed as a “thing,” it is conceived of as being
         simply the “instrument” or “passive tool” of the dominant social classes. Where it
         is viewed as a “subject,” it is seen as endowed with its own “rationality” and power
         and as able to act autonomously and arbitrate among competing social classes (Poulantzas,
         2008: 283). For Poulantzas, neither of these conceptions of the state can account
         for the policy contradictions embodied by inter-institutional conflicts and divergent
         institutional interests that emerge within the state itself. This is because both
         of them require the assumption of a “monolithic” unity throughout the institutions
         of the state that in reality does not exist (1978: 132). 
      

      
      Poulantzas proposed that to be able to take contradictions within the state into account,
         one had to approach the state “relationally” by emphasizing the structuring presence
         of the economic relations of production within it. This presence takes the form of
         class conflict as a “relationship” within the institutional materiality of the state
         itself. Poulantzas nevertheless argues that the state is not the mere reflection of
         the relations of production but “exhibits an opacity and resistance of its own” (1978:
         130). Importantly, the relationship of forces among classes is present in the state
         as a “condensation” in a “specific” or “mediated” form. Therefore, changes in the
         relations of production will not have “direct” or “immediate” consequences for the
         state apparatus but are rather “crystallized” in the state in a “refracted form” (2008:
         283). It is this structural refraction or distance between the state apparatus and
         the relations of production that lends the state a measure of “relative autonomy,”
         which means that it may sometimes act against the immediate interests of the dominant
         social classes. This refraction is embodied by the presence of contradictory and conflictive
         social relations within the state apparatus itself. Put differently, the relative
         autonomy of the state “is inherent to its very structure (the state is a relation)
         in so far as it is the resultant of contradictions and of the class struggle as expressed,
         always in their own specific manner, within the state itself” (2008: 283). The presence
         of contradictory social relations within the state is expressed through apparatuses
         and branches of the state that represent the interests of different classes and class
         fractions (1978: 132). Nevertheless, what makes the state a “class state” is that
         the dominant classes or class fractions and the subordinate classes are present in
         it in different ways. In particular, the dominant classes are present in “centers
         of power” that organize their dominance within the state, while the subordinate classes
         are present in apparatuses understood to be “centers of resistance” (1978: 144–145).
         
      

      
      Essentially, for Poulantzas, the relative autonomy of the state stems from the presence
         of contradictory social relations within it. The crystallization of the relations
         of production within the materiality of the state expresses itself both among state
         apparatuses that represent different classes and within the apparatuses themselves.
         Thus the state represents an institutional matrix of different apparatuses, and its
         unity and that of the policies it produces cannot be assumed a priori but are the
         result of strategic interactions among and within those apparatuses. 
      

      
      The strategic selectivity of the terrain of the capitalist state, according to Poulantzas,
         is established through a hierarchy of interactions within networks that tend to favor
         the dominant classes by establishing “a whole chain whereby certain apparatuses are
         subordinated to others, and through the domination of a particular apparatus or branch
         (such as the military, a political party or a ministry) which crystallizes the interests
         of a particular hegemonic fraction” (1978: 137). However, power on the terrain of
         the state is expressed not only through the position of each class with respect to
         the relations of production but also through their strategies vis-à-vis the entire
         terrain. This implies that social classes, constituted as political forces on the
         terrain of the state, can seek to alter the state’s strategic field to their advantage
         (148). Hence, the subordinate classes can effect positive changes in their situation
         by altering social policies through mobilization within the state and beyond it. Therefore,
         political power within the state, according to Poulantzas, is expressed through interactions
         between the structure of a highly uneven and “strategically selective” institutional
         terrain and the political agency of social classes. This highlights the importance
         of the “dialectical challenge” between “forces from above and below” in transforming
         the “constituent” power in the state, as discussed by George Ciccariello-Maher in
         this volume. 
      

      
      The Ramifications of a Relational Approach

      
      Poulantzas’ theory of the capitalist state has several ramifications for the analysis
         at hand. First, there is an important distinction between “formal” and “real” power
         within the state. Formally, according to Poulantzas, the law constitutes a “system
         of general, abstract and formal rules . . . [that]  regulates the exercise of power by the state apparatus” (1978: 91). Therefore, the exercise
         of power varies in different states according to the laws, constitutional or otherwise,
         that regulate them, distinguishing, for example, parliamentary regimes from presidential
         ones. Nevertheless, because of its abstract and formal nature, the law does not entirely
         capture the exercise of power within the state apparatus. Shifts in power relations
         within and beyond the state therefore do not require the rewriting of the laws of
         the state but can be accommodated through such measures as the “duplication” and “short-circuiting”
         of different apparatuses by creating specific administrative networks to strengthen
         particular classes or class fractions (137). This implies that, despite the formal
         legal unity of the state, the state is a highly fragmented and conflictive strategic
         field. Therefore, even if a government representing the non-dominant classes is elected,
         it will likely face resistance from different power centers within the state that
         may prevent the implementation of its program. In other words, elected governments
         in no way possess the state as an instrument for carrying out their programs.
      

      
      In reference to Venezuela, the distinction between real and formal power can be illustrated
         by the fact that even after the Chávez government altered the political-legal structure
         of the state to its advantage through the adoption of the Constitution of the Fifth
         Republic in 1999 (Chávez and Harnecker, 2005: 56), it continued to face strong opposition
         to its program from within the Venezuelan capitalist state. For example, it faced
         opposition from elements within the military during the 2002 coup attempt and from
         the management of Petróleos de Venezuela, S.A. (Petroleum of Venezuela; PDVSA) during
         the oil strike of 2002 and 2003.[2]   Thus the issue of the institutionalization that Castañeda uses to distinguish between
         the “wrong left” and the “right left” in Latin America has to be placed in the context
         of fragmented and sometimes hostile state apparatuses.
      

      
      A second important ramification of Poulantzas’ theory for the analysis at hand is
         that state policies, including foreign policy, cannot be assumed a priori to be a
         direct reflection of a government’s values or goals. Rather, they need to be seen
         as the result of complex interactions within the strategic field of the state. Therefore,
         policies are shaped by interactions with apparatuses with very different interests
         and imperatives, and this increases the importance of the tactics employed by state
         personnel to promulgate their preferred policies. Poulantzas explains that, despite
         the complexity of this process, “policy is still decipherable not only as a strategic
         calculation, but even more as the result of a conflictual co-ordination of explicit
         and divergent micro-policies” (1978: 136). Accordingly, a general policy such as that
         of the Venezuelan state with regard to the FTAA and the United States must be conceptualized
         as the result not only of political developments beyond the state but also of often
         contradictory processes within it. A particular government’s origins may provide indications
         of the policy goals it might want to achieve, but there is often a gap between these
         goals and the policy outcomes due to the fragmented nature of the state. This points
         to the importance of historicizing the evolution of government policies as they face
         opposition both within and beyond the state. 
      

      
      A third important ramification of Poulantzas’ theory of the capitalist state pertains
         to the reality facing left governments when they take power. According to Poulantzas,
         because of the fragmented and relational nature of the state, even when a left government
         “really controls state branches and apparatuses, it does not necessarily control the
         one or ones which play the dominant role in the State” (1978: 138). Moreover, the
         dominant classes can accommodate the control of certain apparatuses by the left through
         the “dislocation and displacement” of power from one apparatus to another and within
         the structures of apparatuses. As a result, in order to pursue their agendas, left
         governments should seek to transform the very institutional materiality of the state.
         To do this, suggests Poulantzas, they should maintain a certain organizational distance
         from the state so as not to be fully integrated into the institutional imperatives
         of the dominant classes. Altering the relation of forces within the state can be accomplished
         by coordinating and expanding centers of resistance, “deepening the political freedoms
         of representative democracy,” and introducing new forms of democracy (1978: 256).
      

      
      Interestingly, the Chávez government has sought to alter the relation of forces of
         the Venezuelan state through several measures, including the creation of parallel
         state structures, and has introduced alternative forms of democracy to reinforce this
         process. Nevertheless, the use of such tactics is fraught with risk. A review of the
         evolution of Venezuela’s attitude toward the FTAA will demonstrate the saliency of
         some of Poulantzas’ propositions regarding change and continuity within the capitalist
         state, the challenges facing left governments with regard to the state, and the problematic
         aspects of evaluating a government through the prism of its origins.
      

      
      Venezuela and the FTAA in the Early Stage of Negotiations

      
      The negotiations for the FTAA, which was officially launched at the 1994 Miami Summit
         of the Americas, began during a period in Venezuela that was inauspicious for such
         negotiations. The country had been through several years of political upheaval during
         Carlos Andrés Pérez’s second presidency (1989–1993). This political instability was
         the result not only of the unpopularity of the neoliberal reforms implemented by Pérez’s
         government after he had campaigned against them but also of the long-term erosion
         of the legitimacy of the Punto Fijo pact, which had framed and regulated Venezuelan
         politics and statecraft since 1958. The two dynamics were related because the legitimacy
         of the Punto Fijo corporatist political system relied heavily on the disbursement
         of oil rents through clientelistic networks, which was constrained by Venezuela’s
         debt crisis and the subsequent neoliberal reforms. Consequently, Venezuela’s formerly
         corporatist and rigid political terrain became “fluid” (Hellinger, 2003: 27), and
         this fluidity persisted during the second presidency of Rafael Caldera (1994–1999),
         whose government would be the first to negotiate the FTAA.
      

      
      Caldera’s negotiators felt that he was ambivalent toward a hemispheric trade agreement
         with the United States, pointing to the fact that he had historically been wary of
         becoming overly dependent on the United States economically (Porcarelli and Garofalo
         Laya, 2005: 124). He agreed to participate in the negotiations for the FTAA in order
         to remain abreast of developments in Latin America and because petroleum was not part
         of the negotiations, which meant that there was no danger that Venezuela would be
         constrained in establishing its petroleum policy (Garofalo Laya, 2009). The FTAA never
         became his government’s priority, however, and the responsibility for negotiating
         the agreement was maintained at the vice-ministerial level within the Instituto de
         Comercio de Exterior (Institute of Foreign Commerce; ICE).
      

      
      Venezuela’s negotiators nonetheless approached the negotiations in good faith at the
         individual and ministry level, but they noted a lack of coordination among the ministries
         that had a stake in what was being negotiated and a lack of participation by state
         agencies that could have played that coordinating role (Porcarelli and Garofalo Laya,
         2005: 124). In fact, the negotiating team played a large role in establishing the
         government’s position with regard to the FTAA through its own interpretation of Venezuela’s
         national interest (Porcarelli, 2009). In Poulantzian terms, the ambivalence exhibited
         by Caldera’s government toward the FTAA had the effect of situating the responsibility
         for negotiating the agreement in an area of the state that was distant from its power
         centers and its policy priorities and providing the team a significant degree of autonomy.
         A constraint on that autonomy came not from within the Venezuelan state but from the
         countries of the Andean Community, which had decided to coordinate their positions
         so as to speak with a single voice at the FTAA negotiating table. The increased prominence
         of the FTAA during the Chávez presidency did, however, contribute to a growing radicalization
         with regard to the agreement that would have important ramifications for the way in
         which the Venezuelan state negotiated the project of regional integration.
      

      
      The FTAA and Chávez in the Early Years of His Presidency

      
      During Chávez’s first year in office, his agenda was turned primarily toward constitutional
         change and domestic reforms. In retrospect, he argued that this was part of a strategic
         attack on the opposition: “We decided to begin our attack on the political-legal structure,
         because it was the weakest of them all, and, as you see, we were not mistaken” (Chávez
         and Harnecker, 2005: 56). The adoption of the Constitution of the Fifth Republic did
         indeed constitute an attack on the political-legal structure of Venezuela’s previous
         political system and those who had benefited from it, as it provided a new legal environment
         in which political confrontation would take place both within and outside of the state.
         However, in reference to Poulantzas’ distinction between real and formal power, the
         adoption of the new constitution in no way represented a final decisive victory over
         the regime’s political opponents. Specifically, it provided a formal shell of unity
         to the Venezuelan state in a way that legally shifted its strategic field in the government’s
         favor, but it did not imply an immediate transformation of the materiality of the
         state; the regime’s opponents still controlled important power centers within the
         state apparatus. The stage was therefore set for a confrontation between the state
         institutions that supported the Bolivarian Revolution and those that either opposed
         it or were ambivalent toward it.
      

      
      With respect to the FTAA, Chávez’s ascent to power in 1999 did not immediately signal
         a fundamental break with Venezuela’s previous foreign policy. To be sure, the Bolivarian
         ideology that sustained the Movimiento V República (Fifth Republic Movement; MVR)
         had ramifications for Venezuela’s foreign policy, given that Simón Bolívar had envisioned
         Latin American and Caribbean integration without the United States (Fawcett, 2005:
         27). Furthermore, articles in the Constitution of the Fifth Republic such as Article
         153, which explicitly promotes Latin American and Caribbean integration for the sake
         of the “welfare of their peoples and the collective security of their inhabitants,”
         signaled the beginning of a conception of a Bolivarian foreign policy that might clash
         with the goals of the FTAA (Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, 1999). Nonetheless,
         Venezuela’s ambiguous position with regard to the United States and pronouncements
         by the government concerning the need to reinforce ties with Brazil, Colombia, and
         Guyana represented more of a continuation of Caldera’s foreign policy than a break
         with it (Naim Soto, 2003: 15–16). Even as Chávez’s government began to develop a more
         concrete foreign policy vis-à-vis central themes, there was a lag, due to the relative
         autonomy of the Venezuelan state, between what was being announced by the president’s
         office and members of the legislative branch and what was being carried out by the
         state’s different institutional apparatuses. With changing political dynamics both
         domestically and internationally, the Chávez government’s broad Bolivarian ideology
         gradually coalesced via strategic modifications and interactions within the state
         apparatus into a set of policies that would constitute a radical rejection of the
         FTAA.
      

      
      Institutional Ramifications of Chavismo

      
      The relative autonomy enjoyed by the Ministerio de Producción y Comercio (Ministry
         of Production and Commerce; MPC) negotiating team vis-à-vis other state apparatuses
         such as the Office of the Presidency began to dissipate as the ruling MVR created
         a commission to study the FTAA within the national assembly before the April 2001
         Summit of the Americas in Quebec City. The MPC was the result of several mergers in
         the late 1990s between the Instituto de Comercio de Exterior and other ministries.
         Mobilizations against the FTAA were being organized by prominent members of the government,
         where the FTAA was being linked to the deleterious effects of globalization. These
         mobilizations, however, did not have an immediate impact on the negotiating team (Porcarelli
         and Garofalo Laya, 2005: 126). This changed in the wake of the 2001 Summit of the
         Americas, where Chávez openly criticized the FTAA and argued that its provisions,
         if implemented, would constitute a “break in the constitutional order” of Venezuela
         (Alonso, 2001). The negotiating team began to receive directives from other state
         agencies as to the positions they would take in their respective negotiating groups,
         including adopting a more rigid position regarding Venezuela’s sovereignty. This position
         and the decision to cooperate more closely with Mercosur subsequently led to a rupture
         with the Andean Community, which meant that Venezuela no longer had to ensure that
         its positions were consistent with those of other members of that subregional organization
         (Porcarelli and Garofalo Laya, 2005: 127–128). At the same time, Venezuela moved away
         from the constructive engagement that it had previously maintained toward the FTAA
         proposal.
      

      
      Another important shift in Venezuela’s position with regard to the FTAA resulted from
         a concerted effort by the Office of the Presidency to concretize the government’s
         growing criticism of the agreement. Venezuela thought of itself as being in a unique
         position to facilitate the integration of Latin America and the Caribbean because
         it was situated as the meeting point between the two regions. Additionally, Chávez
         began promoting the idea that Venezuela could use its petroleum resources as a tool
         to reinforce regional integration (Naim Soto, 2003: 30). Consistent with this tendency,
         the Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (Bolivarian Alliance for
         the Peoples of Our America; ALBA), buttressed by petroleum revenues, was put forward
         after the 2001 Summit of the Americas as an explicit regional integration alternative
         to the FTAA.
      

      
      Political Radicalization and the FTAA

      
      In the wake of this initial modification of Venezuela’s attitude toward the FTAA,
         Chávez’s government went through a period of radicalization. First, there was a coup
         attempt in 2002 during which Chávez was imprisoned and then returned to power after
         the plotters failed to obtain support from key sectors of the military in the face
         of the mobilization of massive pro-Chávez street demonstrations. Second, later in
         the year, sectors of the opposition sought to cripple the government with the oil
         strike. Sectors of the management of PDVSA participated in this strike after Chávez
         had reinstated several fired executives as an olive branch to the opposition following
         the coup (Parish, Peceny, and Delacour, 2007: 220–223). These events highlighted the
         government’s tension-filled and precarious relationship with opposition sectors of
         Venezuelan society and apparatuses of the state such as PDVSA.
      

      
      Judith Valencia of the Universidad Central de Venezuela, an important figure in the
         Comisión Presidencial para el ALCA (Presidential Commission on the FTAA), explains
         that, in the wake of the events of 2002, the government learned the importance of
         popular mobilization beyond simple electioneering. She argues that the government
         sought to transform the state through social movement engagement, with society assuming
         the “missions” of government (Valencia, 2005).[3]   This strategy was consistent with the new constitution, she claims, in that it
         called on the people to transform the state (Valencia, 2005). Interestingly, the Chávez
         government, using the institutional and rhetorical tools made available by the new
         constitution, began to engage sectors of the state that were either aligned with the
         opposition or not completely aligned with the government. The fact that the principal
         organizers of the strike came from PDVSA demonstrated that the structure of the Venezuelan
         state was fraught with divisions that became centers of resistance to MVR control
         of the executive and legislative branches. As Marta Harnecker (Chávez and Harnecker,
         2005: 46–47) explains, the main mode of addressing these centers of resistance after
         2003 was to create parallel state structures such as the misiones in the fields of health and education. At the same time, the Chávez government directly
         confronted opposition elements within the state, for example, when Chávez declared
         during the strike, “The hour has arrived to wage the great battle for oil” (Ellner,
         2008: 119). In the aftermath of the strike, opposition elements within the PDVSA management
         were removed and replaced with cadres loyal to the regime, and joint ventures between
         the state oil company and private capital were re-nationalized. The coup attempt and
         the conflict over PDVSA would have important ramifications for the FTAA in that they
         focused the government’s attention on the state as a terrain of conflict. The conflict
         with PDVSA amplified the government’s willingness to marginalize institutions, such
         as the MPC negotiating team, that it perceived as not concordant with its objectives.
      

      
      Another important consequence of the coup attempt and the strike was a further radicalization
         of Venezuela’s attitude toward the United States. Chávez had not previously attacked
         or denounced the United States as openly and directly as he did after these events.
         Accusations of U.S. involvement in the failed coup signaled an important turning point
         in United States–Venezuela relations. For example, the use of the concept “imperialism”
         when referring to the United States became more prominent in the regime’s rhetoric
         (Ellner, 2008: 199). Consequently, the FTAA became increasingly associated with the
         United States’ imperial role in the hemisphere, and the U.S. government was accordingly
         positioned as the antithesis of the Bolivarian Revolution’s goals both domestically
         and regionally.
      

      
      Radicalization and Institutional Transformation

      
      It is in this radicalized context that the Presidential Commission on the FTAA was
         formally established in February 2003. The MPC negotiators believed that this parallel
         institution had been established because the official negotiating team was considered
         insufficiently critical of neoliberalism and thus out of line with the government’s
         attitude (Porcarelli, 2009). Consequently, the institutional leeway enjoyed by the
         MPC gradually dissipated. In fact, the commission was closely tied to the Office of
         the Presidency and other institutional actors, among them MVR members of the legislative
         assembly, who were aligned with the president. Thus the institutional environment
         that surrounded the MPC team shifted as closer attention was paid to the FTAA by the
         power centers aligned with the Chávez government. For the government, regional integration
         and the FTAA became increasingly intertwined with its wider economic, political, and
         social development goals (Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, 2003: 12). In fact, the
         presidential commission gradually began taking over the negotiation of the FTAA from
         the MPC team, which was subjected to budgetary restraints that limited its ability
         to attend meetings and effectively marginalized it from the negotiation process (Porcarelli,
         2009). In effect, the MPC’s negotiators no longer had the relative autonomy to negotiate
         because of a change in the institutional field that framed it. It was with this institutional
         adjustment that the Venezuelan state would espouse its most radical critique of the
         FTAA. Subsequently, with the presidential commission in place, Venezuela’s role in
         the negotiations shifted away from one that was largely consistent with the overall
         objectives of the FTAA to one that actively sought to halt it or at least radically
         transform its structure.
      

      
      The Venezuelan Challenge to the FTAA

      
      Beginning at an April 2003 FTAA meeting, Venezuela submitted a series of memorandums
         critical of the FTAA and promulgated an alternative model of development. For example,
         at an FTAA meeting in Puebla, Mexico, later that year, it raised the concern that
         the liberalization policies being proposed would not actually ensure the welfare of
         the peoples of the hemisphere. The document argued that the policies of the Washington
         Consensus had failed to promote economic growth in Latin America and added that greater
         importance should be given to the potential of the state to achieve “equitable, democratic,
         and environmentally sustainable development” (Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, 2003:
         18). By proposing to reemphasize the role of the state in managing the economy to
         achieve goals that went beyond simply promoting economic growth, it introduced concepts
         that could not be readily accommodated within the framework of the FTAA and its underlying
         ideology. Although Venezuela did not necessarily play a determinant role in the unraveling
         of the negotiations, its actions contributed to a sense that the FTAA was not inevitable
         and provided an important ideological critique of the integration project.
      

      
      The evolution of Venezuela’s attitude toward the FTAA demonstrates both change and
         continuity as a result of developments both within the state and beyond it. Importantly,
         it indicates that there was no concrete original hostile, anti-American position toward
         the FTAA. To be sure, the Bolivarian ideology that framed the Chávez government certainly
         constituted an initial disposition toward the FTAA and the United States, but it was
         historical developments such as the 2002 coup attempt and the oil strike and the related
         strategic interactions within the state that concretized Venezuelan state policy.
         Thus, there was an important lag between government ideology and state policy that
         calls into question an analysis of Venezuela’s position toward the United States based
         entirely on its origins.
      

      
      Venezuela’s Foreign Policy after the FTAA

      
      Changes within the MPC were consistent with a broader transformation of Venezuela’s
         foreign policy institutional structure in the wake of the radicalization of the government
         following the 2002 coup attempt. Alí Rodriguez, a former minister of foreign relations,
         explained that it was imperative that officials within the Ministerio de Relaciones
         Exteriores (Ministry of External Relations) be fully committed to the goals of the
         Bolivarian Revolution. This has meant the injection of new officials who are expected
         to transform the foreign service. This institutional reorganization was combined with
         Venezuela’s “people’s diplomacy” that sought to reinforce its relationship with allied
         governments with ALBA as its centerpiece (Romero, 2011: 69). Although ALBA initially
         centered on an agreement concerning petroleum, it would eventually be expanded into
         a regional integration project based on “solidarity, complementarity between economies,
         and respect for sovereignty” (Pearce, 2013: 41). ALBA continued to expand after its
         creation in 2004 and includes nine countries at the time of writing.
      

      
       Just as the negotiation of the FTAA was imbricated in a broader conflict between
         the government and the opposition, ALBA has been a focus of opposition criticism.
         Notably, the opposition charges that ALBA’s disbursement of petroleum at discounted
         rates in exchange for goods and services to member states has contributed to domestic
         socioeconomic woes (Hellinger, 2011: 58). Consistent with what Fernando Coronil identifies
         as an oft-repeated trope in Venezuelan politics, the opposition has charged that the
         government has misappropriated the country’s collective wealth to pursue its narrow
         partisan ends overseas (Coronil, 2011: 34). Although the Chávez government has largely
         brought Venezuela’s foreign policy institutional structure in line with its priorities
         since it came to power, it continues to face important opposition to its foreign policies
         beyond the state. 
      

      
      Concluding Remarks: The Contradictions of Institutional Reform in a Fragmented State

      
      The evolution of Venezuela’s relationship with the FTAA negotiations provides insight
         into the contradictions that can emerge in a context in which a government is trying
         to implement substantive and radical reforms in a highly polarized society and a fragmented
         state. Chávez’s attempt to reform Venezuela’s state and society has faced institutional
         challenges from the beginning, even with a popular mandate and successful constitutional
         change. Therefore, although the charge that governments of the “wrong left” in Latin
         America have in some cases failed to promote institutionalization and organizational
         growth needs to be considered seriously, such an analysis must take into consideration
         the social and institutional contexts in which those governments operate.
      

      
      Evaluating institutionalization in countries such as Venezuela without a careful consideration
         of the institutional specificities of each state will necessarily produce incomplete
         results. It is precisely this omission that allows Castañeda to divide the Latin American
         left into a “right” and a “wrong” on the basis of the origins of its regimes. To be
         sure, the ideology and history of the political parties that constitute the leftist
         governments of Latin America certainly play a role in their decision making and policies.
         However, these factors explain only part of the story because of the gap between ideology
         and policy due to the inherent fragmentation and complexity of states. Therefore,
         substantive institutional reforms pursued by governments like the one led by Chávez
         must be placed in the context of political conflict both within and outside the state,
         which may encourage the introduction of novel institutional mechanisms that seek to
         alter the state’s strategic field.
      

      
      Seeking to transform the state, however, so as to confront oppositional power centers
         carries important risks that may, in the long run, undermine the reforms they seek
         to facilitate. The creation of the presidential commission to negotiate the FTAA demonstrated
         a tendency toward centralization. Although the MPC negotiating team had participated
         constructively in the FTAA negotiations during Caldera’s presidency and in the first
         years of Chávez’s presidency, the degree to which it was wedded to neoliberal ideology
         and would have presented an impediment to the government’s more radical policy toward
         the FTAA is unclear. The decision to bypass it and establish a parallel negotiating
         team closely tied to the president’s office reinforced a tendency toward centralization.
         Additionally, the relationship between the MPC and the commission had not been defined
         and remained ambiguous. However, this ambiguity was not in itself a radical departure
         from regular state practices. Indeed, it was consistent with the institutional tactics
         associated with shifts in power relations within states. Nonetheless, as Poulantzas
         (1978: 251) warns, engaging the state on its terrain in the interest of a democratic
         socialist transformation should be done cautiously and with the democratic participation
         of the “masses.” Failing to do so may contribute to a drift into a “statism” whereby
         change is directed exclusively from above and to other shortcomings of previous historical
         attempts at socialist transformation. 
      

      
      The Chávez government has sought to increase popular democratic participation within
         the state, notably with the measures included in the Constitution of the Fifth Republic.
         However, this does not imply that democratization has been applied consistently and
         evenly throughout the state. While reforms seeking greater decentralization and participation
         in decision making have been applied to some institutions, predominantly at the neighborhood
         and community levels, they do not preclude a tendency toward centralization in other
         areas of the state, such as the creation of the Presidential Commission on the FTAA.
         Jonathan Eastwood (2011: 21) argues, for example, that it is unclear whether the participatory
         institutions set up by the Chávez government have increased participation within the
         state or whether they have increased clientelism by introducing institutions that
         are more directly tied to centralized power. Therefore, in the spirit of Poulantzas’
         theoretical work, a balanced evaluation of Chávez’s government with respect to its
         effort to transform the Venezuelan state and lead it down the path of democratic socialism
         needs to take into account the unevenness of democratization within the state. Specifically,
         it must determine which apparatuses have been democratized with respect to the state’s
         true power centers and whether this represents a departure from previous nondemocratic
         socialist state practices. In other words, it is by examining the institutional environment
         that surrounds participatory institutions that one can evaluate whether they constitute
         clientelistic or participatory mechanisms. 
      

      
      Steve Ellner in this volume indicates that although the MVR and, later, the Partido
         Socialista Unido de Venezuela (United Socialist Party of Venezuela; PSUV) in democratizing
         the state through community participation have encountered some problems with respect
         to organizational capacity and institutional resistance from state functionaries,
         the project continues to expand and is in the process of consolidation. Whether the
         Bolivarian Revolution will proceed down the path of democratic socialism or whether
         it will drift into “statism” will depend largely on whether the government of Nicolás
         Maduro will expand the democratization of the state beyond the authority that has
         already been granted to community councils and communes into other areas of the state
         as well as further expanding democratic participation in the PSUV.
      

      
      To return to Castañeda’s argument pertaining to the poor record of institutionalization
         of the “wrong left,” a careful analysis of a leftist government’s pursuit of its program
         must strike a balance between the reality of the politicized and divided terrains
         of states and the hazards involved in transforming them. Focusing on problems of governance,
         such as weak institutionalization in the midst of substantive social and economic
         reforms, 
without reference to the real opposition that exists within capitalist states produces
         an incomplete analysis that does not take into consideration the complexity of governing
         in a highly fragmented society. Additionally, such an analysis cannot account for
         the evolution of policy, which may be founded upon a political movement’s ideology
         or a leader’s world view but is certainly not determined by it. Castañeda’s analysis
         underestimates the importance of the specificities of complex institutional environments
         in shaping the policies of radical left governments and the heterogeneity of the movements
         that support them.
      

      
      Notes

      
         An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 169–183.
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            1. Bob Jessop’s (2008) work on the state provides a more recent account of a “relational”
                  approach to the state.
               

            

         

         
            2. The strike, called by sectors of the management of PDVSA, along with officials from
                  Venezuela’s most important business organization, the Federación de Cámaras y Asociaciones
                  de Comercio y Producción de Venezuela, and the leadership of its primary trade union
                  confederation, the Confederación de Trabajadores de Venezuela, led to an economic
                  crisis that these actors calculated would cripple the Chávez government and lead to
                  his removal from power. The strike began in December 2002 and consisted of a lockout
                  of the company’s workers and an interruption of the company’s shipping lines that
                  seriously hampered the country’s petroleum production. However, it did not manage
                  to pressure Chávez to resign and was halted in February 2003.
               

            

         

         
            3. A play on words that refers to the misiones, a series of social programs put in place by the Chávez government to perform specific
                  tasks often parallel to established state structures. The programs range from Misión
                  Robinson, charged with improving literacy, to Barrio Adentro, which is responsible
                  for ameliorating health care access among Venezuela’s poor.
               

            

         

      

   
      II

      The Twenty-First-Century Radical Left in Power in Venezuela,
 Bolivia, and Ecuador
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      In recent years, the governments of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador have emerged as
         an important bloc and a point of reference for the analysis of leftist and Latin American
         politics. The three nations are similar in some respects and dissimilar in others.
         For many decades, Venezuela was a symbol of democratic stability, whereas Ecuador
         and Bolivia were synonymous with the volatility of Latin American politics. Nevertheless,
         toward the end of the last century, violent protests against neoliberalism erupted
         in all three countries and led to the removal of various governments. Another point
         in common is their resource-based economies (resting in large part on the hydrocarbon
         industry), which accounted for the sharp increase in government revenue during the
         commodity boom of the early twenty-first century.
      

      
      The three radical leftist governments share basic characteristics that point to a
         model of gradual but far-reaching change in the context of intense political and social
         conflict and polarization. In all three cases, charismatic leaders committed to socialism
         and nationalism appealed to the popular sectors, and particularly the poor, at the
         same time that their movements promoted mobilization and made efforts to group their
         followers along organizational lines. Economic nationalistic policies and legislation
         brought in increased revenue from exploitation of natural resources by multinationals,
         which was in some cases questioned on ecological grounds by indigenous groups. The
         governments used the income to finance novel social programs designed to generate
         a sense of empowerment. The three presidents clashed head-on with elites including
         traditional political and labor leaders, the media, the church hierarchy, organized
         business interests, and the U.S. government.
      

      
      In chapter 4 in this volume, on Venezuela, I discuss the expropriations under President
         Hugo Chávez as an example of how the tug-of-war between the leftist government and
         the private sector represented a more drawn out and complex process than what occurred
         in nondemocratic settings such as Cuba after 1959. In addition, I link three social
         blocs in Venezuela with three major political currents within the Chavista movement.
         One internal current, which is well represented in the working class, raises the banner
         of worker participation in company decision making as well as ambitious worker demands
         such as job security; a second current, largely representing the middle sectors, prioritizes
         efficiency in the management of state companies and is wary of worker control; and
         a third current, which adamantly supports social programs even at the expense of rapid
         economic growth and efficiency, reflects the thinking of the non-incorporated sectors
         of the population. I also discuss specific actions, proposals, and attitudes that
         are associated with distinct non-elite social blocs while firmly rejected by others.
         Chávez was particularly adept at maintaining the unity of these disparate groups through
         bold policies and actions that secured their support, a strategy continued by his
         successor, Nicolás Maduro.
      

      
      Federico Fuentes in his chapter shows that the process of the deepening of change
         in Bolivia has been accompanied by an intensification of conflict among non-elite
         sectors. By way of example, Fuentes discusses the confrontations between mine workers,
         members of mining cooperatives, and surrounding indigenous communities. He argues
         that the government has been intent on promoting dialogue among these groups in order
         to overcome “tension within and between the government and its social base in order
         to advance their mutual aims.” To complicate matters further, Fuentes points to “centers
         of resistance” within the state that are tied to the old order, specifically the police
         force, and in doing so refers readers to Marcel Nelson’s chapter in this volume on
         the nature of the state during the gradual transition to socialism. Not all analysts
         recognize this complexity. Fuentes criticizes left-wing critics of President Evo Morales
         for viewing him as “bad” and the social movements as “good” and thus simplifying what
         is occurring, much as what those on the right do when they categorize the radical
         Latin American governments as the “bad” or “populist” left. Morales’ left-wing critics
         who view him as a neoliberal in disguise ignore the strong role the government has
         played in mining policy, as is envisioned in the new constitution and recent contracts,
         which give the state ownership of gas reserves and control over downstream operations.
      

      
      The chapter by Marc Becker discusses the challenges posed by indigenous movements
         located to the left of the government of Rafael Correa, and in doing so sheds light
         on the heterogeneity of the popular forces favoring change. The clash between the
         Correa government and indigenous social movements has been even more intense than
         in Bolivia. Becker points out that an analysis of twenty-first-century radical leftist
         governments from the perspective of a social-movement agenda sheds light on the complexity
         of the challenges facing social activists largely ignored in academic studies. In
         Ecuador, their most pressing difficulty is challenging “Correa from the left without
         strengthening a common enemy on the right,” taking into account the diverse strategies
         and ideologies that in part correspond to social cleavages in the popular base. Becker
         points to concrete government measures that social movement activists to the left
         of Correa have supported, such as the expropriation of 195 companies belonging to
         the Isaías Group in order to recover assets lost by customers as a result of corporate
         corruption. At the same time, he argues that Correa’s dealings with social movements,
         particularly his government’s criminalization of their activities, compare unfavorably
         with Morales’ and Chávez’s records. Indeed, Correa’s base of support is the unorganized
         urban lower classes rather than social movements. In general, the pluses and minuses
         of Correa’s government are “more mixed” than what is claimed by those who simplistically
         categorize all three governments as the “bad left.”
      

      
      
      Chapter 4

      Social and Political Diversity and the Democratic Road to Change in Venezuela

      
         
         
         
         Steve Ellner

         
         
      

      
      The rapid unfolding of change and radicalization that has characterized the presidency
         of Hugo Chávez and, more recently, Nicolás Maduro since 1999 has impacted non-elite
         social groups in different ways, sometimes favoring one at the expense of another.
         Each stage has privileged different programs, goals, slogans, and currents within
         the Chavista movement and has had distinct ideological implications. The process of
         radicalization has been influenced by the aspirations of political and social sectors
         within the movement and the ideological vision of the leadership, but it has also
         been largely a response to the actions and tactics of government adversaries.
      

      
      The Chávez government passed through the following five stages: 1999–2000, characterized
         by moderate economic policies and a moderate discourse; 2001–2004, whose salient feature
         was anti-neoliberal legislation; 2005–2006, which saw the emergence of the outlines
         of a new economic model based on the redefinition of private property and a discourse
         in favor of socialism; 2007–2008, marked by the nationalization of basic industry;
         and 2009–2013, when the government expropriated a large number of companies, primarily
         in order to compete with the private sector.
      

      
      These transformations have stimulated the support of members of some social groups
         while alienating others. The first stage’s moderation and critique of the existing
         political party system, for instance, appealed to the middle class, a significant
         percentage of which voted for Chávez in the first presidential election, in 1998,
         and the second, in 2000. The subsequent radicalization and explicit preference for
         the underprivileged sectors intimidated many in the middle class, which became increasingly
         critical of the government and protested in massive numbers, leading to the attempted
         coup of April 2002 and the general strike eight months later.
      

      
      Political change in general and socialist construction in particular have produced
         sharp internal contradictions that play themselves out on different fronts and seriously
         undermine the cohesiveness and vitality of the Chavista government and movement.[1]  Chavismo’s political currents and factions correspond to distinct traditions on
         the left worldwide as well as class cleavages within the Chavista movement. Thus,
         for example, during the third stage the government promoted the incorporation of many
         members of the marginalized sectors of the population by allocating massive sums of
         money to makeshift worker cooperatives. While the poor enrolled in the program in
         large numbers, many trade unionists were highly skeptical of its productive viability
         and criticized it for sidestepping labor legislation and union organizing. Furthermore,
         orthodox Marxists such as the Communist Party and some Trotskyists insisted that the
         cooperatives and, later, the community councils did not “enter into contradiction
         with capital” and therefore it was necessary to “prioritize trade union work” (Figuera,
         2011).
      

      
      Along similar lines, workers in companies expropriated during the fourth and fifth
         stages have demanded substantial improvements in labor benefits and absolute job security
         in keeping with the Chavista banner of “humanistic socialism” and insisted on worker
         input into decision making as a fundamental socialist goal. In contrast, Chavistas
         belonging to the middle sectors of the population are more sympathetic to state managers
         who fear that worker participation in decision making represents a vehicle for achieving
         inordinate and unrealistic economic gains. They call on workers to distinguish between
         state companies and privately owned ones and to moderate their demands toward the
         former. They also accuse the more militant wing of the labor movement of promoting
         disruptions that threaten the existence of the state-owned steel, aluminum, and other
         heavy industries of the Guayana region.
      

      
      Members of three major social groups identify with different lines of thinking within
         Chavismo and defend different and at times conflicting interests. These groups are
         the organized working class, the middle sectors of the population, and the traditionally
         unorganized and unincorporated sectors (members of the informal economy, much of the
         rural labor force, and those who work for small firms that lack collective-bargaining
         agreements and union representation).[2]  The latter two groups to a large extent lack the political cohesiveness of social
         classes with well-defined and articulated positions.[3]  The priorities of the three differ, and their support for specific slogans, programs,
         and goals, while for the most part overlapping, varies in degree and intensity.
      

      
      In addition to diverse social groups with distinct demands and priorities, three long-term
         visions coexist within the Chavista movement, each corresponding to a different socialist
         tradition. One vision adheres to the orthodox Marxist view of the organized working
         class as the key agent of socialist revolution. A second, which idolizes Che Guevara,
         stresses revolutionary values such as solidarity and invokes the principle associated
         with Communism of “to each according to his/her need.” A third vision focuses on economic
         objectives and industrial development along the lines of the strategies and priorities
         of Soviet socialism during its seventy-five years of existence. The first line of
         thinking appeals disproportionately to the organized working class, the second to
         the traditionally unincorporated sectors of the population, and the third to the middle
         sectors.
      

      
      Venezuela’s emerging economic model, which has different implications for Chavistas
         of different social origins, was the end result of a series of government responses
         to maneuvers undertaken by powerful adversaries. The need to respond effectively to
         these actions and at the same time retain the active support of members of the three
         above-mentioned social groups accounts for the complexity of far-reaching change in
         a democratic setting. If government decisions were made on the basis of ideological
         considerations, taking into account only the correlation of forces among political
         currents within Chavismo and those for and against socialism in general, the challenges
         facing the Chavistas would be relatively simple. The tie-in between ideological currents
         within the Chavista movement and social groups in the context of democratic liberties
         and high levels of conflict and mobilization both within Chavismo and between it and
         the opposition complicates the task of socialist transformation. These dynamics set
         Venezuela off from the nondemocratic socialist experiences of the twentieth century.
      

      
      This chapter will examine recent developments in Venezuela in order to identify the
         general direction of the Chavista government and movement. Specifically, it will look
         at three important areas that have impacted internal currents and pro-Chavista social
         groups in the recent past: the nationalizations and expropriations, the tensions within
         the Chavista labor movement, and the consolidation of the community council movement.
         The analysis of the expropriations attempts to determine why the government (which
         in all cases was committed to paying compensation) embarked on such a costly undertaking,
         even though it threatened to undermine all-important social programs.
      

      
      The chapter’s discussion of the relationship between discourse, actions, and social
         groups is designed to contribute to the theoretical debate regarding heterogeneity
         and agency as problematic areas for revolutionary transformation in recent times.
         My introduction to this volume draws on the formulations of leftist thinkers such
         as Ernesto Laclau and Louis Althusser, who emphasize the diverse levels of conflict
         and contradictions not only between the blocs that oppose and support far-reaching
         transformation but also within the latter category, thus underlining the complexity
         of the process of change. This chapter sheds light on the complexity of the democratic
         road to change followed by the twenty-first-century Latin American left. It argues
         that in a democratic context, the prolonged path to socialism faces two challenges
         without easy solutions: one is an enemy whose legal and extralegal tactics force the
         government to respond in ways that sometimes create additional problems and intensify
         conflict, and the other is cleavages among members of the movement, who have diverse
         interests and visions and a greater capacity for mobilization than was the case with
         the nondemocratic roads to socialism of the past.
      

      
      Expropriations

      
      The widespread expropriation of large and medium-sized companies has been the outstanding
         feature of the fourth and fifth stages of the Chávez presidency. The measures ushered
         in a mixed economy based on state control of basic industry, such as steel, electricity,
         and telecommunications, and state competition with the private sector in other key
         areas, particularly food processing and distribution and banking. The transformation
         impacted different social groups and political currents in different ways. The compensation
         money paid to the former owners of expropriated companies represented a heavy burden
         for the state and thus cut into the primacy of its social programs, which favored
         mostly the unincorporated sectors of the population. At the same time, the expropriations
         redirected considerable government attention to units of production (as opposed to
         communities) and in so doing opened opportunities for the organized working class
         to achieve various objectives, among them worker input into decision making, worker
         benefits, and the unification of the labor movement. Finally, the expropriations signaled
         a deepening of the process of transformation that was particularly applauded by the
         Chavista radicals, who favored a quicker pace of change than the more moderate current
         within the movement.
      

      
      The following discussion of the events leading up to the expropriations puts in evidence
         the complexity of the transformation under way in Venezuela. In general, social and
         political currents in the Chavista movement exerted a major influence on policy makers.
         Nevertheless, once the government had ruled out compromise and concessions, the policy
         of expropriations was thrust on it by circumstances. The expropriations in turn framed
         issues (such as organized labor’s special treatment of state companies) and helped
         define positions that separated the internal Chavista currents. This explanation emphasizing
         complexity is antithetical to what opposition leaders argue on the basis of the two-left
         thesis discussed in the introductory chapter and elsewhere in this volume.
      

      
      The wave of expropriations, far from obeying a preconceived ideological scheme promoted
         by Chavismo’s radical current, was a response to the political and economic challenges
         posed by the private sector, which was closely tied to the Venezuelan opposition.[4]  Most important, economic groups, as they have done throughout history when they
         consider their interests threatened, created a scarcity of important commodities,
         during the two-month general strike of 2002–2003, in the months prior to the December
         2007 national referendum on a government-sponsored constitutional reform, and during
         the heavily contested presidential elections of April 2013. Basically, four factors
         were at play: scarcity, price speculation, government economic controls, and expropriation.
         Each of them triggered the others, producing a spiraling effect. The government, for
         example, responded to the politically induced scarcity during the general strike,
         which pushed prices upward, by implementing price and exchange controls in February
         2003 and gradually increasing the number of products included in the system in subsequent
         years. These measures encouraged the private sector to reduce production and establish
         alternative patterns of distribution, including exporting to neighboring nations.
         The government reacted by expropriating companies in order to fill gaps in the market.
         The measures were also meant to intimidate the private sector into maintaining production
         and distribution at normal levels. Thus the process of change resembled a war of position
         in which the revolutionaries advanced one step at a time, not only as a result of
         a favorable correlation of forces and improved capabilities but also as a reaction
         to the initiatives taken by the enemy.
      

      
      In contrast, government critics envisioned a veritable “war of maneuver” by viewing
         the expropriations as tantamount to socialism by decree or socialism by assault. Spokespeople
         for the opposition underlined both the economic objective of imposing socialism on
         the nation and the political objective of delivering a heavy blow to the enemy camp.
         Teodoro Petkoff, for instance, a leading member of the opposition, wrote in his newspaper
         Tal Cual, “Chávez is intoxicated with statism. The state takeovers [of industry] do not respond
         to criteria of economic efficiency but are purely political; the aim is to concentrate
         maximum power in the government and its caudillo” and at the same time to liquidate
         the trade union movement (Petkoff, 2009; 2010: 93–99). Alfredo Keller, head of a pro-opposition
         polling company, claimed that by expropriating companies the government sought to
         deprive opposition parties of sources of finance as well as “the control that the
         opposition through its private companies could exercise over the mass of workers”
         (Unión Radio, 2010). Another leading pollster identified with the opposition, Luis
         Vicente León (2010), asserted that expropriations were Chávez’s way of “penalizing”
         leaders of the opposition. Finally, the pro-opposition daily El Nacional attributed the takeovers of foreign-owned companies to “racist hate against any foreigner
         who dares to invest in Venezuela in the field of food distribution” (EFE News Service,
         2010).
      

      
      More than being motivated by political and ideological (or ethnic) objectives, the
         expropriations after 2007 were the logical outcome of a series of battles between
         the state and the private sector that began with the 2003 decree regulating prices
         on basic products. The measure was designed to counter price hikes unleashed by the
         two-month general strike. In the past, for example, in the weeks leading up to the
         mass disturbances of the week of February 27, 1989, price controls in Venezuela had
         generated disinvestment and hoarding, both of which had resulted in shortages. This
         time, however, the intense polarization that pitted the government against the private
         sector on the political front and the unwillingness of the Chavistas to make concessions
         to business as in the past led to an escalation of tension and tactics.
      

      
      One factor explaining the shortages was political. The decision of the peak business
         group Federación de Cámaras de Industria y Comercio (Federation of Chambers of Industry
         and Commerce; FEDECAMARAS) to lead the general strike to topple the Chávez government
         marked the first time in its six-decade history that it had overtly entered the political
         arena as a leading actor beyond the formulation of specific economic demands. Subsequently,
         the period of greatest shortages was the months prior to the December 2007 referendum
         on the constitutional reform, which business perceived as threatening its vital interests,
         especially because it appeared to undermine the system of private property.
      

      
      In addition to the political dimension, the shortages were largely due to the drive
         for superprofits throughout the distribution chain in the context of price controls.
         Indeed, the greater the disparity between the regulated price and the market value
         of a given product, the more intricate and widespread were the illicit mechanisms
         that emerged. With gasoline prices perhaps the lowest in the world, the government
         had to resort to rationing the product at pumps in border states in order to impede
         its illegal transportation to neighboring Colombia. Similarly, in 2010 the Currency
         Administration Commission (CADIVI) established rigid and cumbersome rules for the
         purchase of preferential dollars by Venezuelan tourists abroad in order to check fraudulent
         transactions designed to take advantage of the official exchange rate, which was approximately
         half that on the open market. (Subsequently the problem worsened, and by 2014 the
         ratio reached nine to one.) In the construction industry, wholesalers sold steel rods
         and cement exclusively to large builders, who were less likely to denounce the violation
         of legally set prices than self-employed workers, and the latter consequently faced
         shortages of essential materials. Food wholesalers typically sold products at more
         than the legally established price to grocery stores, which in turn sold them to street
         vendors and others whose clientele consisted of personal contacts such as friends
         and neighbors. At some point along the chain, certain goods were hoarded in order
         to create artificial scarcities that facilitated sales on the black market. “Resellers,”
         who purchased at the regulated price and illegally sold at the market one, became
         a permanent fixture of the distribution chain. In the words of Arquimedes Barrios,
         the regional coordinator of the Anzoátegui office of the Instituto para la Defensa
         de las Personas en el Acceso a los Bienes y Servicios (Institute for Defense of People
         in the Access to Goods and Services; INDEPABIS), the agency in charge of enforcing
         price regulation, “the big producers often use the little guy to get around regulated
         prices. It would take a superhuman effort for the state to combat all these practices.”
         Barrios went on to express regret that his office had been unable to count on the
         collaboration of small-scale retail businesses in documenting the illicit practices
         of large-scale producers and distributors in order to take punitive measures against
         them (Barrios, 2011).
      

      
      The government, through INDEPABIS and a host of programs, attempted to halt sales
         on the black market. Incidents in which ordinary people denounced illicit commercial
         activity, followed by government confiscation and distribution of regulated goods,
         were fairly common (Vea, 2011). In addition, the state-owned steel company Sidor helped establish seven hardware
         stores called Ferresidor that sold metal rods known as cabillas (and, at one point, cement) exclusively to people certified by their neighborhood
         councils for the construction of their own houses. Furthermore, in February 2010 the
         national assembly authorized the community councils to carry out official inspections
         of the distribution and sale of basic commodities. In November of the same year additional
         measures were taken to crack down on the illegal sale of regulated goods in the informal
         economy. In August 2011 the government passed the Law of Costs and Just Prices, which
         created a superintendency to regulate prices and envisioned a comprehensive study
         of the economy in order to expand the system of price controls. Subsequently, President
         Maduro established controls to ensure that commercial interests use preferential dollars
         to import goods rather than selling the currency on the black market.
      

      
      The expropriations were primarily designed to counter shortages, but some of them
         fulfilled other objectives as well. State control of basic industry including steel,
         telecommunications, electricity, and petroleum carried out during the fourth stage
         (2007–2008) had been a goal of nationalistic movements since the 1930s and had been
         incorporated into the 1961 constitution (Article 96). In addition, in 2009 the government
         expropriated over seventy-five contractor firms in Zulia that performed work for the
         state oil company Petróleos de Venezuela (PDVSA) and others associated with the public
         Corporación Venezolana de Guayana in an attempt to provide workers job security and
         curb the practice of outsourcing, a goal that became a Chavista banner.
      

      
      Moreover, the expropriation of multinationals accused of price speculation, contraband,
         and failure to supply the national market accorded with the Chávez government’s anti-imperialist
         rhetoric (Livingstone, 2011: 31). Examples included the Owens-Illinois Glass Company
         (with fifty-two years in Venezuela), Cargill (food processing), Monaca (a Mexican
         food-processing company), FertiNitro (a petrochemical company one-third owned by Koch
         Industries), and Agroisleña (a Spanish agricultural company). In the case of Sidor
         (owned by a Latin American consortium) and FertiNitro, the government took action
         on the grounds that even though they benefited from subsidized raw materials at artificially
         low prices, they sold the final products abroad while neglecting national needs. Chávez
         also accused Owens-Illinois of environmental destruction in the state of Trujillo
         and charged another large expropriated company, Sidetur (a Venezuelan steel manufacturer),
         with (in addition to price speculation) violation of health and safety standards that
         contributed to labor unrest.
      

      
      In short, the decision to expropriate was basically a response to the commercial practices
         of a hostile private sector. Nevertheless, other issues were at stake, and the policy
         reflected the specific interests and positions of currents within the pro-Chavista
         movement. Thus Chavista labor leaders had pressured for the elimination of outsourcing,
         which the expropriations were designed to check but which state managers were not
         equally committed to discontinuing. Furthermore, the Chavista radicals hailed the
         expropriations particularly because they appeared to demonstrate that the “revolutionary
         process” in Venezuela had not stagnated. In contrast, the leaders of at least one
         moderate left group belonging to the ruling coalition, Patria Para Todos (Fatherland
         for All; PPT), criticized the policy, and in 2010 many of them left the Chavista camp.
      

      
      The Chavista Labor Movement

      
      Throughout the thirteen years of the Chavista government, and particularly after the
         expropriations in 2007, trade union militants were frequently reminded that Chávez
         supported their causes. Certain government decisions that were responses to worker
         mobilizations created expectations and a sense of empowerment on the part of trade
         unionists. In general, they perceived that Chávez was committed to enhancing their
         role and supporting key worker demands. The first action along these lines occurred
         in 2005, when the government expropriated the paper company Invepal, the valve company
         Inveval, and several other firms that had been taken over by the workers several years
         before. Then, in 2008, it nationalized the steel company Sidor in response to an extended
         and violent conflict over a collective-bargaining agreement, in the course of which
         the union denounced management’s false accounting practices that deprived the nation
         of substantial tax revenue. The following year the national executive sponsored workshops
         in the industrial region of Guayana to develop the Plan Socialista de Guayana, which
         called for worker input into decision making and led to the naming of union militants
         recommended by the workers to head several major state companies. At the same time,
         Chávez for the first time pointed to the working class as playing the lead role in
         the road to socialism; his party, the Partido Socialista Unido de Venezuela (United
         Socialist Party of Venezuela; PSUV), called it the “motor force and subject . . .
         that is called upon to lead the revolution in the context of class struggle” (PSUV,
         2010: 85). More recently, accusations by union members against the influential Sidor
         executive Luis Velásquez led to his jailing on charges of engaging in the contraband
         to Colombia of company-produced cabillas that were in short supply in Venezuela. Union
         members had previously picketed in front of the plant gates against Velásquez and
         sent a report to company executives in which they pointed to his extravagant lifestyle
         as evidence of wrongdoing.[5] 
      

      
      The pro-Chavista trade unionists, since their founding of the labor confederation
         Unión Nacional de Trabajadores (National Workers Union; UNETE) in 2003, have been
         divided into two currents. Both are defined by their concepts of class and the relationships
         they envision between the organized working class and the Chavista government and
         movement. One group, which can be called the “autonomists,” insists that loyalty to
         political parties or the government has to be subordinated to the struggle to advance
         worker interests. The other group, the “nonautonomists,” accuses the autonomists of
         being influenced by the “foreign factor,” in which dogmatic Marxist schemes (sometimes
         associated with Trotskyist positions) and ongoing attacks on the state bureaucracy
         take precedence over the defense of the Chávez government. It criticizes the autonomists
         for adopting an approach that overlooks the larger political picture and leads to
         excessive economic demands or economism. While most of the demands of the two currents
         converge, the autonomists are more militant in their tactics and more vocal in their
         criticisms of government policy and behavior (Rondón, 2011; Ellner, 2007: 89–95).
      

      
      The influence of the nonautonomist leaders is greatest in the state sector, undoubtedly
         because of their ties with state managers and the PSUV leadership. The nonautonomists
         were led by Oswaldo Vera (spokesman for the PSUV’s workers front, the Frente Socialista
         de Trabajadores) and guided by then Foreign Minister Nicolás Maduro (a former labor
         leader). After the 2010 congressional elections, Vera was the only PSUV trade unionist
         national deputy, and his alternate was Francisco Torrealba, the former metro workers’
         president, who was also identified with the nonautonomists. In contrast, Marcela Máspero,
         who along with the longtime Trotskyist trade unionist Stalin Pérez Borges became the
         most important UNETE leader, was president of the pharmaceutical workers federation,
         based in the private sector.
      

      
      Following the 2006 UNETE convention, which erupted in a physical confrontation between
         members of the two currents, the nonautonomists, led by Vera, began to organize a
         new confederation, which came to fruition in 2011 with the creation of the Central
         Bolivariana Socialista de Trabajadores (CBST). In their determination to play down
         economic demands, especially in the public sector, they highlighted political objectives
         and insisted that the new confederation identify itself as explicitly socialist. Thus,
         for instance, they put forward the propositions that the foreign ministry should establish
         labor attachés in embassies throughout the world as a contribution to “internationalism”
         and that organized labor should concern itself with Latin American integration and
         its impact on workers (Rondón, 2011).
      

      
      The drawn-out discussion over a proposed labor law to replace the 1990 Organic Labor
         Law put in evidence the divisions among the autonomists, the nonautonomists, and the
         various political currents within the Chavista movement. The most polemical issue
         was the severance pay system, whose modification under the influence of neoliberalism
         in 1997 was adamantly opposed by Chávez at the time. In effect, the 1997 reform facilitated
         the practice of paying workers their severance benefits on an annual basis rather
         than, as formerly, in one large sum at the moment they left their jobs, when they
         most needed the money. The autonomists favored restoration of the old method for calculating
         payment, a proposal that moderate Chavista political leaders claimed was too much
         of a burden for both the state and the private sector. The nonautonomists were more
         open to the possibility of negotiating a compromise arrangement with those Chavista
         political leaders who were resistant to any major change in the system. In a move
         that helped rein in the autonomists, the new Organic Labor Law (LOTTT), passed in
         April 2012, reestablished the system that had been in effect prior to 1977.
      

      
      Another point of contention was the legal recognition of the authority of labor councils,
         which the autonomists actively promoted. In contrast, many nonautonomists feared that
         the councils would compete with and undermine the unions, and in some companies they
         denounced the autonomists for following a strategy along these lines. Other nonautonomists,
         however, accepted the labor councils but partly as a mechanism for stimulating production,
         including voluntary labor, which had been promoted in the oil industry and elsewhere.
      

      
      The proposed reduction of the work week also divided the internal currents. Chávez
         had incorporated the thirty-six-hour work week into the constitutional reform that
         was defeated at the polls in 2007, but at the 2011 May Day rally he reversed his position,
         arguing that the nation had to “increase national production in order to overcome
         the oil rentier model.” The autonomists (and many nonautonomists, but not the Chavista
         political moderates) were critical of the change and agreed with the Chavista radicals,
         who viewed the work-week reduction as an opportunity to enhance workers’ cultural
         and educational proficiency and specifically their administrative skills to facilitate
         workers’ management (Lebowitz, 2010: 134, 156). Finally, debate on labor legislation
         took in the proposed elimination of outsourcing, a practice Chávez had often opposed
         (as do labor leaders in general, while state managers are often resistant to the proposal).
         These differences over concrete issues show that the nonautonomists were more intent
         on avoiding a position of confrontation toward the moderate Chavistas than were the
         autonomists.
      

      
      In many ways, the LOTTT of 2012 appealed to the autonomists, thus demonstrating the
         determination of Chávez, as well as Maduro (who headed the presidential commission
         that drew up the law), to avoid the defection of the radicals. In addition to reestablishing
         the old system of severance pay, the LOTTT eliminated the practice of outsourcing
         at the same time that it reduced the work week to forty hours. Although calling for
         a further reduction, to thirty-six hours, UNETE hailed the legislation as a major
         breakthrough.
      

      
      Other positions assumed by Chávez and the national executive encouraged the autonomists,
         in spite of the support for the nonautonomists on the part of the government bureaucracy
         and the PSUV leadership. For instance, concurrent with the nationalization of Sidor
         in 2008, Chávez replaced Labor Minister José Ramón Rivero, who openly sided with the
         nonautonomists, with Roberto Hernández, who along with former Labor Minister María
         Cristina Iglesias played an active role in attempting to reconcile Chavista labor
         factions. The autonomists were also encouraged by the government’s sponsorship of
         the employee workshops for the purpose of designing the “Socialist Plan of Guayana,”
         as well as the acceptance of worker nominations to head state companies in the region.
         In the case of Sidor, worker militants belonging to the autonomist current, with the
         encouragement of the company’s “worker president,” Carlos D’Oliveira, monitored production
         in various departments. In doing so the autonomists attempted to curb the influence
         of state managers and overcome the problem of scarcity of components and raw materials
         allegedly due to bureaucratic inefficiency or sabotage.
      

      
      The new president of Alcasa, Elio Sayago, attempted to sever the company’s links with
         multinationals (Sayago, 2009: 95–99). The nonautonomists grouped in Movement 21, which
         controlled the Alcasa workers union, accused Sayago of failing to honor contractual
         agreements and organized a worker referendum to remove him at a time when strife paralyzed
         much of the plant on a regular basis. The autonomists claimed that the real issue
         was Sayago’s efforts to carry out a much-needed overhaul of the company’s bureaucracy.
         The division in the ranks of Chavismo facilitated the triumph of a slate tied to the
         opposition party Causa R in the union elections held in August 2011. The Trotskyists
         and other autonomists drew the conclusion that workers’ control in individual companies
         was doomed to failure without the state’s absolute commitment to guaranteeing operability.
         They called for the expropriation of other companies located upstream and downstream
         in the production chain and (because of unfavorable world market conditions for aluminum)
         the injection of large sums of capital into the industry.
      

      
      The underlying source of conflict between autonomists and nonautonomists in Guayana
         and other strategic sectors was the issue of the treatment of state companies by Chavista
         trade unionists, a debate that the mass expropriations since 2007 have made particularly
         relevant. The case of PDVSA was of special significance because of the overriding
         importance of oil for Venezuela. Company President Rafael Ramírez made clear that
         under no circumstances would he allow a repetition of the loss of government control
         of the petroleum industry, including the oil workers movement, that had made possible
         the general strike of 2002–2003. He endorsed the nonautonomist Wills Rangel in the
         oil workers federation elections in 2009 only after having supported an alternative
         slate that appeared to be even less independent. He also took steps to bypass the
         federation entirely by promoting worker assemblies and reaching a collective-bargaining
         agreement without union participation. Ramírez’s intervention and formulation of acceptable
         and unacceptable conditions manifested the critical attitude toward unions to which
         both the autonomists and the nonautonomists objected.
      

      
      The clash between the two worker currents has class implications that shed light on
         the relationship between the political strategies of the Chavista movement and social
         cleavages. The autonomous current upholds a vision based on the vanguard status of
         the working class and the subordination of other social sectors and the political
         projects they defend in the construction of socialism. The nonautonomists, while also
         dedicated to the defense of worker interests, envision a broader alliance that is
         embodied in the PSUV. This difference, far from being confined to theoretical debate,
         has produced sharp and at times violent confrontations, such as those that occurred
         at the 2006 UNETE convention, as well as those that took place in the days prior to
         the nationalization of Sidor in 2008 and following the appointment of worker nominees
         to head Sidor and Alcasa in 2010.
      

      
      Community Councils and the 
Unincorporated Sectors
      

      
      The community councils, along with social programs such as Barrio Adentro (medical
         services), Mercal (food outlets), Misión Ribas (high school education), and Misión
         Sucre (university education), are predominantly located in underprivileged areas.
         The councils, which proliferated throughout Venezuela after the passage of the Community
         Council Law in 2006, are historically unique in that they design, solicit funding
         for, and execute public works projects. Involvement in their activities has had a
         pronounced formative influence on the unincorporated sectors of the population, which
         for the most part have had no previous experience of direct input into decision making
         of this nature. The impact on working-class community council members, while significant,
         may be less dramatic in that they have experienced a different type of organizational
         identification, namely, membership in labor unions.[6]  
      

      
       The experience of participation in community councils has instilled in many of their
         members a distrust of government bureaucrats. Part of the problem stems from the frustration
         and misunderstanding arising from their interaction with state functionaries, who
         are skeptical about the feasibility of projects and cautious in approving proposals
         because of the lack of organizational proficiency of community leaders.[7]  In addition, community council members often resent manipulation by state functionaries
         in the service of Chavista politicians attempting to control social organizations
         in order to advance political ambitions. This critical attitude converges with the
         anti-statist dogma of Chavista radicals (including Trotskyists and libertarians) who
         view the “old state” as counterrevolutionary and call for a “revolution in the revolution”
         (Webber and Spronk, 2010).[8] 
      

      
      By early 2010, several developments appeared to signal the playing down or phasing
         out of the community council program. In the first place, Chavista discourse began
         to stress the revolutionary role of the working class in response to the need to win
         the battle of production in the scores of recently expropriated companies. The rhetorical
         shift opened up the possibility of the abandonment of the community councils, similar
         to what had happened with the thousands of worker cooperatives that lost their primacy
         when the councils were established. Furthermore, the Organic Law of Community Councils
         passed in December 2009 required the community councils to make a series of structural
         readjustments (a procedure referred to as adecuación) to retain their legal status, a process that one of the law’s authors called “traumatic”
         (Rodríguez Rodríguez, 2011). The national assembly’s failure to establish the concrete
         steps required for the implementation of the adjustments through an enabling act (or
         Reglamento) complicated the task. As a result, a large number of community councils failed to
         confirm their legal status within the 180-day limit established by the law.
      

      
      Nevertheless, by 2011 several developments had served to revitalize the community
         council movement and demonstrate that the government continued to place a premium
         on programs for the unincorporated sectors of the population. In the first place,
         state funding agencies became increasingly convinced that allocation of money directly
         to the community councils to carry out public works projects (often by hiring community
         residents to do the job) was preferable to government contracts with construction
         companies. The argument was that the community council could best fulfill its role
         in ensuring high quality when it controlled the resources. In the second place, government
         policies and legislation incorporated the community councils into a number of state-sponsored
         activities, ranging from the enforcement of regulated prices of basic commodities
         to the selection of the beneficiaries of the government emergency housing program
         known as the Gran Misión de Vivienda, initiated in 2011. Another sign of stability
         and consolidation was the significant number of community councils that had successfully
         completed three or more projects and as a result received preferential treatment from
         government funding agencies (Barraez, 2011).
      

      
      Finally, the government’s commitment to the community council program was demonstrated
         by its efforts to unify clusters of community councils into “communes,” which were
         to carry out more ambitious projects in a wider geographical area and were designed
         to usher in a new stage in the process of change. In contrast to the community councils,
         the communes were envisioned as representing a fourth level of government (below the
         central, state, and municipal governments), which was to design projects on a wider
         scale in accordance with state planning. By 2011, community councils throughout the
         nation had created 120 “communes in transition” that awaited legalization and were
         beginning to carry out programs requiring greater funding than that granted to individual
         councils (Delgado Herrera, 2010). In August 2013, President Maduro attempted to stimulate
         the “multiplication” of the communes and community councils by announcing a new census
         of those organizations and his intention to hold open cabinet meetings in different
         states to connect with their members.
      

      
      Conflicting Interests and Visions within Chavismo

      
      In spite of the fiery rhetoric of Chavismo and its commitment to revolutionary socialism
         after 2005, the influence of the moderate current of the Chavista movement, which
         reflects the attitudes and interests of the middle sectors of the population, has
         not significantly diminished. The moderates are wary of excessive worker benefits
         and social programs lacking effective controls. They enjoy strong support in the military
         and largely articulate the more technocratic criteria of state managers (Eusse, 2010).
         They were headed between 1999 and 2001 by Chávez’s right-hand man Luis Miquilena and
         then by the retired air force officer Luis Alfonso Dávila, both of whom placed their
         followers in positions at all levels. Miquilena and Dávila rejected Cuban socialism
         as a model for Venezuela and favored consolidation rather than further radicalization
         (Ellner, 2008: 110–112, 165). After Dávila’s thorough defeat in the Chavista party’s
         internal elections of 2003 and his subsequent exit from the movement, another retired
         officer, former Vice President Diosdado Cabello (who had participated in the 1992
         Chávez-led coup attempt), headed the moderates.
      

      
      Cabello (who exerts considerable influence over the promotion of military officers)
         and Maduro, who was foreign minister for over six years (and is married to the former
         National Assembly President Cilia Flores), became the two national Chavista leaders
         who most cultivated a following in the government and party leadership. Maduro enjoys
         particular influence in the labor movement, and his current tends to favor pro-worker
         reforms. Cabello, while a moderate and a pragmatist on social and economic issues,
         is a hard-liner on relations with the opposition and favors a clampdown on what he
         alleges to be subversive threats. While the Chavista radicals have singled out Cabello
         for being tied to shady bureaucratic networks, Maduro prior to assuming the presidency
         harshly rejected their radical critique of vertical rule (Hellinger, 2012a: 51).
      

      
      In contrast to Cabello and Maduro, many rank-and-file Chavista militants are highly
         critical of the government and party bureaucracy and favor more radical policies (Hawkins,
         2010: 181–184).[9]  Their positions reflect the thinking of the trade union autonomists, who reject
         state interference in the labor movement and call for workers’ participation in management,
         and community council leaders who attribute their organizations’ problems to obstacles
         created by state officials and excessive controls. Radical and critical positions
         are also articulated by a group of Chavista intellectuals affiliated with the think
         tank Centro Internacional Miranda and the pro-Chavista online publication Aporrea (Monedero, 2009: 192–194).
      

      
      The radicals, many of whom are grouped in social movements, tend to vote for political
         organizations (other than the PSUV) belonging to the broader Chavista coalition known
         as the Gran Polo Patriótico. When it became evident that the effort to create a “Sole
         Party of the Left” in the form of the PSUV had failed, as demonstrated by a decline
         in Chavista votes in elections between 2007 and 2010, Chávez launched the Polo as
         a “historic bloc,” a term he borrowed from Antonio Gramsci. The Polo takes in not
         only leftist parties but also social movements. After holding initial assemblies throughout
         the nation, the Polo became a loosely structured body with little organizational presence,
         but it opened the possibility of creating space by bringing together different social
         movements. Among the most important constituent organizations are those representing
         land settlers (known as pobladores), which Chávez encouraged when he defended the takeover of idle space in favor of
         the homeless, particularly victims of natural disasters. The structural deficiency
         of the Polo is indicative of the ongoing dilemma of the rank-and-file Chavistas and
         the social movements to which they belong. Their organizational weakness puts in evidence
         the indispensableness of the PSUV, but their ability to mobilize and represent the
         most combative Chavistas demonstrates the fundamental role they play.
      

      
      The radical and rank-and-file Chavistas applauded a number of Chávez’s appointments,
         including that of the former guerrilla Fernando Soto Rojas as president of the national
         assembly in 2010 and that of the outspoken Iris Varela as minister of penitentiary
         service in 2011. Newly elected President Nicolás Maduro’s selection of Eduardo Samán
         (who had previously been removed as commerce minister after clashing with private
         commercial interests) to head INDEPABIS in 2013 also created expectations among the
         radicals, who at the same time feared that his authority would be curtailed. These
         appointments demonstrated the adeptness of Chávez (and Maduro) at maintaining the
         unity of his followers and dispelling fears that the government had been taken over
         by the moderates and “bureaucrats” (or by military officers) and had abandoned its
         commitment to far-reaching change.
      

      
      The heterogeneity and complexity of Chavismo rule out simple correlations between
         social groups and political expressions within the movement. The labor movement is
         highly divided and thus lacks a coherent “worker” position, while not all prominent
         military officers follow the moderate line. Thus, for example, at one point PSUV Vice
         President Alberto Muller Rojas and the director of the Ministry of Interior police
         force, Eliécer Otaiza, assumed radical positions that contrasted with those of their
         moderate counterparts elsewhere in the government and movement (Ellner, 2008: 167–168).
         Nevertheless, certain general tendencies clarify and define the preferences of the
         Chavista groups, the relations between social and political domains, and the sources
         of internal conflict. Two examples will shed light on the resultant tensions.
      

      
      The first is the perception of Chavista labor leaders in general that there is anti-union
         sentiment in the Chavista movement and government. Thus trade unionists attribute
         the refusal of state managers to permit unionization for reasons of “security” in
         sectors such as airports and among executive-level secretarial personnel to a “militarist
         mentality.” In addition, many of the Chavista moderates suspect that the slogan of
         workers’ management put forward by militant trade unionists is really a cover for
         inordinate material demands (Hellinger, 2012b: 152).
      

      
      Finally, anti-union attitudes allegedly find expression in government-sponsored community
         programs. Community council leaders, often on the advice of state officials, prefer
         to hire community residents directly rather than grant contracts to companies, for
         fear that they will be vulnerable to the strong-arm tactics of pseudo-construction
         workers unions controlled by criminal elements. State officials and neighborhood leaders
         call on workers employed in public works projects to take their grievances to the
         community council’s employment commission rather than to the unions. Chavista labor
         leaders recognize the danger of the penetration of unions by organized crime, possibly
         for the purpose of money laundering, and have even met with the minister of the interior
         to discuss the problem. Nevertheless, they insist that authentic labor unions and
         not community councils are the appropriate vehicle for the resolution of labor disputes
         (Rondón, 2011; Itriago, 2011).
      

      
      The second example of the political expression of social cleavages in the Chavista
         movement is the government policy of providing free goods and services that benefit
         the underprivileged but raise fears among the middle sectors of fiscal irresponsibility.
         Traditionally, this practice was associated with crass populism, as symbolized by
         the sheets of zinc roofing that governments granted slum dwellers on an individual
         basis in order to secure their votes. Under Chávez, rhetoric around certain social
         programs conflated two issues: social justice and the economic viability of commercial
         practices under socialism. The government justified free or heavily subsidized goods
         and services, such as notebooks, textbooks, and computers for students, housing and
         certain merchandise for hurricane victims, metro tickets for those over sixty, and
         books of classic literature for the general population, as an expression of “humanistic
         socialism.” In addition, products sold at below-market prices with generous terms
         of credit particularly for the poor, ranging from electrical appliances (which are
         interest-free for the very poor) to the “socialist arepa” (Venezuela’s mainstay food),
         served to expose the economic injustices and extraordinary profits associated with
         neoliberal-style capitalism. Nevertheless, Chavista discourse, which emphasizes the
         state’s “social debt” to the underprivileged, raises doubts about the government’s
         stated intentions of avoiding losses in state enterprises and collecting debts owed
         to it by the poor.
      

      
      Public institutions have attempted to create effective mechanisms (such as payment
         feasibility analysis and automatic deductions from salaries) to guarantee the cancellation
         of loans and mortgages. These efforts, however, were at odds with occasional remarks
         by Chávez attacking financial practices under capitalism, such as collateral requirements,
         for discriminating against the poor (Ellner, 2010: 70). Opposition leaders exploit
         the failure of government rhetoric to differentiate between social programs providing
         free goods and services for the underprivileged, on the one hand, and acceptable commercial
         strategies that target certain clients, on the other, by railing against “populist
         handouts.” The anti-Chavistas’ claim that the government is overly generous and lenient
         (Corrales, 2011: 33–35) finds a degree of receptivity among middle-class Chavistas.[10] 
      

      
      The basic Chavista strategy of appealing to diverse political currents and non-elite
         social sectors of the population continued under the presidency of Nicolás Maduro
         following Chávez’s death in March 2013. Even though Maduro was identified with the
         PSUV party machine, he continued Chávez’s direct relationship with the people through
         what he called “government from the streets,” consisting of popular participation
         in state deliberations. In addition, from the outset of the 2013 presidential campaign
         he made a special appeal to the PCV, which was located further to the left, and the
         Gran Polo Patriótico, which represented the radical social movement base of Chavismo
         (Ellner, 2013: 46). In one move applauded by leftist Chavista currents, Maduro declared
         an all-out war on corruption and promised to probe the dealings of businessmen to
         determine the existence of what he called a “boliburguesía” (a term until then employed mostly by the opposition), composed of shady economic
         groups tied to the state. In the first hundred days following his election in April,
         103 arrests were made on corruption charges, including the Chavista ex-president of
         the state iron company Ferrominera; the Chavista ex-governor of the state of Guárico
         and his top aides; important officials of INDEPABIS, CADIVI, the tax collection agency
         SENIAT, and the civil registry service SAIME; and thirteen members of a band who served
         as intermediaries between the state and the recipients of public services such as
         housing and retirement benefits. Maduro also continued Chávez’s policy of expropriation
         by announcing in August 2013 the state takeover of two iron-processing companies controlled
         by the powerful Machado Zuloaga family.
      

      
      These moves, along with Maduro’s friendly relations with Diosdado Cabello, who headed
         the moderate Chavista current, indicated that the new president, in spite of his class
         background and partisan identification, would avoid a sectarian approach within the
         movement. The strategy, which was initiated by Chávez, ruled out the prioritization
         of any of the groups of the governing coalition, each one with different expectations,
         interests, and visions.
      

      
      Conclusions

      
      Throughout his thirteen years as president, Hugo Chávez acted decisively to retain
         the fervent support of the diverse and often conflicting sectors of his movement and
         avoid fragmentation. On the one hand, he was harsh on internal dissenters who rejected
         the official line. At one point, for instance, he railed against his ally party the
         PPT, which included former Mayor of Caracas Aristóbulo Istúriz and other staunch supporters,
         with the result that it refused to endorse his candidacy for the July 2000 presidential
         elections. When another coalition partner, the Communist Party, launched separate
         slates in various states in the 2008 state-municipal elections, Chávez attacked it
         as “counterrevolutionary.” On the other hand, he maintained equilibrium between the
         moderates and the radicals while privileging Chavista military officers, who tended
         to be located in the moderate camp. Thus in 2003 he passed over William Lara (Dávila’s
         rival, who was located to his left), whose followers had swept the internal elections
         for the leadership of the Movimiento V República (Fifth Republic Movement, the PSUV’s
         precursor), and imposed Francisco Ameliach of the military faction as the party’s
         general director.
      

      
      In addition, certain slogans and positions assumed by the Chavista leadership are
         tantamount to “empty signifiers” (Laclau, 2005) that are acclaimed but interpreted
         differently by different political and social sectors depending on their specific
         concerns and interests. Thus, for instance, rank-and-file Chavistas in general viewed
         Chávez’s oft-repeated slogan “unity, unity, and more unity” as a call to submerge
         differences in thinking and style to face a common enemy. Those who defended the statist
         approach (Cabello and Maduro, for instance) invoked the phrase in a more specific
         context to argue that calls by the radicals and the rank and file to purge the state
         bureaucracy of alleged opportunists are divisive and play into the hands of the enemy.
         In contrast, when Chávez called for the formation of a broad coalition of parties
         and movements in 2010 (known as the “fifth strategic line”), radical dissident Chavistas
         invoked the unity slogan to justify the establishment of, and membership in, pro-government
         organizations to the left of the PSUV that subsequently formed part of the Gran Polo
         Patriótico.
      

      
      Similarly, the various Chavista currents have reacted differently to Chávez’s unrestrained
         praise of Cuba and its leaders. The Chavista moderates interpret it as nothing more
         than a defense of national sovereignty, whereas the more radical currents see it as
         a defense of the socialist policies pursued by the Cuban government. Chavistas who
         prioritize a revolution in human values view it as a call for international solidarity
         above Venezuela’s material interests.
      

      
      Incidents in which Chávez surprisingly defied his movement’s bureaucratic structure
         and party leadership by assuming positions in favor of the rank and file convinced
         those who supported a bottom-up, radical approach (such as the autonomists in the
         labor movement) that he was really on their side. The decision to expropriate Sidor
         in the midst of bloody street clashes in 2008, which pitted the union against top
         Chavista leaders, and the decision to call internal elections for the selection of
         the PSUV’s candidates to the national assembly in 2010 against the advice of national
         and local leaders are two examples. A third is the passage of the LOTTT with various
         key provisions that the political moderates had held up in the national assembly over
         a period of time. At the same time, however, Chávez named the moderate Diosdado Cabello
         to top positions in the party and the government even though he was widely questioned
         by the rank and file.
      

      
      This chapter has examined the challenges that the heterogeneity of the Chavista movement
         and the actions of the opposition camp have posed for the Chávez and Maduro governments.
         All governments face similar predicaments, but the Venezuelan case magnifies their
         impact. Most important, the democratic road to far-reaching change in the context
         of acute social and political polarization over a significant period of time provides
         special opportunities for social and political groups on both sides of the battlefield.
         The vulnerability of the government as a result of the aggressive tactics employed
         by its adversaries forces it to be particularly responsive to the demands and aspirations
         of its movement’s rank-and-file members in order to count on their ongoing mobilization.
         In addition, the weakness of the tradition of trade unionism in Venezuela, in comparison
         with that of countries like Chile and Bolivia, and the absence of a working-class
         party leading the revolutionary process, in contrast to the Soviet Union in 1917 and
         China in 1949, added to the social and political diversity and complexity of the Chavista
         movement.
      

      
      The government’s responsiveness to the popular sectors of the Chavista movement ruled
         out a policy of concessions and negotiations with powerful economic groups, but at
         the same time its commitment to democracy ruled out repression in response to economic
         disruptions. Thus the government reacted to shortages by devising intricate legal
         measures that complicated the problem and eventually led to widespread expropriations.
         This sequence of events stood in sharp contrast to the Soviet government’s liquidation
         of the kulak class in the 1930s in reaction to the shortages it created. The takeovers
         impacted in distinct ways the three sectors that represent the basic social components
         of Chavismo.
      

      
      The differences in interests and visions of groups within the Chavista movement were
         bound to produce internal tensions. Thus, for instance, UNETE leaders raised the banners
         of workers’ control, reduction of the work week, absolute job security, and restoration
         of the old system of severance payments based on the worker’s last monthly salary.
         At one point, Chávez appeared to support all these demands. He included the thirty-six-hour
         work week in the constitutional reform proposal of 2007, reduced outsourcing in the
         oil, steel, and electricity industries to ensure greater job security, and launched
         the Plan Socialista de Guayana. Many PSUV leaders, however, had serious reservations
         about these measures, which they feared were not economically feasible. Their apprehensions
         explain why the proposed labor law, which included the recognition of worker councils,
         a reduction in the work week, severe measures against employers who violate the law,
         and restoration of the old severance payment system, was held up in the national assembly
         for an extended period. Resistance to Chavista worker militancy also explains why
         PDVSA President Ramírez attempted to bypass the leadership of the Federación Unitaria
         de Trabajadores Petroleros de Venezuela (United Oil Workers Federation), which he
         labeled “Adeco” (follower of Acción Democrática) even though its members were Chavistas
         whose selections had been endorsed by the labor ministry.
      

      
      The clashes and rivalry among the Chavistas have not produced schisms within the movement,
         and consequently the Venezuelan case differs from that of Bolivia and Ecuador, where
         leftist governments face strong challenges from their left. This pattern continued
         under the presidency of Maduro, even though he had previously been identified with
         his own current within the movement. In one exception, UNETE became increasingly harsh
         in its criticisms of the government and the PSUV, and refrained from actively backing
         the presidential candidacy of Maduro, who was closely tied to the rival CBST faction.
         Nevertheless, with the hardening of the position of UNETE, many of its leading trade
         unionists switched over to the CBST, and the former lost considerable influence.
      

      
      UNETE’s banner of worker control, however, continued to produce worker unrest. In
         2013 the workers of the food processing company Industrias Diana clashed with the
         firm’s president, whom they criticized for his former status as a private sector executive
         and for holding back employee participation. While lashing out at the minister of
         agriculture for threatening to cut off payment of salaries, the workers affirmed their
         loyalty to President Maduro. In August, the workers, along with Chavista radicals,
         hailed Maduro’s decision to replace the company president with an outsider who pledged
         to listen to and learn from his employees.
      

      
      The distinct priorities, visions, and biases that manifest themselves in the Chavista
         movement have a social base. Many Chavista members of the middle class and the unincorporated
         sectors, for instance, have reservations regarding the role of labor unions and support
         measures to sidetrack them. Thus government officials have encouraged community councils
         to undertake state-financed public works projects by directly hiring workers in their
         community rather than contracting companies. This arrangement is considered less vulnerable
         to pressure from unions or pseudo-unions, some of which use coercive tactics to implement
         hiring practices that end up undermining productivity. In addition, the labor turbulence
         in Guayana has produced building material shortages, which contribute to the critical
         attitude of some Chavistas toward labor unions. Finally, Chávez’s adversaries have
         railed against (and exaggerated the extent of) the government policy of distributing
         free or heavily subsidized goods and services, a practice that privileged sectors,
         including some Chavistas, criticize for representing handouts to the poor.
      

      
      The image of each Chavista political actor ranges from positive to negative across
         the political and social spectrum. The middle-class bureaucrats are viewed variously
         as resistant to the participatory ideals of the Bolivarian Revolution and as intent
         on checking the extreme and unrealistic demands of the underprivileged sectors. The
         militant Chavista trade unionists are viewed as using disruptive tactics to achieve
         unfeasible material benefits and as promoting workers’ control, which is the essence
         of socialist democracy. And members of the unincorporated sectors who have formed
         worker cooperatives and community councils are viewed as squandering vast sums of
         public money because of the lack of internal controls or as confronting state bureaucrats
         in order to achieve the ideal of “participatory democracy” embodied in the 1999 constitution.
      

      
      Throughout the current stage of numerous expropriations, the Chavista leadership headed
         by Chávez and now Maduro has attempted to maintain equilibrium among the three social
         sectors discussed in this chapter and among the various political outlooks and visions
         that coexist in the movement. At one point it appeared that the government would subordinate
         the interests and strategies associated with the unincorporated sectors of the population.
         Chávez’s discourse began to recognize the working class as the key agent of revolutionary
         change at the same time that the need to increase production to combat shortages focused
         attention on productivity over social programs. Furthermore, the community council
         law of December 2009 appeared to impede the creation of new community councils and
         discourage existing ones. Nevertheless, the consolidation of many community councils
         and their longevity refute the notion that they have lost momentum as the cooperative
         movement had several years before.
      

      
      The relative strength of the three social groups has not changed significantly in
         recent years, although each one has higher expectations than before and has become
         more vocal in its criticisms of the government. In the face of a recalcitrant enemy
         that refuses to recognize the legitimacy of the Chavista government, Chavismo is dependent
         on the unyielding support of both trade union militants and the unincorporated sectors,
         which often confront the Chavista bureaucrats. At the same time, subjective conditions
         and political consolidation are not sufficiently developed for the revolutionaries
         in power to declare the existence of a workers’ state or to unleash a “cultural revolution”
         against middle-class values or a “revolution in the revolution” to purge the bureaucracy.
         In short, in spite of the deepening of change, the Chavista movement retains its character
         as a multiclass, ideologically heterogeneous alliance with all the internal tensions
         that such diversity implies.
      

      
      Notes

      
         An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 63–82.
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            1. By 2012, the internal conflicts within the Chavista movement had threatened to place
                  it at a serious disadvantage vis-à-vis the political parties of the opposition, which
                  forged a united front against Chávez. In doing so, they overcame divisions that had
                  pitted the traditional parties Acción Democrática (AD) and the Committee of Independent
                  Political Electoral Organization (COPEI) along with the split-off UNT against the
                  newer party Primero Justicia, which allegedly favored a break with the past in spite
                  of its support for a radical brand of neoliberalism. The primaries held in February
                  2012, in which the anti-Chavistas chose Henrique Capriles Radonski of Primero Justicia
                  to run against Chávez in the presidential elections of October of that year, were
                  intended to achieve unity of the opposition. Capriles again ran against Maduro as
                  the candidate of the united opposition in the presidential elections held in April
                  2013.
               

            

         

         
            2. Globalization and neoliberal policies in the 1980s and 1990s swelled the ranks of
                  the informal economy, which had declined significantly in the oil-boom period of the
                  1970s. In 2011 the International Labour Organization reported that employment in the
                  informal sector represented 47.5 percent of the nonagricultural workforce in Venezuela,
                  which may be a conservative figure. The percentage was the third lowest among nine
                  South American countries (ILO, 2011: 7, 11).
               

            

         

         
            3. While some scholarly literature on the informal economy emphasizes the potential for
                  class mobility, this chapter underlines the unincorporated and marginalized status
                  of many of its members.
               

            

         

         
            4. Indeed, the expropriations hardly paved the way for socialist planning. Victor Álvarez,
                  a Chavista intellectual and former minister of basic industry and mining, pointed
                  out that with only 30 percent of the economy owned by the state it was “impossible
                  to have a rational plan of production because the key pieces of the economy remain
                  in private hands” (El Mundo Economía y Negocios, December 17, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            5. Since 2008 I have conducted thirty-four in-depth interviews with community council
                  activists and labor leaders as part of a project titled “El estado y organizaciones
                  políticas y sociales en la democracia: El caso venezolano,” financed by the Consejo
                  de Investigación of the Universidad de Oriente, Anzoátegui Campus. The section on
                  the Chavista labor movement also benefited from conversations with Federico Fuentes
                  on the topic in Sydney, Australia, August 9, 2011, and Canberra, Australia, August
                  14, 2013.
               

            

         

         
            6. The Barrio Adentro mission also privileges the unincorporated sectors of the population.
                  A large number of unionized workers and professionals are covered by private insurance
                  plans and social security and employer-financed health programs and thus profit less
                  from Barrio Adentro.
               

            

         

         
            7. The hardened position of some state officials has sometimes led to criticism, even
                  within the government, that their “demagoguery” runs counter to the established policy
                  of flexibility in underprivileged communities (Dirección General, 2010: 3; García
                  Puerta, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            8. The former vice minister of planning and social activist Roland Denis, who became
                  increasingly critical of the Chávez government, can be classified as a libertarian.
                  Denis viewed the entire government and PSUV bureaucracy as holding back the development
                  of the community councils and the popular movement in general (see Ellner, 2011: 441–442).
               

            

         

         
            9. Sujatha Fernandes (2011: 86–87) demonstrates that the rank-and-file position goes
                  beyond material demands and includes a vision that clashes with the mind-set of bureaucrats
                  and party leaderships. For a discussion of the specific issues separating the Chavista
                  radicals, rank and file, and moderates, see Ellner (2008: chapters 6, 7).
               

            

         

         
            10. Similarly, Chávez’s Petrocaribe program for the export of petroleum to neighboring
                  nations, which combines the objectives of international solidarity and commercial
                  diversification, has created confusion to the advantage of opposition leaders, who
                  erroneously accuse the government of giving away oil.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 5

      “Bad Left Government” versus “Good Left Social Movements”?

      
         
         
         
         Federico Fuentes

         
         Creative Tensions within Bolivia’s Process of Change

         
         
      

      
      Depending on who you asked at the time, the December 2005 election of coca-grower
         union leader Evo Morales as Bolivia’s first indigenous president represented either
         the rise to power of a card-carrying member of the “bad left” or an initiative of
         the radical left to form a “government of the social movements.” For Jorge Castañeda
         (2006b: 29) , Morales was a representative of a bad left that is “nationalist, strident
         and close minded.” Even before Morales’ inauguration, Castañeda (2006a)  predicted
         Morales would “do what populists of this variety always do: Bash Washington and ingratiate
         himself with his core constituency—the coca leaf growers from Chapare.” He concluded,
         however, that if Washington played its cards right and avoided falling into the traps
         set by Morales, the populist leader would “make news, but not history.”
      

      
       Marxist radical and newly elected Vice President Álvaro    García Linera (2006) 
         regarded Morales’ victory as the emergence of a new element within Latin America’s
         radical left: Evismo. The rise of Evismo represented more than just the election of one person: it was
         the collective result of Bolivia’s social movements that had moved from positions
         of local resistance in the 1980s to alliance building in the 1990s and then waged
         an all-out struggle for power at the start of the century, toppling several presidents
         in the process (see Harnecker and Fuentes, 2008). García Linera  stated that a central
         component of Evismo was its strategy of struggling for power based on the country’s
         combative social movements. This had given rise to a “government of the social movements”
         (Svampa and Stefanoni, 2007: 161). A second crucial element was the role of Bolivia’s
         indigenous majority. Unlike past nationalist experiments that were led by mestizo
         and middle-class sectors, this twenty-first-century endeavor placed “the Indian” at
         the core of its project for a new Bolivia (García Linera, 2006: 31) .
      

      
       During Morales’ first term, the government nationalized the country’s gas reserves,
         presided over the adoption of a new constitution according equal status to indigenous
         peoples, and expelled the U.S. ambassador for his alleged role in an attempted rightist
         coup. Subsequently, Morales was reelected with an unprecedented 64 percent of the
         vote. History turned out not to be on Castañeda’s  side. However, Morales’ second
         term has produced a debate over a somewhat different two-left thesis, coming not from
         the right (as was the case with Castañeda) but from the left. This thesis has dominated
         much of the analysis surrounding recent protests by Bolivia’s social movements, most
         notably over the government’s proposed roadway through the Isiboro-Secure Indigenous
         Territory and National Park (TIPNIS) (see Fuentes, 2012).   
      

      
       Proponents of this new two-left thesis argue that the government’s economic policies
         underpin many of the recent conflicts in Bolivia. They argue that despite Morales’
         anti-capitalist and environmentalist rhetoric, the Movement toward Socialism (MAS)
         government has either pursued the path of “reconstituted neoliberalism,” which has
         expanded transnational dominance over Bolivia’s natural resources (Webber, 2012),
         or that of neoextractivism, which has seen the country become more dependent on resource
         extraction (Gudynas, 2013). Social movement protests are presented as examples of
         a “good left” alternative to the “bad left” policies of the MAS government. In this
         context, we are told that the role of solidarity activists cannot be limited to opposing
         imperialist intervention; it also entails condemning the gap between the government’s
         rhetoric and reality (Webber, 2011: 235). 
      

      
       The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate the usefulness of this two-left thesis
         when analyzing Bolivia’s process of change. First, I will provide a broad overview
         of the government’s economic program and explain how it differs from a neoliberal
         or neoextractivist orientation (in rhetoric and reality). I will demonstrate how,
         in fact, the MAS’ strategy is rooted both in the realities of the Bolivia it inherited
         and in the demands for change emanating from its diverse social base. In short, it
         has revolved around the implementation of the two key demands raised by Bolivia’s
         social movements: “re-founding” a new plurinational state via a constituent assembly
         and the nationalization and industrialization of natural resources (principally gas).
         These two steps were viewed as fundamental to ensuring that more of Bolivia’s resource
         wealth stays within the country and is redistributed toward the historically excluded
         indigenous majority, in the form of greater social spending and support for the (predominately
         privately run) economic activities of Bolivia’s diverse social movements, which comprise
         campesinos, informal workers, street vendors, cooperative miners, transport drivers,
         coca growers, micro-entrepreneurs, and so on. It is precisely this vision that was
         enshrined in the new constitution, and whose continued imprint is clearly visible
         in the Patriotic Agenda 2025, which the MAS has put forward as its program for continuing
         and deepening the process of change in the lead-up to the 2014 national elections
         (see Morales Ayma, 2013). 
      

      
       I will then examine examples of how this strategy has played out in government policy
         regarding the conflict-prone mining sector, with specific reference to two key disputes
         that occurred in this sector in 2012 (Mallku Khota and Colquiri). I will contend that
         this new two-left thesis is insufficient for understanding the kind of challenges
         and complexities facing the twenty-first-century Latin American left. Rather, García
         Linera’s concept of “creative tensions within the revolution” (2011) is a more useful
         framework. Finally, I will touch on what this might mean for solidarity activists,
         and, in particular, the need for a more nuanced approach that goes beyond the simplistic
         dichotomy of bad government/good social movements. 
      

      
      Rhetoric of the MAS’ Economic Strategy

      
      Largely absent from the analyses presented by critics of the MAS is the vision Bolivia’s
         social movements have for the economy. In reality, the MAS’ economic strategy, by
         and large, reflects the demands of the overwhelming bulk of Bolivia’s social movements.
         While differences over the pace and scope of its implementation exist, no more radical
         alternative (whether socialist or post-extractivist) has been proposed for the MAS’
         strategy (Cunha Filho, Mendonça, and Santaella Gonçalves, 2010: 194). 
      

      
       The vision for Bolivia’s economy advocated by the country’s social movements can
         be found in the draft constitution presented to the constituent assembly by the Pacto
         de Unidad (Unity Pact, 2006), which unites Bolivia’s main indigenous and campesino
         organizations.[1]   The Pacto called for an economy comprising six sectors: small-scale urban and rural
         production, cooperative, mixed, modern capitalist enterprise, public, and communitarian.
         Within this model, the state is to actively participate in the economy in order to
         promote the communitarian sector and small-scale urban and rural production, although
         this should be done “without affecting the private enterprise economy” (Pacto de Unidad,
         2007: 70). Natural resources would belong to the people and be administered by the
         state. No prohibition was proposed on contracting transnationals for the purpose of
         extracting resources; however, “the state reserves the right to terminate contracts
         that grant concessions to natural resources” (Pacto de Unidad, 2007: 70). Outright
         opposition to extractive industries is also absent; instead, “the state promotes the
         economic articulation of extractive sectors of the economy with the internal productive
         apparatus and industrial productive sector; its aim is to guarantee greater value
         added to natural resources and raw materials for the benefit of all Bolivians” (Pacto
         de Unidad, 2007: 70–71).
      

      
       This vision is strikingly similar to the one contained in the new constitution[2]   and the government’s economic strategy (see Cunha Filho, Mendonça, and Santaella
         Gonçalves, 2010: 183). According to Luís Arce Catacora (2011), minister of economy
         and public finance through the entire Morales period, the government’s proposed “New
         Economic, Social, Communitarian, and Productive Model” is to comprise four sectors—state,
         private, family, and communitarian—with the first viewed as the most important.  
         This model rests on two pillars: strategic sectors (such as hydrocarbons and mining)
         that generate rent, and productive sectors (such as manufacturing, tourism, housing,
         agriculture, and others) that generate profits and employment. In order to break the
         economy’s dependency on raw material exports, the government proposes a model of transferring
         rent generated in the first sector toward the industrialization of natural resources,
         greater social spending, and the promotion of productive sectors, with an emphasis
         on communitarian, cooperative, and family-based enterprises.
      

      
       This strategy is also present in the Patriotic Agenda 2025 (Morales Ayma, 2013: 7).
         While noting Bolivia’s continued dependency on mining and gas, it acknowledges the
         advances made toward recovering popular sovereignty over these natural resources and
         states that “our challenge is to build a plural and diversified economy that recovers,
         strengthens and promotes all of our potentials, initiatives and capacities, [while]
         fully respecting the rights of Mother Earth.” This is to be achieved by state promotion
         of agricultural production, artisanal and manufacturing industries, and services sectors
         (trade, tourism, transport, and communications) and by “providing an impulse to a
         whole range of productive and entrepreneurial enterprises run by small and medium-sized
         producers and communitarian economic organizations.” 
      

      
       The overall aim of this strategy, writes Arce Catacora (2011: 4), is not to move
         directly to a change in the capitalist mode of production. Rather, it seeks to lay
         the basis for the transition toward socialism by “gradually resolving many social
         problems and consolidating the economic base through an adequate distribution of economic
         surpluses.” García Linera (quoted in Hernández Navarro, 2012) provides a succinct
         summary as to why these economic measures can be viewed as components of a comprehensive
         strategy that not only is “post-neoliberal” but also constitutes steps toward a “post-capitalist
         transition”:
      

      
         Led by the indigenous movement, [the government plan] has involved regaining control
            of natural resources that were in foreign hands (gas, oil, some minerals, water, electricity)
            and putting them in state hands, while other resources such as government lands, large
            estates, and forests have come under the community control of indigenous peoples and
            farmers.
         

         
         Today the state is the main wealth generator in the country. That wealth is not valorized
            as capital; it is redistributed throughout society through bonuses, rents, direct
            social benefits to the population, the freezing of utility rates and basic fuel prices,
            and subsidies to agricultural production. We try to prioritize wealth as use value
            over exchange value.
         

      

      He adds:

      
         In this regard, the state does not behave as a collective capitalist in the state-capitalist
            sense, but acts as a redistributor of collective wealth among the working classes
            and as a facilitator of the material, technical, and associative capacities of farmer,
            community, and urban craft production modes. We place our hope of moving beyond capitalism
            in this expansion of agrarian and urban communitarianism, knowing that this is a universal
            task, not just that of a single country.
         

      

      As such, the MAS’ strategy can be viewed as an attempt by a section of Latin America’s
         radical left to take into account one of the issues raised by Steve Ellner in this
         book’s introductory chapter, that of the social heterogeneity of its base. In place
         of a single revolutionary class, García Linera refers here to the working classes, a position that flows from the view of Bolivia as “a multicolored formation (formación abigarrada) in which several different forms of social and economic relations coexist in an
         unequal and disarticulated way” (Postero, 2010: 23). By simultaneously acknowledging
         the unity and diversity that exist within Bolivia’s working classes (urban, rural,
         informal, self-employed, and so on), García Linera also allows us to go beyond the
         certain political and social homogeneity that George Ciccariello-Maher (in his chapter)
         imparts to them through his emphasis on the “revolutionary constituent masses.” This
         concept does not seem to allow space for the existence of internal differentiation
         and conservatizing influences within these constituent masses, something Ellner notes
         in his chapter on Venezuela when he analyses the presence of sectors within Venezuela’s
         process of change that seek to prioritize consolidation over radicalization. 
      

      
       In the Bolivian context I would argue that the concept of “indigenous working classes”
         is even more appropriate. It not only better encapsulates the racialized nature of
         Bolivia’s class structure; it also helps us expand on Ellner’s argument regarding
         the radical left’s focus on “inclusion” and “incorporation.” While the MAS has certainly
         directed its slogans more toward those employed in the informal sector (a majority
         of the work force), the overriding emphasis, which cuts across and unites all sectors
         of this diverse working class, has been on the incorporation of those who have been
         historically marginalized from the state: “the Indian.” 
      

      
       From all this flows the MAS’ defense of a “plural economy,” which asserts the need
         for state dominance over strategic areas of the economy while simultaneously respecting,
         and in many cases promoting, elements of the private sector. In contrast to the strategy
         of the twentieth-century left, based on a homogenous revolutionary working class that
         would destroy the capitalist state and expropriate the means of production, the MAS
         recognizes that no social base capable of carrying out such a project exists today
         in Bolivia. Instead, the heterogeneity of the twenty-first-century working class,
         as just one of the complex theoretical and practical challenges facing the radical
         left today, requires a different strategy. However, this is not a static view, in
         the sense that the MAS’ strategy aims to promote the status quo. Nor is it premised,
         as Webber (2011: 64) claims, on some kind of stagist idea that sees as a necessary
         prerequisite for socialism the creation of a national bourgeoisie that can drive Bolivia
         toward capitalist development. Rather, García Linera (2010: 15) makes clear that in
         this transitional phase, the government’s economic strategy, while not abolishing
         private property, is focused on strengthening the two sources of Bolivia’s “communitarian
         socialism”—the proletarian working class and rural communitarianism. Regarding the
         latter, García Linera (2010: 15) explains that, in Bolivia, “campesino agrarian structures
         exist, meaning that our struggle for socialism has the particularity of communitarian
         socialism.”
      

      
       Last, García Linera acknowledges that as an international project, “communitarian
         socialism” cannot be built in one country. This is an important point that is generally
         missing from leftist critiques. Moving beyond capitalism and extractivism entails
         more than just confronting imperialist intervention in the form of funding for opposition
         groups or fomenting coups (Burbach, Fox, and Fuentes, 2013: 88–89). Angelica Navarro,
         Bolivia’s climate change negotiator at Copenhagen, explained this when she said,
      

      
         Millions of people . . . are suffering from the effects of a problem to which they
            did not contribute. In addition to facing an increasingly hostile climate, countries
            like Bolivia cannot fuel economic growth with cheap and dirty energy, as rich countries
            did, since that would only add to the climate crisis—yet they cannot afford the heavy
            upfront costs of switching to renewable energies like wind and solar. (Quoted in Klein,
            2011.)
         

      

      Overcoming this unequal situation, brought about by imperialism, will require a fundamental
         reshaping of global power relations, something that a small, landlocked Andean nation
         cannot do by itself. In this sense, the MAS government has understood that its ability
         to advance the process of change at home is intertwined with its ability to unite
         with others in shifting the correlation of forces internationally.
      

      
      Realities of the MAS’ Economic Strategy

      
      How does all this compare with the reality of Bolivia today? A key demand of the social
         movements, and central component of this new economic model, was the nationalization
         of the hydrocarbon sector. Talk of “neoliberal nationalization” and the argument that
         transnationals continue to extract the majority of Bolivia’s gas misrepresent the
         nature of the nationalization process (see, for example, Kaup, 2010). Given the almost
         complete dismantlement of the state-owned hydrocarbon company YPFB under neoliberalism,
         the state requires the services of transnationals for the purposes of extraction.
         However, under the new contracts and constitution, which give the state ownership
         over gas reserves, transnationals have no say regarding what happens to the extracted
         gas. Instead, it must hand all its production back to YPFB. The re-nationalization
         of YPFB’s transportation and pipeline arms has enabled YPFB to control and monitor
         distribution and commercialization. The state has used this position to renegotiate
         new export contracts with Argentina and Brazil (currently Bolivia’s only export market),
         which have driven up the price paid for its gas. At the same time, the government
         has set about rebuilding YPFB, starting with the expropriation of previously privatized
         refineries, so that it can take full responsibility for extraction. 
      

      
       Importantly, more than 80 percent of all profits from the industry now go to the
         state via taxes, royalties, and other means (Fundación Jubileo, 2012: 25). This has
         been the key factor behind the increase in taxes and royalties collected by the state,
         which went from representing 28 percent of GDP in 2004 to 45 percent of GDP in 2010
         (De León Naveiro,  2011: 58). It also facilitated the dramatic drop in public debt,
         from 90 percent of GDP in 2003 to 31.5 percent in 2012 (Ministerio de Economía y Finanzas,
         2013: 142).   The Morales government has also carried out nationalizations in strategic
         sectors such as mining, telecommunications, and electricity, as well as the creation
         of new state-owned companies. These moves mean that the state has become the single
         largest player in the economy, up from 18.6 percent of GDP in 2005 to 34 percent in
         2011 (Arce Catacora, 2013: 44). The overall trajectory is toward a “general loosening
         of transnational control” over the Bolivian state and economy, which has provided
         the Morales government “more breathing room than any administration in recent history”
         (Kohl, 2010: 118). 
      

      
       The government’s strategy has facilitated record economic growth, which averaged
         close to 5 percent a year between 2006 and 2012 (Arce Catacora, 2013: 43). The fact
         that this was possible despite the impacts of the global economic downturn in part
         reflects the economy’s decreasing dependency on the global market. In fact, external
         demand had an overall negative impact on growth rates since 2006, while internal demand
         rose precipitously, at an average 5.2 percent per year between 2006 and 2012 (Arce
         Catacora, 2013: 42–43). 
      

      
       The surge in internal demand is the result of a dramatic redistribution of the wealth,
         away from transnationals and toward the poor majority. While the government still
         has some way to go in overcoming the social debt it inherited, progress has been made.
         A raft of measures, such as increased spending on health and education, introduction
         of social security benefits, wage increases, and price controls on staple foods, have
         all contributed to making the poor richer and reduced wealth inequality. The poverty
         rate fell from 60.6 percent in 2005 to 48.5 percent in 2011. The difference in income
         between the richest 10 percent and poorest 10 percent was 128 to 1 in 2005; by 2012
         this disparity had been reduced to 60 to 1 (Arce Catacora, 2013: 65, 69). 
      

      
       The government has also utilized this newfound wealth to promote the industrial processing
         of natural resources and invigorate productive sectors. One gas-liquids separation
         plant has already come online, with a second due to be completed in 2014. Combined,
         these two state-owned plants will have the capacity to meet all of Bolivia’s gasoline
         and liquefied petroleum gas needs, as well as allowing the country to export processed
         gas. Plans are also under way for a third plant that would enable the country to become
         self-sufficient in diesel. In what represents the single largest state investment
         project in Bolivia’s history, the government has also begun building a urea and ammonia
         plant. In terms of manufacturing, this sector has had a greater impact on GDP growth
         than either mining or hydrocarbons (Ministerio de Economía y Finanzas, 2013: 54).
         There has also been a phenomenal jump in the number of registered enterprises, from
         less than 20,000 in 2005 to over 96,000 by mid-2013 (Fundaempresa, 2013: 3). Overall,
         there has been a decrease in unemployment and an increase in the percentage of workers
         employed in the formal sector.
      

      
       To help foster the communitarian sector, the government has initiated experiments
         with small state-owned enterprises in the areas of food processing and cardboard production
         (Molina, 2013: 9–10). The plan is to hand these companies over to local communities.
         This sector has also received priority in the government’s agricultural policies:
         over thirty-five million hectares of land have been handed over as communitarian property
         or placed under the direct control of the original indigenous inhabitants. The state
         has also ensured that small producers have preferential access to equipment, supplies,
         no-interest loans, and state-subsidized markets. 
      

      
       It is true that transnationals continue to operate in Bolivia, and that extractive
         industries persist; Bolivia’s economy is still capitalist and resource dependent.
         And there is legitimate debate surrounding errors that have occurred in carrying out
         the government’s economic strategy, as well as regarding the pace and scope of its
         implementation. Overall, however, the reality of the government’s economic measures
         illustrates that significant advances are being made to break from the neoliberal
         and extractivist framework inherited from previous governments and enforced by the
         existing global relationship of forces.
      

      
       Moreover, the MAS government has played an important role in attempting to shift
         Bolivia’s relations with international capital, beginning with its efforts to establish
         a different relationship with the United States, this time based on “sovereignty,
         dignity and reciprocity” (Sivak, 2010: 162). The government has also pursued the establishment
         of trade and political relationships with new allies, the most important step being
         Bolivia’s integration into the Bolivarian Alliance of the Peoples of Our America (ALBA).
         On joining ALBA in 2006, Bolivia brought to the table the proposal to establish people’s
         trade agreements (TCPs) as a concrete alternative to the United States’ promotion
         of bilateral free trade agreements (FTAs, or TLCs in Spanish). Bolivia has also played
         an important role in the formation of the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR)
         and has sought entry into the Common Market of the South (Mercosur) (Burbach, Fox,
         and Fuentes, 2013: 88).
      

      
       These new relationships have not been limited to the governmental sphere. The MAS
         government has also led two important international campaigns in close collaboration
         with social movements from around the globe. It has spearheaded the global fight against
         climate change, particularly through its role in convening the Cochabamba World People’s
         Summit on Climate Change (Aguirre and Cooper, 2010). The other important international
         campaign has been for the decriminalization of coca as part of undermining the rationale
         for the United States’ “war on drugs.” This U.S. policy has consistently been used
         to undermine the sovereignty of Bolivia, as well as other countries. 
      

      
       Most important of all, it is evident that the MAS’ domestic and foreign policy strategy
         has continually received the overwhelming support of Bolivia’s indigenous working
         classes, and not just at election time. For the MAS, winning government was never
         seen to be the same as taking state power. Instead, its electoral victory was the
         trigger for an intensification of class struggle, culminating in an all-out struggle
         for power whose final result was determined by the decisive intervention of these
         classes. Sensing the threat that a MAS government posed to their political and economic
         power, Bolivia’s traditional capitalist elites responded accordingly, with a counterrevolutionary
         offensive that sought by any means necessary to halt the passage of the new constitution.
         The rightist offensive peaked with their unsuccessful September 2008 attempted coup.
         The profound nature of the class mobilizations of this period, combined with the MAS’
         ability to steadfastly expand and unite its support base among the indigenous working
         classes, within the military, and internationally, was the key factor in ensuring
         the MAS’ ability to crush the rightist revolt (Zuazo, 2010: 130–132; Gustafson, 2010:
         63). Speaking of these events, García Linera (Stefanoni, Ramírez, and Svampa, 2009:
         98) noted that
      

      
         The forcefulness and firmness of the political-military response of the government
            to the coup, along with the strategy of social mobilization in and towards Santa Cruz,
            created a virtuous “state-society” articulation seldom seen in the political history
            of Bolivia.
         

      

      In the wake of this class confrontation, the new constitution was adopted, consolidating
         the establishment of what can be termed a new hegemonic bloc of indigenous working
         class forces under the leadership of the MAS. Far from going home, Bolivia’s social
         movements have continued to protest, overwhelmingly over sectorial demands. With the
         number of conflicts having sharply risen since 2008 (2,421 between 2009 and 2011,
         as compared to 881 in the three preceding years), the Morales era has been the most
         conflictive of any government since the keeping of records began in the 1970s (Moldiz,
         2012).   Yet polls indicate that in 2014, Morales will once again win convincingly,
         and there continues to be a complete absence of any viable and coherent political
         alternative either to his left or right.
      

      
      Developments in the Mining Sector

      
      The mining sector provides a window into the complexities and challenges faced by
         the MAS government.   Under neoliberalism, tumbling global mineral prices were used
         to justify the privatization of Bolivia’s entire mining sector. The biggest beneficiary
         was COMSUR, a mining company largely owned by Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada, a former
         planning minister and key architect of neoliberal policy in the 1980s. On the other
         hand, privatization left close to thirty thousand miners without a job and destroyed
         the mine workers federation, the backbone of Bolivia’s once militant trade union movement.
         In the process, hydrocarbons came to replace mining as Bolivia’s key export industry.[3]   Since Morales’ election, the mining sector’s contribution to exports has risen
         once again to represent 31.5 percent of all exports in 2012 (Aranibar Bacarreza, 2013:
         2).   For critics, this is further evidence of Morales’ supposed neoextractivist orientation.
         Yet, paradoxically, investment in the sector has plummeted, and the volume of mineral
         exports, with the exception of 2012, has been largely the same since 2007. How can
         we explain this? In reality, the government’s economic strategy has had little to
         do with this turnaround.   Rather, it is the result of a number of factors, primarily
         booming mineral prices, the rising prominence of cooperative miners, and the coming
         online of the massive San Cristobal mining project,[4]   initiated prior to Morales entering office (Aranibar Bacarreza, 2013: 2–3; Fundación
         Jubileo, 2013: 7–8, 27). 
      

      
       This is the context in which the government has attempted to implement its vision
         of a plural economy within the mining sector. This vision is once again present in
         the new constitution, which states that minerals are property of the Bolivian people
         and to be solely administered by the state “in the interest of the collective” (CPE,
         2009: 137). The state is also to “assume control and direction over exploration, exploitation,
         industrialization, transportation and marketing of natural resources via public, cooperative
         or communitarian entities, which in turn can contract private companies and constitute
         mixed companies” (CPE, 2009: 138). In sum, while the state recovers control over mineral
         deposits, the production chain, and mining profits, the continued existence of private
         companies and cooperatives, together with new communitarian enterprises, is respected.
         This recognition of different forms of productive enterprises is directly related
         to existing realities within the sector, namely, the dismembered nature of COMIBOL,
         the increasingly capital-intensive nature of the industry, and the role cooperatives
         play in providing employment to some 110,000 miners, or 85 percent of the mining work
         force (Francescone and Díaz, 2013: 38).
      

      
       The government has attempted to advance its mining policy in a number of ways: 

      
      
         	
            
            In May 2007, Morales issued a decree placing all mineral resources in state hands,
               except in cases where concessions had previously been granted. Under the new constitution,
               private mining companies must return these concessions to the state and sign new contracts
               that reflect the state’s new role as sole owner of mineral deposits. The state has
               handed COMIBOL direct control over exploration and production of mining deposits in
               Huanuni, Colquiri, and Mallku Khota. 
            

         

         
         	
            Further nationalizations aimed at regaining control over production at mines previously
               sold off to COMSUR and subsequently taken over by Glencore were rebuffed by miners
               unions at those operations. More recently, the government has begun to re-sign new
               contracts to replace the old concessions, starting with mines owned by Glencore. The
               new terms mean that COMIBOL controls the mineral deposit and receives 55 percent of
               profits; the rest goes to the private company that runs operations at the mine. After
               taxes and royalties are taken into consideration, the government take is expected
               to be around 90 percent of profit (Oporto, 2012: 49–50). 
            

         

         
         	
            The Bolivian state faces important financial and technological limitations in its
               attempts to regain complete control over the sector. In light of this, the government
               has signed joint-production contracts to extract and industrialize copper at the Corocoro
               mine and iron ore at Mutun. While the Corocoro project has advanced, the government
               rescinded the Mutun agreement in 2012, after the private company refused to comply
               with its contractual agreements. The future of Mutun is still unclear, although the
               government has hinted that, with the huge rise in international currency reserves
               held by the Bolivian Central Bank, it may be in a position to go it alone. 
            

         

         
         	
            As part of increasing its direct role in the industrialization process, the state
               nationalized the Vinto tin smelter, begun reactivating the Karachipampa silver and
               lead smelter, and already has a pilot project up and running that can produce lithium
               carbonate, the first step toward industrializing what is believed to be the world’s
               largest lithium deposit. 
            

         

         
         	
            The government has also lent support to the cooperative sector, which has provided
               a vital source of employment, and with this a boost to local rural economies, far
               beyond what the private and state sectors could sustain. This has included granting
               new mining concessions, tax alleviation, and loans. 
            

         

      

      
      The result of all this is that COMIBOL has been resuscitated “as a key planner in
         the sector, as the owner of important subsoil resources, as a partner with a number
         of private sector concerns, as promoter of industrialization, and as a producer in
         its own right” (Crabtree and Chaplin, 2013: 80).
      

      
      Colquiri and Mallku Khota

      
      All these advances have occurred in a context in which the number of protests in the
         mining sector has rapidly escalated, particularly since 2008, and has surpassed the
         rate of conflicts faced by neoliberal governments in the past (Oporto, 2012: 17, 31).
         These conflicts have largely taken the form of mine occupations on the pretext that
         “as original peoples [originarios] we have the right to exploit our natural wealth and no private business owner can
         kick us off our land” (Fundación Jubileo, 2013: 37), a justification that contrasts
         with that of unions striking for pay and working conditions. They directly relate
         to the complex, or “plural,” ownership patterns present in the mining sector. These
         tensions have been exacerbated by the increased sense of entitlement created by the
         new constitution among local indigenous communities, which have carried out the majority
         of mine occupations.
      

      
      Critics blame the government for these conflicts, either because of a lack of clear
         policy and mining legislation (Achtenberg, 2012) or because of its refusal to militarily
         intervene (Webber, 2011: 108) on behalf of the workers. However, its action has largely
         been aimed at avoiding the use of state force and instead facilitating dialogue among
         and between miners and indigenous communities, as a necessary precondition for overcoming
         tension within and between the government and its social base in order to advance
         their mutual aims. The examples of Colquiri and Mallku Khota shed light on this point,
         as well as the shortcomings of viewing these conflicts through the prism of the two-left
         framework outlined above. 
      

      
       Jeffery Webber (2011: 225) argues that workers’ struggles in 2008 and 2009 at the
         Colquiri tin and zinc mine were evidence that a “reconstituted neoliberalism is generating
         its own deep contradictions,” which will inevitably lead to “resistance from the left.”
         Yet crucial elements are missing in Webber’s account, for example, the fact that the
         government proposed nationalizing the Colquiri mine as early as October 2006 (EFE,
         2006) and raised the possibility on several other occasions, the most recent example
         prior to nationalization being in April 2011 (Fuentes, 2011).[5]   Each time, the government was forced to retreat due to opposition from the local
         mine workers union, which argued that nationalization would put their wages and conditions
         at risk. 
      

      
       The situation at Colquiri was shaken up when the twelve-hundred-strong “26 de Febrero”
         cooperative, which had been operating in some of the more overexploited mineral veins
         at Colquiri, began an occupation of the mine on May 31, 2012, to demand that new areas
         be handed over to them. The initial response of the four hundred mine workers employed
         by Glencore was to demand that the government forcibly remove the occupiers. The conflict
         quickly acquired a national dimension when both the Trade Union Federation of Mineworkers
         of Bolivia (FSTMB) and the National Federation of Cooperative Miners (FENCOMIN) took
         up the cause of their respective local affiliates. 
      

      
       In an attempt to resolve the situation, representatives from the FSTMB, COMIBOL,
         and Ministry of Mining held a meeting on June 5, at which government representatives
         proposed nationalization.[6]   While the FSTMB agreed, as did the Colquiri mine workers unions (after initially
         rejecting the proposal), the mine workers unions covering other privately owned mines
         announced their categorical rejection of “the government’s attitude which utilized
         the cooperative sector to occupy mines operated by private company workers, in order
         to nationalize the occupied mining operation” (La Patria, 2012). The government’s position, they stated, ran contrary to its stated vision
         and support for a “mixed economy.” FENCOMIN and its local affiliate also opposed nationalization.
         Attempting to reconcile these differences, the government announced the next day that,
         while continuing to support nationalization, it was also willing to grant the cooperative
         access to certain mineral veins, an offer FENCOMIN rejected. 
      

      
       This was the context within which Glencore attempted to maneuver to defend its interests
         and provoke further confrontations. On June 7, as the government, FSTMB, and Colquiri
         mine workers union met to negotiate the details of the nationalization, Glencore signed
         an agreement with the 26 de Febrero cooperative granting it access to the mineral-rich
         Rosario vein. In return, the cooperative was to sell what it extracted to Glencore.
         The deal was validated by the vice minister for cooperative mining, Isaac Meneses.
         
      

      
       This contradictory scenario is best explained, not as the product of a lack of clear
         policy, but by the contention made by Marcel Nelson in this book (based on the writings
         of Nicos Poulantzas) that state policy and implementation should be viewed as “the
         result of complex interactions within the strategic field of the state.” Both the
         fragmented nature of the state and the presence of different classes and class fractions
         within it are important factors to take into account when assessing policy outcomes.
         This is evident in terms of the government’s overall mining policy, which has been
         heavily influenced and contested by FENCOMIN and the FSTMB (which, in turn, is internally
         divided along private and state sector mine workers). This has occurred both through
         their direct presence within the state (in the form of representatives appointed as
         mining ministers and vice ministers) and through their mobilizations to pressure the
         government around certain issues affecting their members. The fact that, in all the
         key mining ministry posts and negotiations, the one absent force has been Glencore
         (or any other transnational) is one demonstration of how much influence Bolivia’s
         diverse indigenous working classes (with their competing interests) have over state
         policy.
      

      
       This also helped shape the final outcome of the conflict, whereby COMIBOL took complete
         control over operations at Colquiri while the 26 de Febrero cooperative was granted
         access to the Rosario vein. The agreement, however, ruled out any possibility of the
         cooperative associating with transnationals. Moreover, members of the 26 de Febrero
         cooperative were offered the opportunity for employment at the mine (a proposal taken
         up by some eight hundred cooperativistas). In this sense, the outcome saw not only
         the state increase its control over the mining sector but also the strengthening of
         proletarian elements within the mining work force.[7]   
      

      
       A somewhat similar outcome occurred at roughly the same time at Mallku Khota, a community
         located two hundred kilometers north of Potosi that sits upon one of the world’s largest
         undeveloped silver and indium deposits. The situation there rapidly escalated out
         of control in May 2012, with clashes erupting between communities, a number of hostages
         being taken, and police repression leaving at least one local activist dead. Critics
         allege that throughout this conflict “the government’s primary politic was to protect
         the operations of SASC [South American Silver Corporation]” (Garces and CEDIB, 2012b)
         while denying local indigenous communities their right to prior consultation. Despite
         this, they argue, indigenous communities managed to put the issue of resource extraction
         on the public agenda, thereby exposing the government’s extractivist mining policy
         and finally forcing it to carry out nationalization (Celia Garces and CEDIB, 2012a).[8]   
      

      
       The reality, however, is somewhat more complex. The issue of prior consultation featured
         heavily in the discourse of those opposed to the existing exploration contract. Yet,
         while these sectors felt empowered by their newly acquired rights, the contract itself
         predated both the new constitution and the Morales government. The government maintained,
         however, that the community would be consulted prior to any exploitation, and on May
         10 announced that it had agreed to set up a commission to evaluate possibilities for
         rescinding the contract. The only precondition it placed for any nationalization was
         that consensus on this be reached among the local population, given the strong support
         that existed for SASC’s continued presence.[9]   
      

      
       While serious environmental concerns surrounding the proposed project were an important
         driving force behind the protests, there is little evidence to support the claim that
         protesters were putting forward any kind of post-extractivist alternative to the MAS’
         mining policy. Instead, the protests seem to have been motivated just as much by the
         extreme poverty in the area and the economic opportunities that certain communities
         felt they could extract from the mine if it was handed over to them. In reality, the
         protesters wanted to replace SASC with a local cooperative as a means of overcoming
         poverty (FAOI-NP, 2012; Quispe, 2012; Erbol, 2012).[10]   It was also precisely these issues of employment, poverty, and promises of economic
         benefits that SASC utilized to manipulate and divide local communities. Support for
         SASC’s continued presence was highest in those communities where its employees lived.
         One local leader, commenting on the role of SASC in the dispute, said, “They’ve played
         us against each other by putting money into our social organizations” (Andean Information
         Network, 2012). 
      

      
       There is no doubt that events quickly slipped out of the government’s control, that
         the state was slow to respond, and that when it did react, it did so in a highly contradictory
         manner. In the case of Mallku Khota, these contradictions were not simply the result
         of different class fractions exerting influence over state policy; they also demonstrated
         that, while the “centers of power” may be in the hands of Bolivia’s indigenous working
         classes, hostile class forces still maintain a strong presence within unreformed “centers
         of resistance” inside the state (as discussed by Nelson). One example of this is the
         police force, which has historically been highly politicized and militarized, and
         which from the 1980s increasingly came under the influence of the U.S. embassy. While
         under the Morales government penetration of foreign influence in the police force
         has largely been blocked, internal reform is still pending.
      

      
      Creative Tensions within the Revolution

      
      Overall, both conflicts provide an invaluable window from which to observe the existence
         of what García Linera has theorized as “creative tensions within the revolution” (2011).
         He argues that the constellation of social forces following the victory in the 2008
         confrontations with the right wing opened a new period in Bolivia’s current revolutionary
         epoch, one “characterized not by the presence of contradictions between antagonistic
         power blocs, between irreconcilable societal projects,” as hitherto, but that “will
         be marked by the presence of contradictions within the national-popular bloc, that
         is, by tensions between the very sectors that are leading the Process of Change” (2011:
         24). Without ruling out the possibility that other such tensions may arise, García
         Linera highlights four key tensions that have emerged within Bolivia’s process of
         change: between the centralized monopoly of power by the state and the democratic,
         decentralized nature of decision making adopted by social movements; between simultaneously
         maintaining the broad cross-class alliances necessary to push forward the process
         of change and the hegemony of the indigenous working classes within it; between the
         particular interests of specific social sectors and the general needs of society;
         and between ensuring that basic human needs are met while protecting the environment.
         Importantly, he states that these tensions “are not simply secondary but are creative because they have the potential to help drive forward the course of the revolution
         itself” (2011: 24).
      

      
       Such tensions were present in both case studies. At Colquiri, it is evident that
         only by convincing mine workers and cooperativistas to support nationalization was
         a sufficiently solid social base created to allow the government to move against Glencore.
         While this entailed a partial compromise with the cooperative miners (a key wing of
         the MAS’ heterogeneous social base), the overall result was clearly one that saw universal
         interests prevail over corporative demands. Moreover, it was one that strengthened
         the presence of proletarian elements (politically and numerically) at Colquiri. The
         same was true at Mallku Khota. While environmental issues were not raised at Colquiri,
         the challenge of both balancing environmental concerns and meeting basic needs was
         ever present at Mallku Khota, even within the very communities that opposed SASC’s
         presence. Both conflicts also revealed the challenges faced by the government, which
         can at times find itself in a position where it needs to take decisive, and in some
         cases swift, action while simultaneously taking into consideration the desires of
         decentralized social movements, which, as we have seen, penetrate deep into and exert
         their control over the state. 
      

      
       As García Linera notes, such tensions are an unavoidable reality and can only be
         resolved through permanent struggle and conflict. Herein lies the real importance
         of struggle from below, which brings such tensions to the fore and allows for the
         creation of a correlation of forces that can best enable the process of change to
         advance. From this perspective, George Ciccariello-Maher’s argument that “support
         from the revolutionary constituent masses is the key to both the survival of these
         processes and their radicalization” makes sense. We should not, however, downplay
         the potentially critical role that “constituted power”—or in Bolivia’s case the “government
         of the social movements”—can play in the outcome of the struggle. In the cases of
         Colquiri and Mallku Khota, it did so by facilitating dialogue between different component
         parts of the “constituent masses,” but also by providing political leadership and
         making the case for nationalization as the best way to assert popular control over
         and democratically redistribute mineral wealth for the benefit of all.   Rather than
         focusing on the revolutionary subject’s location relative to the state (i.e., “constituent
         power” versus “constituted power”), a better way to understand the dynamics of the
         Bolivian process is to reinsert class into the equation. In this sense, the overall
         path to date has been one in which the country’s indigenous working classes have consolidated
         their hegemony and exerted their class power within and outside the state as part of defending and radicalizing the process of change. Given the
         nature of Bolivia’s indigenous working classes, it should be no surprise that “creative
         tensions” have emerged not only between but also within the social movements and the
         government.
      

      
      Implications for Solidarity Activism

      
      So what does this mean for solidarity activism? First, understanding Bolivia’s process
         of change requires a much more nuanced approach than the simplistic bad government
         versus good social movement approach put forward by Webber. This two-left approach
         not only places us in an openly hostile stance toward the real, existing process of
         change; it also leads toward a conditioning of solidarity with a select section of
         Bolivia’s indigenous working classes, with priority given to those whose struggles
         appear to fit within preconceived models (or hopes) that others have for Bolivia.
         In Webber’s case, social movement protests against the government are exhibited as
         proof of opposition to “reconstituted neoliberalism” (regardless of their politics).
         When the clashes come up against other social movements that have been central to
         the process of change, these forces are recast as class enemies—for example, “privileged
         layer of cooperative miners” (2009: 106) or “rich layer of cocaleros” (2012)—and no longer viewed as allies in the struggle. 
      

      
       A similar trajectory is evident among those who claim the MAS is implementing neoextractivism.
         Bret Gustafson (2013: 62), for example, says, “In a country marked by deep poverty
         in which gas has been construed as a means of national salvation, there is little
         popular opposition to the extraction of natural gas.” The conclusion drawn from this
         is that the possibilities for solidarity activists in the North to forge links in
         Bolivia are largely limited to “those on the urban margins, particularly youth, and
         the rural peoples and communities affected by extractivism.” 
      

      
       Thus, both focuses overlook the complexity of struggles involving conflicting interests
         among non-privileged sectors—a simplicity that parallels that of Castañeda. Moreover,
         such views, if implemented by foreign nongovernmental organizations operating in Bolivia,
         may serve to foster divisions with Bolivia’s indigenous working classes, ultimately
         weakening their ability to implement more radical change. As both case studies show,
         it was only by reaching consensus among different social movements that make up the
         social base of the process of change (and not the imposition of one over another)
         that the conditions were created to advance their overall agenda.
      

      
       The second problem of the two-left thesis is that it disarms us in our central task
         of opposing foreign interference. While constantly repeating the claim that our main
         priority is to oppose “imperialist meddling,” Webber and others argue that at the
         same time this must not hold us back from equally condemning the gap between rhetoric
         and reality of the Morales government. In some cases, implementation of this position
         has seen leftists forget their self-proclaimed priorities. In reacting to warnings
         of imperialist intervention during the TIPNIS dispute, Webber (2012) chose not to
         investigate and denounce such actions, but to instead criticize these statements as
         attempts by Morales to use anti-imperialist rhetoric in order to defame dissident
         social movements (what Postero [2010: 29] calls “oppositionalism”) and whip up support
         for policies that seek to benefit his cocalero base (a characterization of Morales’
         policy that echoes Castañeda’s  comments cited above) . 
      

      
       More importantly, it also disarms solidarity activists, because it misses the point
         as to how we can best help bridge the gap between the reality of Bolivia today and
         the one most Bolivians want. The challenges Bolivia faces cannot be simply reduced
         to a question of “imperialist meddling”; they are a direct result of centuries of
         colonialism and imperialist oppression, which have entrenched Bolivia in its role
         within the world economy as a dependent raw commodity exporter. Any chance Bolivia
         has of moving in a post-capitalist and post-extractivist direction depends on the
         creation of a new global order, starting with the reshaping of hemispheric relations.
         This is precisely what the Bolivian government has attempted to do. In this sense
         there is no gap between initiatives such as the Cochabamba climate summit, which Webber
         (2009: 235) accepts “was an important gathering in terms of building ecological consciousness
         and organization on an international scale,” and understanding the reality that socialism
         cannot be built in one country. 
      

      
       This is the basic premise for building a solidarity movement that is rooted within
         an anti-imperialist framework. Such a framework does not ignore the differences that
         exist between Bolivia’s diverse social movements and their relationship with the state,
         but it understands that ultimately only they can resolve these issues. Nor does it
         mean withholding criticism (as Ciccariello-Maher states in his chapter), as effective
         solidarity necessarily entails contextual explanations of debates and conflicts within
         Bolivia and between Bolivia and imperialism. But its starting point is clear: the
         best way to help Bolivia’s social movement is by forming a united front with all the
         social forces involved in the process of change against common enemies. Clearly, today,
         that includes both the MAS government and the majority of social movements that continue
         to back it.
      

      
       However, independently of how one might view the MAS government, the main way we
         can help Bolivia’s social movements is still by winning over working people in the
         North to a position of solidarity with Bolivia. And the best way to do this is not
         to simply oppose “imperialist meddling” but to build an international movement against
         the imperialist system. This requires spending less time fixating on the gap between
         the MAS government’s rhetoric and reality (a gap that will always exist in any unfinished
         emancipatory struggle), and more time explaining why, as long as imperialism exists,
         Bolivia’s process of change will undoubtedly continue to face tremendous obstacles
         and dangers. Importantly, it requires us to refocus on the biggest gap facing us all,
         that which exists between the reality of an extremely debilitated working class in
         most imperialist countries and the recognition that “only a popular uprising of unprecedented
         scale will prompt nations of the Global North to take their responsibility to the
         rest of the globe seriously, and restrain the coercive forces that constrain states
         like Bolivia” (Fabricant and Hicks, 2013: 31).
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Whether we address rightist critics like Castañeda  or leftists like Webber, the MAS
         government is part of the “bad left.” While other chapters in this book are dedicated
         to exposing the simplistic nature of Castañeda’s  two-left thesis, here I have attempted
         (as does Ciccariello-Maher in his chapter) to deal with the similarly simplistic two-left
         framework expounded by some on the left, which pits a so-called bad government against
         good social movements. The problem with such a framework is that it is unable to deal
         with the reality that under the MAS government, Bolivia has begun to move away from
         neoliberalism and extractivism. Moreover, this has only been possible due to the continued
         support and mobilization of Bolivia’s indigenous working classes both outside and
         inside the state, and their ability to forge international alliances with others fighting
         back against imperialism. 
      

      
       That there is still much more to do is evident, as is the fact that conflicts or
         “creative tensions” exist within the process. These conflicts have generally involved
         different sections of the MAS government’s heterogeneous social base, with competing
         viewpoints and interests, and they have generally played out within the context of
         an ongoing debate regarding the implementation of their shared vision of a “plural
         economy.” This is as true for the Colquiri and Mallku Khota struggles as it is for
         the TIPNIS dispute, which saw different indigenous campesino communities mobilizing
         around competing and legitimate demands, and which has to date entailed a complex
         set of protests, negotiations, retreats, and partial agreements (Fuentes, 2012). 
      

      
       Social movement mobilization has been key in all three cases to igniting important
         public debates. Nevertheless, the government has generally also played a positive
         role by opening spaces for dialogue and providing leadership, notwithstanding the
         important difficulties it has confronted in attempting to use the old capitalist state
         to implement its policy objectives. Obtaining the best possible outcome in these complicated
         situations has required both achieving consensus among different social movements
         and confronting the interests of transnationals and imperialist governments. Understanding
         and learning from these debates and experiences is vital for solidarity activists.
         This is only possible if we move beyond the simplicity of the two-left thesis.
      

      
      Notes

      
         Thanks to Kiraz Janicke and Richard Fidler for their suggestions during the writing
            of this chapter.
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            2. While the approved version of the constitution expanded on a number of these points,
                  and added new ones, it is evident that the vision presented in the Unity Pact’s proposal
                  was largely carried over to the final text. See in particular Articles 306, 307, 309,
                  and 311.
               

            

         

         
            3. While mining’s share of exports was 38.1 percent in 1999, making it the largest export
                  sector,   by 2005 its share had fallen to 19 percent. In comparison, gas’s share of
                  exports rose from 7.2 to 50.3 percent during the same period (Aranibar Bacarreza,
                  2013: 2).
               

            

         

         
            4. San Cristobal accounts for about 45 percent of mining production in the country.

            

         

         
            5. Even the Trade Union Federation of Mineworkers of Bolivia, which it has generally
                  been argued maintains a firm stance in support of nationalization, passed a resolution
                  at a May 2012 national gathering, one month before nationalization, which called on
                  the government to quickly sign new contracts with transnationals “in order to guarantee
                  mining operations and labor stability in the mining districts of Colquiri, Bolivar
                  and Porco” (FSTMB, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            6. In the case of Colquiri, “nationalization” simply amounted to rescinding the shared-risk
                  contract that gave Glencore a minority stake (45 percent) in the mine. The state already
                  controlled 55 percent of the shares and wholly owned the mineral deposits. Nevertheless,
                  the term “nationalization” was used by all actors in the dispute, whether for or against
                  such a proposal.
               

            

         

         
            7. It is worth noting that tensions once again flared up in September 2012, when a government
                  decree clarified how much access the cooperative would have to the Rosario vein. Despite
                  initial talk to the effect that it would be completely handed over, the cooperative
                  was only granted access to 70 percent. However, it was the now greatly enlarged contingent
                  of mine workers who protested, demanding that only COMIBOL could operate the mine.
                  Once again, clashes erupted, as FENCOMIN shut down highways, disrupting commerce across
                  the country. A former cooperativista at Colquiri, who had decided to take up a job
                  with COMIBOL, was killed by a dynamite explosion when competing sectors clashed in
                  La Paz. Finally, a new agreement was signed in late September, whereby the cooperatives’
                  access to the Rosario vein was further reduced, to 45 percent of the vein (see Ribera
                  Arismendi, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            8. As was the case in Colquiri, nationalization simply amounted to the rescinding of
                  SASC’s exploratory contract.
               

            

         

         
            9. As Garces and CEDIB (2012b) explain, the local population comprised approximately
                  forty-six indigenous communities, of which forty-three actually supported the company’s
                  continued presence, although no indication is made of the population of each community.
               

            

         

         
            10. When opponents marched on La Paz in late May, their demand was not for nationalization;
                  rather, it was for “administration of our natural resources as originario ayllus in
                  North Potosi via our main organization the Federation of Originario Ayllus of North
                  Potosi, in accordance with that established in the political constitution of the state”
                  (FAOI-NP, 2012). Damian Colque, a mallku (leader) of the federation, expressed what was behind this demand when he said, “We
                  want to be agro-miners”(Quispe, 2012). Even in December 2012, after nationalization
                  had occurred, the local federation was denouncing COMIBOL for not moving ahead fast
                  enough with the project, and demanded that a cooperative be given the right to immediately
                  begin exploiting the mine. “We asked for nationalization so that our people could
                  have jobs,” said Virgilio Huanca, another leader of the local indigenous federation
                  (Erbol, 2012).
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      With the death of Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez on March 5, 2013, the mantle of
         the leadership of South America’s resurgent left seemingly passed to Ecuadorian President
         Rafael Correa. Chávez’s death came shortly after Correa won a landslide victory in
         Ecuador’s February 17, 2013, presidential elections. For a second time, he won outright
         in the first round of the elections, with a convincing 57 percent of the vote, a notable
         improvement over the 52 percent he won in the 2009 elections. Correa’s ruling Alianza
         País (Country Alliance; AP) won 52 percent of the vote in the national assembly. This
         vote, however, translated into 100 of 137, or 73 percent, of the seats, providing
         the president with a two-thirds congressional majority that would allow him to pass
         legislation over the objections of the opposition. Further legitimizing Correa’s win
         was a notable decline in the typically high number of blank and spoiled ballots. Absenteeism
         also dropped, from almost 28 percent in 2006, when Correa was first elected, to less
         than 19 percent in 2013. Despite Ecuador’s strong history of regionalism that tended
         to result in highly fragmented elections, Correa’s victory extended across the country.
         He only lost in the Amazonian province of Napo, the home of former president and political
         opponent Lucio Gutiérrez (2001–2003). Most notably, Correa won a 63 percent majority
         in the coastal province of Guayas, home to Ecuador’s largest city, Guayaquil, which
         in recent decades had been a conservative stronghold.
      

      
       The 2013 election showed that Correa’s electoral strength and political consolidation
         continued to grow after six years in office. He enjoyed the highest approval ratings
         of any leader in Latin America, and received international accolades for his achievements.
         All social indicators appeared to be moving in a positive direction: poverty had dropped,
         employment was up, wages were up, literacy and health measurements were up, and the
         equality gap was closing.[1]   Heavy social spending on roads, hospitals, and schools resulted in a 2011 growth
         rate of 8 percent, up from 3.6 percent the previous year and above the government’s
         prediction of 6.5 percent. This dramatic growth rate—the highest in Latin America—came
         despite uncontrollable external pressures due to the global crisis of capitalism,
         including variations in the price of petroleum and declines in international credit
         and remittances from migrant families. Correa’s successes in overcoming political
         instability, inequality, and a weak economy led economist Jayati Ghosh (2012) to describe
         Ecuador as “the most radical and exciting place on Earth.”
      

      
       Despite the international acclaim Correa received for these economic gains, Ecuador’s
         leftist social movements that had long struggled for a more egalitarian and participatory
         society remained highly critical of the shortcomings of his government. Humberto Cholango,
         president of the Confederación de Nacionalidades Indígenas del Ecuador (Confederation
         of Indigenous Nationalities of Ecuador; CONAIE), one of the country’s best-organized
         and most militant social movements, condemned the extractive policies that permitted
         transnational mining and petroleum companies to commence operations without gaining
         prior consent from communities that faced the direct negative consequences of those
         enterprises. The government had failed to find the political will to move forward
         with concerns central to Indigenous movements, Cholango contended, including pursuing
         an agrarian revolution, a redistribution of water resources, and the creation of a
         plurinational state. Furthermore, Cholango denounced the criminalization of social
         protest that had led to activists defending themselves against charges of terrorism
         and sabotage for their political opposition to the government’s extractive policies.
         In contrast to Correa’s rhetoric of leaving the long, cold, dark night of neoliberalism
         behind, Cholango charged that the government had fundamentally continued the economic
         and social policies of previous governments (CONAIE, 2012).[2]  
      

      
       While government supporters dismissed social-movement criticisms as an insignificant
         or minority perspective or, worse, as part of a conservative attack on an overwhelmingly
         popular leftist president, those of us committed to social justice in Latin America
         should be wary of such a hasty dismissal of these concerns. Far from representing
         a reactionary or even an anarchistic political position, Ecuador’s social movements,
         with organizations such as CONAIE in the lead, emerged from a long history of radical
         leftist organizing efforts (Becker, 2008).
      

      
       Nevertheless, a constant danger of criticizing a government that identified itself
         as part of the left was that doing so might embolden the right. The political scientist
         Emir Sader (2011: 104), for example, cautions social movements against launching frontal
         attacks on friendly governments and “mistaking a vacillating ally for the enemy.”
         He contends that, despite their moderate and contradictory policies, these new governments
         are not the same as previous ones. He urges social movements to recognize their positive
         advances and ally themselves “with the progressive sectors of these governments, with
         the aim of strengthening these sectors and concentrating the attack on the hegemony
         of finance capital” (66). He denounces a doctrinaire and ultra-left position that
         advances criticisms, denunciations, and abstract demands for socialism “with no grasp
         of concrete reality” (133). While recognizing the importance of grassroots resistance,
         he also points to the need to engage structures of power. Although these political
         struggles are difficult and fraught with compromises and contradictions, Sader contends,
         if social movements retreat into autonomous spaces they will isolate and marginalize
         themselves. A challenge for social-movement activists is to learn how to pressure
         the government to be more responsive without undermining their own class interests
         and political agendas.
      

      
       Approaching current “pink-tide” governments from the perspective of a social-movement
         agenda challenges the assumptions that many scholars bring to the subject. Gary Prevost,
         Carlos Oliva Campos, and Harry Vanden (2012: 14) note a relative absence of academic
         studies on the interactions between leftist governments and social movements and raise
         probing questions about this relationship. Do social movements keep pressure on the
         new governments or give them a reprieve from their protests? Do they act independently,
         or do they become cheerleaders for governmental policies? Do progressive governments
         see them as partners to be consulted on policies, a political force to be co-opted,
         or opponents to be held at arm’s length? Do the governments bring movement activists
         into key leadership positions, or do they respond to challenges with the same repressive
         apparatus as previous governments? Finally, can either a social movement or a leftist
         political party achieve shared goals of social justice without the support, pressure,
         and structure of the other?
      

      
       Politically engaged social movements were key to laying the groundwork for new left
         governments and remained critical to the advancement and survival of a leftist agenda.
         The Ecuadorian example illustrates that leftist political parties cannot gain traction
         against the entrenched economic and political interests of the traditional oligarchy
         without the enthusiasm and energy of mass social movements, but neither can social
         movements achieve their ambitious transformative agenda without gaining control over
         governmental structures. As Steve Ellner notes in the introduction to this volume,
         moves to the left required pragmatic steps that were inherently contradictory and
         inevitably led to conflict. Specifically in the case of Ecuador, activists questioned
         the wisdom of subjugating the power of their movements to a charismatic president
         who did not emerge from their ranks and who had a mixed track record on challenging
         the structures that kept marginalized people in an exploited and oppressed situation.
      

      
      Many Lefts

      
      Despite persistent calls for examining the diversity of Latin America’s pink tide,
         many scholars continue to divide the governments into a simplistic “good” or moderate
         left and a “bad” or radical/nationalist left. In this scheme, Ecuador’s Rafael Correa
         was inevitably included with Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez and Bolivia’s Evo Morales as
         part of a triad of radical left-leaning governments in South America. Scholars and
         activists on the right (Castañeda and Morales, 2008), left (Harnecker, 2011), and
         center (Weyland, Madrid, and Hunter, 2010) all follow this pattern, often with little
         understanding or appreciation of the uniqueness of the Ecuadorian case. Such simplistic
         contrasts fail to convey the complexities of underlying divisions and the contrasting
         relationships that the different governments have developed with social-movement organizations.
         As Jon Beasley-Murray, Maxwell Cameron, and Eric Hershberg (2010: 9) caution, “dichotomizing
         the left into radical populists and social democrats conveniently reproduces the old
         cleavage between revolution and reform within the new context of democracy and globalization.”
         Sader (2011: xi) notes that “all new revolutionary processes appear in heterodox fashion
         and seem to contradict rather than confirm the predictions of socialist theorists”
         and that formulas for a revolution cannot be repeated. As Ellner (2012: 112) acknowledges,
         “diversity and complexity characterize the political landscape” of these three countries,
         and of the three, Ecuador in particular requires deeper and more careful study.
      

      
       Correa first won election to Ecuador’s presidency in November 2006 by positioning
         himself as part of Latin America’s leftward drift, which pledged to create more participatory
         governing structures (de la Torre, 2010). In office, Correa followed strategies similar
         to those of his Venezuelan counterpart Hugo Chávez to consolidate his power. Beginning
         with the presidential race, Correa won six elections in the course of less than five
         years. In April 2007, 80 percent of the Ecuadorian electorate approved a referendum
         to convoke an assembly to rewrite the constitution. In September 2007, Correa’s new
         political movement, AP, won a majority of seats in the constituent assembly. A year
         later, almost two-thirds of the voters approved the new constitution that delegates
         had drafted largely under Correa’s control. As was the case with Venezuela’s 1999
         constitution, Ecuador’s new Magna Carta so fundamentally remapped Ecuador’s political
         structures that it required new local, congressional, and presidential elections.
         Correa also dominated these contests, including winning the April 2009 presidential
         election with 52 percent of the vote, even as the AP lost the congressional majority
         it had enjoyed in the 2008 constituent assembly. In May 2011, voters narrowly approved
         a referendum that concentrated additional power in the president’s hands. Correa’s
         seventh electoral victory, in the 2013 presidential election, promised to keep him
         in power for ten years, far longer than any other leader in Ecuador’s chronically
         unstable political history.
      

      
       Despite Castañeda and Morales’ criticism of a “populist left” as disrespecting democratic
         institutions, neither Chávez, Morales, nor Correa could reasonably be called antidemocratic,
         particularly if we define democracy narrowly as free and fair elections. All three
         relied heavily on electoral processes to consolidate their power and ruled through
         civilian institutions. Adherence to democratic institutions in itself does not distinguish
         them from twentieth-century socialists, because at different historical junctures
         leftist leaders in Latin America relied on elections as one of several avenues to
         power. Generally what characterized this new wave of leftist governments was a move
         from representative to participatory government.
      

      
       Weyland, Madrid, and Hunter (2010: 141) criticize radical populist governments for
         using constituent assemblies to rewrite political rules and concentrate power in the
         executive. This argument not only is ahistorical but also ignores the current political
         environment in Ecuador. In contrast to countries such as Chile and the United States,
         Bolivia and Ecuador have frequently rewritten their constitutions to serve the dominant
         political interests of the moment. A common sentiment in Ecuador when Correa took
         office was that while the current constitution, written only ten years earlier, had
         made some gains, the dominant sectors of society that controlled its drafting had
         made too many compromises to make it a useful document. Among other issues, many people
         agreed that Ecuador needed a stronger executive to address the problem of frequent
         and extra-constitutional changes in power. Rewriting the constitution had long been
         a key social-movement demand, and the strong support for the finished text demonstrated
         the depth of popular approval of this transformative project. 
      

      
       Weyland (2010: 25) contends that the confrontational approach of what he terms a
         “contestatory” left did not create a sustainable foundation for permanent change.
         But if opponents feared the destabilizing effects of radical populist governments,
         Ecuador’s experience does not bear this out. Correa’s election produced unprecedented
         political stability after a series of highly disruptive neoliberal governments. This
         stability was due in part to popular support for his policies and political agenda,
         and in part to the country’s exhaustion after frequent extra-constitutional changes
         in government. Having in effect crushed the traditional political parties and the
         conservative opposition, the social-movement left provided the greatest challenge
         to Correa’s government. These activists were dissatisfied with the pace of change,
         but their long-term interests would not be served by removing him from power.
      

      
      Social Policies

      
      In office, Correa implemented policies that shifted resources to poor and marginalized
         sectors of society. Many of his moves against the conservative oligarchy earned him
         broad popular acclaim. For example, in July 2008 he expropriated 195 companies belonging
         to the Isaías Group in order to recover some of the assets that customers had lost
         when corporate corruption led to the collapse of its bank, Filanbanco, in 1998. He
         gained further support when, in December 2008, he defaulted on more than US$3 billion
         in foreign bonds. Although the treasury had the ability to make payments, not doing
         so was a political statement in defense of the country’s sovereignty. Correa rhetorically
         labeled the debt that previous governments had contracted as “illegal, illegitimate,
         and corrupt” and designed only to benefit the upper classes. He argued that Ecuador
         should sacrifice debt payments rather than cut social investments (Latin American Weekly Report, 2008). Previously, most of Ecuador’s oil revenues had flowed out of the country,
         a trend that Correa sought to reverse. A July 2010 law increased the government’s
         share of petroleum profits from 13 to 87 percent, in the process increasing state
         revenues by almost $US1 billion. More important, the government also increased its
         ability to collect taxes, especially from corporations. As a result, it significantly
         added to the revenue available for infrastructure investment and social spending without
         burdening the country with debt, as many conservative opponents had feared.
      

      
       Castañeda and Morales (2008) criticize radical populist governments for emphasizing
         social programs over economic productivity. The new Latin American left willingly
         accepted compromises in economic performance in exchange for gains in empowerment,
         participatory democracy, and popular organization. The pattern of economic growth
         in Ecuador indicated that Correa largely avoided such trade-offs. Instead, he embraced
         the humaneness of socialism while pursuing the efficiency of capitalism. In the lead-up
         to the February 2013 presidential elections, he raised taxes on bank profits in order
         to increase bonds designed to benefit the poorest sectors of society. In addition
         to tripling spending on education and health care, he increased subsidies for single
         mothers and small farmers. Supporters applauded the subordination of private property
         to the public good, and the president’s social policies played very well with Ecuador’s
         impoverished majority.
      

      
       Few social-movement activists would share Castañeda and Morales’ (2008) or Weyland’s
         (2010) argument that moderate governments are better positioned than radical ones
         to address the failures of neoliberalism, reduce inequality, or deepen democracy.
         Despite fears to the contrary, increases in tax collection, including those on windfall
         petroleum profits, seem not to have deterred foreign investment, with the government
         continuing to sign new contracts with transnational corporations for mining and oil
         development. As in Venezuela, indicators pointed to dramatic economic growth under
         the Correa administration. To be sure, there was much to be applauded in Correa’s
         administration, which significantly increased social spending in an attempt to reduce
         poverty and economic inequality.
      

      
       Correa implemented many other popular demands, including removing U.S. forces from
         an air base in Manta, refusing to sign a free-trade agreement with the United States,
         and convoking a constituent assembly. Many activists cheered when, on June 27, 2012,
         Correa announced his decision to pull Ecuador out of the U.S. Army’s School of the
         Americas, which had trained thousands of Latin American military officials, many of
         whom led or participated in coups against civilian-elected governments. A subsequent
         August 16, 2012, decision to grant WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange political asylum
         further won the president acclaim from those to his left. Ecuador once again returned
         to the international spotlight in June 2013, when the foreign ministry made moves
         to offer asylum to National Security Agency whistleblower Edward Snowden, who was
         wanted in the United States for various crimes under the Espionage Act. Although Correa
         backed down, apparently pressured by U.S. Vice President Joe Biden, he did use the
         opportunity to raise the parallel case of Roberto and William Isaías, which pointed
         to underlying inequalities in the application of international law. The brothers had
         been convicted in Ecuador of embezzlement for their actions in the 1998–1999 banking
         crisis but lived freely in Miami, even though Ecuador had repeatedly asked for their
         extradition.
      

      
       Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to dismiss or ignore the social movements’ criticisms
         of Correa’s political positioning. In contrast to Castañeda and Morales, activists
         complained that the president was too willing to sacrifice empowerment and broader
         levels of popular participation to achieve higher levels of economic performance,
         particularly in the extractive sectors. They argued that his social policies were
         neither as revolutionary nor as socialist as many observers had hoped. Notwithstanding
         his radical rhetoric, Correa did not emerge from either Ecuador’s political left or
         the powerful social movements that had repeatedly challenged the traditional conservative
         oligarchy’s hold on power. Environmentalists opposed his state-centered development
         projects, which led to significant tensions over mining, petroleum, and other extractive
         industry policies. His agrarian policies favored large-scale economic development,
         thereby alienating rural communities that formed the base of Ecuador’s powerful Indigenous
         movements. Militants accused Correa of engaging in clientelistic programs of strategic
         handouts designed primarily to solidify his electoral support rather than addressing
         structural issues of oppression and exploitation (ICCI, 2007: 6).
      

      
       Weyland (2010: 3) eschews the “radical” label for South America’s new left governments
         because they are more moderate than many twentieth-century social democracies and
         have failed to engage in comprehensive, systematic analysis of socioeconomic and political
         structures. None of the current new left governments approach the degree of structural
         transformation attempted by the Cuban Revolution in the 1960s, Salvador Allende’s
         government in Chile in the early 1970s, or the Sandinistas in Nicaragua in the 1980s.
         The political and economic environment that Latin America faced in the twenty-first
         century differed significantly from that of previous decades. After years of neoliberal
         rule, state power had shrunk significantly while the strength of corporate economic
         interests expanded dramatically. Despite strong rhetoric and nationalist positioning,
         none of the new wave of pink-tide governments made a serious effort to restrict exports
         or foreign trade and investment. Furthermore, Correa followed Chávez’s and Morales’
         lead in moving toward increased dependence on an export-oriented development strategy.
         
      

      
       The goals of increased economic efficiency and social transformation were fraught
         with tension, and transformative policies require time and compromise. But many of
         Ecuador’s radicalized social movements questioned whether Correa was seriously attempting
         to move the country to the left. Rather than realizing the hopes and dreams for which
         many on the social-movement left had spent their entire lives fighting, his policies
         appeared to be taking Ecuador in a moderate or even fundamentally conservative direction
         that would primarily benefit, not marginalized communities, but wealthy capitalist
         interests. Correa’s supporters criticized opponents as “ultra-leftists” for pushing
         or expecting the government to take more radical positions, but social-movement activists
         are often unwilling to accept the accommodations that political leaders need to make
         to stay in power. Recent political experiences with seemingly sympathetic governments
         made many of these activists hesitant to accept the limited promises of what could
         very well be a transitory administration as the fulfillment of their hopes and dreams
         for a better future.
      

      
       Many social-movement leaders had bitter memories of another president that many had
         seen as promising sweeping changes. On January 21, 2000, Colonel Lucio Gutiérrez led
         an Indigenous-military coup that removed Jamil Mahuad from power after he implemented
         unpopular neoliberal policies. Although the coup failed, Gutiérrez leveraged it to
         win election as president two years later. At the time, supporters cheered his victory
         as the realization of long-held social-movement aspirations (Whitten, 2003). They
         quickly became disillusioned, however, when he proceeded to implement the same neoliberal
         economic policies as his predecessors, ruling against the interests of those who had
         placed him in power. His actions highlighted the fickleness of populist leaders who
         echo leftist discourse to win elections, but once in office govern in favor of powerful
         economic and political interests to keep themselves in power. Social movements and
         Indigenous organizations in particular emerged from the Gutiérrez debacle weakened
         and wary of alliances with charismatic leaders from outside their movements.
      

      
      Social Movements

      
      Although at different points all of Latin America’s leftist governments had complicated
         relationships with social movements, Correa’s was the most difficult. While in international
         venues such as the World Social Forum Correa was more eager than his counterparts
         to embrace the social-movement process and the broader left, he was also the most
         removed from that political trajectory. Hugo Chávez, for example, had a long history
         of organizing for revolutionary change within the Venezuelan military. Evo Morales
         was a longtime leader of the coca growers’ union in Bolivia (a position he kept even
         after winning the presidency). Uruguayan President José Mujica was a former guerrilla.
         Paraguay’s president Fernando Lugo was a Catholic bishop influenced by liberation
         theology who had long worked with poor and marginalized communities. Daniel Ortega
         led the Sandinistas to power in the 1970s. In contrast, as The  Economist (2010: 44) aptly observed, with a doctorate in economics from the University of Illinois
         and fluent in French and English, Correa was “an unlikely revolutionary.”
      

      
       Without question, Correa’s electoral victory was the culmination of a long history
         of social and popular struggles, led in the neoliberal 1990s primarily by Indigenous
         movements with CONAIE principally in the lead. If it had not been for these social
         pressures, Correa could not have gained the presidency. As with Morales (as well as
         Néstor Kirchner in Argentina), he rode anti-systemic protests to power. Nevertheless,
         rather than participating in the powerful uprisings that removed three presidents
         from power over the previous decade, Correa was an obscure economics professor at
         an elite private school when protests rocked the country. He first acquired a public
         profile as minister of economics in Alfredo Palacio’s government after the fall of
         Lucio Gutiérrez in 2005, and he leveraged his actions in that position into a successful
         run for the presidency the following year.
      

      
       Not only did Correa have a tenuous connection to the powerful and well-organized
         social movements that had repeatedly rocked Ecuador’s political landscape but he also
         sought to displace or replace those movements. A combination of his policy objectives
         and his abrasive governing style led to an estrangement from social-movement allies
         from which he initially drew strong support. Weyland (2010: 3) calls leftist governments
         “contestatory” rather than “radical” because in order to maintain the loyalty of their
         followers, the leaders engaged in confrontational politics with their adversaries.
         Correa, however, was as likely to confront his seeming allies on the social-movement
         left as to challenge his conservative opponents, business sectors, or the U.S. government.
         The Unión Nacional de Educadores (National Union of Educators; UNE) moved into the
         opposition when Correa proposed a new evaluation system that undermined its hegemony
         among teachers, and the Confederación Nacional de Organizaciones Campesinas, Indígenas
         y Negras (National Confederation of Peasant, Indigenous, and Black Organizations;
         FENOCIN) distanced itself from the government because of its agrarian and water policies.
         In response, Correa turned to smaller and more marginal organizations such as the
         Federación Ecuatoriana de Indios (Ecuadorian Federation of Indians; FEI) or created
         new paper organizations to construct an illusion of social-movement support for his
         administration. Whereas previous governments (in particular Gutiérrez’s) included
         several Indigenous leaders in ministerial posts and other high-level government positions,
         Correa had no such representation in his administration. In fact, Mónica Chuji, who
         originally served as Correa’s press secretary and initially provided an “Indigenous”
         face for his government, moved firmly into the opposition because of government attacks
         on Indigenous activists. Instead, many of the top members of his governing coalition
         come from the academic and nongovernmental organization worlds that felt increasingly
         squeezed by previous governments’ neoliberal policies (El Comercio, 2008: 7).
      

      
       While Chávez and in particular Morales faced pressure from social-movement dissidents,
         more than either of them Correa grew distant from this potential base of support.
         Venezuela did not have a reputation as home to strong social movements, but Chávez
         used governmental structures to encourage the development of grassroots organizations.
         Bolivia had a history of militant social organizing, and Morales built on that tradition
         to solidify his government. Correa, in contrast, in addition to undercutting existing
         organizational efforts, did not use his executive power to create new spaces for grassroots
         social movements. He did not build structures such as the Bolivarian Circles or community
         councils that characterized different stages in the development of the Bolivarian
         Revolution in Venezuela. He did not empower grassroots organizations or direct funds
         to the local level. Indeed, his citizens’ revolution hardly represented a popular
         insurrection.
      

      
       Indigenous peoples, environmentalists, and their allies repeatedly challenged the
         president from the left, even while cheering both Chávez and Morales as their allies.
         From their perspective, Correa benefited from his occupation of spaces that social
         movements had previously created and held, but he failed to use these to rule on their
         behalf. They contended that he was included in the “club” of left-wing presidents
         on the basis of superficial similarities rather than a deeper understanding of the
         intent of his policies or their consequences for those who seemingly would have the
         most to gain from them. The historian Pablo Ospina categorizes Correa’s government
         as of the left because it sought to destroy the power of the traditional oligarchy,
         but it was not a government of social movements even though it incorporated much of
         their agenda into its discourse and policies. If Correa disappeared, Ospina argues,
         within two weeks his political movement would disintegrate. Significantly, and in
         contrast, if something similar happened to a leader such as Luis Macas, the social
         movements’ organizing project would continue to advance (Guerrero et al., 2008: 12–13).
         For those to Correa’s left, his government appeared to be the attempt of yet another
         charismatic populist leader to subvert leftist discourse for his own personal benefit.
         
      

      
       Rather than rooting his government in existing social-movement organizing efforts
         or opening up space for new ones, Correa built his electoral base on the unorganized
         and marginalized urban lower classes. Furthermore, rather than constructing a working-class
         movement, he drew in small business owners and the urban middle-class forajido (outlaw) movement that played a central role in the April 2005 street mobilizations
         that removed Gutiérrez from power. Despite his high approval ratings, without strongly
         organized social-movement backing his support remained the proverbial “mile wide and
         inch deep.” From the beginning it was apparent that his would not be a government
         of the traditional left, nor of the strong and well-organized social movements that
         had repeatedly played the role of kingmaker over the previous decade, but one of urban
         dwellers who responded well to clientelism and populist styles of governance. In repeatedly
         clashing with activists to his left, Correa seemed not to appreciate that his electoral
         success was predicated on a historical process in which labor leaders, environmentalists,
         Indigenous activists, and others had long participated. Although he ran very effective
         campaigns (Conaghan, 2011), the lack of a solid movement backing could put his political
         project in danger from a serious extra-constitutional challenge, such as that which
         Chávez faced in Venezuela in April 2002.
      

      
       Further marginalizing the political presence of social movements, structural limitations
         diminished the nearly hegemonic voice with which CONAIE previously addressed subaltern
         concerns. Rural-urban migration shifted demographic balances away from CONAIE’s historic
         base of support in rural communities. Long-standing divisions between the movement’s
         urban leadership and its rural base have resulted in conflicts over strategies, tactics,
         and policy. When CONAIE’s political wing Pachakutik took an ethnicist turn and expelled
         many of its mestizo members, it became estranged from other social movements with
         which it had previously been allied in their anti-neoliberal protests. Finally, first
         Gutiérrez and then Correa favored smaller but competing federations such as the Consejo
         de Pueblos y Organizaciones Indígenas Evangélicas del Ecuador (Council of Evangelical
         Indigenous Peoples and Organizations of Ecuador; FEINE), FENOCIN, and FEI, and this
         official recognition weakened CONAIE’s previous claim to speak for all Indigenous
         peoples. All of these factors have hindered CONAIE’s ability to advance its social-movement
         agenda.
      

      
       Tensions between Correa and the social movements surfaced in the debates that swirled
         around a May 7, 2011, referendum on ten constitutional, judicial, political, and social
         issues. Instead of supporting the president, many to his left joined a campaign that
         urged voters to say no this time to a popular leader. These activists opposed the
         referendum despite the fact that it had aspects that should have been deeply appealing
         to the left. Two of the issues in question criminalized an unjustified acquisition
         of wealth and required employers to register their employees with the Social Security
         Institute, precisely the types of policies that benefited poor and marginalized people.
         Had the referendum and, more broadly, Correa’s governing agenda primarily emphasized
         these policies, it would easily have earned the enthusiastic support of the majority
         of the population. The key questions in the May 2011 vote, however, concerned the
         reform of a judicial system that Correa saw as corrupt and inefficient. In fact, the
         referendum began as a single issue of modifying the penal code to extend the period
         of pretrial detention for criminals in order to address issues of public security.
         Opponents on both the left and the right feared that Correa was using rising crime
         rates as an excuse to increase his executive power.
      

      
       For the social movements, government attempts to improve public security raised concerns
         about the criminalization of dissent, a fear that was already a reality for the 189
         activists who defended themselves on charges of sabotage and terrorism for their opposition
         to extractive policies. In the most prominent case, four leaders—CONAIE President
         Marlon Santi and Vice President Pepe Acacho, Ecuarunari President Delfín Tenesaca,
         and Marco Guatemal, president of a local federation—faced such accusations for leading
         protest marches at a June 2010 Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América
         (Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America; ALBA) summit in Otavalo, Ecuador.
         “This government has declared war on Indigenous peoples,” Tenesaca declared, denouncing
         the criminal charges as a mechanism of social control (Hoy, 2011).
      

      
       The question in the May 2011 referendum that gained the broadest attention was one
         that sought to curtail the oligarchy’s control over the media. While conservatives
         lambasted an alleged crackdown on freedom of the press, in reality the media remained
         firmly in the hands of the traditional oligarchy, which continued to own the means
         of production. As in Venezuela and Bolivia, the owners of the mainstream media were
         solidly opposed to the current government and used the press as a weapon against progressive
         governmental policies. Latin America’s new left governments learned that implementing
         their policy objectives required creative use of the media to communicate their messages
         to the public. Chávez, of course, took the lead in Venezuela with Aló Presidente (Hello, President), and Correa followed with his Enlace Ciudadano (Citizen Link). Correa was particularly aggressive in his use of the media, dramatically
         expanding the number of government-owned media outlets in an attempt to broadcast
         his message. This expansion came with a significant increase in investment in official
         publicity, from US$2 million under the previous government to US$129 million in 2012.
         In the process, he crowded out the independent and community radio stations that had
         played a critical role in the April 2005 street protests that removed Gutiérrez from
         power.
      

      
       With a super AP majority after the 2013 elections, the congress finally approved
         a communications law that had been deadlocked for four years. Social movements had
         long pushed for this law because it would reapportion broadcast frequencies so that
         they were evenly divided between private, public, and community media. Furthermore,
         similar to an earlier law in Venezuela, stipulations that half of the music and 60
         percent of the programming be Ecuadorian in origin promised to lead to a cultural
         boom. At the same time, conservative opponents criticized the law for fear that it
         would clamp down on media freedoms and make investigative journalism difficult.
      

      
       Critics of radical populist governments complain about their creeping authoritarianism,
         but, as Ellner (2012) and Kevin Young (in this volume) note, these charges are largely
         overblown. In Ecuador the most notorious case is the suit that Correa brought against
         El Universo for defamation and libel in editorializing against his actions as president. Although
         the case split the left with regard to whether press freedom should be of primary
         concern, some social-movement activists contended that a focus on liberal and individual
         rights failed to address more significant underlying structural faults in society.
         Rather than building a common alliance around the issue of Correa’s alleged challenges
         to freedom of the press, many of those on the social-movement left did not have much
         patience with conservative criticisms of the Correa government. Living in comfortable
         self-imposed exile in Florida, El Universo editor Emilio Palacio hardly gained much sympathy from marginalized communities and
         organized social movements. Rather, these issues only underscored the private interests
         of the wealthy capitalist class.
      

      
       Much less attention was paid to a mining law that the congress passed one day before
         the communications law. While the law was intended to accelerate extractive industries,
         this goal was dealt a blow only a couple of days before its passage, when the Canadian
         company Kinross pulled out of Fruta del Norte, one of Ecuador’s largest gold mines.
         Kinross balked at paying a 70 percent tax on windfall profits, money that Correa had
         planned to use to fund social projects. While Correa increasingly turned to China
         in search of investment capital, Indigenous communities ratcheted up their demands
         to be consulted before any extractive enterprises started on their lands.
      

      
       Although Correa has followed governing strategies similar to those of Chávez and
         Morales and was often very willing to ally himself with other leftist governments,
         from the perspective of social-movement activists his concrete policy objectives too
         often came up short. Their problem with Correa was not that he was too radical but
         that he was too conciliatory toward imperial forces, refused to make a clean break
         from Ecuador’s neoliberal past, and failed to open up participatory spaces. In short,
         many activists were concerned that Correa was not left enough. In their opinion, the
         political right would not give up power easily, and furthermore Correa’s government
         lacked the political strength to implement the more radical proposals that they so
         deeply desired.
      

      
      Extractive Enterprises

      
      Ecuador’s progressive 2008 constitution codified much of what popular movements and
         others on the political left had long demanded, including reasserting governmental
         control over petroleum, mining, transport, telecommunications, and other economic
         sectors that previous governments had privatized. Correa maintained that extractive
         economic activities would stimulate the economy, generate employment, and provide
         financing for social programs, and that all of this could be accomplished without
         negative environmental ramifications. He favored socially responsible large-scale
         mining operations governed by strong state control to protect the environment and
         workers’ rights, and contended that poorly regulated artisanal mining was more damaging
         to the environment. He emphasized the necessity of access to the revenues that resource
         extraction would generate to fund important social programs. In pursuing these policies,
         Correa once again could be seen as following the strategies that Chávez pioneered
         in Venezuela and Morales adopted in Bolivia. In what conservative commentators derisively
         termed “petro populism,” all these governments sought to use petroleum rents to fund
         social programs and encourage endogenous development.
      

      
       Correa’s arguments failed to persuade many leftist opponents of the likelihood of
         the materialization of the promised benefits of mining, and his expansion of extractive
         enterprises led to growing tensions with rural communities and environmental organizations.
         A failure of progressive governments to break from a reliance on mining or agroindustrial
         extractive economies similarly led to social-movement challenges of Morales in Bolivia,
         Lugo in Paraguay, Mauricio Funes in El Salvador, and Ollanta Humala in Peru. In each
         case, environmentalists and Indigenous opponents criticized governments for not fundamentally
         breaking from Western economic development models predicated on the exploitation of
         raw materials and unlimited economic growth.
      

      
       Rural communities agitated for prior and informed consent before mining activities
         could proceed on their lands, while Correa wanted the central government to maintain
         the right to decide when and where mining operations could take place (Ayni Solidaridad, 2008: 8). The 2008 constitution conceded that communities had the right to consultation
         but did not make extractive endeavors subject to their consent. This decision was
         a major blow to the power of social movements. Ivonne Ramos, president of the environmental
         group Acción Ecológica, argued that the constitution’s failure to protect the rights
         of local communities meant that the country had not broken from a reliance on the
         exploitation of natural resources as its primary source of income (Dosh and Kligerman,
         2009: 24). Beasley-Murray, Cameron, and Hershberg (2010: 13) note that the idea “that
         Indigenous peoples should have the right to participate in democratic self-government
         and to share in the economic opportunity to exploit natural resources is only radical
         from the perspective of a status quo in which basic liberal rights and freedoms are
         denied within the context of market economies incapable of satisfying basic human
         needs.” Given the dirty legacy of petroleum extraction in the Amazon, environmentalists
         observed that those who bore the brunt of the ecological impacts of extractive enterprises
         rarely reaped their economic benefits.
      

      
       The economist Alberto Acosta (2009: 27–28), former minister of mines, president of
         the 2008 constituent assembly, and originally one of Correa’s closest allies, broke
         with the president in part over a contention that extractive enterprises were not
         consistent with the new constitution’s emphasis on sumak kawsay (living well), a Quechua concept that privileges human needs over those of capital.
         “We are obligated to optimize the extraction of petroleum without causing environmental
         and social damage,” Acosta argued. Ecuador needed to realize the highest possible
         social benefit from each barrel of oil extracted, rather than being concerned about
         maximizing production. He added, “exporting natural resources has not led to development.”
         Rather, “the principal factor in production and development is the human being.” Ecuador
         had to change, Acosta (2008: 45–46) insisted, “the view that condemns our countries
         to be producers and exporters of raw materials,” which historically had underdeveloped
         economies on the periphery of global capitalism. The value added to the processing
         of raw commodities accrued to advanced industrial economies, not to Ecuador. It was
         often said that the country became a dollar poorer for every barrel of oil that it
         exported. From Acosta’s perspective, the sumak kawsay should lead to a fundamentally
         different concept of development. Diametrically opposed visions of Ecuador’s future
         separated a government from what should have been its strongest base of support.
      

      
       In defending government policies against opponents such as Acosta, who referred to
         petroleum as a “resource curse,” Correa maintained that anything could be used for
         good or evil and that he was determined to use Ecuador’s natural resources to create
         a positive development model (Pérez, 2012). Creating alternatives to an extractive
         economy was a long-term proposition, he said, and short-term dependence on mining
         for revenue and employment was unavoidable. “The economies of Latin America have always
         been driven by extractive exports,” Roger Burbach, Michael Fox, and Federico Fuentes
         (2013: 156) argue in Correa’s defense. “To expect this to change in a decade or so
         is entirely unrealistic.” After centuries of colonial and capitalist economic oppression,
         Latin American economies could not be restructured overnight.
      

      
       From an Indigenous perspective, this conflict concerned not only material factors
         such as agrarian economies and environmental issues but also threats to Indigenous
         cosmologies. Part of the opposition to Correa rested on contentions that aspects of
         the new constitution such as declaring Ecuador to be a plurinational state should
         be operationalized rather than remaining symbolic. The anti-mining activist Carlos
         Zorrilla (2011) contended that exporting raw materials and importing finished projects
         continued patterns of economic dependency that could be traced back to the colonial
         period. Furthermore, he maintained, “there is no way that large-scale mining in Ecuador
         can avoid grossly violating the rights of nature as guaranteed in the country’s Constitution.”
         For those reasons, Zorrilla built alliances to oppose the government’s extractive
         industries. Activists wanted a government that would be more confrontational with
         entrenched capitalist interests, including pressing for participatory governance that
         would help end the oppression of historically marginalized sectors of society.
      

      
       In response to grassroots pressure, Correa attempted to negotiate an end to oil exploration
         in the biologically sensitive and diverse Yasuní National Park in exchange for international
         debt relief and development aid. Yasuní was home to the Waorani, who had gained little
         from the petroleum economy. In November 2007, a simmering dispute at Yasuní came to
         a boil. In the town of Dayuma, local inhabitants protesting oil exploitation seized
         control of several oil wells, demanding financing for economic development and environmental
         protection in support of local communities. Correa responded to the disruption with
         a heavy hand, deploying the military to stop the dissidents and accusing the protesters
         of being unpatriotic saboteurs. The government arrested forty-five people and charged
         them with terrorism for attempting to impede petroleum extraction (Zibechi, 2009).
         Correa called on his opponents to respect the law. “No more strikes, no more violence,”
         he said. “Everything through dialogue, nothing by force” (Saavedra, 2008: 4). He indicated
         that he would not be swayed by social-movement pressure (Zibechi, 2009). The president
         contended that the protesters did not have any significant support and that their
         leaders lacked genuine representation. “Three or four people are enough to make a
         lot of noise,” he claimed, “but, quite sincerely, they don’t have the popular backing.”
         Rather, he claimed that he enjoyed broad public support for the mining law and that
         this translated into an electoral endorsement of his government (Correa, 2009).
      

      
       In the midst of these conflicts, the president complained about “infantile environmentalists”
         creating obstacles to economic development. He dismissed groups that opposed him as
         part of an “infantile left” made up of “fundamentalists” who had joined forces with
         political conservatives in an attempt to undermine his government. Social-movement
         members rejected such characterizations. Acosta, for example, made it quite clear
         that despite his disagreements with Correa, he would never enter into a strategic
         or tactical alliance with the right. He remained too principled a leftist to engage
         in such opportunistic political arrangements (Artieda, 2011). “We are not allied with
         the right,” Cholango also retorted. Instead, activists challenged Correa from the
         left and pressed him to make a clean break with Ecuador’s neoliberal past. Cholango
         pledged to keep fighting until the neoliberal model was destroyed. “We will not allow
         this process of change to be truncated, stopped, or remain half completed,” he declared
         (CONAIE, 2009).
      

      
       For environmental activists committed to sustainable development, Correa’s repressive
         responses to his opposition seemed little different from those of previous right-wing
         neoliberal governments. The political scientist Mateo Martínez (2011) compares Correa’s
         attacks on environmentalists to those of his Peruvian counterpart Alan García, who
         framed opposition to extractive models as an attack on modernity and denounced those
         who opposed him as lazy and irrational people controlled by outside interests. During
         periods of sustained mobilization against neoliberal economic policies in the 1990s,
         Martínez observed, social-movement activists never faced the charges of terrorism
         that they now confronted under what should have been a friendly and sympathetic government.
         The Instituto Científico de Culturas Indígenas (Institute for Indigenous Sciences
         and Cultures; ICCI) criticized Correa for betraying “signs of subscribing to the most
         radical proposals of colonial territoriality in recent years,” including his desire
         to open spaces to mining, privatize biodiversity, and increase petroleum extraction
         (ICCI, 2008: 8). More than any other issue, the conflicts over mining illustrated
         the wide, growing, and seemingly unbridgeable gap between Correa and the social movements.
      

      
       Social-movement challenges to Correa’s government also surfaced in protests against
         alleged water privatization plans. Opponents complained that a proposed water bill
         would allow transnational mining corporations, bottling firms, and large landholders
         engaged in the export of agricultural commodities such as cut flowers and bananas
         to appropriate water reserves in violation of the 2008 constitution. The cut-flower
         and mining industries required access to large amounts of water at a cost to neighboring
         communities. Correa responded that charges of water privatization were based on lies
         and misunderstandings and that his proposal had no such intent. He insisted that the
         proposed legislation prohibited the privatization of water and was needed to regulate
         water supplies. The social movements, he contended, were trying to destabilize his
         government and had become “useful idiots” for the extreme right. He accused intransigent
         radical groups of playing into the hands of conservative interests and undermining
         the positive gains that his citizens’ revolution promised the country (Latin American Weekly Report, 2009b: 6). Demonstrations against the water bill grew more intense in September
         2009, as the Shuar and Achuar in eastern Ecuador blocked highways with barbed wire.
         In an echo of protests in the Peruvian Amazon in June of that year that had resulted
         in dozens of fatalities, the Ecuadorian demonstration also grew deadly, with the shooting
         of the Shuar schoolteacher Bosco Wisum. The death of Wisum seemed to shock Correa,
         who called for the violence to stop (Amazon Watch, 2009; Rénique, 2009).
      

      
       Further alienating environmentalists and Indigenous activists, on August 15, 2013,
         Correa announced that he would commence petroleum exploration in Yasuní National Park.
         Experts originally estimated that the Ishpingo Tiputini Tambococha (ITT) oil fields
         could generate US$7 billion in revenue. According to the Yasuní-ITT plan, in exchange
         for forgoing drilling in the park international donors would contribute half of the
         value of the petroleum to the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) for health
         care, education, and other social programs in Ecuador. Correa complained that the
         proposal came at a cost to Ecuador’s sovereignty and that the petroleum rents were
         urgently needed for poverty reduction programs. Critics charged that Correa remained
         intent on using extractive development models to build the country’s economy regardless
         of the environmental consequences.
      

      
       Although both Chávez and Morales tangled with environmental and Indigenous groups
         that opposed their extractive-industry-based development models, they responded to
         criticism in significantly different ways from Correa. Even opponents of radical populist
         governments applaud Chávez and Morales for opening up political participation, particularly
         for Indigenous peoples (Weyland, Madrid, and Hunter, 2010: 150). For example, although
         Morales first strongly supported the construction of a highway through the Isiboro-Secure
         Indigenous Territory and National Park (TIPNIS), protests led him to reverse his position,
         following a policy that the Zapatistas in Chiapas called gobernar obedeciendo (governing by obeying the people) (Achtenberg, 2011). Correa, however, moved in the
         opposite direction. When Mónica Chuji accused Correa’s Secretary of Administration
         Vinicio Alvarado of illicit enrichment, the government charged her with libel, and
         she was sentenced to a year in prison and a US$100,000 fine. She was subsequently
         pardoned, but her supporters pointed to the case as yet another example of the criminalization
         of social movements and threats to the independence of the judiciary.
      

      
      Dancing with Dynamite

      
      Despite Castañeda’s inclusion of Correa as part of the “bad” left, his record in government
         was more mixed than this simplistic categorization implies. While Ecuador registered
         many positive socioeconomic indicators and Correa favored leftist approaches to governance,
         some of his concrete policy objectives were a disappointment to Ecuador’s most radical
         social movements. From their perspective, his inclusion in the leftward tilt in Latin
         America was more a result of his populist rhetoric and the hopes of his supporters
         than the consequence of a movement toward a more egalitarian and participatory society.
         The business-friendly Latin American Weekly Report (2009a: 3) questioned the radicalism of Correa’s reforms: “More investment in health,
         education and anti-poverty programmes, certainly, but these could simply be defined
         as social-democratic policies.” His proposed reform of state structures “appears to
         be more about style of government than anything else,” the publication concludes.
      

      
       Before the left’s dramatic rise to power in the first decade of the twenty-first
         century, many scholars and activists saw the strength of social movements as a primary
         engine behind an expansion of social justice and democratic rights. When elections
         suddenly became a realistic and viable path to power, many observers began to overlook
         the important role of social movements in realizing these objectives. Meanwhile, social-movement
         activists and leftist politicians engaged in what journalist Benjamin Dangl (2010)
         calls “dancing with dynamite,” an ongoing and complicated negotiation of goals and
         interests that has not received sufficient academic attention. Rather than interpreting
         Correa’s actions through the lens of a misleading good left/bad left binary, Ecuador’s
         recent history, as George Ciccariello-Maher and Marcel Nelson observe in this volume,
         is better understood as part of a complex and shifting relationship between constituted
         or state power and constituent or social-movement power.
      

      
       The interactions between Correa and social movements are part of a much larger dance
         in which strategies and ideologies in part corresponding to social cleavages in the
         popular base came into conflict. The resultant complexity represented a major challenge
         for the left. A constant difficulty for social movements was to challenge Correa from
         the left without strengthening a common enemy on the right. From their weakened and
         compromised position, social-movement activists questioned the point of submitting
         to a populist style of governance (personalistic leadership, organizational weakness,
         ideological vagueness) that failed to foster transformation of the structures that
         exploited and oppressed marginalized communities. From this perspective, social movements
         still had a key role to play in building a more just and equitable society.
      

      
      Notes

      
         This chapter originally appeared as “The Stormy Relations between Rafael Correa and
            Social Movements in Ecuador,” in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 43–62.
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            1. The poverty rate dropped from almost 37 percent when Correa took office in 2007 to
                  32.8 percent in 2010 and four more points in 2011, to 28.6, for a total of nine points
                  during his first five years in power. Unemployment dropped from 6.1 to 5.1 percent
                  in 2011, with underemployment falling from 47.1 to 44.2 percent. The Gini coefficient,
                  which measures equality, also improved, from 0.54 to 0.47 in 2011 (INEC, 2012). The
                  United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean reported that,
                  next to Peru, Ecuador was the most successful in reducing poverty in 2010. Despite
                  dramatic increases in per capita social spending, Ecuador still lagged significantly
                  behind regional averages and did not come close to the amount of social investment
                  in Cuba (ECLAC, 2011: 12).
               

            

         

         
            2. I have explored various aspects of tensions between Indigenous movements and Correa’s
                  government elsewhere, including in essays involving the writing of the new progressive
                  2008 constitution (Becker, 2011) and competing electoral campaigns (Becker, 2012;
                  2013). In this chapter, I take up the theme of social movement hesitancy to endorse
                  Correa despite his advancement of the type of social policies generally supported
                  by the political left. 
               

            

         

      

   
      III

      Influences of the Twenty-First-Century Radical Left in Nicaragua, El Salvador, and
         Cuba
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      Any book on the twenty-first-century Latin American radical left in power needs to
         include a discussion of the cases of Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Cuba where radical
         leftists have reached power. Radical left experiences in these nations, however, diverge
         from the model of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, as discussed in previous chapters,
         in several important aspects. In none of the nations to be discussed in this section
         did the left in power raise the banner of the holding of a constituent assembly to
         overhaul the nation’s political system. Furthermore, in none of them did the radical
         left reach power through resounding electoral triumphs similar to those of Chávez,
         Morales, and Correa that provided a mandate for far-reaching change. Another distinguishing
         feature of the governments in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador that is less evident
         in twenty-first-century Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Cuba was the ongoing confrontations
         with those opposed to change in the context of steady radicalization and the left’s
         strategy that ruled out compromise and concessions with political actors to its right.
         
      

      
      Nevertheless, Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Cuba are relevant to the discussion of the
         emerging leftist model because of important areas of convergence between the two groups
         of countries. Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Cuba belong to the Alianza
         Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (ALBA), which represents an important
         bloc that defends radical and nationalist positions within continental bodies, such
         as UNASUR and the Organization of American States (OAS). Furthermore, the five governments
         as well as the Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional (FMLN), which in
         2009 helped elect the president of El Salvador, are highly critical of U.S. foreign
         policy. Finally, the movements that came to power in these nations (with the exception
         of Ecuador) originated in the armed struggle or (in the case of Bolivia) militant
         social struggles, and their leaders are not for the most part lifelong professional
         politicians. 
      

      
      Focusing on the Sandinistas in Nicaragua and the FMLN in El Salvador, Héctor Perla
         and Héctor Cruz-Feliciano view favorably developments on the left that break with
         “previous monolithic conceptions” and are conducive to “more flexibility, less dogmatism,”
         even if this means placing less emphasis on radical structural change. Perla and Cruz-Feliciano
         suggest that the backward state of productive forces needs to be taken into account
         in the debate over the pace of change. At the same time, they disagree with those
         who maintain that, regardless of levels of development, Latin America can and should
         initiate the transition to socialism. They provide specific examples of pragmatic
         decisions, some of which were difficult to make but necessary. One was the FMLN’s
         selection of Mauricio Funes to run for president in spite of his moderate stance.
         Another was the Sandinistas’ willingness to accept International Monetary Fund oversight
         to counter their reputation as fiscally irresponsible, stemming from their government’s
         heavy spending under the extremely adverse circumstances of their first rule in the
         1980s. Nevertheless, they argue that both parties “espouse changes that have the potential
         to lead to radically more just societies” and indeed have implemented policies to
         redistribute the wealth. On this basis, they take issue with critics on the left,
         including Dora María Téllez in Nicaragua and Dagoberto Gutiérrez in El Salvador, who
         claim that the Sandinistas and the FMLN have ceased to be revolutionary. Taking into
         account this divide between pragmatic and more dogmatic leftists and the knotty issues
         involved, the authors question the usefulness of the “good-left”–“bad-left” thesis
         and call for “an alternative framework for understanding the diversity within the
         left and its policy positions.” 
      

      
      The chapter by Camila Piñeiro Harnecker identifies three doctrinal approaches to socialist
         construction in post-Fidel Cuba. One retains a strong centralized state, another transfers
         economic power to private enterprises, and a third promotes workers’ self-management.
         Piñeiro points out that the “self-managementists” in particular are “inspired by the
         conceptualizations of twenty-first-century socialism” in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador,
         specifically with regard to popular democratic input in decision making. She foresees
         the emergence of a synthesis of the three currents, a prediction that reinforces the
         central argument of this book regarding the complexity of the challenges facing twenty-first-century
         socialism and the resultant rationale for pluralism on the left. Piñeiro also maintains
         that while such previous anathemas as private initiative and private property are
         now widely accepted as legitimate, the fundamental ethical principles of revolutionary
         Cuba, particularly solidarity and equality, will determine the limits of transformation
         in future years. 
      

      
      
      Chapter 7

      The Twenty-First-Century Road to Socialism in El Salvador and Nicaragua

      
         
         
         
         Héctor Perla Jr. and Héctor M. Cruz-Feliciano

         
         Making Sense of Apparent Paradoxes

         
         
      

      
      The revolutionary victory of the Sandinistas in 1979 provoked a great deal of optimism
         in the Latin American left. One expression of the prevailing mood was a slogan with
         prophetic overtones that became popular throughout Central America: “Si Nicaragua
         venció, El Salvador vencerá” (If Nicaragua overcame, El Salvador will overcome) (Perla,
         2008). The slogan manifested the conviction that the two countries had a common revolutionary
         destiny, determined by their struggles for social justice and the shared efforts to
         that purpose of two iconic political figures, Augusto C. Sandino and Agustín Farabundo
         Martí.
      

      
       Today, the Frente Sandinista de Liberación Nacional (Sandinista National Liberation
         Front; FSLN) and the Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional (Farabundo
         Martí National Liberation Front; FMLN) are the only two former guerrilla organizations
         in Latin America to have ever taken power through democratic elections. The FMLN won
         elections running a candidate who was not even a party militant but had significant
         appeal among centrist and middle-class voters. Thus, journalist Mauricio Funes assumed
         the executive office in 2009 without a commitment to the Farabundistas’ revolutionary
         ideals, giving way to an administration characterized by a mixed bag of progressive
         social policies, occasional confrontation with the FMLN, significant compromise with
         local elites, and appeasement of the United States. In contrast, the Sandinistas reassumed
         presidential power seventeen years after losing the elections that ended their revolutionary
         government. Although the party won by a comfortable margin, it received only a plurality
         of the votes. Without abandoning its traditional anti-imperialist and working-class
         discourse, Daniel Ortega’s government in 2007 embarked on what the FSLN has termed
         a modelo del poder ciudadano (citizens’ power model), one that emphasizes participation through citizens’ councils
         in the implementation of public policy. Nevertheless, the Sandinistas’ policies and
         actions often appear to contradict their words, casting doubt on their level of commitment
         to a leftist policy agenda.
      

      
       Thus, some of the current Salvadoran and Nicaraguan governments’ positions appear
         to clash with the image and principles of the mythical guerrillas who fought for or
         held power in Central America during the 1980s. Examples of these apparent contradictions
         include both countries’ continued adherence to the Central American Free Trade Agreement
         (CAFTA) and the criminalization of therapeutic abortion (Martí i Puig, 2009), the
         maintenance of a dollarized economy in El Salvador, and the FSLN’s reservations about
         international electoral observation.
      

      
       This chapter sheds light on the circumstances driving the behavior and positions
         of the governments in El Salvador and Nicaragua and seeks to make sense of these in
         light of the apparent contradictions and criticisms that have arisen. In the first
         section, we examine the salient features of the leftist projects in the two countries,
         assessing the extent to which they represent positive or negative developments from
         the standpoint of their own leftist objectives. Second, moving beyond the analytically
         weak and politically laden conception of a “good” and a “bad” left, we advance an
         alternative framework to explain why some leftist governments are more politically
         palatable to the United States than others. Third, we explain why both the FMLN and
         the FSLN may appear ideologically inconsistent. Last, we reflect on whether it is
         possible to speak of “revolutionary” leftist governments in these two countries at
         the present juncture.
      

      
      Salient Features of the Two Leftist Projects

      
      For the first time, several Latin American leftist governments have joined an institutionalized
         regional effort to advance their socioeconomic and political goals. The Alianza Bolivariana
         para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America;
         ALBA), made up of countries and subnational actors who share the idea of a radical
         change in the distribution of wealth, increased South-South cooperation, and changed
         North-South relations, has become the spearhead of this initiative (Muhr, 2008). In
         this regard, El Salvador and Nicaragua have taken distinct paths. The FSLN began participating
         in ALBA initiatives (through the preferential sale of energy to Sandinista mayoral
         districts) even before winning the presidency. Since the return of the Sandinistas
         to power, Nicaragua has become a full member of the alliance. 
      

      
      Foreign Policy

      
      Although ALBA remains the FSLN’s main reference point in foreign policy, the Sandinista
         government has relations with many other countries outside this alliance, including
         the United States. While maintaining his anti-imperialistic rhetoric against Washington,
         Ortega has been careful to articulate a relatively moderate discourse with regard
         to Barack Obama. In turn, the Obama administration has expressed some concern over
         the Nicaraguan opposition’s accusations against the FSLN government but, except for
         canceling its Millennium Challenge Account funding, has maintained cordial relations
         with Managua.
      

      
       In contrast, Salvadoran foreign policy has been guided by Funes’ conciliatory attitude
         toward the United States, as exemplified by his administration’s position regarding
         the Honduran coup and his decision to keep Salvadoran troops in Afghanistan against
         the wishes of the FMLN (VOA, 2011). This position has been rewarded by the Obama administration
         through several gestures, such as the reapproved temporary protected status for about
         three hundred thousand undocumented Salvadorans in the United States; support for
         El Salvador’s request for an atypical International Monetary Fund (IMF) loan that
         qualified the country for other immediate stimulus spending loans (Perla, 2011); and
         increased funding through the Millennium Challenge, the BRIDGE Program, and Partnership
         for Growth. 
      

      
       Nevertheless, there have been some important changes in Salvadoran foreign policy.
         One of Funes’ first acts as president was to normalize diplomatic relations with Cuba
         (Perla, 2011). The FMLN-led national assembly responded to Obama’s visit by passing
         the Law for the Protection of Migrants and Their Families. Working through the Central
         American Parliament, the FMLN convoked parliamentarians and civil-society leaders
         from Central America, Mexico, and the Salvadoran diaspora to create a unified regional
         position on immigrant rights in the United States. The resulting document, titled
         the San Salvador Declaration, was presented to Funes and Obama and called on Washington
         to respect the rights of migrants, asylum seekers, and refugees.
      

      
       More recently, the U.S. government through its embassy has begun pressuring the Salvadoran
         government to pass what is known as the Public-Private Partnership Law as part of
         the Partnership for Growth initiative that Obama unveiled in 2011 to increase foreign
         investment. The law would open up public services for concessions of up to forty years.
         This amounts to a new round of privatization, which according to U.S. Ambassador Mari
         Carmen Aponte is a prerequisite for a second compact with the Millennium Challenge
         Corporation. When the FMLN opposed the passage of the law, Funes supported it and
         said he could get the votes from other parties. In the end, the law was passed, but
         the FMLN was able to include a provision in the bill that prevents health, education,
         and water from being subject to concessions (CISPES, 2012).
      

      
      Economics

      
      Joining ALBA has allowed the Sandinista government to pursue its political agenda.
         The legal figure under which ALBA operates in Nicaragua is a private corporation called
         ALBA de Nicaragua S.A. (ALBANISA).[1]   Fifty-one percent of the ownership is in the hands of Petróleos de Venezuela (PDVSA)
         and 49 percent in the hands of PETRONIC, its Nicaraguan counterpart. Nicaragua imports
         Venezuelan oil through PETRONIC, which pays the bill to ALBANISA, which in turn pays
         50 percent to PDVSA. The other 50 percent goes to ALBA, half of it to an ALBA members’
         social fund and the other half to ALBA-Caruna, a parastate bank that distributes and
         administers the funding for governments (Galeano, 2009). In 2012 the country received
         US$551 million through this mechanism and another US$215 million in financing and
         direct investment, making Venezuela Nicaragua’s largest source of official external
         cooperation, with 57 percent of the total (BCN, 2013a).
      

      
       Notwithstanding its dependence on Venezuelan funds, the government maintains important
         economic relations with other countries. The United States continues to be Nicaragua’s
         main export destination, with US$765 million, followed by the Central American region
         with US$503 million and Venezuela with US$444 million (BCN, 2013b: 21). Overall economic
         growth in 2012 reached 5.2 percent, outperforming all the other countries in the Central
         American region (BCN, 2013b: 4–5). Last, emerging economies are making significant
         investments in Nicaragua, including Brazil’s Tumarin power plant, the Yota Internet
         provider and public buses from Russia, and the development of a trans-isthmic canal
         project by HK Nicaragua Canal Development Investment, property of the Chinese Xinwei
         Group.
      

      
       Conversely, in El Salvador Funes pledged not to join ALBA if he won the election.
         Embracing ALBA would have signaled an alliance with Bolivarian Venezuela. Even though
         the FMLN officially supported joining ALBA, such a move would have alienated an important
         part of Funes’ electoral supporters (ContraPunto, 2009; Mejía, 2012). However, Funes’ stance has not prevented the FMLN from working
         with ALBA through the local municipalities it governs. In 2006, FMLN mayors came together
         to form a corporation called Energy for El Salvador and signed an agreement with the
         state-owned oil company Petróleos de Venezuela’s Petrocaribe to create a joint enterprise
         called ALBA Petróleos de El Salvador. The success of this enterprise is credited as
         one of the factors that have helped to overcome many Salvadorans’ fear of ALBA, as
         well as of socialism (Suárez, 2011). Funes recently went so far as to agree with his
         vice president, Salvador Sánchez Ceren, the FMLN’s 2014 presidential candidate, that
         El Salvador’s joining Petrocaribe would be economically beneficial for the country
         (Moran, 2013).
      

      
       While the Funes administration has not carried out radical economic changes, the
         FMLN has through its control of the legislative assembly made or attempted to make
         several major changes to reduce inequality. Sometimes the party and the executive
         have agreed to work together, but often they have been on different sides of the debate.
         Within a few days of entering office the administration announced an anti-crisis plan
         consisting of “an immediate end to fees in public hospitals, free uniforms and school
         supplies for students, a basic pension for seniors over 70 in the most impoverished
         communities, a massive low-income housing program, and property titles for thousands
         of agricultural workers” (Garrett, 2010: 10). Also, all children started receiving
         free milk and lunches at school. These programs have become extremely popular and
         led the Ministries of Education and Health to receive the highest approval rating
         of all the government ministries among the Salvadoran citizenry (Vice-Presidencia
         de la República de El Salvador, 2011).
      

      
       Also, the FMLN has attempted to make the taxation system more progressive by increasing
         the tax rate for corporations and wealthy individuals, increasing taxes on alcohol,
         tobacco, and firearms, and requiring the auditing of income over US$75,000 annually
         and property exceeding US$300,000 to combat tax evasion (CP-FMLN, 2012; Mejía, 2011a;
         Ramos and Lopez, 2009). While these reforms were expected to generate significant
         new revenue to finance social programs and state expenditures on infrastructure, security,
         education, and health programs, only the tax evasion proposal and the increased taxes
         on tobacco and alcohol eventually became law (Avelar, 2010; Ramos and Lopez, 2009).
         The others were defeated in the legislative assembly or vetoed by the president. Consequently,
         the FMLN proposed a tax on the wealthiest citizens to fund measures to reduce violent
         crime (Mejía, 2011b).
      

      
      Domestic Policies and Public Policy

      
      With its victory in 2006 the FSLN promised to implement a new economic, political,
         and social development model known as poder ciudadano (citizens’ power). The political component of poder ciudadano is direct democracy
         founded on citizen participation. This participation is channeled through a new local
         institution, the gabinetes del poder ciudadano (cabinets of citizens’ power),[2]   that embodies the notion of a pueblo presidente (presidency of the people). According to the arrangement, each community council elects
         coordinators to represent the needs of the community in sixteen sectors and formulate
         proposals through the policy-making process.[3]   
      

      
       This structure has been key for the effective implementation of many of the government’s
         social programs. Not only do the councils serve as the main vehicle for explaining
         government programs to the community, but they also select (through internal deliberation)
         the beneficiaries of those programs.[4]   Among the many programs that have been developed and implemented by the government
         are Plan Techo, geared toward the distribution of zinc roofs in poor communities;
         Puestos de ENABAS, which offers basic foodstuffs at subsidized prices; Bono Productivo
         Alimentario, which distributes farm animals, seeds, and technical instruction to women
         in the rural sector; Usura Cero, which makes microcredit loans for small business
         development; and Operación Milagro, which provides free eye surgery for cataract patients.
         These initiatives have taken place against the background of two major reforms: free
         health care and free education. In 2009 the government declared the country free of
         illiteracy, having reached over 95 percent literacy in studies that followed the national
         literacy crusade (Radio La Primerísima, 2009). Local independent analysts estimate
         the literacy rate to be at a lower 85 percent (El 19 Digital, 2012a), but nevertheless acknowledge the improvement as significant.
      

      
       These programs appear to be contributing to poverty reduction. The government’s National
         Institute of Information for Development, in its 2009 Measurement of Living Standards,
         found a 5.8 percent reduction from 2005, placing the percentage of poor at 42.5 percent.
         Albeit diverging from official estimates, independent reports concur in showing a
         constant drop in the numbers of the poor during the Sandinista administration. The
         results of three studies by Nicaraguan nongovernmental organization Fundación Internacional
         para el Desafío Económico Global (FIDEG)—financed by the Swiss Cooperation Agency
         and the Netherlands with technical assistance from the World Bank—show that poverty
         in Nicaragua went from 48.3 percent in 2005 to 44.7 percent in 2009, reflecting a
         decrease in both the urban and the rural sector (FIDEG, 2010; Pantoja, 2010). A second
         study (FIDEG, 2012) shows that the trend continued in 2011, when the proportion was
         44.1 percent, with most of the reduction concentrated in the rural sector. The latest
         edition of the FIDEG study points to a further decrease in the number of poor for
         2012, for a total of 42.7 percent at the national level (FIDEG, 2013).
      

      
       The Salvadoran situation has some strong similarities with that of Nicaragua. The
         health ministry has eliminated “voluntary quotas” for patients during visits to the
         hospital and increased the stock of medicine available while reducing cost. The number
         of health clinics in remote areas of the country has also increased. During its first
         two years in office the ministry opened public hospitals in four midsized cities (Usulután,
         Zacatecoluca, San Vicente, and San Miguel) around the country and hired 408 new doctors
         to staff them and provide services to a surrounding population of several hundred
         thousand that previously had had very limited access to health care (Ortiz, 2010).
      

      
       The Ministry of Education has eliminated parents’ “voluntary quotas” charged at public
         schools, and this has led to an increase in enrollment of students previously unable
         to pay. In order to encourage attendance, public schools now provide all students
         with two uniforms, a pair of shoes, and school supplies every academic year. In the
         program’s first year, twenty-two thousand new students enrolled. Moreover, as a way
         to increase academic performance, students are receiving a free glass of milk, breakfast,
         and lunch. These programs also provide jobs for the small and midsized businesses
         and farmers that supply the uniforms and food (Ministerio de Educación, 2010b). Last,
         the ministry has launched a national literacy campaign that intends to reduce illiteracy
         from 17.97 percent to 4 percent by 2014. The program is carried out by volunteer teachers
         who go out to urban and rural communities after school, on weekends, and during vacations,
         so that the program is flexible for both the volunteers and participants (Ministerio
         de Educación, 2010a).[5]  
      

      
       In late 2011 Funes and the FMLN clashed openly on the question of who would lead
         the Ministry of Justice and Security. While violent crime continues to be a problem
         in the country, homicides and other violent crimes declined after Funes appointed
         the former guerrilla commander Manuel Melgar as his minister of justice and security.
         According to FMLN sources the U.S. government pressured him to remove Melgar because
         of his history as a leader of the FMLN during the civil war, and some say that his
         resignation was a precondition for the country’s receiving Partnership for Growth
         money. In his place Funes appointed the retired general David Munguia Payes, in violation
         of the peace accords’ establishment of the National Civilian Police, which the minister
         oversees, as a completely nonmilitary institution. In response, the FMLN passed a
         national budget that reduced the share allocated to the Ministries of Justice and
         Security and Defense by about US$10 million each and reallocated those funds to the
         Ministries of Education and Health (López, 2011). This incident nearly brought the
         Funes-FMLN coalition to an end, and Funes had to acquiesce to the FMLN’s demand for
         a progressive tax overhaul as a conciliatory gesture. 
      

      
      Electoral Politics

      
      Besides instrumental electoral alliances with former adversaries from the 1980s, the
         FSLN’s most significant coalition has been with Cardinal Miguel Obando y Bravo, former
         archbishop of Managua and a staunch Sandinista opponent during the revolution. Conscious
         of the respect that Obando commands among many Nicaraguan Catholics, Ortega courted
         the cardinal’s support. He publicly asked Obando to forgive him for “the mistakes
         of the past,” had Obando officiate his wedding, and instructed the Sandinista legislators
         to vote in favor of the law criminalizing therapeutic abortion immediately before
         the 2006 election. Upon winning the presidency, Ortega designated Obando as head of
         the Peace and Reconciliation Commission, in charge of tending to the demands of war
         veterans. While his role in government has not been well received by the Catholic
         hierarchy, many priests still look to Obando for guidance and follow his lead. This
         has produced a mild rift within Church ranks, discouraging Catholics from joining
         the hierarchy’s attacks on the government and thus partly neutralizing a potential
         adversary.
      

      
       On November 6, 2011, the FSLN went to the polls facing a divided opposition and enjoying
         a substantial lead in public opinion polls (Feinberg, 2011). While many questioned
         the Supreme Court’s decision to uphold Ortega’s right to consecutive reelection, it
         was the accusation of electoral fraud that presented a bigger challenge to presidential
         legitimacy (Pérez-Baltodano, 2010: 398). The issue goes back to the 2008 municipal
         elections, when the pre-electoral polls anticipated a Sandinista victory in most districts.
         Among the few municipalities for which the polls predicted a loss was Managua, where
         the opposition candidate was the former presidential candidate Eduardo Montealegre.
         As the election neared, the Supreme Electoral Council (SEC) decided not to issue observer
         credentials to national nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that echoed the opposition’s
         claims about potential irregularities, arguing that this compromised the organizations’
         objectivity. Amid accusations by NGOs and the opposition, the decision fueled suspicions
         of electoral fraud. When the FSLN won 62 percent of all municipalities, Montealegre
         led a campaign calling for countries to withhold international funding and aid projects
         until the SEC had conducted a recount that would lead it to recognize opposition candidates
         from whom the election had allegedly been stolen. While several foreign governments
         expressed concern about the election results, none was more belligerent than the United
         States, which suspended the release of the Millennium Challenge Account and later
         canceled its aid projects.
      

      
       As the FSLN argued that electoral observation was being used as a means of foreign
         intervention, the SEC decided to allow national and international observation for
         the 2011 presidential and legislative elections under a new legal concept termed “electoral
         accompaniment.” Both the opposition and local NGOs found the rules overly restrictive.
         Two NGOs that objected to the rules (Instituto para el Desarrollo y la Democracia
         and Hagamos Democracia) still requested observer status but were denied it. Ultimately,
         international observer credentials were issued to the European Union, the Organization
         of American States, and the Council of Latin American Electoral Experts delegations.
         Only two national organizations received observer credentials: the National Council
         of Universities and the Center for Development of the Atlantic Coast, both considered
         by the opposition as too close to the FSLN.
      

      
       While the elections were carried out in relatively orderly fashion, the opposition
         claimed that some of its authorized party observers were not allowed into the voting
         centers. The Sandinistas responded that in that case the opposition had every right
         to contest the results of the voting units involved, but at the end of the day, the
         results of only 24 (out of 12,960) voting units were contested (El 19 Digital, 2012b; La Prensa, 2012). Both the Organization of American States’ and the European Union’s observer
         delegations raised concerns about the electoral process (Maldonado, 2012), but did
         not present evidence of fraud. Moreover, subsequent declarations by OAS Secretary
         General José Miguel Insulza and the EU’s Observer Delegation Chief Luis Yáñez acknowledged
         a historic electoral landslide for the Sandinistas: 62 percent of the vote in favor
         of Ortega and sixty-two out of ninety legislative seats (69 percent) for the FSLN,
         giving the party a supermajority in the national assembly (El 19 Digital, 2011; Perez, 2011). While the opposition refused to accept the electoral results,
         Ortega’s victory was recognized by various countries, including Brazil, Ecuador, Russia,
         Uruguay, El Salvador, Cuba, Honduras, Venezuela, Peru, Bolivia, and Chile. Although
         the Obama administration has failed to recognize Ortega as president, in April 2012
         it confirmed Phyllis Powers as its new ambassador to Nicaragua.
      

      
       In El Salvador legislative and municipal elections took place in March 2012. With
         low voter turnout, the FMLN’s share of seats in the legislative assembly dropped from
         thirty-five to thirty-one, while the ARENA won thirty-three. At the municipal level
         the left maintained roughly the same number of local governments, ninety-five compared
         with ninety-six in the previous term. However, the FMLN lost many of the high-density-population
         municipalities in the San Salvador metropolitan area while winning the rural low-density
         local governments at which most of its poverty alleviation programs had been targeted
         (Tribunal Supremo Electoral, 2012). 
      

      
       Several changes in Salvadoran electoral politics have occurred because of the rulings
         of the Supreme Court’s Constitutional Chamber. First, it modified El Salvador’s electoral
         law to allow individuals to run without party sponsorship. Second, it ruled that voters
         must have the right to vote for individual candidates separately rather than just
         choosing from among competing parties. These two moves undermined the country’s historically
         strong party system by potentially rewarding personal ambition rather than party discipline.
         Thus, beginning in the 2012 midterm election all ballots had to present voters not
         only with the opportunity to vote for party slates, which would count as a vote for
         the entire ticket, but also the possibility of voting separately for any number of
         particular individuals running on a party ticket or independently (La Prensa Gráfica, 2011). Several independent candidates, including some from the Salvadoran diaspora,
         ran for legislative seats ostensibly without the backing of any party, but none came
         close to being elected (El Mundo, 2011). Last, in a move that angered a sector of the right, the magistrates “cancelled
         the legal status of two traditional rightwing parties—the National Conciliation Party
         (PCN) and the Christian Democratic Party (PDC)—for having received less than the requisite
         3 percent of the votes in the 2004 presidential election and removed their magistrates
         from the Supreme Electoral Tribunal” (Freedman, 2011). 
      

      
       Finally, after ten years of debate, the national assembly unanimously passed a law
         allowing Salvadorans residing abroad to vote in future presidential elections, beginning
         in 2014. While it was estimated that up to two hundred thousand Salvadorans were eligible
         to vote, only about ten thousand received their Salvadoran identification document
         (documento único de identidad; DUI) and registered to vote by the August 5, 2013, deadline (Perla, 2013). The process
         was marred by lack of sufficient financial and human resources at the DUI-granting
         centers as well as a late start. Both the late start and the lack of resources were
         due largely to opposition by ARENA and GANA, which dragged the process out by arguing
         that the costs for the vote abroad were too high. Although the law was approved on
         January 24, the debate delayed the disbursement of resources by several months, and
         DUIs were not processed until the end of May, in effect leaving only two months for
         people to get their IDs and register to vote (Agencia EFE, 2013; Notimex, 2013). 
      

      
      Going beyond “Good” and “Bad” Socialism

      
      There is broad consensus in Latin America about some of the ideas that characterize
         the “new” socialism of the twenty-first century, but this does not imply the existence
         of a singular socialist model. One main point of consensus is opposition to neoliberalism
         and imperialism (French, 2009). Another is that the emerging leftist project must
         transcend the tendency to focus exclusively on the Marxist conception of class struggle—working
         class versus capitalists—at the expense of other forms of oppression. The new socialist
         agenda entails the democratization of Latin American political, economic, and civil
         society, giving heightened status to the preservation of the environment, women’s
         rights, indigenous autonomy, sexual diversity, and human rights (Rauber, 2012).
      

      
       Nevertheless, there are particular circumstances in each country leading leftist
         parties to emphasize particular issues because of their national context. This is
         a welcome development that breaks with previous monolithic conceptions and suggests
         more flexibility and less dogmatism, which in some cases had prevented the left from
         effectively addressing popular aspirations. In the Central American context the fight
         against poverty and social inclusion remain among the top concerns.
      

      
       Thus it is understandable that both the FSLN and, to a lesser degree, the FMLN (though
         not the Funes administration) give primacy to the notion of socioeconomic over representative
         democracy. The FSLN still maintains that a democracy limited to the institutionalization
         of electoral contests is not a real democracy. Instead, every effort must be made
         to ensure people’s ability to meet their basic needs, even if it entails circumventing
         some aspects of representative democracy held sacred by the West. In contrast, the
         FMLN has sought to increase support for its revolutionary project within the constraints
         of liberal representative democracy. Its strategy reflects a vision of the construction
         of socialism based on Shafick Handal’s concept of the democratic revolution, which
         holds that democratizing Salvadoran political, civil, and economic society is a prerequisite
         for socialist revolution (Handal, 1993; 2006). Handal (1993: 10) explains,
      

      
         It has been clear to us for a long time that socialist revolution, especially in underdeveloped
            countries, has a prelude of democratic revolution . . . that in some cases takes a
            very long time. Even when a victorious revolution is headed by pro-socialist forces,
            it is indispensable to the transition to socialism that this process of democratic
            revolution be completed first.
         

      

      His thesis echoes Marx’s Critique of the Gotha Programme, which argues that between the existing capitalist society and socialist society
         a democratic republic must be forged and that “it is precisely in this final state
         form of bourgeois society that the class struggle must be fought to a conclusion”
         (Marx, 1977a). 
      

      
       Herein lies the essence of what leads some thinkers to dichotomize the Latin American
         left as “good” or “bad”: the willingness of leftist governments, parties, or movements
         to challenge the sanctity of markets, private property, and the privileging of representative
         democracy over economic and participatory democracy. Those who dare cross this Rubicon
         make up the so-called bad left, and those who do not are portrayed as moderate, reasonable,
         or “good.” Without justifying the frequent disregard for liberal democratic norms
         that is the Central American political class’s historical tradition, we propose an
         alternative framework for understanding the diversity within the left and its policy
         positions.
      

      
       The key to understanding this debate is the following question: “Have the productive
         forces in Latin America matured enough to permit undertaking socialist transformation
         immediately, or is a progressive capitalist stage necessary to initiate a socialist
         process?” (Katz, 2007). The purported contradictions in the Nicaraguan and Salvadoran
         models can best be grasped by revisiting this old debate. The Latin American revolutionaries
         who have answered this question in the affirmative and begun challenging the dominant
         mode of production (by nationalizing strategic natural resources) are seen as radical,
         while those who advocate a progressive stage of capitalism are seen as moderate, despite
         the fact that both still seek autonomous socialist development. While the Sandinistas
         and the FMLN are not advocating the immediate leap into socialism, they both openly
         declare socialism their goal. As Handal (1993) insists,
      

      
         in order to develop, third world countries must move in a direction that goes beyond
            capitalism, that is, towards socialism. . . . In underdeveloped countries, political
            revolutions led by prosocialist forces enable the construction of the material foundations
            that do not yet exist, or only partially exist, for the transition to socialism—short
            of completing or exhausting the capitalist stage. . . . Conceptually, we must be clear
            that this is one and the same revolution, that as it first unfolds it will fulfill
            the historically unsettled democratic task and in this way take on the transition
            to socialism.
         

      

      Laying out this vision in more concrete terms, the Sandinista Orlando Nuñez explains
         the current Sandinista conception of revolution. Nuñez (2009: 242) writes,
      

      
         The victory of the Sandinista Front means, in the first place, the containment of
            neoliberalism and the end of neoliberal measures. Secondly, it means conquering sovereignty
            in the face of U.S. and European meddling. . . . In the third place, the construction
            of citizens’ power, as a means of restoring citizen rights, . . . means the possibility
            of revolutionizing representative democracy, overcoming its limitations through direct
            democracy. In the fourth place, but no less important, it means the associative and
            self-managed organization of workers and small and medium-sized producers through
            cooperatives and federations . . . with the purpose of recovering the surpluses drained
            by the market and increasingly participating in the management of the state and the
            market. We believe these four elements to be sufficient to talk about revolutionary
            struggle in any country of Latin America or the Third World.
         

      

      From a Sandinista standpoint, it is not enough to reform the political and economic
         system: it is important to develop the means to break the ties of subordination to
         the North. Thus the revolutionary project in Nicaragua is framed as part of a regional
         transformation that has begun to materialize through the initiatives of ALBA.[6]   ALBA has established the building blocks for carrying out important projects and
         transformations in its member countries by providing economic support and promoting
         preferential agreements within the network. Without the support of like-minded leftist
         governments it would have been difficult for Nicaragua to implement its most important
         projects for social transformation.
      

      
       El Salvador’s path to socialism has been more conciliatory with the United States
         and less tied to the ALBA countries, but this situation is complicated by the power-sharing
         alliance formed between Funes and the FMLN. While the Funes administration has sought
         to build a good working relationship with local economic elites, the FMLN has a clear
         economic plan that often brings the party into confrontation with these same actors.
         Likewise, in the foreign policy arena Funes has sought to keep his distance from the
         governments associated with the Bolivarian Revolution while the FMLN has attempted
         to cultivate that relationship, including attending the conference held in Venezuela
         in 2009 for the purpose of founding a fifth socialist international (ContraPunto, 2009). But in September 2013 Funes appeared to support the FMLN’s proposal for joining
         Petrocaribe. He stated, “We believe that entering Petrocaribe does not violate our
         national sovereignty, nor does it change the direction of the country and on the contrary
         may have advantages associated with the fact that the cost of oil may decrease considerably”
         (Moran, 2013). 
      

      
      The Appearance of Inconsistency

      
      The appearance of inconsistency between the practices of the Sandinistas and the FMLN
         and their historical revolutionary ideologies has two sources. First, critics from
         the left, particularly the two parties’ former comrades in arms, judge them in terms
         of their origins in armed struggles against dictatorial regimes, which view revolution
         as political rather than social. Second, there is a tendency for political observers,
         especially these parties’ domestic opponents, to conflate their tactical decisions
         with their strategic objectives. They point to both the parties’ political-electoral
         decisions (the alliances they enter into for tactical political advantage) and their
         analysis of their societies’ socioeconomic structures (their relationships with powerful
         actors in an effort to create a nondependent capitalism) in questioning their commitment
         to their revolutionary principles.
      

      
      Defining Revolution: Political and Social

      
      Both the FSLN and the FMLN have come under harsh criticism for the way they have governed.
         Their guerrilla origins and the heroic images they cultivated as part of the armed
         struggle affect the way they are perceived and what is expected of them. When the
         critique has come from the left, former guerrilla commanders have been the most prominent
         spokespeople. In Nicaragua, Dora María Téllez (2010) has argued that the Sandinistas
         can no longer be considered revolutionary:
      

      
         Revolutionary governments stem from revolutions, and revolutions imply erasing the
            existing juridical system and establishing a new one; and that is not being done here.
            . . . This government has a dictatorial vocation, but it operates within the rules.
            It is a government that assumed power as a result of an election. . . . That is not
            a revolution. Revolutions are “erasing the board.” It is not possible to have a revolutionary
            government coming out of an election. That’s impossible. You can make a government
            any way you want, but not a revolutionary one.
         

      

      In the Salvadoran case, Dagoberto Gutiérrez (2012a) argues that the leadership of
         the FMLN is not even leftist anymore:
      

      
         It is not the people that fear the FMLN, it is the FMLN party that fears the people.
            . . . We believe that the country’s problem is the State. . . . In addition to being
            a theoretical, philosophical, and political position [the left] is a way of looking
            at the world and interpreting reality, precisely to subvert it and negate it. The
            purpose of the left is the subversion of reality. The leadership of the FMLN is not
            left(ist), it is right(-wing).
         

      

      Both of these critiques are problematic. According to Téllez, if a government does
         not come into being through the establishment of a completely new political-juridical
         system, it cannot be revolutionary. Similarly, Gutiérrez’s notion of revolution focuses
         on the state as the problem and advocates the creation of a new state because the
         left’s role is to subvert the political reality. In line with their origins as guerrilla
         leaders seeking to overthrow dictatorial regimes, both thinkers equate revolution
         with erasing or overthrowing the current government or state. In other words, they
         equate it with political revolution.
      

      
       Simply overthrowing the government or state cannot, however, be the sole criterion,
         because what characterizes revolutionaries is that they seek to change (democratize)
         not only the state and government apparatus but ultimately the relations of production.
         In other words, a socialist revolution is necessarily a social revolution and not
         just a political revolution. As Marx (1977b: 179) states in “The German Ideology,”
         “Communism differs from all previous movements in that it overturns the basis of all
         earlier relations of production.” Taking control of the government is only the means
         to an end. Control of the state is a mechanism for the transformation of the social
         relations of production. As the social relations of production become more democratic,
         the state will become more democratic.
      

      
      Conflating Tactics with Strategy

      
      The tendency of political observers to conflate these parties’ tactical decisions
         with their strategic objectives is related to the logical fallacy of attributing intention
         to actions on the basis of their outcomes. As suggested by Ciccariello-Maher in his
         chapter, in the case of Venezuela, electoral imperatives sometimes force political
         leaders to engage in an “intricate dance” to send a strong message that appears as
         counter to their essence, just to make way for deeper changes that are in tune with
         their longer-term goals. Thus, some political commentators claim that the reason the
         FSLN and the FMLN are developing good working relations with sectors of capital or
         the middle class is that they are no longer committed to the socialist transformation
         of society. This charge is most pronounced in the economic realm, where the FMLN and
         the FSLN have built relations with powerful actors to create development through a
         stage of nondependent capitalism.[7]   
      

      
       The clearest example of this is the Sandinistas’ willingness to accept IMF oversight
         of their economic performance. As a poor, export-led economy, Nicaragua’s is highly
         dependent on foreign resources, without which it would be virtually impossible to
         tackle many of the country’s most pressing needs. As noted by President Ortega in
         his 2013 May Day speech to workers,
      

      
         We ourselves have questioned a lot the policies of the International Monetary Fund.
            But there is no other way than to work with the International Monetary Fund, in our
            case, because we are not self-sufficient, because we are dependent. (Informe Pastran,
            2013)
         

      

      From the FSLN’s perspective, IMF oversight guarantees continued financing from a reputable
         source that can leverage additional resources.[8]   In addition, IMF oversight contributes to the rebuilding of Nicaragua’s badly damaged
         economic reputation. Years of war, expropriations, and lack of fiscal discipline in
         the 1980s undermined investor confidence in Nicaragua and particularly in the Sandinistas,
         who—as noted by Young in his chapter in this volume—have traditionally been portrayed
         in a negative light by the international media. The IMF’s annual statement of progress
         and fiscal discipline lends the Sandinista government commercial and financial credibility
         and serves to advertise the country as a safe investment destination. The Sandinistas
         view this not only as a necessary evil but also as a first step in a process in which
         they foresee Nicaragua joining other countries— such as Argentina, Brazil, and Venezuela—in
         breaking away from IMF funding and its conditions.
      

      
       The Salvadoran case has similarly contradictory stances, among them the FMLN’s decision
         to run Mauricio Funes, an ideologically pragmatic non-party member, as its presidential
         candidate. A majority in favor of this position emerged within the party from a desire
         to oust the ARENA from power (Alegría, 2011). Given his popularity as a journalist,
         Funes was seen as the ideal candidate to attract middle-of-the-road voters and increase
         the FMLN’s chances of electoral victory (Arnson and Drolet, 2011). However, this required
         giving Funes and his allies control over certain government institutions and policies,
         in particular those dealing with economic and foreign affairs. To date this compromise
         has limited the FMLN’s ability to make deep structural transformations in the country’s
         economic model and to influence foreign policy decision making. In terms of the latter,
         one example occurred after the 2009 Honduran coup, when Foreign Minister Hugo Martínez
         began championing the normalization of relations with the de facto government shortly
         after Funes’ first official meeting with Obama (Diario CoLatino, 2010; Serrano, 2010). A few days after the meeting, Obama reapproved temporary protected
         status for Salvadorans in the United States, and El Salvador received an IMF loan
         that qualified it for stimulus-spending funding (Perla, 2011). Tellingly, Funes became
         one of the first Central American presidents to advocate Honduras’ reinstatement in
         the Organization of American States, even in the face of the FMLN’s unwavering opposition.
      

      
       These tactical choices do not mean that the party has ceded control of its political
         program to Funes, or that it has renounced its socialist aspirations. When asked whether
         the FMLN’s goal was to build a socialist society, Farabundista Commander Ramón Suárez
         responded, “Of course! As long as we . . . do not change our statutes that will be
         the case. Article 1 says that ‘The FMLN is a democratic, revolutionary, and socialist
         party.’” The party’s commitment to participatory twenty-first-century socialism is
         further corroborated not only by its participation in the Venezuelan call for a Fifth
         International but also by its political practice (ContraPunto, 2009). Specifically, the government plan to which Funes and the FMLN have agreed
         was developed through a process of open social dialogue, an exercise in participatory
         democracy that included the active contribution of Salvadorans from all across the
         country and even in the diaspora. The process through which the Salvadoran road to
         socialism is being built today tries to put into practice Handal’s concept of the
         democratic revolution, but at the same time it also highlights one of the FMLN’s central
         challenges arising out of its alliance with Funes: the president’s inability or unwillingness
         to make profound changes to resolve the Salvadoran people’s most urgent problems.
         Handal (1993) summarized this challenge succinctly when he presciently wrote, 
      

      
         In other words, revolutionary power should carry out the changes whose time has come,
            the urgent tasks, the historical changes whose delay holds back development, and in
            this way assure the advance, step by step, towards socialism. . . . One of the great
            challenges of the revolution is to keep the majority of the people connected to the
            project. To do this, it will be necessary to prove its efficiency. And the project’s
            efficiency will be demonstrated as it moves promptly to solve the most urgent problems
            of the people’s daily lives: food, healthcare, housing, and education, with the participation
            of the people themselves.
         

      

      The Funes-FMLN administration has been characterized precisely by its strong emphasis
         on these five areas. 
      

      
      Other Relevant Issues

      
      In Nicaragua those who regard themselves as Sandinistas have been divided since 1994,
         and nothing suggests that this will change in the foreseeable future. After a short-lived
         alliance with the FSLN for the 2001 elections, the Movimiento de Renovación Sandinista
         (Sandinista Renovation Movement; MRS) ran its own presidential candidate for the 2006
         elections, entered into an electoral alliance with Arnoldo Alemán’s Partido Liberal
         Constitucionalista (Constitutionalist Liberal Party; PLC) for the 2008 municipal elections,
         and allied itself with the Partido Liberal Institucional (Liberal Institutional Party;
         PLI) for the 2011 presidential elections. Through the years the FSLN spokesperson
         Rosario Murillo has made a few timid appeals urging dissidents to return to the “Sandinista
         family” (El Nuevo Diario, 2006), but the response has been that the FSLN today represents not Sandinista ideology
         but a new brand termed orteguismo (Puente Sur, 2012). What began as a split based largely on ideological differences has been exacerbated
         by personal differences, making reconciliation improbable as long as those who presided
         over the split continue to dominate the political scene. The FMLN has also experienced
         several episodes of splintering since 1994, but in contrast to the Nicaraguan case
         none of these splinter groups claim to be the true “Farabundistas.” Instead, several
         have tried to start their own social democratic parties; the Ejército Revolucionario
         del Pueblo (People’s Revolutionary Army; ERP) leadership attempted to create the Democratic
         Party in 1994, and a reformist faction tried to create the Revolutionary Democratic
         Front in 2005 (Perla, Mojica, and Bibler, 2013). At the other extreme the Revolutionary
         Tendency faction has split off to create the movement for participatory democracy
         titled Movimiento Nuevo País (New Country Movement), which is in the process of becoming
         a political party (Gutiérrez, 2012b).
      

      
       While maintaining the ban on therapeutic abortion remains an indelible stain on both
         the FMLN’s and the FSLN’s track record on women’s empowerment, the two parties at
         the same time have adopted policies in favor of women’s rights and participation.
         In Nicaragua, this has occurred through the 2012 Law of Municipalities, according
         to which half of the candidates of each party participating in municipal elections
         must be women. While the initiative was attacked by some groups for being limited
         to the municipal level, it was approved without opposition in the national assembly
         and effectively improved the conditions for increased political participation by women
         in Nicaragua, which ranks as the second highest in the Americas and ninth in the world
         in this regard (INFOLATAM, 2012). In El Salvador, high-ranking FMLN women have criticized
         Funes’ unwillingness to decriminalize abortion in the case of rape, incest, threat
         to the life of the mother, and fetal malformation and their own party’s unwillingness
         to fight for women’s rights to reproductive health (Valencia, 2010). Nevertheless,
         the party has pushed for legislative changes to improve material conditions for women,
         including the Law of Gender Equity and Equality and the Law against Domestic Violence
         (Asamblea Nacional, 2011; UNFPA, 2011).
      

      
       Regarding CAFTA, the FSLN, while at first an opponent, has opted to make the best
         of the arrangement and use it to bolster employment and promote stable labor relations.
         Since 2010, the Sandinistas’ approach has been to introduce a “tripartite agreement”
         between government, labor unions, and free zone factory owners. The agreement stipulates
         “a gradual annual wage increase averaging 9 percent from 2011–2013, allowing foreign
         companies to accurately project labor costs without having to renegotiate minimum-wage
         increases every six months, as required by law. In exchange for wage concessions,
         the labor unions were promised a series of social benefits in areas of health, education,
         transportation and subsidized food baskets from the state food bank Enabas” (Nicaragua Dispatch, 2012). While by no means a panacea, the agreement lays the foundation for a government
         mediation model that could produce additional benefits for all parties involved. Meanwhile,
         the Funes administration has refused to revisit CAFTA, even though the FMLN and labor
         organizations continue to call for its revision. Nevertheless, the FMLN and allied
         labor movement organizations have pushed for a reform of the Free Trade Zone law,
         which is currently being discussed in the national assembly (Cruz Tornay, 2012). Finally,
         plans to pursue an aggressive 1980s-style agrarian reform based on expropriations
         are apparently not under consideration by the present Sandinista administration. Instead,
         the government has focused on the legalization and distribution of property titles,
         many of which have remained in legal limbo since the 1980s. Official figures indicate
         that between 2007 and the first trimester of 2013 the Sandinistas had distributed
         a total of 114,625 urban and rural property titles (Intendencia de la Propiedad, 2013).
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In traveling the road to socialism, both the FSLN and the FMLN face a number of common
         challenges, ranging from the specter of the reenactment of Cold War politics and the
         attempts by their national and international enemies to generate permanent fear through
         psychological warfare to the electoral need to enter into alliances with actors that
         do not adhere to a revolutionary agenda. Another challenge is the very limited economic
         resources available to undertake the transformation of the neoliberal matrix that
         contributed to the impoverishment of their respective societies. 
      

      
       While there are significant differences in how the two parties are traveling the
         road to socialism, both the FSLN and FMLN versions have several features in common.
         First, both see the state as an important economic actor, in terms of its regulatory
         and administrative functions but also as an active participant in the economy. Second,
         both emphasize economic justice through policies that benefit the poorest sectors
         of society by reducing poverty and inequality. Third, both seek to broaden their international
         bases of support while trying to maintain good diplomatic relations with the United
         States. Fourth, both are still willing to confront local elite and powerful international
         forces on important issues such as the Honduran coup and redistributive policies.
      

      
       However, to date, the similarity between the two has had its limits, especially since
         the FMLN does not directly hold executive office. This difference has manifested itself
         in the Sandinistas’ willingness to challenge the United States in international relations,
         such as relations with Iran and membership in ALBA. Taking advantage of the resources
         ALBA provides has allowed the FSLN to finance social programs without raising taxes.
         In contrast, the FMLN has successfully pushed the Funes administration to raise taxes
         to fund new and increased social expenditures, but El Salvador has neither joined
         ALBA nor challenged the United States on international affairs. While FMLN leaders
         are ideologically predisposed to a more independent foreign policy than is the Funes
         administration, they have also tried to send strong diplomatic signals to show that
         they are not looking to confront Washington. These include several recent visits by
         FMLN presidential candidate Salvador Sánchez Ceren to meet with the State Department,
         congressional leaders, and other elected officials, which have been highly touted
         on the party’s official websites, in TV spots, and in pronouncements (Perla, 2013).
         
      

      
       What initially appear to be inconsistencies between ideology and practice in the
         two parties are in fact quite compatible with their strategic revolutionary objectives
         once we understand that they are often measured on the basis of the revolutionary
         mystique from which they originated and that their tactical decisions are often conflated
         with their strategic visions. Both the Sandinistas and the FMLN have instituted positive
         changes, especially in the area of distributive policy to benefit the poorest classes.
         Both governments have implemented reforms that have increased spending on education,
         health care, and programs to alleviate extreme poverty. Nicaragua has relied heavily
         on ALBA funding, while El Salvador has received funding from the United States but
         has also started to generate resources by making the country’s tax structure more
         progressive. In confronting U.S. hegemony in the region, both countries initially
         opposed the coup in Honduras, but El Salvador’s position quickly began to line up
         with Washington’s despite the FMLN’s opposition. 
      

      
       In the meantime, given the international correlation of forces arrayed against them,
         both are making significant improvements in the daily lives of their citizens. Both
         parties espouse changes that have the potential to lead to radically more just societies.
         So far they have not implemented structural transformations in their economies, but
         neither have they renounced the intention of doing so, and both have continued to
         express their socialist aspirations.
      

      
      Notes

      
         This chapter originally appeared as “The Twenty-First-Century Left in El Salvador
            and Nicaragua:  Understanding Apparent Contradictions and Criticisms,”  in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 83–106.
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            1. Because ALBANISA is a private corporation, its spending does not have to be approved
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                  funds would be available in the event of the party’s losing a future election.
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                  distributed among Sandinista sympathizers (Cruz-Feliciano, 2009).
               

            

         

         
            5. Among the organizations working with the Ministry of Education to organize literacy
                  brigades are the Salvadoran American National Association, SHARE El Salvador, the
                  Committee in Solidarity with the People of El Salvador, and the Unión Salvadoreña
                  de Estudiantes Universitarios (Union of Salvadoran University Students). The first
                  group of volunteers participated during the summer of 2012. On the importance of solidarity,
                  see Perla (2008).
               

            

         

         
            6. In employing the term “revolutionary” we do not intend a judgment on whether the Sandinista
                  government can be considered truly revolutionary. Instead, we use it to distinguish
                  between leftist governments that claim to be on a revolutionary road (Venezuela, Bolivia,
                  and Ecuador) and those that do not (Uruguay, Brazil, and Peru).
               

            

         

         
            7. For Nicaragua, see http://www.confidencial.com.ni/articulo/770/la-economia-politica-delorteguismo, and for El Salvador, see http://www.elsalvador.com/mwedh/nota/nota_completa.asp?idCat=6351&idArt=5210692. 
               

            

         

         
            8. The IMF’s Extended Credit Facility, in which Nicaragua participates, lists as part
                  of its purpose to “help catalyze additional foreign aid.” 
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         Different Visions Shaping Current Changes

         
         
      

      
      The shape of Cuba’s “reformed,” “updated,” or “renewed” socialism currently in the
         making depends on the relative influence of fundamentally different ways of understanding
         socialism and envisioning Cuba’s future. The main visions that predominate in internal
         debates largely coincide in maintaining that Cuba’s main long-term goal should be
         a more just society, liberated from economic hardship, but they differ markedly in
         the way they understand justice and freedom and thus socialism. Consequently, different
         Cubans tend to set different short- and medium-term goals and to propose different
         means for reaching them. This chapter identifies the main visions of socialism that
         are influencing current changes in a nation that, albeit for different reasons, continues
         to be of great interest throughout the world. As a Cuban committed to our future,
         I shall analyze the internal debate from an objective standpoint.
      

      
       I start with a brief contextualization of recent developments in Cuba and then examine
         three currents of opinion that I call the “statist,” the “economicist,” and the “self-managementist”
         (autogestionaria). No more than analytical tools, these terms are used to characterize different approaches
         to what should be done in order to save Cuba’s socialist project.[1]  I point to the main goals underpinning the three visions of socialism, which are
         reflected in the problems they identify in current Cuban society and the solutions
         they propose. I examine the differences among these positions with regard to social
         control, private enterprise, market relations, and worker participation in management,
         in particular whether to convert nonstrategic state enterprises into worker cooperatives.
         This discussion seeks to shed light on some of the assumptions on which these positions
         are based. I conclude with an assessment of the conditions that might facilitate the
         triumph of one position over the others in the “battle of ideas” that is currently
         taking place in Cuba and that will define its future.
      

      
       The study is based on an examination of public discourse (manifested in formal and
         informal debates and official declarations) and publications (academic and journalistic)
         in Cuba. Whereas in the past there was concern that public debate would undermine
         national unity and make it easier for the U.S. government to implement its destabilization
         programs, now Cubans are called upon to criticize problems openly and defend diverse
         solutions, and many are doing precisely that. Despite Cubans’ known passionate extroversion
         and inclination to exaggerate, there is a surprisingly friendly confrontation of different
         positions. This is reflected in a rich exchange about theoretical concepts and interpretations
         of reality that is taking place not only among policy makers and academics but also
         in newspaper letters to the editor, books and magazine articles, public workshops,
         Internet articles, blogs, films, and radio and television programs.
      

      
       While some government officials, academics, journalists, and bloggers have made explicit
         their visions of Cuba’s future or made statements that roughly correspond to one of
         the three positions, most people express aspects of all three. This chapter seeks
         not to classify Cubans by position—which could result in polarization—but to contribute
         to a more productive and thus respectful and non-personalized debate that will facilitate
         a new consensus about the society in which we all want to live.
      

      
      Recent Changes in Cuba

      
      The origin of current changes can be traced to a speech given by former President
         Fidel Castro on November 17, 2005, in which he warned for the first time publicly
         that the revolution could be reversed. In contrast to his assessments in the past,
         when the main causes of most economic problems in Cuba were attributed to U.S. economic
         sanctions and geopolitical warfare against Cuba,[2]  Castro said that the revolution’s major enemies were our own mistakes, especially
         unfair income inequality, vices such as theft, and lack of control and poor management
         decisions at high levels (F. Castro, 2005). Less than a year later, in July 2006,
         he became ill, and before undergoing surgery he ceded power to his legal successor
         and brother, Raúl Castro. Soon after, Raúl Castro began preparing for the deeper transformations
         that were needed to tackle those problems.
      

      
       In a speech on July 26, 2007, Raúl Castro referred to the need for “conceptual and
         structural changes” and proposed a national debate to identify the main problems besetting
         Cuban society. More than five million people participated in more than 215,000 meetings
         between September and November of 2007, and more than 1.6 million criticized the shortcomings
         of daily life, the underperformance of state institutions, and the behavior of public
         servants in bureaucratic posts. It was not the first time that this type of nationwide
         debate involving large numbers of people had taken place in Cuba. Following the collapse
         of the Soviet Union, more than eighty thousand “workers’ parliaments” were held in
         workplaces, schools, and mass organizations in 1993,[3]  and more than three million people expressed concerns and put forward proposals
         on how to deal with the new situation. Similar public deliberations had also occurred
         in previous decades.
      

      
       The 2007 debate served as a prelude to the Sixth Congress of the Cuban Communist
         Party, but the only official information that immediately resulted from it was what
         everyone knew: that low salaries and inadequate food, transportation, and housing
         were Cubans’ main source of concern and that people were tired of prohibitions regarding
         their daily lives. Only a few of the measures that were expected to follow materialized
         in 2008–2009: the ability to buy certain goods and services previously limited to
         foreigners, the turning over of idle agricultural land to individuals and cooperatives,
         the elimination of committees in charge of approving the use of hard currency by state
         institutions (known as the Comités de Aprobación de Divisas), the creation of a national
         supervisory institution (Contraloría de la República), and initial steps toward reducing
         the size of ministries. Efforts were concentrated on dealing with the difficult financial
         situation that resulted from a series of costly hurricanes in 2008 and the international
         economic crisis.
      

      
       Since 2010, Raúl Castro has more emphatically warned about the importance of overcoming
         serious economic obstacles. The preservation and sustainability of Cuba’s socioeconomic
         system lay in the balance.[4]  Reflecting the need to solve longstanding problems with the management of the Cuban
         economy, the Sixth Congress was scheduled for April 2011 for the purpose of approving
         general guidelines to improve economic performance, including some social policies
         and other areas closely related to the economic sphere.
      

      
       The congress was preceded by debates in workplaces, neighborhoods, and social organizations
         over a document titled “Draft Guidelines for Economic and Social Policy” (PCC, 2010).
         People were encouraged to propose changes, express concerns, or simply make comments
         on it. The document was organized into chapters that listed expectations of what should
         happen in specific areas, such as economic management, macroeconomic policies, external
         economic relations, investment, science, technology, and innovation, social policy,
         agroindustry, industry and energy, tourism, transportation, construction, housing
         and water resources, and commerce. Many of the stated objectives, such as replacing
         imports and increasing exports, had been established in previous PCC congresses but
         remained to be achieved. Cubans were called on to reach consensus on the “what to
         do,” not the “how to do it.” It was suggested that the more complex discussion about
         how to reach the agreed-upon goals would occur later on, as new legislation and policies
         were prepared. Except for the 2008 Social Security and Labor Code (now being debated
         in workplaces), most legal changes have been passed with little public debate, perhaps
         because they involved implementation of ownership rights of personal property[5]  about which a consensus appeared to exist, and, more recently, because they are
         said to be consistent with the approved guidelines.
      

      
       However, even before the debates in preparation for the congress began in December
         2010, some measures were adopted and some experiments were carried out with the idea
         of later applying them on a wider scale. The most consequential economic measure,
         which has been called a veritable agrarian reform, had been in place since 2008. From
         2008 to mid-2011, nearly 15 percent of agricultural land (1.13 million hectares) had
         been given in usufruct to 146,000 individual farmers (70,000 new ones) and, to a lesser
         degree, to worker cooperatives, while recognizing that permanent (not only seasonal)
         wage labor was used by both.[6]  This process is redistributing land from ineffective state farms and cooperatives,
         mostly to private farmers and cooperatives. Over 170,000 people have acquired 1.54
         million hectares through it.[7] 
      

      
       Resolution 9 of the Ministry of Labor and Social Security of 2008 linked state workers’
         wages with productivity, following criteria approved by the ministry. These rules
         eliminated the cap on the amount workers could earn beyond their base salary, thus
         allowing for greater wage differentials. But their implementation has stagnated mainly
         because the ministry has ended up imposing productivity-tied pay schedules that are
         somewhat unrealistic.
      

      
       In early 2010, an experiment in several municipalities allowed some barbers, beauticians,
         and transportation workers to lease barbers’ chairs and taxis, respectively, from
         the state enterprises that previously employed them. Under the terms, the former state
         employees were obliged to cover all the costs of operation that the state had previously
         assumed but could freely set prices and keep the profits after taxes, whereas before
         they had, in effect, set prices higher than the regulated ones and kept the difference.
         After almost a year, the experiment was expanded to more economic activities and provinces
         and, one year later, to the entire nation.[8] 
      

      
       On October 25, 2010, a number of regulations were made public with regard to the
         process of “availability” (disponibilidad), in which state institutions were expected to relocate “excess” workers with reduced
         productivity, including those whose work units were closed down and those who declined
         to become leasers. Excess workers were estimated at over one million, or 20 percent
         of total employment, averaging 30 percent of state enterprises’ payrolls. These workers
         were to be offered alternative state jobs where there were openings, and if they decided
         to reject the offer they were to be laid off with only a few months’ pay, depending
         on how much time they had worked. The process was soon suspended because it was impossible
         to fulfill Raúl Castro’s commitment that no one would be “abandoned to his fate” (Martínez
         and Puig, 2011).[9] 
      

      
       Other rules were passed that made independent work (cuentapropismo) more flexible, including the possibility of hiring wage laborers on a permanent
         basis. Independent workers are now able to rent spaces, engage in economic transactions
         with state institutions, and receive bank credit. The number of licenses for independent
         work more than doubled in less than a year,[10]  in part because many simply legalized their status. In spite of high taxes, many
         enjoy benefits from having legalized their activities, such as access to retirement,
         security for disabilities and maternity, bank credit, and state contracts (Piñeiro,
         2011: 68–69). The number of independent workers has continued to rise, but at a slower
         rate.
      

      
       Noting that measures with such great consequences for Cubans’ lives (land rights,
         wages, labor relations, etc.) had been approved in previous years, some argued that
         the Sixth Congress was only a “show” to ratify decisions already made. Nonetheless,
         there was massive participation in the discussion of the draft guidelines. From December
         2010 to February 2011, nine million Cubans out of a total population of about eleven
         million (although since most participated in more than one meeting they were counted
         more than once) discussed the document in their places of work and study, their neighborhoods,
         and their social organizations. About 68 percent of the more than two hundred guidelines
         were modified. But only a few of the changes, such as those related to market planning
         and prices, were substantial.
      

      
       Some have criticized the congress for concentrating on “economic” problems that in
         reality cannot be separated from political, cultural, and social ones (D’Angelo, 2011a).
         Given the complexity of the Cuban economic system and the challenges it faces, the
         decision to concentrate attention on that front is understandable. Nevertheless, one
         of the most important goals incorporated into the guidelines—in addition to the expansion
         of non-state enterprises (private and cooperative), greater autonomy for state enterprises,
         and greater weight for market relations—is that local governments should play a guiding
         role in state and non-state economic activities, creating new enterprises, collecting
         taxes, and handling funds earmarked for local development.
      

      
       Other important political measures were announced at the congress. In his closing
         speech, Raúl Castro proposed establishing a limit of two consecutive five-year terms
         for “fundamental political and state posts” and defended the current law establishing
         that party membership is not a requirement for occupying public posts (R. Castro,
         2011a). He suggested that substantial changes in the political system and a rejuvenation
         of the party national leadership would take place at the PCC conference set for January
         28, 2012.[11]  Changes in the newly elected membership of the Central Committee, including greater
         representation in terms of gender, race, and, to a lesser extent, age, could be considered
         a “first step.”[12]  In contrast, the PCC Political Bureau continued to be dominated by men who came
         from the ranks of longtime leaders of the revolution, especially the “historic generation”
         (those who had led the revolution since the 1950s).
      

      
       The 2012 Party Conference was disappointing in that there was less younger representation
         than had been announced and a lack of significant changes to party rules and organization.
         The most important change in the political system so far has occurred in two new provinces
         (Artemisa and Mayabeque, west and south of Havana), which have been granted greater
         autonomy at the same time that there has been a separation between the provincial
         government executive and legislative bodies (Consejo de Administración and Asamblea
         del Poder Popular). In addition, some provincial governments have taken steps to become
         more accountable directly to the population and are scrutinized more in the local
         media.
      

      
       The public debate leading up to the PCC congress has been also criticized on the
         grounds that it did not include ideological or ethical issues (D’Angelo, 2011a; Campos,
         2011c). Socialism, which was referred to only twice in the draft document, was defined
         in the final document as “equality of rights and opportunities” (PCC, 2010: 5). Nevertheless,
         the executive commission (the CIDEL) that oversees implementation of the guidelines,
         which is headed by former Minister of Economy and Planning Marino Murillo, is soon
         to be finished with the first draft of an “integral theoretical conceptualization
         of the Cuban socialist economy” (R. Castro, 2011b; Murillo in Juventud Rebelde, December 14, 2012). Now that Fidel and Raúl Castro have acknowledged the unsustainability
         of Cuba’s current “socialist model” and the need to update or change it, it is important
         to fill in this “ideological vacuum” so that socially minded Cubans can be less fearful
         about the future and help shape the new social pact that will emerge. There is also
         dissatisfaction with the way in which various statements from the debate process were
         synthesized by PCC functionaries and with the failure to establish a horizontal exchange
         of ideas among PCC nuclei, workplaces, and neighborhoods (D’Angelo, 2011a; Campos,
         2011c). Despite these shortcomings, however, many have argued that the congress served
         to articulate long-recognized problems in the internal organization and management
         of the country and to craft a national consensus in favor of reforming Cuban socialism.
      

      
       Moreover, although some argue that the root causes of the inefficiency and ineffectiveness
         of the Cuban state have yet to be identified, this reform period can be distinguished
         from others in that self-criticism by government and state functionaries is more blunt
         and profound. There is an acknowledgment that the historic generation is obliged to
         rectify its errors and hand over a country in better shape to the next generation.
         Recent statements made by Raúl Castro and opinions published in Granma[13]  have addressed concerns that it is not realistic to expect changes from the same
         people who put the current rules and practices in place and have argued that bureaucrats
         who create obstacles to change should be forced to resign. Gradually, government positions
         occupied by members of the historic generation are being passed to younger people.
      

      
       Another important methodological aspect of the reform process has been the acknowledgment
         that changes must be guided by scientific research and continuous assessment of how
         they are perceived by the population as a whole. A Technical Counseling Committee
         was created in August 2012 to assist the CIDEL in crafting new measures and assessing
         its impact on Cuban society.
      

      
       Beginning in 2013, the reform process entered a more profound and complex stage with
         experiments in new cooperatives (both out of state enterprise units and on the basis
         of individual initiatives),[14]  more autonomy for state enterprises, and changes to monetary and fiscal policies.
         The process is marked by three main ideological positions, now to be analyzed.
      

      
      The Statists: Perfect State Socialism

      
      Socialism’s main goal for the “statists” should be a well-managed, representative
         state in control of society—a stronger state, not necessarily a bigger one but one
         that functions properly and ensures that subordinates perform their assigned tasks.
         They stress that such a state differs from a capitalist one in that it responds to
         the interests of working people, not private capital. In the statists’ view, a centralized
         state with a vertical structure is best suited to providing all citizens with goods
         and services to satisfy their basic needs. Faced with the shortcomings of top-down
         planning, however, some statists have accepted a degree of market relations as inevitable.
         In their vision of socialism, horizontal coordination of autonomous individual or
         collective actors is impossible and will only generate chaos; democratically managed
         organizations are inefficient and conducive to social conflict and disintegration.[15]  At the center of the statists’ strategy is bringing control to the Cuban economy,
         and the reduction of fiscal and commercial deficits is the number one priority. This
         thinking, however, has sometimes been translated into the cutting of services, closing
         of enterprises, and levying of taxes that are too high for both state and non-state
         enterprises.
      

      
       The statists deny that major, fundamental changes are needed. They believe that with
         more control by state managers and the party,[16]  along with some decentralization and consultation with the people, the current institutions
         can work properly. However, some accept that the state should withdraw from the management
         of small enterprises and that local governments should have their own resources to
         solve problems. They repeat Raúl Castro’s call for a “change of methods” but do not
         recognize a need to allow institutions to be more autonomous and democratic or to
         guarantee transparency by means of, for instance, the publication of data on the budgets
         of local governments and state enterprises.[17] 
      

      
       The main problems of Cuban society according to the statists are lack of discipline;
         insufficient control; the low standards set by managers, ministry functionaries, and
         party members, which have led to low productivity; disorganization; widespread petty
         theft; and corruption, which, although substantially less serious than in other countries,
         is still considered unacceptable. The statists point to an unproductive tacit agreement
         that has been established between workers and managers: “We pretend to work, and you
         pretend to pay us.” Control, discipline, and consistency are indeed necessary for
         any project to be successful, and they have not been common among Cuban workers and
         administrators for decades.
      

      
       Although advocates of all three positions recognize a harmful lack of control in
         Cuban institutions, they differ in what they see as its root causes and therefore
         in the type of control methods that are effective and fair. Statists stress the cultural
         nature of the problem and maintain that it could be solved with education by traditional
         means. A “change of thinking” is presented as the key solution. In contrast, the economicists
         point to low wages and defend the need for adequate material incentives, while the
         self-managementists propose changing the way Cuban institutions are organized in favor
         of more democratic, less alienated forms of social relations.[18] 
      

      
       In short, the solution for statists is more control and supervision in the vertical
         structure along with a modicum of autonomy and a wider scope of legal responsibility
         for managers.[19]  External supervisory bodies are expected to keep state institutions in check, with
         directors making sure that subordinates fulfill their responsibilities. There is little
         recognition of the limits of external and vertical supervision, the advantages of
         self-monitoring by workers’ collectives, or the importance of transparency and true
         accountability in public institutions.
      

      
       The statist position is well represented in state bureaucracies among those who fear
         losing their posts—not an unfounded concern, since state institutions are being reduced
         or “rationalized.” This position is also supported by many ordinary Cubans who are
         tired of the social disorder that has arisen in the past decades. They want to restore
         order and reject more substantive changes for fear of losing the social achievements
         of the revolution. In addition, some intellectuals educated in Soviet-style Marxism
         reject any kind of decentralization and opening to any organization—whether private
         or collective—that is not directly and closely controlled by a heavily centralized
         state. Many officers in the Cuban military are undoubtedly close to statism because
         of their preference for order and control.
      

      
      Economicists: Market Socialism

      
      According to the “economicists,” the main goal of socialism should be to develop society’s
         productive forces in order to create more material wealth and lay the basis for true
         socialism; thus, they focus on productive capacity and overlook social relations.
         For them, economic growth generates an increase in purchasing power and in turn an
         improvement in the material conditions of people. They add that socialism implies
         redistribution of wealth and that if there is no wealth there is nothing to distribute
         (Márquez, 2011).[20] 
      

      
       For those who support this position, current changes in Cuba should aim, above all,
         at improving the performance of the Cuban economy in order to satisfy the “ever-increasing
         material needs of the people.” They argue that, with effective redistribution of wealth,
         all institutional arrangements that are efficient and productive are useful for building
         socialism.[21]  While for the statists private enterprises and market relations are risky but necessary
         evils to be tamed by the state, and for the self-managementists they are evils that
         can be gradually overcome with the expansion of alternative organizations that fuse
         economic and social goals, for the economicists both privatization and a market economy
         are essential for economic development.
      

      
       Economicists attribute the serious underperformance of the Cuban economy to centralization,
         state monopoly of economic activity, soft-budget constraints, and lack of private
         entrepreneurship and market relations. Although it may not be publicly acknowledged,
         economicists believe that the private capitalist management model (based on autonomous,
         nondemocratic managers responsive to private interests) is the most effective way
         to run an enterprise and that markets are the most efficient form of coordinating
         enterprise activity, allocating resources, and promoting efficiency and innovation.
      

      
       Economicists defend the notion that if economic actors are to behave optimally and,
         specifically, managers are to make the right decisions, and if workers are to increase
         productivity, material incentives and the “discipline of the market” are unavoidable.[22]  They add that producers should pay the consequences of their poor performance even
         if it is due to market changes or events beyond their control. They argue against
         paternalistic relations between Cubans and state institutions in which the former
         expect to have all their problems solved by the latter.
      

      
       The economicists play down warnings that their policies would aggravate inequality,
         the marginalization of social groups, the exploitation of employees in both private
         sector and more autonomous state enterprises, and the deterioration of the environment.
         These social concerns are to be dealt with at a future date and meanwhile should not
         be allowed to interfere with the advance of privatization and marketization.[23]  They point out that significant inequality in non-wage-related income is already
         a reality (Márquez, 2011: 6; Lambert, 2011). The economicists recognize that their
         policies will produce “winners” and “losers” depending on people’s ability to adapt
         to market imperatives, but add that some measures can be taken to limit the undesirable
         consequences of the reforms.
      

      
       “Social justice” is for economicists an uncomfortable, messy term: social goals are
         too abstract, and a tax system to control the income gap and legislation to protect
         customers, the environment, and wage workers is sufficient. They suggest that we must
         choose between efficiency with inevitable inequality, on one hand, and social justice
         with poor material conditions, on the other. In contrast, the self-managementists
         argue that genuine democratic management would lead to efficiency, productivity, equality,
         and justice (Chaguaceda and Centeno, 2011: 53; Guanche, 2011).
      

      
       As a means to achieve accelerated economic growth, the economicists propose the incorporation
         of Cuba into international production chains and policies to attract foreign investment.
         They point to the success of China and Vietnam in promoting growth by attracting direct
         foreign investment and Cuba’s need for external financing. In the process, however,
         they fail to mention the negative impacts of market reform in those countries, such
         as increasing signs of inequality, corruption, social unrest, environmental degradation,
         spiritual emptiness, and the dismantling of social programs. Indeed, they offer no
         suggestions for avoiding these undesirable consequences.
      

      
       The economicists disregard core Marxist arguments about labor exploitation and alienation.
         Their line of reasoning has influenced officials at the Ministry of Labor, who fail
         to recognize that hired workers are in a subordinate position to the person who hires
         them even if he or she also works (J. A. Rodríguez, 2011) and that this uneven relationship
         will increase as the availability of state jobs decreases. The denial of the unequal
         and largely antagonistic relationship between business owners and employees has influenced
         technocrats to ignore the need to protect the latter with a labor code or some rules
         to guarantee their minimum rights, and to keep off the table the complicated topic
         of allowing unions to make demands on management in favor of the workers.
      

      
       Economicists tend to disregard arguments that point to the complexity of human behavior
         and social factors that explain the effectiveness of democratically managed enterprises.
         They ignore the advantages of cooperation over self-interest. Calls to employ other
         means of human fulfillment, such as harmonious relations among people, professional
         development, and social recognition, and warnings about the dangers of compulsive
         consumption appear to them utopian, dogmatic, and even antithetical to individual
         freedom.
      

      
       Economicism finds fertile ground among state technocrats and bureaucrats who assume
         that the private sector will regulate itself through the operation of the market and
         therefore social concerns can be overlooked. The most fervent economicists tend to
         be enterprise administrators who hope that they will be left to manage a state enterprise
         as they see fit, avoiding all the barriers and restrictions that centralized planning
         currently creates. Achieving more autonomy and less supervision, less job security,
         and only formal worker participation appears to them an almost perfect arrangement.[24]  At the same time, economicism characterizes the thinking of many ordinary Cubans
         influenced by the discourse that favors efficiency over social goals and attributes
         China’s and Vietnam’s economic growth to privatization and marketization. Some academics,
         speaking the language of mainstream scholarly circles, are the most outspoken defenders
         of economicist views.
      

      
      Self-Managementists: Democratic Socialism

      
      The self-managementists defend the need for a social order that is more just and sustainable
         than capitalism. They envision a different path, both from the state-centered socialism
         that has largely characterized the Cuban version of the system that the statists are
         now trying to refashion and from the market-guided socialism that the economicists
         present as the only feasible model. Self-managementists argue that there can be no
         real socialism without solidarity, equality, and substantive democratic participation
         of the people in decision making in all spheres of life (political, economic, cultural,
         etc.). The essence of socialism is the creation of mechanisms of self-management in
         communities and workplaces up to the national—and eventually global—level, that is,
         a democratic social control of society, the state, the economy, and all social institutions.[25] 
      

      
       The self-managementists embrace the humanist, emancipatory, and egalitarian ideals
         that have marked the Cuban Revolution since its inception.[26]  They are also inspired by the conceptualizations of twenty-first-century socialism
         that have been guiding transformation processes in Latin America in recent years (see
         Steve Ellner’s introduction to this book), particularly in Venezuela, Bolivia, and
         Ecuador.[27]  Along these lines, they argue that the goal of socialism should be overall human
         development (Fernández and Guanche, 2010: 4, 10–11). For them, supreme happiness,
         freedom, and fulfillment are achieved by allowing people to develop their capacities
         through active participation in everyday social activity in an environment where the
         control of decision making has been democratized or “socialized.”[28]  To build socialism is to free individuals from all forms of oppression, subordination,
         discrimination, and exclusion that impede the satisfaction of their material and spiritual
         needs; it is to achieve a society in which people are active, conscious subjects rather
         than passive beneficiaries of welfare programs. Self-managementists seek emancipation
         both from an oppressive state and political system and from undemocratic economic
         institutions.[29] 
      

      
       For self-managementists, the goal of Cuban socialism should not be to satisfy the
         ever increasing material needs of its citizens but to create conditions that allow
         them to fully develop their capacities as human beings and thus satisfy their material
         and spiritual needs, assuming that material needs will change under a more liberating
         daily life. Although wage labor and market relations are also forms of oppression
         to be overcome, most self-managementists agree that they should not be proscribed
         and that society can advance toward their gradual conversion or virtual elimination
         by making democratically managed enterprises and socialized horizontal exchange more
         effective and attractive (Piñeiro, 2011: 70–76).
      

      
       The main problem of Cuban socialism for self-managementists has been the lack of
         substantive participation of workers and citizens in the administration of their lives
         and society. Decisions at the central state level and all the way down to local governments
         and enterprises have too often been made without the true participation of the people
         (Espacio Laical, 2011a: 20–21; Espina, 2008: 137; Campos, 2011b). Economic imperatives would have
         been taken into consideration, they argue, if experts and affected social groups had
         participated in decision-making processes that have been limited to state functionaries.
      

      
       The self-managementists attribute the underperformance of state institutions to the
         insufficient sense of true ownership (which is not the same as legal property) by
         workers and even managers. This position sees the attitude of workers toward ownership
         or property as essentially derived from the nature of the decision-making process
         and thus the social relations that are established, while statists would argue that
         it derives from education of workers about their rights and duties (Vascós, 2009:
         104) and economicists that it derives from material incentives such as linking workers’
         income to individual performance.[30]  It is low democratic participation, insufficient democratic control of management
         and executive bodies, that, along with insufficient incomes, results in low levels
         of work motivation, mistaken management decisions, and corruption (Campos, 2011b).
         Without true ownership by workers and citizens in general, it is argued, there will
         be no motivation to ensure that resources are used properly (Espacio Laical, 2011b: 19).[31] 
      

      
       While for self-managementists workplace democracy is indispensable, both statists
         and economicists view it as a utopian concept that challenges the necessary role of
         their vanguard cadres and experts or entrepreneurs and would result in underperformance
         and chaos. Self-managementists argue that self-management in the form of cooperatives,
         co-management, and community enterprises in coordination with democratically managed
         local governments is not easy to accomplish but is necessary to achieve higher levels
         of development of both workers’ capacities (manual, intellectual, and spiritual) and
         the productive forces, since social control ensures that resources are used effectively
         at the same time that it provides positive incentives to increase productivity.
      

      
       Self-managementists argue that converting nonstrategic state enterprises into cooperatives—without
         ignoring the need for workers’ willingness and preparation—is preferable economically
         and ethically to both the current situation and the proposals for renting the enterprises
         to private entrepreneurs. Economicists do not oppose cooperatives, mostly because
         they see them as a first step toward the eventual privatization of larger enterprises.
         In contrast, statists distrust any arrangement in which the state would lose direct
         control.
      

      
       Defenders of self-management place great emphasis on the need to democratize not
         just enterprises but the economy and thus society at large, but they have differing
         viewpoints regarding the degree to which self-managed enterprises should operate through
         market relations. Most of them favor decentralized, horizontal exchange relations
         among economic actors and have faith that worker-managed enterprises will behave responsibly
         on behalf of the interests of society as a whole. Some self-managementists maintain
         that the fundamental space of participation should lie in the workplace and overlook
         the consequences of market forces. Others, however, warn that democratically managed
         enterprises are not immune to market logic and thus favor a degree of control exercised
         by local governments and social organizations.[32] 
      

      
       The self-managementist position highlights the need not only to redistribute wealth
         but also to change the way it is created by democratizing the economy and establishing
         relations of freely associated labor. This, they contend, would take us closer to
         true socialist property, which in turn would also stimulate productivity (Perera and
         Martín, 2011; Martínez, 2009: 33–34; Espacio Laical, 2011b: 43; Espina, 2008: 134–135). Democratization at the point of production is
         what Marx identified as the basis of a society that has truly transcended the capitalist
         order (Campos, 2006). The self-managementists note that these changes, and not only
         higher wages or greater autonomy for managers, generate high productivity and efficiency
         and at the same time promote the development of “new” socialist men and women (Tablada,
         2009: 141–145, 148–149; Espina, 2008: 135–137).[33] 
      

      
      Those who identify with this position warn of the risks of decentralizing government
         and enterprises without democratization and without taking into consideration the
         interests of workers and all those affected by their activities.[34]  Some defend the need to establish—in addition to a sound regulatory framework—spaces
         for democratic coordination between producers, consumers, and other social groups
         (environmentalists, feminists, minorities, etc.) so that the local economies respond
         to social interests rather than profit maximization and market laws (as may have occurred
         in Yugoslavia).[35] 
      

      
       It is difficult to determine which sectors of Cuban society identify with the self-managementist
         position. Support is related not so much to geographical or employment factors as
         to exposure to these “alternative” ideas. Bombarded by bold messages for privatization
         and marketization, it is not surprising that many consider self-management proposals
         “utopian” or impractical. Also, the idea of democratic participation may have lost
         its meaning among Cubans because authorities have constantly insisted that the nation’s
         political system, local governments, and state enterprises are the most participatory
         possible and because the independent decision-making capacity of agricultural cooperatives
         has been severely curtailed. The staunchest advocates of the self-managementist position
         are undoubtedly intellectuals and professionals who have been exposed to alternative,
         post-Stalinist socialist ideas and the discourse about twenty-first-century socialism
         that resonates in Latin America. Nevertheless, the position’s appeal goes beyond these
         circles, and for very practical reasons. As the wages of state workers have become
         tied to the performance of their enterprises, some workers have become increasingly
         interested in having control over them, even demanding to be able to elect managers.[36]  Some of these workers and other Cubans even defend the proposal to convert most
         nonstrategic state enterprises into cooperatives.[37]  As Cubans have started to suffer the consequences of the expansion of private enterprises
         and the adjustments in state institutions, they have begun to raise concerns about
         expanding selfishness and insensitivity and about the undemocratic practices of state
         managers and local authorities.[38] 
      

      
      Final Considerations

      
      Cuban society is currently engaged in defining its future direction, whether toward
         a better-organized state-led society, a more market-based one, a more democratic one,
         or—more likely—a combination of the three. Some evidence can be brought to bear on
         the question of the weight of each position and whether it is likely to grow or diminish
         in influence.
      

      
       Without a doubt, the economicist position is the one that currently predominates
         both within the state and among a majority of Cubans. After more than twenty years
         of hardship, Cubans are first and foremost interested in increasing their incomes
         in order to satisfy basic needs. Heavily exposed to the prevailing world view that
         private enterprise and markets work best, many believe that privatization and marketization
         represent the best path to sustained economic growth and prosperity. Faced with the
         failure of state enterprises and top-down planning and largely unaware of other ways
         of socializing the economy, they see no alternative. At the same time, however, Cubans
         generally do not consider private enterprise and markets natural and hope to prevent
         their inequalities and other negative side effects, such as price differentials and
         excessive profits.
      

      
       Statist positions are openly recognized as representing the status quo and what Cuba
         needs to move away from and are thus rejected by the vast majority of the population.
         The statist position, however, still enjoys significant support within the state and
         among Cubans who place a premium on social services. In fact, some argue that the
         final version of the Sixth Congress’s guidelines is less economicist and more statist
         than the initial draft.[39]  Additional evidence of the economicists’ loss of influence includes the moratorium
         on the plan to lay off 10 percent of the Cuban work force and the increase in subsidies
         and social security expenditures, at least those related to health issues and injuries,
         in the first semester of 2011 (Fernández Sosa, 2011).
      

      
       Although initially it was not present in the official discourse, current changes
         in Cuba are increasingly informed by the self-managementist position. There is little
         of the self-managementist vision in the guidelines. The document fails to incorporate
         the self-managementists’ main goals (satisfaction of people’s broader needs, such
         as human development, and participatory democracy and democratic control of social
         institutions) (Espacio Laical, 2011b: 29). Although President Raúl Castro had made reference to the importance of
         “participation,”[40]  the guidelines mention it only three times, and mostly in the sense of “consultation”
         (PCC, 2011: 21, 22, 38). The document’s stated goal of providing state enterprises
         and municipal governments with more autonomy is a positive step, but it is still far
         from recognizing the need to democratize them. This shortcoming accurately reflects
         the fact that self-managementists were not particularly influential when the guidelines
         were drafted in 2010–2011.
      

      
       But some self-managementist ideas are gaining support and have been adopted by policy
         makers. Cooperatives have been defined as preferable to private businesses and will
         receive preferential treatment. The idea that those affected by a decision should
         take part in it is now a recurring theme in official discourse. More spaces for public
         debate are emerging. Other signs of the increasing weight of the self-managementist
         position have emerged recently, in the form of articles in official newspapers defending
         the need for workers to participate fully in management decisions and thus begin to
         resemble true owners.[41]  Some have warned that without participation and social control of autonomous local
         governments and enterprises, Cuba is paving the way for the restoration of capitalism.[42] 
      

      
       However, the self-managementists are not waging the battle of ideas effectively.
         Only recently have the mainstream, official Cuban media begun to air some of their
         points of view. Some self-managementists behave like outsiders in that they distrust
         state institutions and fail to interact with the media. Furthermore, the defenders
         of self-management have not yet put forward detailed, realistic propositions. They—as
         well as the economicists—need to deal with the fact that more autonomous private or
         even collective enterprises are already resulting in an increase in prices, especially
         of basic goods and services, thus further reducing the real income of Cuban workers.
         Self-managementists also border on voluntarism when they fail to consider that not
         all Cubans are interested in assuming the responsibility of participating in management
         decision-making schemes. Their model of democratic socialism rests on the naïve assumption
         that people are willing and to some degree able to put up with the inconveniences
         of democratic decision making in their communities, workplaces, and broader organizations.
         In short, defenders of democratic socialism and self-management must do a better job
         of presenting clear proposals that address questions of feasibility and efficiency.
      

      
       The three main visions analyzed in this chapter (state socialism, market socialism,
         and democratic socialism based on self-management) cannot be reduced to “good” or
         “bad” choices. Such an analysis would be committing the same error of simplistic reasoning
         as does the “good-left”–“bad-left” thesis. As Ellner states in his introductory chapter
         and is reiterated in other chapters, the complexity of the challenges faced by leftist
         governments in power in Latin America today cannot be ignored. Most important, leftists
         are trying to transform their societies without a clearly defined vision of the desired
         society and with populations much more heterogeneous than in the previous century.
         In Cuba’s case, its recent history and its relations with the United States cannot
         be overlooked. Cuba has initiated the current reform process from a different starting
         point than other Latin American nations, particularly Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador,
         whose leftist governments have decided to take the socialist path. Thus, certain transformations,
         such as decreasing state intervention in the economy and decentralizing economic and
         governmental activities, are necessary in Cuba, in contrast to the leftist agenda
         in those countries. Although for some it might appear that Cuba is moving away from
         socialism, the current reform process could be seen as advancing toward socialist
         goals. Nevertheless, the risk of losing direction cannot be dismissed.
      

      
       Indeed, the three ideological positions analyzed in this chapter all make legitimate
         points and put forward convincing proposals that need to be considered in the strategic
         decisions that are made. However, the desirability of democracy—not the formal, liberal
         representative one, but the substantive, “participatory” one—is now widely accepted
         throughout the world. Thus, from a normative perspective, deepening democracy would
         appear more desirable than conferring inordinate power on state functionaries who
         pledge to represent the interests of society or on resourceful economic actors who
         make decisions from the shadows through an “invisible hand” that affects us all.
      

      
       In the current process of redefining the kind of socialism that is desirable for
         Cuba, there is an alternative to “state socialism” and “market socialism.” If the
         goal is to create the fairest society possible, more space needs to be opened up for
         the discussion of self-managementist proposals in the public media, at the same time
         that public discourse should center on the values of equality, justice, and solidarity.
         The important role that direct, participatory democracy has played in other current
         revolutionary processes in Latin America, particularly where the radical left is in
         power, should influence the Cuban debate. In this way, the basic principles and the
         social cohesion that have sustained the revolution may be advanced rather than weakened.
      

      
      Notes

      
         An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 107–125.
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            1. The term “building socialism” is interpreted differently by each position because
                  conceptualizations of “socialism” or a “socialist society” differ. The use of the
                  term highlights that advancing toward a “superior” social order is a process that
                  is gradual and nonlinear. Some see “Communism” (the concept put forward by Marx, not
                  the one associated with countries ruled by Communist parties) as the most advanced
                  stage of socialism, while others see it as a utopia that can never be reached but
                  serves to shed light on the desired direction of the post-capitalist transformation
                  process.
               

            

         

         
            2. The impact of Washington policies undoubtedly weighs heavily on Cuba’s economic problems
                  by largely succeeding in preventing Cuba from accessing U.S. products and markets
                  and, most important, from using the international financial and credit system. The
                  Cuban economy also suffers heavily from Washington’s ban on investments in Cuba, not
                  only by U.S. firms but by any firm with some participation or presence in the United
                  States. Cuba’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs asserts that the blockade “constitutes
                  the most important obstacle for the development of our country” (B. Rodríguez, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            3. Mass organizations such as the Women’s Federation, the Workers’ Union, and the Communist
                  Youth League are supposed to represent those particular interests and are invited
                  to most spaces of decision making.
               

            

         

         
            4. “If we do not fix it we will fall into an abyss,” because “we cannot spend more than
                  we produce forever” (R. Castro, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            5. New legislation allows Cubans to sell their cars and houses (292 Gaceta oficial 31, September 27, 2011; and 288 Gaceta oficial 35, November 2, 2011) and facilitates their access to credit and subsidies for housing
                  construction (289 Gaceta oficial 40, November 21, 2011; and Gaceta oficial 1, January 4, 2012, respectively).
               

            

         

         
            6. Declarations by MINAG functionary Pedro Olivera Gutiérrez, in the Round Table television program on May 16, 2013.
               

            

         

         
            7. According to Pedro Olivera, a director of the Land Control Center of the Ministry
                  of Agriculture (Rasverg, 2011), and Lugo Fonte, president of Asociación Nacional de
                  Agricultores Pequeños (González, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            8. On December 1, 2011, these experiments were expanded to include all salons with up
                  to three chairs (Gaceta Oficial 36, November 11, 2011), while other services such as repairs, photography, and laundry
                  will be governed by similar arrangements in six provinces and will subsequently be
                  expanded to the entire nation (Gaceta oficial 46, December 23, 2011). All state barber shops and beauty salons with up to five
                  workers were leased to workers in 2012; taxis are being leased to current employees.
                  
               

            

         

         
            9. Informal estimates set the number of workers that have been declared “available” at
                  around 150,000 (Reuters, October 5, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            10. From 152,000 in October 2010 to more than 350,000 in October 2011. By May 2013 the
                  number had grown to more than 400,000 (Granma, May 20, 2013). More than 1.8 million workers are expected to join the non-state
                  sector by 2015 (Pedraza, 2010), representing 35 percent of total employment.
               

            

         

         
            11. Many expressed disappointment with the draft document for the conference because it
                  does not suggest real changes in the way the PCC operates in Cuba’s political system
                  (Espacio Laical, digital supplement 153, November 2011, editorial (http://www.espaciolaical.org, accessed January 23, 2012); retired diplomat and historian Pedro Campos, in Campos,
                  2011a; D’Angelo, 2011a).
               

            

         

         
            12. On the 115-member Central Committee, the representation of women increased from 13
                  percent to nearly 42 percent, and the percentage of blacks and people of mixed race
                  increased from 21 to 31 percent. At the same time, although the turnover was over
                  half, the average age of members did not decrease significantly.
               

            

         

         
            13. Raúl Castro (2011b), the journalist Félix López (Granma, September 30, 2011), and Tamargo Arenado’s letter to the editor (Granma, August 5, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            14. In December 2012, the legal framework for creation of the non-agricultural cooperatives
                  announced a year earlier was created (see Gaceta oficial 53, December 11, 2012), and since July 1, 2013, 126 cooperatives have received the
                  approval to start operating.
               

            

         

         
            15. See Bernal Camero’s letter to the editor (Granma, October 7, 2011) arguing against “giving bakeries to workers” on the ground that
                  “state production is the best and most secure option.”
               

            

         

         
            16. García Brigos’ letter to the editor (Granma, November 8, 2011) argued that what made a local bakery function better than others
                  was that local government delegates and other functionaries strongly “controlled and
                  demanded” a good product from workers. A letter by Broche Vidal stated, “If directors
                  are better, then their subordinates will be better yet” (Granma, September 16, 2011). See also Borges Mujica’s letter (Granma, January 8, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            17. See Anneris Ivette Leyva’s “El derecho a la información,” in Granma, July 8, 2011; and Pagola Berger’s, López Díaz’s, and E. González’s letters to the
                  editor in Granma, April 2, 2010; February 12, 2010; and July 15, 2011.
               

            

         

         
            18. See Campos (2011c) and Rodríquez Pérez’s letter to the editor (Granma, May 7, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            19. Fleites Rivero’s letter to the editor (Granma, September 5, 2011) blames administrators for not exercising sufficient control and
                  adds that their higher salaries should motivate them to do so.
               

            

         

         
            20. Díaz Vázquez (2011: 124, 130–131) claims that it was utopian to have attempted to
                  build “communism” on the basis of redistribution according to need rather than work
                  contribution. But he does not consider that both are based on the principle “from
                  each according to his capacity.” He adds that China and Vietnam, with their “organic
                  implementation of the market,” appear to confirm that it is impossible to build socialism
                  without going through a “mercantile period.” See also Labrada Fernández’s letter to
                  the editor (Granma, July 23, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            21. See Cruz Vento’s letter to the editor (Granma, February 19, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            22. See Hernández Lorenzo’s and Gil Leal’s letters to the editor (Granma, December 23, 2011; and February 24, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            23. Félix López suggests that social justice might be the “enemy of freedom and effectiveness”
                  (Granma, September 30, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            24. Some managers of small state enterprise units are said to be purposely underperforming
                  in the hope that the units will be rented to them in a way similar to the arrangements
                  for barber and beauty shops.
               

            

         

         
            25. Ricardo Ronquillo (2011) says that socialism “is possible only when transparent, democratic,
                  and real control by workers predominates.” Fernando Martínez (2009: 37) argues that
                  socialism leads to human liberation but requires conscious action by the people. The
                  social scientist Juan Luis Martín (Perera and Martín, 2011) agrees with Martínez that
                  socialism does not result automatically from the development of productive forces
                  and that real participation “conditions” the emergence of “social subjectivity.” See
                  Guanche (2009: 227–236) and Campos (2011b).
               

            

         

         
            26. The Cuban Revolution has been heavily influenced by the humanism of José Martí, Cuba’s
                  national hero. Other Cuban socialist thinkers such as Raúl Roa defended the need for
                  socialism and democracy and for emancipation and sovereignty through participation
                  in decision making and the control of elected representatives (Guanche, 2008). More
                  recently, Fernando Martínez (2009) has highlighted the emancipatory essence of socialism.
               

            

         

         
            27. The governments of Venezuela, Bolivia (with its concept of “living well” or buen vivir), and Ecuador (with its concept of the “citizens’ revolution”) emphasize the importance
                  of democratic participation in politics and the economy for the full development of
                  the people and thus for building a truly just society.
               

            

         

         
            28. Marx’s idea of human development through revolutionary practice has been highlighted
                  by the Canadian Marxist economist Michael Lebowitz (2009) and has influenced the analysis
                  of Cuban thinkers such as Pedro Campos (2011c).
               

            

         

         
            29. Álvarez López’s letter to the editor (Granma, April 8, 2011) warns that “the law of supply and demand has been questioned in debates
                  I have participated in” and asks, “What is demand? What we need, or what we can really
                  buy?” He points out that the rich will always be able to buy, while those who have
                  much less will not. In their letters to the editor (Granma, May 20, 2011; and September 11, 2011), Chávez Domínquez and Lugo Domínquez denounce
                  the new private business practice of making purchases at state stores in order to
                  hoard goods and then resell them at higher prices.
               

            

         

         
            30. The philosopher José Ramón Fabelo (Bohemia, October 13, 2010) argues for harmonizing moral and material incentives, warning
                  that economic mechanisms by themselves are not adequate: If “people are not able to
                  decide what they produce and for whom, and to participate in management and planning,
                  and in addition are often not compensated for their work results, how can they feel
                  like owners?”
               

            

         

         
            31. José Antonio Fraga Castro, director of the LabioFam state enterprise, argues that
                  “the best way to solve current problems is to establish mechanisms and methods that
                  motivate workers to feel that their enterprises are really theirs and to substantively
                  participate in the management process” (Tribuna, July 12, 2011). Manso Borges’ letter to the editor (Granma, July 23, 2010) warns against privatization and supports the socialization of property
                  and worker management while defending the development of the workers’ capacities in
                  terms of their collective and individual interests.
               

            

         

         
            32. The anthropologist Yenisel Rodríguez argues for converting the non-state sector into
                  self-managed enterprises and allowing for market logics, “which do not necessarily
                  have to be capitalist ones” (Espacio Laical, 2011b: 31). Alzugaray sees democratic participation and social control as key and
                  adds, “Vietnam and China demonstrate that using money and mercantile instruments is
                  not in contradiction with the purpose of creating a more equal and just society” (Espacio Laical, 2011a: 26). Chaguaceda and Centeno (2011: 51) mistakenly see democratic planning
                  as an impediment to self-management and thus favor market relations. In contrast,
                  Guanche (2011) and Campos (2008) view democratic planning as a form of self-management
                  at the social level that is necessary in order to combine the interests of workers’
                  collectives with those of the communities and society at large. Academics and state
                  officials working on local development projects emphasize the need for “participatory
                  planning” in which “residents participate in the formulation of goals” (Hernández
                  Porto, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            33. Aledo Roller’s letter to the editor (Granma, April 9, 2011) says that “it is the way we organize our economic and material life
                  that, in the end, determines our social consciousness.” Roller defends the system
                  of worker cooperatives and explains that in socialism there should be no wage labor
                  and market competition, and the anarchy of production should not “rule our lives.”
               

            

         

         
            34. See D’Angelo (2011b) and Martín’s letter to the editor (Granma, October 22, 2010).
               

            

         

         
            35. Arturo López-Levy (Espacio Laical, 2011a: 30, 32) warns of the limitations inherent in real—as opposed to textbook—markets.
                  He argues against “economicist conceptions” and states that the goal of sustainable
                  development, along with social and environmental goals, should be prioritized over
                  economic growth. See also Sandoval López’s letter to the editor (Granma, September 30, 2011) complaining that the operators of the new private taxis don’t
                  care about people and suggesting “incentivizing solidarity” by reducing taxes for
                  those who charge more affordable prices and enabling supervision by the people. See
                  also Piñeiro (2011).
               

            

         

         
            36. See letters to the editor in Granma by Rodríguez Vega (September 23, 2011); Paéz del Amo (September 9, 2011); and Arteaga
                  Pérez (May 20, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            37. González Cruz’s and Marichal Castillo’s letters to the editor in Granma, January 7, 2011; May 14, 2011.
               

            

         

         
            38. Elías Argudín, columnist at the Havana weekly Tribuna, criticizes private barbers for trading their ethics for money and becoming “wolves
                  of men” (“Barberos de pacotilla,” May 27, 2012). See also Vera Blanco’s letter to
                  the editor (Granma, February 10, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            39. Instead of combining planning and markets, the guidelines stressed planning as the
                  central tool while taking into account market conditions. Where originally state enterprises
                  would have set prices freely, in the final version the pricing system is to be “revised.”
                  Nevertheless, the guidelines failed to specify how this will be done, nor did they
                  allow for a full opening to foreign investment, which is largely restricted to strategic
                  sectors.
               

            

         

         
            40. For example, “The excessively centralized model that currently characterizes our economy
                  will have to transit, with order and discipline and the participation of workers,
                  toward a decentralized system in which planning will predominate, as a key feature
                  of socialist management, but in a way that will not ignore market tendencies” (Castro,
                  2011c).
               

            

         

         
            41. Castañeda and Rubio (2011) propose “co-ownership” or co-management in state enterprises.
                  Many letters to the editor in Granma also suggest allowing for the creation of cooperatives that lease state businesses.
               

            

         

         
            42. Regalado García’s letter to the editor (Granma, March 12, 2010) warns against “going back to the past.”
               

            

         

      

   
      IV

      Economy, Society, and Media

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      Orthodox Marxism underlines the importance of objective conditions, such as levels
         of industrial development and the size of the industrial working class, in determining
         the feasibility of socialist revolution in a given country. In contrast, the twenty-first-century
         radical left focuses on social conditions and prioritizes social objectives, such
         as the incorporation of the marginalized sectors of the population into the political
         and cultural life of the nation and the improvement of their working conditions. The
         strategies that were devised form the basis of what I called in a previous published
         work on Venezuela the “social-based democratic model.” The approach is reflected in
         government-financed projects, such as cooperatives and community-based public works
         that emphasize the goals of popular participation and empowerment over production
         targets and cost-efficient investments. Another aspect of the radical left strategy
         is the encouragement of popular mobilization and social movements and organizations
         that take in many members of the marginalized sectors with little organizational experience.
         The communication media have sometimes depicted this rank and file as an ignorant
         mass that blindly follows a national caudillo. The above areas related to the Latin
         American radical left are explored in the three chapters in this section.
      

      
       Thomas Purcell’s chapter, consisting of three case studies of government-promoted
         “social production companies” (EPS) in Venezuela, sheds light on the tension within
         governing radical leftist movements between those emphasizing efficiency and productivity
         and those defending the primacy of social objectives. The author observes that in
         the management of EPS, efficiency, credit, and capital reinvestment were dealt with
         as mere “technical asides.” The one company under study with a degree of sustainability
         was a cacao-processing enterprise that ended up resembling a capitalist firm in several
         basic ways. Not only did it develop a hierarchical structure, but it eliminated direct
         relations with individual growers and instead relied on middlemen. Purcell suggests
         that the promotion of large-scale EPS capable of competing on the international market
         may be a more viable strategy. Nevertheless, he recognizes that “the complexity of
         the construction of a socialist alternative . . . cannot be reduced to a model based
         crudely upon productivist criteria.” In short, efficiency and economies of scale for
         the purpose of competing with private capital must be combined with social objectives.
         
      

      
       George Ciccariello-Maher argues that the relationship between Latin American leftist
         governments and social movements “is not without its complexities and even contradictions,”
         and in doing so demonstrates another basic flaw in the “good-left”–“bad-left” thesis.
         Moderate (or “good”) left governments such as that of Brazil have clashed with radical
         grassroots movements, even though Lula da Silva owed his original electoral success
         to them and thus hardly deserves the unrestrained praise that has been heaped on him.
         The record of the “bad left,” for its part, is far from uniform. Ciccariello-Maher
         points to Correa’s “ill-conceived attempt to co-opt radical constituent energy,” in
         contrast to Morales’ ability to “harness the [social] movements . . . against the
         backdrop of a weakened right.” Ciccariello-Maher takes issue (as does Federico Fuentes)
         not only with the “simplicity” of the good-left–bad-left thesis but also that of leftist
         critics who accuse Morales of embracing a “reconstituted neoliberalism.” Ciccariello-Maher
         claims that these writers have not correctly framed the issues and thus need to “shift
         emphasis,” since, at the end of the day, “the crucial question is not what leaders
         believe but what movements force them to do.” With regard to Venezuela, Ciccariello-Maher
         points out that the defenders of the good-left–bad-left thesis reserve their harshest
         words for Chávez,  even though the latter has had the best relations with social movements.
         Furthermore, these grassroots members “support the Bolivarian government in more or
         less critical ways.” Ciccariello-Maher underlines the complexity of the subject matter
         when he says that only by “pinpointing the extra-institutional side” can we come to
         a “richer and more complex understanding of the deep differences within” the radical left.
      

      
       Given the heterogeneity of the social base of the twenty-first-century radical left
         and the complexity of the challenges it faces, it is not surprising that the communication
         media, known for its tendency to simplify, have failed to provide accurate coverage
         of its governing experience. In addition, the anti-leftist bias of the corporate media
         explains their preference for moderate left governments over radical leftist ones.
         In his chapter, Kevin Young examines the U.S. media’s acceptance of the good-left–bad-left
         thesis, which exaggerates the differences between the two camps, underestimates or
         ignores complexities, and overstates the “failings of the bad-left countries in the
         realms of democracy, human rights, and economic performance.” Young points out that
         the differentiation between the “good” and the “bad” in Latin America dates back to
         the European conquest. Spanish and Portuguese ideologues justified “benevolent” intervention
         on grounds that it protected the “good” natives from the “bad” ones. Nevertheless,
         not all those who defended European domination accepted the duality, as more blatantly
         racist Europeans condemned indigenous culture as backward per se, if not barbarian.
         Young draws a comparison between these two viewpoints during the colonial period and
         slants in the media today regarding the Latin American left. While the “liberal media”
         embrace the two-left thesis, the more reactionary media represented by Fox News throw
         Lula and Chávez in the same category, as hostile to U.S. interests. 
      

      
      
      Chapter 9

      The Political Economy of Social Production Companies in Venezuela

      
         
         
         
         Thomas Purcell

         
         
      

      
      The countries that today stand at the forefront of “XXI century socialism” in Latin
         America—Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia—share an overriding commonality: how to use
         the wealth generated from natural resources in the radical transformation of both
         development and democracy. Indeed, notwithstanding the complexities and differences
         within and between these countries (see Becker and Fuentes, among others, in this
         volume), the role of natural resource rents, from the grassroots to the regional initiative
         ALBA, looms large.[1]   Yet with reference to the country that has advanced furthest in the construction
         of a socialist project and that is endowed with the largest reserves of natural resource
         wealth, a recent observer of Venezuela’s revolutionary project noted that “far from
         using the massive mining ground rent available for appropriation to concentrate industrial
         capital sufficiently to place the country in the worldwide vanguard of technological
         and scientific development, the Venezuelan economy has been using it to reproduce,
         though on an expanded scale, the previous limited form of capital accumulation” (Grinberg,
         2010: 194).  
      

      
       The limited form of capital accumulation to which Grinberg refers is that which Baptista
         and Mommer (1987: vii) have termed “rentier capitalism,” denoting the processes by
         which the profits from the oil sector are appropriated and transferred to the rest
         of society. While I believe Grinberg’s analysis captures the current limits of capital
         accumulation in Venezuela (and the region at large), more can also be gained from
         looking in more detail at the complexity and heterogeneity of particular development
         strategies of the current Latin American left in power—a theme to which this book
         addresses itself. This chapter focuses on the case of Venezuela through a critical,
         but sympathetic, exploration of empresas de producción social (social production companies; EPS) that were launched in 2005 as a tool to change
         the way communities produce and exchange goods. As with many projects launched during
         the Bolivarian Revolution, the initiative for EPS came from Chávez’s leadership and,
         in particular, his discovery of the writings of Hungarian Marxist Istvan Mészáros
         (Lebowitz, 2006: 107–108). In Mészáros’ Beyond Capital, social production is defined in terms of “the reorientation of the social reproductive
         process in such a way that the communally produced goods and services can be fully
         shared, and not individualistically wasted, by all those who participate directly
         in social production and consumption” (Mészáros, 1995: 769). This logic chimed with
         the ambitions of the newly declared XXI century socialism and the so-called endogenous
         development model, Venezuela’s contemporary strategy to stimulate internal networks
         of production and exchange through the investment of oil wealth in marginalized sectors
         of society and the economy (Nakatani and Herrera, 2008).[2]   This chapter sets out to investigate the political economy of EPS through an examination
         of their links with unincorporated sections of the population involved in small agrarian
         cooperatives.
      

      
       Specifically, as will be shown in the case studies, this refers to the way in which
         the mechanisms of government support such as cheap credit, free land titles, market
         protection, an expanded public sector work force, and subsidized capital inputs have
         stimulated short-term rent circulation over production in the social economy—thus
         jeopardizing the very goals of the project.[3]   Although policies supporting these forms of rent circulation are progressive in
         their intent and short-term impact, they have been insufficient to challenge the complex
         structural contradictions of Venezuelan rentier capitalism, namely, the overvaluation
         of the national currency, which cheapens imports but inhibits exports; the concomitant
         expansion of the internal market through the circulation of rents; and the dominant
         position of the rentier bourgeoisie in the accumulation process. By showing how the
         form in which oil rents are channeled through EPS to sustain a limited and dependent
         form of capital accumulation, I believe it is possible, from a critical but sympathetic
         position, to reflect upon the limitations of XXI century socialism in its quest to
         create a new developmental path for unincorporated sections of the population. 
      

      
       The first half of the chapter situates my argument and introduces the use of the
         Marxian critique of political economy (i.e., a value-theoretic approach to capitalist
         social relations) to understand the form taken by oil as ground rent in the accumulation
         process.[4]   This has a methodological function: to outline historically and logically the impact
         Venezuela’s oil economy has had on agriculture and, therefore, the prospects for new
         agrarian cooperatives. Drawing upon fieldwork conducted with agrarian cooperatives
         between 2008 and 2009, the second half of the chapter is divided into three case studies
         that empirically evaluate the ideology and the practice of EPS.[5]   The chapter concludes with some reflections on the broader complexities and challenges
         facing a democratic socialist project predicated upon capture and transfer of oil
         rents in the post-Chávez era. 
      

      
      The Historical Development of the Oil Economy and Agriculture in Venezuela

      
      From 1830 to 1920, agriculture, and primarily coffee and cacao, represented an average
         of 57 percent of Venezuelan GDP. During this time, the agrarian economy was therefore
         the basis of Venezuela’s insertion into the world market, and the primary source of
         foreign exchange (Baptista, 2002). It wasn’t until the rule of Juan Vicente Gómez
         and Venezuela’s discovery of huge deposits of oil that a rapid transformation in the
         mode of social reproduction occurred. In a mere ten years (1920–1930), oil went from
         2.5 percent of GDP to 39 percent, while in the same period agriculture fell from 34
         to 12.2 percent of GDP.[6]   The pivotal moment that enshrined the structural decay of Venezuelan agricultural
         production came in the 1930s, with the global fall in primary commodity prices (per
         sack, coffee fell from Bs 124.8, to Bs 41.5). Most Latin American exporters devalued
         their national currencies to stabilize national revenues and maintain the competitiveness
         of exports; but in the case of Venezuela, the massive rise in petroleum exports relative
         to imports generated pressure to revalue, especially from domestic commercial interests
         that would benefit from cheaper imports. Revaluation by 64 percent relative to the
         U.S. dollar between 1929 and 1938 meant that agricultural exports could no longer
         compete in the world market (Hein, 1980: 232). At the time, Alberto Adriani (cited
         in Baptista and Mommer, 1987: 12), economist, writer, and politician, lamented that
         “until last year, the value the dollar held in Venezuela was still rewarding mediocre
         coffee and cocoa exports. With the new devalued dollar, that is, an expensive bolivar,
         the prices of our export products are indeed laughable, which do not even cover costs
         and are ruining all stakeholders.” Adriani recommended a 100 percent devaluation of
         the bolivar to protect agriculture, which would in effect have favored foreign oil
         companies through the devaluation of all national revenue sources—salaries, wages,
         and taxes—resulting in large losses for the country. The position that prevailed,
         however, argued that losses through devaluation would be more significant and harmful
         to the economy than potential gains from reactivating traditional agricultural exports
         through devaluation (Baptista and Mommer, 1987). 
      

      
          This historical moment is worth revisiting here, since it marked the point from
         which the specificity of capital accumulation in Venezuela was to derive from the
         appropriation of mining ground rent. Mining (and agrarian) commodities have the peculiar
         characteristic of circulating in the world market at prices that include not only
         production costs and normal profits, but also a portion of value in the form of ground
         rent.[7]   This portion of value is formed through what Marx (1991) terms “differential” and
         “absolute” rents. Unlike industry, where market prices are regulated by the average
         or normal conditions prevailing in a sector, when nature is the basic input the market
         price is set by the marginal product (i.e., the least favorable natural conditions)
         for which there is solvent demand (Marx, 1991). Given that most of Venezuela’s production
         is “infra-marginal,” meaning that production costs are below the marginal producer,
         different mining capitals (e.g., big oil companies such as Exxon Mobil and BP) compete
         to take advantage of this extra productivity (Manzano and Monaldi, 2008). This competition
         means that some or all surplus profit can be capitalized as differential rents by
         landowners in the form of the price or royalty they can charge. Therefore, extra surplus,
         or differential rent, accrues to the state relative to marginal price in the world
         market. On top of the differential rent, absolute rent is a permanent expression of
         the social power of capitalist private property. As such, even on marginal lands,
         capital must pay a fee to access a nonrenewable natural resource, which further pushes
         market prices above prices of production. Therefore, mining landowners, like the Venezuelan
         state, are able to “sit on their natural resources” until the conditions are more
         favorable, which creates greater bargaining power and a relatively larger flow of
         ground rent (Iñigo Carrera, 2007: 13–14).[8]   
      

      
         From a world market perspective ground rent has its source in the surplus value
         generated by workers and capital of the importing countries where mining commodities—the
         fuel of industrial capitalism—reach individual and industrial consumption (Iñigo Carrera,
         2008: 10). Crucially, this places the center of gravity of accumulation, rent capture,
         and state power outside the national territory (Coronil, 1997).[9]   This is a central contradiction of rentier capital accumulation and the various
         forms of state-led development that can be traced throughout twentieth-century economic
         development in Venezuela. Because abundant revenues are generated in separation from
         domestic non-oil production and taxation, the state’s role in mediating the transfer
         of ground rent to the rest of society and the internal market, or, conversely, dealing
         politically with its decline, is complex and central to the political economy of Venezuela.[10]   Rent transfers have commonly taken the form of market protection, the overvaluation
         of the currency, internationally low taxes, and access to cheap foreign exchange.
         For instance, the overvaluation of the national currency permits the transfer of social
         wealth to industrial and commercial capital when importing capital goods, erecting
         tariffs to ward off foreign competition, and controlling prices. This has the effect
         of creating a powerful rentier-bourgeoisie that can purchase foreign exchange via
         the overvalued exchange rate and appropriate ground rent by selling imports at inflated
         prices. This dynamic has technical and political implications. Any industrial development
         will be restricted to the scale of the domestic market—because exports, in the main,
         will be too expensive and technologically backward to compete on the world market—further
         intensifying the dependence upon oil revenues and, over time, deepening the power
         of the rentier-bourgeoisie (Iñigo Carrera, 2007).
      

      
       By 1947, and during Venezuela’s incipient phase of ISI, agriculture had slumped to
         4.2 percent of GDP, while oil reached 49 percent of GDP. As Nakatani and Herrera (2008:
         293) have pointed out, “even if the correlation between oil prices and gross domestic
         product (GDP) growth is not direct, because the oil industry is relatively detached
         from the rest of the economy, it could be observed that the Venezuelan economy grew
         when the oil prices were higher, and dropped when oil prices went down.” During the
         first half of the twentieth century there was a limited development of subsidized
         capitalist agriculture that transformed tenant farmers into waged day laborers (jornaleros), as some agriculture was modernized to provide foodstuffs and raw materials for
         the growing, nationally oriented industrial and commercial sectors of the Venezuelan
         economy (Sonntag and de la Cruz, 1985; Llambi and Cousins, 1989). This “proletarianization”
         of agricultural laborers also produced the peasantization of smallholders (Llambi,
         1980). The latter made up a larger, underemployed mass of subsistence farmers and
         the former a relatively small contingent of agricultural wage laborers employed by
         normal agrarian capitals. As table 9.1 illustrates, many more were forced to abandon
         the countryside to search for work in major cities. 
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       Those small producers that managed to remain on the land despite their small scale
         and low levels of productivity can be explained by reference to what Marx, in the
         third volume of Capital, calls “small agrarian capitals.” Marx (1991) identified the dynamics of such capitals
         to explain the survival of petty agrarian producers even when the general conditions
         of capitalist development—the productivity of normal capitals employing the latest
         methods of production—point toward their withdrawal from production. The introduction
         of modern fertilizers, machines, and labor-efficient techniques of production will
         improve productivity, lower prices of production, and, therefore, increase differential
         rents to the most efficient producers in the sector. In normal circumstances, capitals
         that fail to introduce the new techniques will suffer a rise in relative costs, and,
         being unable to valorize at the average rate of profit, will be forced out of the
         sector. However, as Marx (1991: 941–942) explains, “the smallholding peasant’s exploitation
         is not limited by the average profit on capital” because as small capitals they do
         not participate in the formation of the average price of production; nor is the smallholder
         limited by the need to generate rents from the production process, “in as much as
         he is a landowner.” In fact, “the only absolute barrier he faces as a petty capitalist
         is the wages he pays himself, after deducting his actual expenses. He cultivates his
         land as long as the price of the product is sufficient for him to cover this wage;
         and he often does so down to a physical minimum” (Marx, 1991: 941–942). Indeed, it
         is because small capitals do not enter into competition with larger producers that
         this marginal subsector of agricultural activity can persist. Nevertheless, given
         capitalism’s dynamic of incessant competition, the relative deterioration of the conditions
         of production in small-scale landowning will, as a rule, increase their operating
         costs and put downward pressure on incomes (Marx, 1991: 943–944). Put simply, the
         material conditions experienced by small producers based upon subsistence tend to
         worsen over time relative to the labor-saving techniques employed in large-scale capitalist
         agriculture. This, I argue, is a contradiction that can explain the emergence of EPS
         as a mechanism of support for, and the limits of, new small-scale agrarian cooperatives
         in Venezuela’s social economy. 
      

      
      Small Agrarian Cooperatives and the Role of EPS

      
      As a result of the combined effects of mechanization in agriculture and ISI, patterns
         of urban migration across the continent have seen the density of cities grow, and
         economies with restricted internal markets have been increasingly unable to absorb
         surplus labor populations (Davis, 2006). In this context of rapid urbanization, state-led
         attempts to change the way communities produce and exchange goods, especially in the
         agricultural sector, have not been uncommon in the history of left-wing Latin American
         development initiatives looking to increase internal demand and the purchasing power
         of the peasantry (Brass, 2007: 247). A number of such initiatives have been key components
         of Venezuela’s endogenous development vision, in order to both support existing peasant
         communities and stimulate urban to rural migration from overcrowded centers (see MPD,
         2005; Page, 2010).[11]   Thus “repeasantization”—through agrarian cooperatives and state-led expropriations
         of latifundas—emerged as a way to combat poverty and social exclusion, and stimulate urban deconcentration.
         Through the Ministry of Popular Power for Agriculture and Land (MPPAT), the Venezuelan
         government has facilitated migration back to the countryside from the country’s overpopulated
         urban centers. Juan Carlos Loyo, former director of the National Land Institute (INTI),
         explained that the 2001 Land Law was designed to tackle what is the second highest
         concentration of land in the region, behind that of Brazil. It is estimated that 50
         percent of agricultural land is owned by latifundistas, who make up only 5 percent of the rural population (MINCI, 2008). To combat this
         level of land concentration, the 2001 juridical framework limits the size of landholdings,
         redistributes unused state lands to peasant families and cooperatives, and, finally,
         directly expropriates uncultivated idle land from large private estates.[12]  
      

      
       This “repeasantization” initiative formed one part of a broader policy framework
         designed by the Chávez government to capture and distribute greater portions of the
         nation’s oil wealth to previously marginalized social groups. Between 1998 and 2007
         the rise in oil prices on international markets and the reassertion of state control
         over the national oil industry saw oil revenue for the state increase from 5.8 to
         16.1 percent of GDP (Mommer, 2003: 140; Nakatani and Herrera, 2008: 294). The most
         important institution for financing agricultural projects is Fondo para el Desarrollo
         Agrario Socialista (Fund for the Development of Socialist Agriculture; FONDAS). This
         institution was constructed out of the old Fondo de Crédito Agropecuario (Agricultural
         Credit Fund; FCA) to raise the level of public finance available for the formation
         and expansion of agricultural projects. In fact, between 1994 and 1998, the FCA granted
         little more than 45 million bolivars (US$20,930,232), whereas in 2004 and 2005, respectively,
         the figure reached 651 million bolivars (US$302,790,697) and 850 million bolivars
         (US$395,348,837) (Hernandez 2008: 21). 
      

      
       The specific mechanisms of rent transfer employed through FONDAS to support agrarian
         development have included the elimination of rent payments with free titles to the
         land; the subsidization of prices through state-owned distribution networks (mercal); the subsidized provision of foreign machinery, through the overvalued currency;
         the extension of capital loans and micro-credits (at negative real interest); an expanded
         public sector work force acting as development practitioners in these communities;
         elevated public expenditure on infrastructure (new roads, etc.); and market protection
         through price fixing and tariffs. By 2008, INTI reported that its work had facilitated
         the redistribution of 4,380,147 hectares of land that was either idle or recuperated
         from latifundistas to form 101,594 family- and cooperative-owned farms.
      

      
       The development of new forms of agrarian production has largely been undertaken by
         many small cooperatives, occupying five hectares and below. In part, EPS emerged as
         a planning tool in response to the problems engendered by the proliferation of state-sponsored
         cooperatives that struggled to remain in production and had a short life span or the
         tendency to be self-serving.[13]     As opposed to cooperatives that form isolated arenas of equality between private
         members, EPS are co-owned between workers and the state. This ownership structure
         is designed to transcend the space of the individual organization by acting variously
         as production, processing, and distribution focal points for the surrounding community.
         Agrarian EPS were identified as essential to the strengthening of the so-called social
         economy, acting as a new interlocutor between cooperatives and to be overseen by the
         Corporación Venezolana Agraria (Venezuelan Agrarian Corporation; CVA). Production
         through EPS is conceptualized as being directed toward the creation of use values
         (i.e., goods and services that satisfy social needs rather than capital accumulation);
         labor is organized collectively “outside” the relations of exploitation and alienation
         of exchange values (MINCI, 2008). Their social role is encapsulated in two principal
         mechanisms: the setting of a “just price” (precio justo) above market rates for locally produced goods and an obligation for the EPS to reinvest
         profits (normally 10 percent) into the local community. 
      

      
       This section of the chapter has identified the way in which EPS emerged as a mechanism
         of rent distribution to support small agrarian cooperatives that occupy a marginal
         position within Venezuela’s rentier economy. However, as will be explored below, “the
         financing of the 321 EPS operating in various branches of activities (US$8.9 million
         until March 2007) is far from being enough to confront the power of local and foreign
         private firms and to support an efficient national planning system” (Nakatani and
         Herrera, 2008: 298). This is one of the criticisms explored below, in the analysis
         of three distinct case studies that are illustrative of general problems of a socialist
         project predicated upon the distribution and appropriation of oil rents.[14]   
      

      
      Case Study I: Agricultural NDE Mistajá

      
      The Andean tourist area of Mérida has one of the highest concentration levels of cooperatives
         in the whole country, ranging from city-center hotels, grocery stores, bus companies,
         restaurants, and cafés to the surrounding mountainous communities of agricultural
         cooperatives organized into zones of endogenous development (NDEs) (Interview 1).
         Research carried out in and around Mérida therefore sought not only to interview individual
         cooperatives and the local government institutions, but also to assess the extent
         to which a parallel social economy, linking agriculture and artisanal production to
         local markets through the network of commercial cooperatives, had been established.
         The focal institution for the social economy in Mérida is the National Institute of
         Qualification and Education (INCE). Created at the beginning of the 1960s to promote
         and train unemployed laborers and youths, it has been reborn under the Chávez government
         as the National Institute of Qualifications and Socialist Education (Instituto Nacional
         de Cooperación Educativa Socialista; INCES), providing specifically socialist education and training. One of the projects
         under its remit was an agricultural NDE, Finca Mistajá. There are four registered
         cooperatives within the NDE. The oldest is Mistajá RL, which was formed in 2001 by
         twenty-four associates—thirteen men and eleven women—producing flowers (horticulture),
         vegetables, blackberries in large greenhouses, and pottery from a specialized artisanal
         workshop. Along with this are Sol de los Andes, formed in 2004 by thirteen male members
         who are involved in the production of potatoes, and two more recent cooperatives—La
         Ceiba and El Pinal—whose thirty-four members were borne out of Misión Vuelvan Caras
         (MVC) in 2005, producing and distributing agricultural products. However, problems
         with access to water and a functioning irrigation system have seen these cooperatives
         struggle to operate or create inter-cooperative or community links. In fact, by 2006,
         all but Mistajá RL had ceased productive activities.
      

      
      Interviews with remaining members of Mistajá RL revealed that, of the original twenty-four
         associates in 2000, there are now only eight remaining members, made up from two resident
         families (Interview 3). In the continued absence of an effective irrigation system,
         the smaller, newer cooperatives had remained inactive since 2006. As a result, all
         production in the NDE, except horticulture and some pottery, has now ceased. Members
         of Mistajá RL explained that the original loan taken on by the cooperative included
         new investment in greenhouses. However, because the NDE as a whole lacked adequate
         and reliable access to markets, had problems with the irrigation system, and remained
         isolated from others in the social economy, they could not maintain production in
         the greenhouses. And their inability to make maximum use of the greenhouse, made available
         through government support, prevented the generation of sufficient revenue to meet
         monthly loan repayments standing at BsF 500 (Bs 50,000, US$230).[15]   Although loan repayments are quite lenient, and at the time of the research had
         been suspended, this also precluded applications for further credit, as state institutions
         are reluctant to extend further resources to projects that appear unproductive (Interview
         2; Interview 3). Regarding the significant decline in the number of associates, the
         president of the Mistajá RL cooperative commented that the lack of sustainable production
         and an unreliable income source, combined with debt still outstanding, led to disillusionment
         among members who had migrated from urban areas (Interview 2). This had a negative
         impact on the general perception of the cooperative experiment; by failing to provide
         an example of success to members of the surrounding community, it has reinforced their
         decisions to go on working for the private farms, work that when available provides
         higher wages. For existing members, this factor accounted for the problems faced when
         attempts were made to recruit new associates. It was claimed that others in the community
         prefer to work as day laborers when required, rather than become members and thereby
         assume responsibility for the outstanding debt and have to cope with an unpredictable
         income (Interview 3; Interview 4). The only remaining production process, flowers
         for commercial distributors in Caracas, fell prey to a form of mercantilist trade
         as a commercial intermediary was able to buy a labor-intensive product cheaply and,
         by virtue of market access, sell for a profit. 
      

      
      It was reported by the head of INCES in Mérida that new agricultural cooperatives
         throughout the region have faced common obstacles: isolation from markets due to a
         lack of transport; an inability to maximize the productive capacity of capital-intensive
         technology; a lack of new housing for cooperative members; and an overt dependence
         upon the state network of mercal stores where available and, where not, the sale of
         products to private intermediaries (Interview 5). Nevertheless, the overriding obstacle
         cited by government employees and existing members of cooperatives was a lack of socialist
         consciousness among cooperativistas  (Interview 2; Interview 6). However, what these findings suggest is that the problems
         facing agricultural cooperatives in this zone were not ideological or moral but, in
         fact, material. While providing short-term relief and an initial phase of inclusion
         to low-income, excluded groups, the rapid and direct extension of government credits
         to small, isolated cooperatives created a temporary and marginal parallel economy
         unable to provide a viable alternative to surrounding capitalist production in line
         with the social economy vision. As a result, membership numbers have fallen in most
         new cooperatives, at the same time that usury capital—or mercantilist groups—prey
         upon new isolated producers that lack the capacity to market and distribute their
         products or rely on credit forwarded by established financial institutions to maintain
         production (Interview 5).
      

      
      Developing this argument further, and drawing upon the argument developed above, it
         is possible to illustrate a contradiction internal to the state’s strategy of empowering
         agrarian cooperatives that function as “small capitals” in the accumulation process.
         The one remaining cooperative does not operate at a scale necessary to cover costs
         of circulating capital, that is, the money needed to buy materials for production
         in the higher-yield activities.[16]   As a result, new investment in fixed capital (the greenhouses) cannot be put into
         production and thereby depreciates in value, raising their overall costs of production.
         The upshot for this cooperative was that the majority of associates, particularly
         those relocated from urban areas under the VAC initiative, were forced to leave because
         their bono societario (collective wage pool) was lower than their actual day-to-day living costs, and below
         the wages they could receive elsewhere (Interview 2).[17]   The remaining members, made up of two resident families, are engaged in the labor-intensive
         production of flowers—done without the use of new equipment—and cannot reinvest capital
         to cover rising costs of production.[18]   The (re)peasantization process, therefore, confirming the above-outlined contradiction
         involved in deteriorating conditions of small-scale agrarian production, characterizes
         both the survival and economic marginality of the cooperative. In this context, it
         is easy to see why EPS ostensibly offer a mechanism to overcome the barriers confronted
         by small capitals. Development workers from INCES and BANMUJER (Women’s Development
         Bank) said that by providing a “fair price” and new institutional support in the form
         of a central processing EPS, the cooperative network could be fortified and even expanded
         through the savings and increased profit made by joining up production, commercialization,
         and distribution (Interview 5; Interview 6). However, as the following case studies
         demonstrate, contemporary forms that ISI rolled out through EPS have tended to deepen
         the contradictions associated with the appropriation of rents. 
      

      
      Case Study II: The Bolivarian Company of Socialist Production Cacao Oderi

      
      The ESP Cacao Oderi was created in the region of Barlovento in 2005.[19]   The principal activity in Barlovento is the production and artisanal processing
         of cacao. The cultivation of cacao is linked with African descendants, who make up
         80 percent of the population. The rapid period of agricultural decline, outlined above,
         left many rural families tied to undesirable small land holdings of no more than a
         hectare, known as conucos. Plantations take up around 45 percent of the surface area, with twenty-two thousand
         hectares of cacao plantations in the hands of small and medium-sized producers. It
         is estimated that sixteen thousand hectares belong to approximately forty-five hundred
         producers (Calvani, 2001). In 2007, the region as a whole accounted for 35 percent
         of the country’s cacao plantations, yet made up only 28 percent of the country’s annual
         production (around five thousand tons). The region had a relatively poor average yield
         of 267 kilograms per hectare, 71 kilograms per hectare below the national average
         and 383 kilograms per hectare below the most productive lands in the state of Barinas
         (650 kilograms per hectare) (MPPAT, 2007). 
      

      
       The government intervened to rescue plantations, raise the standard of living, and
         stimulate a productive network of small family or cooperative producers linked to
         the EPS Cacao Oderi. This was one of the country’s first experiments with an EPS,
         where management and production are organized through “indirect property” relations
         designed to guarantee workers’ control but guard against creating new forms of private
         ownership. In this arrangement the state, represented by the CVA, has a 51 percent
         share. The direct producers represented by the Federación de Cooperativas de Producción
         Múltiple de Estado Miranda (Federation of Multiple Cooperative Producers of the State
         of Miranda; Fecoopromulmi), made up of twenty-eight cooperatives, have 49 percent.
         The plant constitutes a fundamental piece of a regional project, the Ruta del Chocolate,
         and the development activities of missions such as MVC within the state of Miranda.
         Through the plant, the government offers the “just price” of 10.3 BsF per kilogram
         of cacao (14 percent above the market rate as of 2008), which is designed to be extended
         to all the surrounding cacao producers. For this purpose the national executive granted
         BsF 7 million (US$3,255,813) in 2007 and BsF 5 million (US$2,325,581) in 2008, thereby
         creating the possibility for small producers to improve income available through cacao
         production in the region.[20]  
      

      
      A series of interviews with a cacao producer, communal council spokespeople, a representative
         of Fecoopromulmi, union leaders of agricultural producers in the area, and a representative
         from FONDAS provided a revealing window into the limits of intervention through EPS.
         Despite robust networks of community organization and clear political vision of the
         plant’s role in the community, the Cacao Oderi plant had been functioning at only
         30–40 percent of its productive capacity (Interview 7; Interview 8). The plant is
         capable of processing four tons of cacao, in grain, per day and a possible two thousand
         tons annually. In addition, the plant has the capacity to process derivative products
         (cacao butter, liquor, and powder) for national and international markets. The profits
         from these value-added products are intended to feed into improving cooperative plantations
         and productivity in the cacao community (CVA, 2009). 
      

      
      However, as noted above, a major contradiction of rentier economies is the overvaluation
         of the national currency and the restriction of economic activity to the internal
         market. Measured against one of the more modest inflation estimates (22.5 percent),
         at the fixed exchange rate of BsF 2.15, from 2003 to 2008 the Venezuelan currency
         was overvalued by an estimated average of 48 percent (Weisbrot, Ray, and Sandoval,
         2009). In the case of Cacao Oderi this has permitted the transfer of rents in the
         form of the import of Spanish machinery and technology for the industrial processing
         of cacao (Interview 9). Yet the overvaluation of the bolivar was also identified as
         a barrier to the progress of the EPS (Interview 7; Interview 9). Indeed, the fixed
         overvalued exchange rate coupled with exposure to international price movements was
         reported as a major problem by the Fecoopromulmi representative (Interview 8). At
         the time of research a contract organized with the support of the CVA to export 40
         tons of cacao butter per month to Europe, rising to a possible total of 360 tons (MINCI,
         2008), represented the capture of an international market niche. Cacao butter is traded
         at price ratios of the international raw cacao bean price; this oscillates between
         US$7,000 and US$7,500 per ton. However, given that the end value of these exports
         is ultimately determined by the international price of cacao beans, the nationally
         fixed raw cacao price (BsF 9.6) makes exporters particularly vulnerable to international
         price movements (Interview 8). As remarked by the Venezuelan Chamber of Cacao (Cámara
         Venezolana del Cacao; CAPEC), the overvalued currency and the fixing of internal prices
         (as part of the government’s overall policy of controlling inflation) have put exporters
         in a very weakened position (CAPEC, 2008). 
      

      
      Given this restriction created by the contradictions of rentier capitalism, there
         is added significance in the insertion of the Cacao Oderi EPS into a national market
         that is dominated by private firms. One strategy mooted by a producer was to link
         commercialization more effectively to production and to increase local and national
         consumption (Interview 7). Despite recognizing the need to increase productivity and
         profits, it was stated that the aim is not the production of wealth, but the satisfaction
         of needs, by wresting control from the private companies and creating state companies,
         which can dominate the national market, selling in schools, universities, and public
         buildings and thus make chocolate a political issue (Interview 7; Interview 8). This
         illustrates how, despite the positive role played by the EPS in the community, this
         alone is not sufficient to provide an alternative within the national market; nor,
         owing to the contradictions associated with the overvalued currency, is it possible
         to increase exports. The wider community therefore remains dependent upon state subsidies;
         the project runs at a considerable deficit; and the elevated cost of production and
         underutilization of machinery make it difficult to turn a profit without state intervention.
         A general outcome, also noted by representatives of other agricultural sectors (Interview
         11), is that producers have not experienced a rise in living standards despite the
         heightened level of government intervention and political support for new forms of
         property relations. A meeting with a FONDAS representative and leaders of local agricultural
         producers that I observed raised similar issues. There was a strong level of confidence
         in and support for Chávez. However, there was a generally poor level of coordinated
         support from development institutions, incomplete credits and land titles, internal
         resistance from bureaucrats, and alleged corruption, all exacerbated by low prices
         and poor productivity, which inhibited the expanded reproduction of investment (Interview
         11). These bureaucratic and institutional problems are neither new in terms of Venezuelan
         social policy (see, e.g., Daguerre, 2011) nor, I would argue, the root cause of developmental
         obstacles. Rather, they express the limits of a project predicated upon the piecemeal
         transfer of oil rents to formerly excluded groups. Although such direct transfers
         permit the Chávez government to bypass existing institutional inertia, at the same
         time it creates a dependent parallel economy—rather than a non-profit-based sustainable
         alternative claimed by theorists of localized production networks (see, e.g., Burbach
         and Piñeiro, 2007; Piñeiro, 2009)—that is not sufficiently addressing the root problems
         of isolation and low productivity experienced by marginal producers. In such conditions
         potential problems of self-exploitation can emerge. In a movement, such as the Bolivarian
         Revolution, that is strongly bound up with popular nationalistic sentiments there
         is a willingness among supporters to sacrifice material conditions, that is, forgo
         wages for a few months, to ensure the survival of their cooperative (Interview 10)
         for the good of the political project (for a similar case in heavy basic industry,
         see Purcell, 2012). While this reflects the depth of motivation that guides much of
         the popular movement, it also has the potential to institutionalize the social economy
         into a project based upon changing subjective values while leaving the current structure
         of rentier capitalism intact. 
      

      
      Given the inability of many producers to generate stable incomes, I inquired whether
         FONDAS actively pursues the loans extended. It emerged that the loans are, implicitly,
         never expected to be repaid (Interview 12). Under normal conditions of production
         a loan extended to cover the cost of the land or new inputs is the capitalized value
         of the anticipated rents, as the yearly interest becomes rent payments in another
         form (Marx, 1991: 944). However, with few repayments made, and the lack of a real
         expectation to do so, this becomes a state transfer of ground rent to sustain small
         capitals in the social economy. In contrast to the conditions encountered in Mérida,
         where the majority of cooperatives had folded in the absence of further state funding
         and investment, the presence of the EPS in Barlovento can be seen to have prolonged
         the life of many cooperatives in the surrounding social economy, but on a limited
         and rent-dependent scale. The following case offers an ostensibly distinct example
         of a successful EPS that no longer requires state support. However, as will be shown,
         this has generated a different set of problems for small agrarian producers in the
         social economy.
      

      
      Case Study III: La Unión Cooperativa Agroindustrial del Cacao, Sucre

      
      Located in the state of Sucre, the cacao factory La Unión Cooperativa Agroindustrial
         del Cacao is an example of the state providing the initiative to previously excluded
         workers to rescue private abandoned factories and land in order to restart production.
         This case study offers an insight into an EPS that has managed to expand production
         levels and repay government credits. The cacao-processing plant was formerly owned
         by the private Italian group La Universal, based in Perugia. However, it fell into
         financial and administrative problems in 1998 and was acquired by the Banco Mercantil.
         In 2005, responding to Chávez’s announcement that the state would support the recuperation
         of industrial sites that are inactive, sixty-nine ex-workers of the private firm created
         the cooperative CHOCOMAR, RL. Through a government credit of BsF 4 million (US$1,860,465)
         at 4 percent interest with a year’s grace period granted by the Instituto Nacional
         de Desarrollo de la Pequeña y Mediana Industria (National Institute for the Development
         of Small and Medium Industry; INAPYMI), the plant was reactivated as an EPS. In 2005
         it was integrated within a network of 365 small producers in the region through their
         purchasing cooperative UPROCA, RL. This came under a framework, promoted and protected
         by the state, designed to facilitate the network of links between primary cooperative
         producers, communities, and factory cooperatives. An agreement was signed with the
         then Ministerio del Poder Popular para la Economía Comunal (Ministry of Popular Power
         for the Communal Economy; MINEC) to be an alternative to capitalist production, promoting
         links within the local agricultural production network and taking on social responsibilities,
         such as community kitchens providing subsidized food to schoolchildren within the
         local communities (Interview 13).
      

      
      By 2008, ninety-six associates made up the processing cooperative. However, despite
         initial intentions given in the organizing principles of the EPS, the internal structure
         and external relationships now resemble that of a private firm (Interview 14). There
         is a general manager and a team of administrative directors making decisions independently
         of the associates in the production process. This model of organization was considered
         more appropriate (both for efficiency and competition with private companies), but
         also more familiar to workers who formerly worked at the factory when it was under
         private ownership (Interview 13; Interview 14). Salaries, drawn from the collective
         wage pool, are dependent upon one’s position and length of time in the structure of
         the cooperative. Nevertheless, there is a more “horizontal” distribution and less
         discrepancy compared with that of a capitalist firm, given that no one is a private
         owner (Interview 13). In addition, members receive free transportation, free meals,
         and up to 70 percent of health care costs, making working conditions distinct from
         those in private factories. Such measures are in fact a minimum requirement, given
         that cooperative labor exists outside the social security system; the tax breaks granted
         by the government are designed to be transferred through such social measures to the
         members. 
      

      
      Given that EPS are seen as the route toward meeting the broader goals of the social
         economy, I made inquiries about the status of links with surrounding small agrarian
         cooperatives and whether they still consider themselves EPS, as was envisioned by
         the state in their initial formation phase. I discovered that all preferential links
         with small producer cooperatives had been severed because they could not systematically
         meet the quantity and quality levels required by the factory (Interview 13). The purchasing
         cooperative, UPROCA, RL, now sources cacao from the most competitive sources at the
         market rate (Interview 14). The surrounding small agrarian cooperatives continue production
         by selling to private intermediaries. One farmer whom I interviewed explained that
         the initial wave of investment and support had not been sufficient to raise production,
         nor to develop commercialization routes that are sustainably linked with the EPS or
         the surrounding cacao industry (Interview 15). In fact, many small cooperatives now
         primarily sell to Aprocao, the purchasing arm of Venezuela’s largest private chocolate
         company, El Rey.
      

      
      As an independent factory cooperative outside direct state intervention, this EPS
         has managed to be sustainable by emphasizing commercial concerns that are opposed
         to the model that the government envisages as the route toward XXI century socialism.
         This means social goals are not prioritized within the production process, which is
         instead dictated by competitive pressures. Social goals are only fulfilled once this
         EPS turns a profit, and in the form of taxes that they contribute to the local community.
         At the time of research, the members were seeking to acquire more state credit to
         repair a machine that can produce finished chocolate bars with different percentages
         of cacao. The cost of repairs, bringing in an Italian technician, and purchasing the
         parts was estimated at US$400,000; at the official overvalued exchange rate, in 2008,
         this would have cost BsF 860,000. Access to cheap dollars through CADIVI, the state
         regulator of foreign exchange, at the preferential fixed rate was reported to be the
         immediate goal. At the parallel black market rate in 2008 (BsF 6), the repairs would
         rise to a prohibitive US$2.4 million, emphasizing the cooperative’s reliance on access
         to dollars through the overvalued exchange rate. It was reported that the initial
         loan extended by INAPYMI would be repaid by the end of 2009 and that the cooperative
         has fulfilled social goals required to qualify as an EPS, which puts it in a strong
         bargaining position for further finance (Interview 14). 
      

      
      As such, we can see how any further increases in productive capacity within the social
         economy of cacao—consistent with the modern form of ISI outlined above (Álvarez, 2009)—require
         preferential access to cheap U.S. dollars to import foreign technology and compete
         with national capitalist firms. In its current form this particular case study is
         revealing insofar as it highlights the way in which a successful EPS, now apparently
         independent of direct state intervention, has acted like an individual private firm
         in its external market relations; or, as other cooperative research has shown, like
         an “island of socialism within a sea of capitalism” (Cornforth and Thomas, 1988: 4).
         This suggests that abstract models of social production and exchange relying on the
         “fair” distribution of surplus, over questions of how surplus value is produced, may
         in practice be unable to overcome the broader structural problems confronted by small
         agrarian capitals. In fact, this point brings us back to the broader argument outlined
         above, that a central feature of the political economy regime in Venezuela is how
         the state politically mediates the transfer of oil rents through the overvalued currency.
         Throughout the Chávez regime it has, somewhat paradoxically, been the private sector
         (rentier bourgeoisie) that continues to appropriate the majority of oil wealth through
         the unproductive practice of imports. For instance, as of 2010, measured in terms
         of GDP, 71 percent of economic activity was still in the hands of the private sector
         (Sutherland, 2011). The national oil company PDVSA generates 96 percent of the country’s
         foreign exchange, large portions of which are sold to the private sector (through
         CADIVI) to import more than 75 percent of national consumption, making it a lucrative
         source of rentier-capital accumulation (Sutherland, 2011: 3).[21]   If the same mechanism can be used more widely to politically support the social
         economy, in a way that does not imitate the rentier character of the private sector
         or privilege individual EPS, then the challenge is to unite the import of goods and
         technology in a strategy that includes smaller agrarian cooperatives. 
      

      
       This last point is by no means prescriptive, and it consciously brackets the idea
         of socialism per se, in one country or otherwise, given the complexity of issues such
         as the transition from capitalism and the concomitant forms of worker consciousness
         that have not been dealt with in this chapter (see Purcell, 2011). 
      

      
      Conclusions

      
      This chapter has shown that EPS are entities created to address barriers inherent
         in Venezuela’s oil-based accumulation process. In this sense they have been necessary,
         but not sufficient, to buttress the productivity of small agrarian cooperatives in
         a neglected sector of the economy. The empirical evidence shows that neither cooperatives
         nor EPS are homogenous; each case has distinct internal organizational characteristics
         and varying degrees of dependence upon state institutions. However, small agrarian
         cooperatives are united by similar structural problems: the socially produced low
         fertility of the lands; the low technological content of production; inadequate transportation
         and commercial links to markets; low rates of profit to compensate higher costs; and
         the reliance on usury capital to get goods to market. Therefore, as Jan Douwe Van
         Der Pleog (2009: 62) has cautioned, any “repeasantization must result in an intensification
         of agricultural production; if not, a sharing of poverty (or involution) will, indeed,
         be the result.” This is the material contradiction that the distribution of oil wealth
         to numerous small agrarian cooperatives has reinforced rather than overcome. 
      

      
         The focus on EPS highlights how the transfer of ground rent was mediated in the
         political form of egalitarian exchange and social property relations that are justified
         post festum through the fair distribution of surplus and (or) subsidies. However, this has tended
         to relegate the importance of how production is organized, both in the technical and
         social sense. Thus issues such as efficient scale, productivity, the use of fixed
         capital, loan repayments, and capital reinvestment were dealt with as technical asides,
         separated from the social goals of cooperatives and EPS. Paradoxically, the most successful
         case in Sucre was the EPS that had prioritized technical questions of production but
         in doing so abandoned attempts to overhaul the social relations of production. 
      

      
       As I stated at the outset, a critique that revolves around the conditions of rentier
         capitalism should in no way be read as a dismissal of the progressive political orientation
         of the Bolivarian Revolution or as an attack on the use of oil rents to promote the
         social economy. Certainly, the complexity of the construction of a socialist alternative
         in conditions of rentier capitalism cannot be reduced to a model based crudely upon
         productivist criteria. However, by taking up the Marxian critique of political economy,
         and in particular an analytical focus on the flows of ground rent, this chapter attempted
         to engage with the complex material and social conditions that confront different
         groups in the social economy. In doing so, the chapter highlighted, in reference to
         the marginalization of the agrarian economy, that the social and political challenges
         facing the transformation of rentier capitalism have deep historical roots that cannot
         be separated from questions about how value is produced, appropriated, and distributed,
         both from the oil sector to society at large and within the social economy. 
      

      
      The contemporary project of overcoming “rentier capitalism” (Baptista and Mommer,
         1987) involves broader structural and social transformations than those specifically
         investigated in this chapter (covered elsewhere in this volume). For instance, a number
         of expropriations of heavy basic industry, utility, communication, finance, and cement
         companies have attempted to wrest control of sections of the domestic market from
         recalcitrant private interests. These interventions have often been accompanied by
         “socialist” forms of management that target worker consciousness as the basis of changing
         production relations. This is perhaps the novelty of “XXI century socialism”: to unite
         nationalizations with democratization in the productive structure. However, the fact
         remains that such interventions have been confined to “a group of small-scale and
         obsolete industrial and service-sector capitals” that are largely isolated from the
         overall social economy project and unincorporated sections of the population (Grinberg,
         2010: 195). 
      

      
      If production in the social economy is to be expanded further, even regionally in
         the burgeoning ALBA initiative, then the most pressing issue facing transformations
         to social-property relations is the form in which state resources (ground rent) can
         be transferred into capital able to actively participate in the transformation and
         development of society’s productive forces—by acting as normal productive capital.
         This would require the state and people struggling in the social economy to abandon
         small cooperatives and seek concentration on a scale that can compete, if not on the
         world market, with private national capitals. While I do not suggest that large-scale
         production is a panacea for projects that are fraught with complexity and heterogeneity
         (Ellner, 2012a; Raby, chapter 2 this volume; Burbach, chapter 1 this volume), it is
         the only material basis that can make inroads into the structure of a rentier capitalism
         that still excludes the majority from the nation’s oil wealth. 
      

      
      In the lamentable aftermath of Chávez’s death—the inspiration for and enthusiast of
         EPS—it remains to be seen how this part of the Bolivarian project will fare under
         the government of Nicolás Maduro. Notwithstanding what is sure to be a more complex
         phase of struggle and political maneuvering (internally and externally), given that
         Chávez’s direct interventions often ameliorated tensions between the state bureaucracy,
         labor factions, and the grassroots, early signs suggest much continuity. Throughout
         2012 Venezuela experienced strong growth (5.6 percent), which, coupled with modest
         external and low internal debt, means that further public investment or domestic stimulus
         can easily be financed (Weisbrot and Johnston, 2012: 16). In this context, the latest
         initiative spearheaded by Maduro, Efficient Street Government, is redolent of Chávez’s
         tactic to engage the grassroots in social and economic problem solving and use executive
         power to distribute oil rents. Indeed, the legacy of Chavismo—the movement rather
         than the man—is surely that the notion of popular participation has been irrevocably
         enshrined in the consciousness of the grassroots movements (see Ellner, 2012b). However,
         given Maduro’s known statist stance and history in the labor movement (Ellner, chapter
         4, this volume), the latter involving open skepticism of cooperatives and their impact
         upon labor standards, the true test of the EPS experiment may be whether they can
         survive in the context of dwindling state support.
      

      
      Notes

      
         An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 146–158.
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            1. Even beyond the radical left, the role of rents in the accumulation process can be
                  said to differentiate the so-called neopopulist regimes of South America (Argentina
                  and Brazil) from the neoliberal regimes in countries such as Mexico and the Caribbean
                  Basin—the former regimes being based upon the accumulation of capital through the
                  appropriation/recovery by industrial capital of a portion of abundant ground rent
                  (of both mining and agrarian origin) and the latter upon exploiting a relatively cheap
                  and disciplined labor force (mainly of peasant origin) for the production of industrial
                  goods for the world market (Grinberg, 2010; Grinberg and Starosta, 2009). For the
                  original elaboration of this approach, see Iñigo Carrera (2007); with reference to
                  Argentina, this work pioneered the analysis of the effects of key policies upon the
                  appropriation of ground rent. See also Grinberg (2008) for the analysis of the ground
                  rent in sustaining the Brazilian process of capital accumulation. 
               

            

         

         
            2. The economía social (social economy)—the arena for government intervention through cooperatives—is also
                  used interchangeably, depending upon the government publication and institution, with
                  economía popular (popular economy), economía participativa (participatory economy), and economía associativa (associative economy). In this chapter the term “social economy” is used. For the
                  case of agriculture, see the presentation made by Chávez in a 2005 conference at MINEP,
                  Caracas, 2005, available at http://www.minec.gob.ve/index.php.
               

            

         

         
            3. The expansion of the public sector work force has been one means by which to transfer
                  rents: in 2008 the state employed 2,170,969 people—18.5 percent of the working population—who
                  were put to work in twenty-seven different ministerial departments. This marked a
                  considerable growth from the fourteen ministries and 1,254,806 employees—14 percent
                  of the population—inherited in 1999 from the Caldera government (Puntes, 2008). 
               

            

         

         
            4. The Marxian approach developed in this chapter draws a distinction between critical
                  political economy and the critique of political economy. The former is informed by
                  a normative or standpoint (of clearly identified social classes) mode of criticism,
                  directed at questions of distribution and the institutional forms of inequality and
                  marginalization, whereas the latter is concerned more explicitly with capitalism as
                  the object of critique, in which the political and economic are investigated in unity
                  through the analysis of production, capital accumulation, and the appropriation of
                  rents—processes that occur behind the backs of social agents (see Postone, 1993).
                  
               

            

         

         
            5. The empirical research was conducted with Venezuelan cooperatives and the development
                  institutions of the Chávez government between March and May 2008 and March 2009. By
                  combining direct research (participant observation and structured and semi-structured
                  interviews) into cooperative-based “social production” with a study of the supporting
                  institutional network and role played by the Venezuelan state, the research aimed
                  to investigate empirically the structure and organization of cooperative-led development.
                  In the argument that follows, “ideology” refers not to beliefs that are false or deceptive
                  arising from the interests of a certain group or class, but to modes of political
                  action that arise from the material structure of that particular society as a whole
                  (Eagleton, 1991: 30). In practical terms this means that contradictions that may inhere
                  in Venezuelan development policies cannot be reduced to “ideology,” but should be
                  interrogated as the expression of specific social relations. See also Purcell (2012)
                  for further empirical illustrations, this time in heavy basic industries, of the limitations
                  of a socialist strategy based upon the transfer of oil rents. 
               

            

         

         
            6. All specific calculations are my own, but are based on original economic data provided
                  in Baptista (2002). 
               

            

         

         
            7. The “price of production” of a commodity equals its cost price (the cost of “inputs”—labor
                  power and means of production, including the depreciation of fixed capital) plus the
                  normal profit (the average rate of profit on the total social capital advanced for
                  its production). 
               

            

         

         
            8. Iñigo Carrera (2007: 13–14) has termed this “simple absolute monopoly rent,” which
                  derives from the greater bargaining power of mining landowners to claim a relatively
                  larger source of AR. If the agrarian landowner were to remove lands from production,
                  the absolute ground rent would not return to him, but to those landowners who remain
                  in production.
               

            

         

         
            9. For similar approaches, see the framework offered by Fernando Coronil (2007: 58–61),
                  whose category the “magical state” offers an original synthesis of Marx’s theory of
                  ground rent and heterodox theories of the state to account for Venezuela’s appropriation
                  of wealth from nature rather than labor. The argument developed here differs from
                  Coronil’s in the key respect that I do not jettison the value of labor theory in order
                  to place “land” at the center of analysis.
               

            

         

         
            10. The availability of extraordinary magnitudes of social wealth in the form of ground
                  rent has the dual effect of generating huge sources of foreign exchange based upon
                  an enclave of national production and the real appreciation of the exchange rate caused
                  by the sharp rise in exports. Measured against one of the more modest inflation estimates
                  (22.5 percent), at the fixed exchange rate of BsF 2.15, from 2003–2008 the Venezuelan
                  currency was overvalued by an estimated average of 48 percent (see Weisbrot, Ray,
                  and Sandoval, 2009).
               

            

         

         
            11. This has involved numerous social missions: Misión Zamora (MZ) is charged with overseeing
                  juridical, technical, and financial issues; Fundos Zamoranos (FZ) is designed to create
                  new rural cooperatives; Vuelto al Campo (Return to the Countryside; VAC) relocates
                  city dwellers to the countryside; Misión Vuelvan Caras (About Face; MVC) trains people
                  for life in a cooperative; and Núcleos de Desarrollo Endógeno (Zones of Endogenous
                  Development; NDE) constructs spatially demarcated zones of endogenous development.
               

            

         

         
            12. One of the largest expropriations was the British Vestey Group, a food multinational.
                  However, this is more accurately a transfer to the state, rather than nationalization,
                  as when landlords can prove their title to the land they are always compensated at
                  full market value.
               

            

         

         
            13. Their numbers jumped from under 1,000 in 1998 to almost 250,000 by 2006, yet fell
                  to between 30,000 and 70,000 by 2010. However, López Maya (2009: 6) maintains that
                  “land reform was mainly a propaganda maneuver—of the total of 35 million hectares
                  of arable land only 1.5 million hectares are to be redistributed and all big agricultural
                  holdings were spared.”
               

            

         

         
            14. At this stage it is worth reemphasizing that politically my argument should not be
                  read as an attack on the use of oil rents to support the social economy. On the contrary,
                  my aim is to critically highlight that the form it currently takes may pose barriers
                  to the government’s own vision of an inclusive and egalitarian economic project known
                  as “XXI century socialism.” 
               

            

         

         
            15. It is worth noting here that as of January 2008 the Venezuelan government replaced
                  the bolivar (Bs) with the bolivar fuerte (BsF). The BsF was introduced at the rate
                  of 1:1000, in an effort to simplify transactions and curb inflation. As of 2012 the
                  BsF became the only legal tender in Venezuela as the Venezuelan Central Bank (BCV)
                  withdrew the bolivar from circulation. 
               

            

         

         
            16. In what follows I employ the categories of fixed and circulating capital to highlight
                  some of the problems in the production process confronted by agrarian cooperatives.
                  The former refers to materials like machinery and hardware that transfer their value
                  only gradually to the product and therefore must remain in production for months,
                  or even years, to impart their value. The latter is more fluid (such as raw materials
                  and labor power) and refers to inputs related to one round of the labor process (Marx,
                  1978).
               

            

         

         
            17. The bono societario was explained as the form of collective remuneration for the cooperative’s members.
                  After costs all profits are shared equally (Interview 3). However, for new members
                  who commuted to the cooperative and whose costs of social reproduction (wages minus
                  food, transport, housing, etc.) were higher, activity in the cooperative became financially
                  prohibitive. 
               

            

         

         
            18. The costs of production are measured against the overall capital outlay of the cooperative;
                  therefore, when production in the greenhouses is discontinued it raises the overall
                  costs of production of the cooperative. 
               

            

         

         
            19. The finance came with a fixed 7 percent rate of interest, to be paid back in ten years
                  with the first year as a grace period; any arrears would cost an added 1 percent.
               

            

         

         
            20. Income distributed through various institutions, such as MPPAT, CVA, and FONDAS, from
                  the Venezuelan Bank of Agriculture periodically finances the plant’s ability to purchase
                  cacao at the subsidized rate. 
               

            

         

         
            21. In fact, one of the major political challenges faced by the government of Nicolás
                  Maduro in 2013 derived from the confusion generated around those importers using preferentially
                  priced foreign exchange, not to pass on lower prices to consumers, but to reap profits
                  through selling at inflated prices. This explains the direct legal action taken by
                  the Maduro government to control prices in the latter part of 2013.
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      Recent years have seen an undeniable rebirth of leftist movements and thought across
         Latin America, a development that has found its institutional culmination in the wide
         range of leftist leaders elected across the continent. But this wave of success for
         leftist regimes and movements alike has also been met with the resurrection of an
         old red herring, in the insistence by Jorge Castañeda and others that “there is not
         one Latin American left today; there are two” (Castañeda, 2006: 29; Castañeda and
         Morales, 2008). The “good left”—which Castañeda revealingly calls the “right left”
         (whether intending the pun or not)—is “modern, open-minded, reformist, and internationalist,”
         having accepted both the inescapable economic fate of neoliberalism and the geopolitical
         imperative to cozy up to the great empire in the North (Castañeda, 2006: 29, 43).
         This left—which generally includes Brazil’s Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, Chile’s Michelle
         Bachelet, and Uruguay’s Tabaré Vázquez—has tended to reproduce the economic and political
         policies of its more conservative predecessors, whether fiscal austerity or limited
         representative democracy. In contrast, the “bad” or “wrong” left, instead of breaking
         decisively with the errors of previous generations, has become a “cult of the past,”
         drawing not upon the example of revolutionaries of the 1960s but upon “the great tradition
         of Latin American populism.” As a result, these new regimes—and especially those of
         Rafael Correa in Ecuador, Evo Morales in Bolivia, and the late Hugo Chávez in Venezuela—are
         “nationalist, strident, and close-minded” (Castañeda, 2006: 29, 34). With little to
         offer their people aside from empty rhetoric, this left opts for “giving away money”
         while shoring up political support by “taunting the United States” (34, 38). 
      

      
      There are many good reasons to resist such a reductive binary framework. Some draw
         upon revisionist histories of populism that demonstrate its complexity and clear resonance
         with the poorer sectors of Latin American society, which is largely due to a nonlinear
         view of history not shared by social democrats (Ellner, 2011). Others are at pains
         to avoid merely inverting or complicating this opposition and instead reject the social-democratic/populist
         binary entirely as one that “serves a disciplinary purpose” by “distract[ing] attention
         from the failures of neoliberalism [and] the poor performance of democratic regimes”
         (Cameron, 2009: 345; see also French, 2009: 349; and Beasley-Murray, Cameron, and
         Hershberg, 2009: 324).[1]   While many contributors to this volume confront various aspects of the good-left–bad-left
         opposition, here I focus primarily on one element: the blindness of Castañeda and
         others to “the importance of social struggles” and “the combativeness of the popular
         sectors” and their concomitant fetishization of “established institutions” (Ellner,
         2011). Put differently, whether a leftist regime is “good” or “bad” is more a question
         of who leads it and how.
      

      
      It is this systematic neglect of extra-institutional space, of social movements with
         all their potential and messiness, that I hope to fill in, because attention to this
         element, so neglected by Castañeda, can shed light on the shortcomings of his framework
         as a whole. By dissecting this top-down view, we can grasp the complexity of the left
         as a dynamic and shifting relationship between movements and the state, between the
         top-down (constituted power) and bottom-up (constituent power). More specifically,
         I begin by marking a distinction between what I call “constituent moments”—sudden
         and explosive rebellions from below—and the “constitutional processes” that occasionally
         channel the energy of such moments toward the transformation of the institutional
         structure. In so doing, my hope is to avoid fetishizing either constituent power from
         below or the constituted power of the state, focusing instead on the dynamic interplay
         between the two. 
      

      
      I will do this in roughly three steps. First, in an all-too-brief survey, I provide
         a reassessment of the so-called good left that casts some doubt on how “good” it really
         is but also, importantly, begins to undermine the stability of the binary itself.
         Second, turning more directly to the “bad left,” I trace the chain of events binding
         constituent moments to constitutional processes in both Ecuador and Bolivia to show
         that by pinpointing the extra-institutional side we can come to a richer and more
         complex understanding of the deep differences within that ostensibly singular bloc and the challenges faced by the governments
         in question. Finally, I focus in on Venezuela, where the government has most successfully
         walked the fine line between movements and the state, constituent and constituted
         power, in a way that bears significant lessons for good and bad lefts alike. It is
         by walking this line, I argue, that revolutionaries can simultaneously preserve and
         radicalize the processes under way in the region. 
      

      
      Constituent Moments, Constitutional Processes

      
      If the existing institutional apparatus—seemingly the only concern of those upholding
         the good-left–bad-left thesis—can be described as “constituted power,” then what I
         hope to emphasize by contrast are the constituent moments, the periodic irruptions of movements and masses into political life from below,
         as well as the processes of (re)constitution that often follow on their heels, in which new constitutions
         are drafted in an attempt to transform the constituted order. While the language of
         constituent versus constituted power has recently come into vogue through thinkers
         like Antonio Negri (1999), here both the context and the content of constituent and
         constituted power fall closer to what Argentine-Mexican philosopher of liberation
         Enrique Dussel terms potentia and potestas, respectively. For Dussel, constituent power (potentia) is a power pertaining to
         the people, which he understands as a social bloc comprising those oppressed by and
         excluded from a constituted political system (potestas) (2008: 78). He thus endows
         “the people” with a specific class content it often lacks (the economically oppressed),
         but also crucially stretches the term to encompass other forms of exclusion and oppression
         (be they race, gender, age, disability, etc.). More specifically, Dussel argues that
         when a particular arrangement of constituted power loses its progressive function
         and becomes an oppressive fetter, we see the emergence of what he terms hyperpotentia. Taking the form of the “state of rebellion,” hyperpotentia is the moment when those
         oppressed and excluded people explode into history, reminding constituted power of
         its constituent source and setting into motion political transformations (81–82).
         When I speak of constituent moments I refer to these rebellions, and when I speak
         of constitutional processes I refer to the transformations they provoke in the constituted
         order.
      

      
      In the past, many radical leftists and social democrats alike have shared an exaggerated
         emphasis on the towering heights of political power: whether in the revolutionary
         imperative to seize the state with the force of arms or the reformist insistence that
         such seizure occur at the polls, the eyes of many were trained upward. Not so today.
         As I show in my own history of revolutionary movements in Venezuela, the past five
         decades have seen a slow and occasionally painful process whereby many on the radical
         left have been forced by failure to relinquish their vanguardist tendencies and embrace
         more bottom-up transformative processes and directly democratic governing structures
         (Ciccariello-Maher, 2013). Pushing beyond the vagaries of Lenin’s proletarian “semi-state,”
         some see these radical constitutional processes as a way to set in motion the “withering
         away” of which he spoke. Rather than simple seizure of the state, then, this new Latin
         American left faces a more dialectical challenge in which forces from above and below
         confront one another in the effort to “renew the constitutional order while also sustaining
         a creative constituent process of democratic experimentation and innovation” (Beasley-Murray,
         Cameron, and Hershberg, 2009: 321). 
      

      
      This relationship between constituent moments and constitutional processes, however,
         is not without its complexities and even contradictions, as constitutional processes
         necessarily tend toward a weakening or watering down of the explosive rebelliousness
         that served as their raison d’être: “If movements incarnate constituent power that
         parties subsequently channel and represent as constituted power, what is at stake
         is the extent to which this representation is a negation of the energies that drive
         the left turns” (Beasley-Murray, Cameron, and Hershberg, 2009: 328). This tension,
         however, is not sufficient to reject the transition from explosive moment to transformative
         process, shunning the state entirely and fetishizing the sporadic appearance of constituent
         power. As Dussel reminds us, “the process of passing from a fundamental moment (potentia) to its constitution as an organized power (potestas),” despite constituting a “supreme danger to politics and the origin of all injustice
         and domination,” nevertheless remains indispensable (Dussel, 2008: 19–20). Against
         those like John Holloway (2002) who would insist on changing the world “without taking
         power,” the objective is instead to subject constituted power to constant constituent
         pressure, binding the two in a dialectical chain toward ever more radical and direct
         representation.[2]  
      

      
      Once we refocus our attention on constituent moments and constitutional processes,
         the broad distinction between the good and bad lefts would seem to initially carry
         some weight, since such moments have generally occurred within the bad left. These
         constituent moments include the massive and largely indigenous rebellions in Ecuador
         (1990, 2000, 2005) and Bolivia (2000–2003, 2005), the Venezuelan Caracazo (1989) and
         popular response to the short-lived coup against Chávez (2002), and the anti-neoliberal
         rebellions in Argentina (late 2001–2002) that gave rise to the slogan “¡Que se vayan
         todos!”[3]   In Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia, however, constituent pressure did not stop
         after unseating traditional political leaders at the polls (1998 in Venezuela, 2006
         in Bolivia, 2007 in Ecuador) but pressed forward into the partial reconstitution of
         the institutional sphere through the drafting and ratification of new constitutions
         (in Venezuela in 2000, in Bolivia and Ecuador in 2008).[4]   But lest we be tempted to endorse this binary through a simple reversal of polarity
         between those Castañeda considers “good” and “bad,” closer attention to the constituent-constituted
         distinction initiates its breakdown.
      

      
      What’s So Good about the “Good Left”?

      
      The contradictions of the good-left–bad-left binary are clearly on display when we
         turn to the ostensibly good. Once we focus our attention on constituent power and
         social movements, rather than a clear opposition we find a spectrum in which relations
         to social movements move from bad to worse, with Chile’s former President Michelle
         Bachelet occupying the second column. In the aftermath of Pinochet’s rule, social
         movements that had been nearly exterminated under the military regime confronted an
         additional challenge in the top-down politics of the predominant Concertación coalition,
         and as a result their influence continued to decline despite the nominally democratic
         opening (Carruthers and Rodriguez, 2009; Petras and Leiva, 1994). This relative weakness
         of social movements notwithstanding, the Bachelet government was assailed from a variety
         of directions: from workers for only lukewarmly supporting the miners at La Escondida;
         from students for the steady decline in public education and the “Penguin” movement
         against the constituted structures of Pinochet-era education; and above all from Mapuche
         indigenous movements, which accused Bachelet of continuing the racism and state terrorism
         of previous administrations (Carruthers and Rodriguez, 2009; Acuña, 2007). In each
         of these cases the complaint was essentially the same: despite constituent power pressing
         demands from below, Bachelet was unwilling to confront entrenched constituted power
         and thereby disappointed right and left alike.
      

      
       In Brazil, by contrast, Lula rode to power on the strength—not the weakness—of social
         movements like the Movement of Landless Rural Workers (MST). But, in contrast to many
         social movements, the MST would not prove easy to either defeat or co-opt, and tensions
         with Lula’s Workers’ Party (PT) were evident even before his 2002 election. In fact,
         it was precisely Lula’s effort to cultivate a pragmatic image that led him to condemn
         the radical tactics of the movement from the campaign trail (Folha de S. Paulo, 2002). It was only after his election, however, that Lula’s pragmatism took the
         form of moderate, centrist policies including fiscal restraint, export-oriented development,
         and resistance to significant agrarian reform. This pragmatic turn toward the “good
         left” marked a clear abandonment of the constituent base symbolized by the MST and
         other radical grassroots movements. As a result, several leftist critics were expelled
         from the PT in late 2003, and the MST ramped up land and building occupations in 2004
         (Branford, 2009). 
      

      
       Beyond merely raising the question of what is good about a “good left” that abandons
         its organized base, the case of Lula undermines the binary entirely. Whereas Castañeda’s
         “bad left” allegedly maintains its power through a clientelistic system of handouts,
         such a description would apply far better to Lula’s Zero Hunger program than its counterpart
         in Venezuela’s missions, which combine social support with political education, job
         training, and the empowerment of women and underrepresented ethnic groups (Raby, 2006:
         52). The logic of radical constituent movements cuts directly against efforts to placate
         the masses with populist handouts. Notably, however, Castañeda interprets Zero Hunger
         and its Bolsa Família stipend program as “innovative,” despite critiques of the programs
         by a World Bank official (2006: 36; Duquette et al., 2005: 194). 
      

      
       Further, given Castañeda’s sharp criticism of populists engaging in symbolic conflicts
         with the U.S. government, it is worth recalling the tit-for-tat dispute over diplomatic
         reciprocity regarding tourist visas and security checks for travelers arriving in
         Brazil from the United States. Lest we attribute this to a selective reading of the
         cases, I want to insist that it is far more systematic than that, as Castañeda himself
         also excuses “a certain neglect of democratic practices” under Lula in Brazil as well
         as the fact that Vázquez in Uruguay “rails against neoliberalism and Bush” in a manner
         suggestive of the populism he so scorns in Chávez and Morales (2006: 38). While the
         latter are condemned on the grounds that their “rhetoric is more important than substance,”
         Castañeda goes so far as to celebrate Vázquez’s bait-and-switch (attacking the empire publicly while negotiating free-trade
         agreements privately). In the end, “populists” are derided for their empty promises,
         the “good left” celebrated when it successfully tricks the people.[5]  
      

      
       The distinction between good and bad lefts teeters on the point of collapse when
         it comes to former Argentine President Néstor Kirchner, whom Castañeda describes—with
         no apparent irony—as “a classic (although somewhat ambiguous) case” of bad-left populism
         (39). While we might wonder how a single case could possibly serve as both an ideal
         type and its opposite, it becomes clear that Castañeda’s difficulty is not a categorical
         one but a question of the content of those categories. Despite macroeconomic successes
         on a par with those of the good left, Castañeda simply cannot bring himself to praise
         a Peronist, and so he turns to speculation about what Kirchner might do if left to
         his “Peronist chromosomes” (40). Once we discard such assumptions about what an individual’s
         political DNA might produce, focusing instead on the dynamic conflict between constituent
         and constituted powers, a different picture comes into view. Kirchner himself rose
         to power, in large part as the almost accidental result of the massive constituent
         earthquake of late 2001, in the most unexpected of ways: few would have expected an
         ostensible “insider” candidate to turn toward the social movements in the way that
         he did, thereby earning the scorn of Castañeda and others. By contrast, “outsider”
         candidates like Lula and, to a lesser degree, Bachelet gained a coveted position in
         the “good left” only by either turning their backs on the movements that brought them
         to power (in the case of Lula) or breaking promises to those movements (in the case
         of Bachelet).
      

      
       What unifies this good left with its bad counterpart is the fact that no leader can
         afford to neglect the extra-institutional space of constituent power and social movements.
         Whether it be Chilean students and Mapuches, Argentinean piqueteros and factory occupiers, or the Brazilian MST, the challenge is the same. It should
         therefore be no surprise that, once we look more closely at how these regimes confront
         from above the challenges posed from below, Castañeda’s framework disintegrates. Moreover,
         if a key element of the good/bad distinction is the emptiness of the promises made,
         then surely no left is worse than one that abandons or betrays its base once in power,
         and yet such cynical betrayal seems to be a sine qua non for entry into the good left.[6]  
      

      
      Dissecting the “Bad Left”: Ecuador and Bolivia

      
      If the good-left–bad-left distinction is arguably reversed in the betrayal of social
         movements, the same can be said with regard to constituent moments and constitutional
         processes. It was generally among the so-called bad left that the people rose up most
         recently and most spectacularly, and it was in the bad left that those rebellious
         outbursts fueled processes aimed at transforming the state apparatus. While we might
         be justified in having reservations about the effectiveness of this change and the
         degree to which it has strengthened movements through empowerment or weakened them
         through co-optation, it is undeniable that in the bad left, to paraphrase C. L. R.
         James (1963: 138–139), the Latin American masses have come closest to power. But if
         this distinction again breaks down around the case of Argentina’s 2001 constituent
         rebellions, which did not yield substantive constitutional transformation, we might
         ask what light this lens of constituent moments and constitutional processes sheds
         once focused on the bad left itself. More specifically, what has been the relationship
         between governments and revolutionary social movements since the elections of Chávez
         in 1998, Morales in 2005, and Correa in 2006? Once we do so, looking to the intricate
         relationship and dialectic between movements and state, we again find not simple homogeneity
         à la Castañeda but a complex constellation comprising struggles from below, governing
         strategy from above, and the unpredictable dynamic that plays out both between the
         two and in opposition to the forces of reaction that confront both simultaneously.
         
      

      
       Few would deny that, if we are speaking of the relationship between governing regimes
         and radical movements among the bad left, Ecuadorean President Rafael Correa has by
         far fared worst. In Ecuador as elsewhere, the macroeconomic and social crisis imposed
         from above by the neoliberal turn of the 1980s gave way to the flourishing of social
         movements building alternatives from below. In Ecuador as elsewhere, the end of this
         “lost decade” corresponded to a moment of radical constituent rupture in the form
         of the Inti Raymi uprising in June 1990, which followed Venezuela’s Caracazo by scarcely
         a year. In contrast to the Caracazo, this rebellion and those that followed were primarily
         indigenous in their constituency and demands: while indigenous leaders in the Confederation
         of Indigenous Nationalities of Ecuador (CONAIE) and other indigenous groupings made
         a series of cultural, economic, and political demands—among them the recognition of
         Ecuador as a “plurinational” state—the rank and file acted directly on José Carlos
         Mariátegui’s (1971: 22) dictum that “the problem of the Indian” is a problem of land,
         demanding radical agrarian reform and seizing haciendas to drive the point home. 
      

      
       The “seismic shift in consciousness” marked by this irruption of indigenous people
         into the previously inaccessible public life of the nation was soon followed by a
         protest march known as the caminata from the eastern lowlands and by struggles coinciding in timing and concerns with
         the Zapatista rebellion. In the aftermath of this chain reaction of constituent rebellions,
         Ecuador developed what could be considered the most powerful indigenous movement in
         all of Latin America, with CONAIE standing at its head (Becker, 2011: 34–37). Projecting
         these constituent victories into the realm of constituted power would prove more difficult,
         however, raising questions of how movements from below relate to state power from
         above that continues to plague movements in Ecuador and beyond. The immediate response
         of the movements to their newfound success was the reversal of CONAIE’s long-standing
         ban on political participation with the 1995 establishment of the Pachakutik Movement
         as its political wing. But what seemed logical to many amid the upsurge soon led to
         disillusionment with elected officials who—in an echo of the good left—abandoned their
         radical constituents immediately upon taking power. 
      

      
      Elsewhere this disillusionment might have been the end of the story, but in Ecuador
         the power gleaned by indigenous movements in the street mobilizations of the early
         1990s translated into a further series of constituent moments in which mass action
         in the street deposed a series of leaders. From Abdalá Bucaram (1996–1997) to Jamil
         Mahuad (1998–2000) to the unsuccessful street mobilizations against Gustavo Noboa
         in early 2001 and the removal of Lucio Gutiérrez in May 2005 by the forajido or “outsider” movement (albeit without much indigenous participation), movements
         continued to prove their strength from below.[7]   Despite continued rebellions in the street, however, all was not positive in the
         realm of constituent power, as these shows of strength occurred against the backdrop
         of disillusionment with the movements and political organizations that had supported
         Gutiérrez, with CONAIE and Pachakutik paying dearly for their alliance with constituted
         power.
      

      
       This series of rebellions and radical direct actions was constituent not merely in
         its form but also in its objectives, with the demand to rewrite the country’s constitution
         as an occasionally invisible thread. But in this, too, activists found only partial
         success in a 1998 constitutional reform that remained superficial and even facilitated
         further neoliberal reforms. As Rafael Correa’s 2006 electoral campaign gained steam,
         the call for a fundamental rewriting of the nation’s Magna Carta represented a point
         of coalescence for movements from below. Correa himself was slow to embrace the demands
         of social movements, and many argue that even when he did so his methods were opportunistic
         and his goal co-optation rather than empowerment. This was arguably true of the constituent
         assembly, as Correa quickly and opportunistically swapped his early rhetoric of a
         “citizens’ revolution” for the banner of the “constituent revolution” (Becker, 2011:
         59–60, 108).
      

      
      While social movements continued to press for a new constitution after Correa’s election,
         however, the experience of 1998 had already proven that what mattered more was the
         content of the resulting document and the constituent process that generated it. As early as February 2007, CONAIE and dozens of other organizations
         marched to demand that Correa follow through on his promise to convoke a constituent
         assembly, insisting that he bypass the existing congress if necessary, a performance
         which was repeated in October with the stakes raised to demand the immediate closure
         of the congress (Becker, 2011: 128, 136).[8]   While Susan Spronk (2008) argues that Correa’s decision to cut the Gordian Knot
         of oligarchic power from above by dissolving the congress and granting full legislative
         authority to the constituent assembly showed a “strategic” decisiveness lacking in
         his Bolivian counterpart, she neglects the fact that Correa himself appears to have
         done so at least partly as a result of radical pressure and, indeed, tangible threats
         from below. 
      

      
      This constituent pressure, moreover, did not let up once the constituent assembly
         convened and the congress was dissolved, as CONAIE brought some twenty thousand people
         to the streets, forcing Correa to take seriously their demands for the new constitution
         (Becker, 2011: 138–139). This pressure was only partially successful, however, and
         when Kichwa was voted down as an official language (under orders from Correa), indigenous
         delegates walked out of the constituent assembly (a weaker mention of Kichwa was later
         reinserted) (Becker, 2011: 147). Given Correa’s demonstrable hostility to indigenous
         movements, their successful inclusion of several demands (such as the denomination
         of Ecuador as a “plurinational” state and collective rights for ethnic groups) stands
         as a testament to their organized strength. Alongside and even prior to the drafting
         of the new constitution, however, Correa’s clashes with indigenous movements continued
         unabated, especially when the extraction of natural resources was in question. 
      

      
      Despite the constitutional enshrinement of sumak kawsay (living well) as a humane, reciprocal, and sustainable form of development, many felt
         that Correa’s emphasis on large-scale extraction contradicted this constitutional
         guarantee, and when struggles broke out he did not hesitate to turn to repression.
         “After Correa was elected,” Spronk (2008) writes, “he announced that he was investing
         more powers in the police and the military to repress popular protests. In April 2007
         he followed through with that promise, sending in troops to violently put down a protest
         against the mining activities of Toronto-based Iamgold.” In late 2007, indigenous
         groups seized oil wells in Yasuní National Park, only to have the president deride
         them as “infantile” and charge them under controversial terrorism laws, and when CONAIE
         and others critiqued the January 2009 mining law, threatening to oppose Correa in
         the upcoming elections, he called them “criminals and subversive terrorists” (Becker,
         2011: 177, 181). 
      

      
       By the time presidential elections were held in 2009, Correa had so thoroughly burned
         his bridges with social movements that Pachakutik chose to endorse no one, and a CONAIE
         resolution summarized its stinging assessment of this “revolutionary” leader as follows:
         “Correa’s government was born from the right, governs with the right, and will continue
         to do so until the end of its time in office” (Becker, 2011: 183). While this indictment
         is a clear simplification insofar as it ignored the government’s overall record, there
         is good reason to agree that the constitutional process in Ecuador “came at the cost
         of marginalizing social movements,” that “Correa had stolen the thunder from indigenous
         militants,” and that he “held those to his left hostage” (127, 159). This desire to
         mobilize the masses for electoral purposes while undermining the power of movements
         in the streets echoes an important distinction between traditional and radical populism
         and further undermines Castañeda’s bad-left thesis by placing Correa closer to Bachelet
         and Lula than he would like to admit (Collier and Collier, 2002).
      

      
       But if it is true that Correa, like Lucio Gutiérrez before him, “counted on the masses
         to lay down their arms,” this strategy of disarming popular movements was not without
         its consequences, as he would soon learn (Becker, 2011: 202). As tensions rose over
         what the movements interpreted as an effort to privatize water, early 2010 saw a newly
         unified indigenous movement emerge despite Correa’s best efforts, but as a result
         of his policies. And this was not all: amid public sector cuts in October 2010 that
         threatened police benefits, Correa was assailed with tear gas and temporarily held
         hostage by disgruntled officers, some of whom chanted the name of former President
         Lucio Gutiérrez. For a few hours at least, Ecuador seemed to be undergoing a reactionary
         coup, but arguably more important than the efforts of the coup plotters themselves
         was the chasm that this event revealed between Correa and the constituent masses whose
         protection he would need. During the crisis, the Pachakutik representative Cléver
         Jiménez called for Correa to be removed from power by the national assembly, while
         CONAIE rejected both the coup plotters of the right and the government that claimed
         to be of the left (Ciccariello-Maher, 2010). While there is reason to worry that by
         rejecting both sides some movements were playing into the hands of the right, my concern
         is how it was that Correa and the movements had reached such a deadlock in the first
         place.
      

      
       Correa’s progressive credentials are unquestionable, and his policies are fundamentally
         incomparable to those of Gutiérrez: he defaulted on “illegitimate” foreign debt in
         late 2008, closed the U.S. Air Force base at Manta in 2009, and upped the pressure
         on domestic capitalism through expropriations. But, these macro-level policy changes
         aside, his relationship with constituent social movements has been worrying, and it
         is this relationship above all that will determine the radicalism of his government
         in the future. In his relations with the movements, Correa has repeated the discredited
         strategies and tactics of his predecessors: founding his own political organization
         and shunning existing movements, co-opting demands from below and watering them down
         from above, and frequently resorting to antagonistic name-calling. This repetition
         of errors, moreover, has led to a scenario much like that which confronted Gutiérrez:
         “After excelling at dividing Indigenous movements,” Becker observes, Correa’s policies
         eventually “facilitated their convergence” (2011: 187; see also Becker’s contribution
         to this volume). While the verdict is still out as to whether Correa will govern for the people, he refused from day one to allow his to be a government by the constituent masses as expressed through social movements. But the lessons of
         constituent rebellion and the dangers of constituted power have not been lost on CONAIE
         and others, who have increasingly returned to the tactics of street mobilization and
         confrontation that demonstrated their strength in the first place. 
      

      
       Comparing Correa with Bolivian President Evo Morales in 2008, Spronk’s assessment
         seems almost a world away: Correa appears strategic and decisive, whereas Morales
         remains bogged down in a stalled constituent assembly. In the years since, this assessment
         has been turned on its head, especially with regard to the relationship each government
         enjoys with social movements. While Correa steadily undermined his own left in an
         ill-conceived attempt to co-opt radical constituent energy, Morales was able until
         very recently to harness the movements more effectively against the backdrop of a
         weakened right. This has not meant that all has been smooth sailing, however: even
         in 2008, Spronk worried about the tendency toward a kind of “demobilization” of movements
         under Morales similar to what has played out under Correa, and sharp debates have
         recently broken out with regard to the status of the Bolivian revolution vis-à-vis
         its radical constituents. The stakes of these debates can be posed simply: Is the
         process under way under Evo Morales a revolutionary opening toward a possibly socialist
         future? Or is it instead a “reconstituted neoliberalism”? (Webber, 2010). This initial
         simplicity is misleading, however, and the perspective of constituent power and social
         movements requires that we ask not what Bolivia is but what dynamic has brought the process to where it is today, and what constellation
         of forces either threatens or favors its radicalization.
      

      
       As in Ecuador, so too in Bolivia did a chain of constituent irruptions generate the
         process now under way. Beginning most explosively with the Cochabamba water war of
         2000 against a privatization scheme backed by the World Bank and Bechtel, constituent
         movements began a long counterattack against neoliberalism that would generate an
         ever increasing capacity for coordinated street struggles. It was directly from these
         “victories forged in street mobilizations” that Evo Morales—in contrast to his Ecuadorean
         counterpart—emerged, creating a “political instrument,” the Movement toward Socialism
         (MAS), that some have called a “social movement-party” (Dangl, 2007: 10; Harnecker
         and Fuentes, 2008; Spronk, 2008; see also Cameron, 2009: 334). As with Ecuador’s uprising,
         the water war set in motion what Jeffery Webber has termed a “left-indigenous insurrectionary
         cycle,” which “provided the basis for an escalating scale of radicalism” as “anticapitalist
         and indigenous liberationist demands of protesters broadened in scope, and the repertoires
         of struggle became more confrontational with time” (2011a: 147). As in Ecuador, this
         cycle spread across the country, first to Aymara indigenous struggles in the western
         altiplano and then into the cities with the 2003 anti-tax rebellions known as the impuestazo, heavily prefiguring the Ecuadorean forajido rebellion in their spontaneity, location,
         and class composition (Webber, 2011a: 162–181). 
      

      
       Eventually—and here again the parallels to Ecuador are striking—this cycle of struggle
         turned its attention toward the state in a dual motion, first negatively, during the
         gas wars of El Alto, by deposing a series of sitting presidents (Sánchez de Lozada
         in 2003; Carlos Mesa in 2005) and then positively by contributing decisively to Morales’
         2005 election. While many were rightly inspired by Morales’ 2005 electoral victory,
         however, Webber insists that events since have seen a shift “from rebellion to reform”
         (2010; 2011a: 319) already visible in dynamics prior to the elections: “the MAS played
         a part in the mass mobilizations of May and June [which ousted Mesa], but ultimately
         acted as a dam, helping to prevent a potentially revolutionary flood from washing
         away the reigning power-structures of Bolivian society” (2011a: 259). Concretely,
         this meant an ambivalence toward nationalizing the natural gas industry, a refusal
         to call for the congress to be shut down (a constituent demand in Bolivia as in Ecuador),
         and an insistence on the need to win power via the existing institutional route (and
         presumably with the support of segments of the middle class). 
      

      
       Were this simply a temporary strategic ploy, there would be little ground for complaint,
         but according to Hylton (2011: 245), despite being elected against a weak and fractured
         right the Morales government “showed its reluctance to rely on direct action from
         below and its willingness to make backroom concessions, to the right.” According to
         Webber (2012), these “concessions” mark Bolivia’s neoliberal continuity, elements
         of which prominently include the maintenance of an export-oriented economy, the significant
         role of foreign capital (especially in hydrocarbons), limited agrarian reform, fiscal
         responsibility, and the protection of private property. Webber further interprets
         the recent controversy over the planned construction of a highway through the indigenous-controlled
         TIPNIS national park, which has exacerbated the already tense relationships between
         the Morales government and social movements and prompted the collapse of the Pact
         of Unity, as a further symptom of the neoliberal continuity of the Morales government.
      

      
       Federico Fuentes disputes this argument that the radical energies of the recent insurrectionary
         cycle were disarmed by the MAS once in power. “The Morales government,” he insists,
         responded to the shortcomings of previous insurrectionary moments by setting its sights
         on gaining power through elections and “represents a deepening, not a rupture, of
         the process that began in 2000.” Rightly drawing our attention to the complex and
         dynamic “interplay of factors” involved, Fuentes concludes that, rather than critique
         from afar, we must “defend the gains of the Bolivian process” by centering the anti-imperialist
         solidarity struggle (Fuentes and Webber, 2011; see also the contribution by Fuentes
         to this volume). While both Webber and Fuentes bring minute details to the table,
         often interpreting events differently, I would like to focus on the broader strokes
         of the dynamic relationship between constituent and constituted powers and their interaction.
         
      

      
       First, it is important to recognize that the process under way in Bolivia is just
         that: a process. To say, as Webber does in his rejoinder to Fuentes (Fuentes and Webber,
         2011), that “fantasies aside, it’s reconstituted neoliberalism” (strengthening his
         prior claim that this was merely a “a tendency, not a law”) seems overly simplistic
         to me, because in Bolivia as in Venezuela and Ecuador, such complex processes and
         dynamic oppositions are not to be accurately captured in such static terms as either
         “socialism” or “reconstituted neoliberalism.” Seeing the Bolivian process in motion
         means that we must be careful not to read, for example, the 2008 massacre of twenty
         government supporters in Pando and subsequent failed coup attempts merely as effects of Morales’ timidity (as Webber and Hylton do) but also as causes in their own right:
         of the implosion of the right-wing alliance, the passage of the constitution, and
         an unprecedented institutional consolidation in the 2009 elections.[9]   It would be difficult to foresee such an unfolding transformation from the static
         perspective of a “reconstituted neoliberalism.”
      

      
       Viewing the Bolivian process in motion also means that we should be wary of assuming
         that statements from political leaders somehow reveal the hidden soul of the process,
         and in fact to do so is to privilege constituted over constituent power. Thus I find
         Webber’s repeated insistence on the conservative and stagist positions expounded by
         Bolivian Vice President Álvaro García Linera unconvincing (see Webber, 2010; 2011a;
         2012; Fuentes and Webber, 2011).[10]   When Venezuela’s Chávez was elected, for example, it was on a moderate “Third Way”
         platform that sought explicitly to attract the support of the Venezuelan middle class,
         and, like García Linera, he has explicitly defended private property on many occasions.
         It would be impossible, however, to explain the subsequent unfolding of the Venezuelan
         process on the basis of such positions.
      

      
       The radicalization of the Venezuelan process has coincided with a shift in its class
         composition, and here Webber—perhaps without meaning to do so—gives us some reason
         for optimism about the Bolivian case. Largely as a result of his centrist rhetoric
         and program, Chávez was initially elected as a moderate with significant middle-class
         support, but subsequent political dynamics have catapulted both him and the process
         far beyond what might have been foreseeable from the snapshot of 1998 (see Wilpert,
         2007: 268–269, n.n. 19–20). Webber himself notes that much of the Bolivian middle
         class opted to throw its weight behind Carlos Mesa rather than Morales (2011a: 231).
         Thus while he critiques Morales’ later efforts to court the middle class, the middle-class
         option has not been as clearly present for Morales as it has been for Correa in Ecuador,
         who has sought refuge there rather than in the movements.
      

      
       Second, however, there remains the question of how we relate to these processes.
         While Fuentes emphasizes the international anti-imperialist solidarity struggle, Webber
         is openly critical of the direction of the Bolivian process and insists that it is
         by supporting “the self-activity of the oppressed and exploited themselves” that we
         construct a “stronger anti-imperialism” (Fuentes and Webber, 2011). Viewing the Bolivian
         process as one comprising both state and movements, however, allows us to understand
         our role differently. Here, Hylton and Webber point the way, noting that Morales’
         timidity during the early years of his government was not met with timidity by the
         forces of reaction, who attacked with unbridled and racist ferocity in 2008. Similarly,
         in Ecuador in 2010 Rafael Correa discovered that, against an onslaught of the right,
         he had squandered the support of his leftist base. And in 2002 Venezuela’s Chávez
         learned this lesson better than most when his organized revolutionary base returned
         him to power through mass mobilizations. Part of our task is to ensure that the lessons
         of these moments are learned to the fullest, which means neither placing ourselves
         outside the processes with our critiques nor withholding those critiques in favor
         of a purely anti-imperialist response. It is in the relation of constituent to constituted
         power that both concerns are most powerfully answered, since in the defense of these
         revolutions from within—the defense that matters most—support from the revolutionary
         constituent masses is the key to both the survival of these processes and their radicalization.[11]  
      

      
      Walking the Fine Line: Venezuela

      
      Castañeda reserves his sharpest rhetorical arrows for the late Venezuelan President
         Hugo Chávez, who he insists “is driving his country into the ground” (2006: 40).[12]   Cameron (2009: 334) gives too much ground to Castañeda by distinguishing too sharply
         between Morales and Chávez: the former, for Cameron, came to power through mobilization
         from below, whereas the latter is unambiguously “populist” and divorced from social
         movements.[13]   While Chávez would seem to fit the populist bill perfectly—uniform and all—it is
         imperative that we grasp his origins and his rise to power as a direct outgrowth of
         the constituent rebellion of Venezuelan revolutionary movements. It is precisely this
         sort of simplistic history that I have sought to complicate and rewrite from the perspective
         of the movements themselves (Ciccariello-Maher, 2013). 
      

      
       As early as 1958, Venezuelan “democracy” was confronted by a more radical and directly
         democratic version expressed in part through revolutionary movements. In the guerrilla
         struggle of the 1960s and the flourishing of underground social movements in the 1970s
         and 1980s, we can see the development and consolidation of constituent power from
         below that was increasingly setting its sights on a corrupt, undemocratic, and later
         neoliberal two-party system. While Chávez and radicals within the armed forces began
         to conspire in the early 1980s, they were already in covert contact with these movements,
         and it was the explosion of popular indignation into public life during the 1989 Caracazo
         rebellion that was the sine qua non for Chávez’s rise to power. In 1992 Chávez and
         his compatriots attempted to seize power directly, but the social movements provided
         the logistical and spiritual support for the coup, which Chávez insisted was a direct
         response to the Caracazo (Chávez and Harnecker, 2005: 32).
      

      
       As a result of this long history, and despite Chávez’s origins outside the social
         movements, the relationship between constituent power and the Bolivarian government
         has been much smoother and has seen fewer severe breaks than in either Ecuador or
         Bolivia. While some might attribute this difference to the prevalence of indigenous
         and resource struggles in the latter by contrast to a relatively settled approach
         to resource extraction, the opposite seems to be the case. To the argument that the
         relatively small indigenous population in Venezuela and high level of homogeneity
         reduced any tendency toward state-movement conflict, the militancy of the Chilean
         Mapuches serves as a powerful counterexample (Carruthers and Rodriguez, 2009). To
         the argument that indigenous movements are weaker in Venezuela than in Ecuador or
         Bolivia, in which there is a degree of truth, the assertiveness and relative success
         of the indigenous movement in the constituent assembly would suggest otherwise (Ciccariello-Maher,
         2013). 
      

      
      Finally, one might suggest that the predominance of oil led Venezuelans and social
         movements to accept the “magical state” and the oil economy that underpins it (Coronil,
         1997). The few revolutionaries who have excluded themselves from the Bolivarian movement—anarchists
         and eco-communists alike—do tend to place some emphasis on the oil question.[14]   The reality, however, is that the heterodox oil analyses that generated such critiques
         in the 1970s have themselves played a major role in shaping resource policy under
         Chávez, and that the oil economy upholding the “magical state” is a double-edged sword
         that has contributed to the downfall of governments.[15]   While struggles against specific aspects and forms of resource extraction continue
         to this day, there is no doubt that both the government’s heterodox approach to oil
         and a relative consensus on the need to put oil revenues to social use eased its relationship
         with social movements. As things stand today, the overwhelming majority of organizers,
         revolutionaries, and movements recognize and support the Bolivarian government in
         more or less critical ways.
      

      
       But none of this has meant that the constituent masses voluntarily laid down their
         arms—literal and figurative—at the feet of a sitting president. Rather, the constituent
         masses and their organizations have maintained a ferocity on a par with that of their
         Ecuadorean and Bolivian counterparts that forced first Chávez himself, and today his
         successor, Nicolás Maduro, to walk a fine line between constituent and constituted,
         movements and the state. While these movements are many and diverse, we can learn
         a great deal by closely tracking those at the very margins of the Bolivarian movement,
         those that would more frequently call themselves “revolutionaries” than “Chavistas”
         but that nevertheless recognize the importance of engaging with the national leadership.
         These movements—ranging from popular armed militias in urban areas to the militant
         wing of the peasant self-defense movement, those who have forced the hand of the government
         by occupying land and housing, and the militant students, women, Afro-Venezuelans,
         and indigenous people—have thrown themselves into the struggle not against Chávez
         and the Bolivarian process but against the state it inherited. As a graffito I once
         saw in El Valle put it, “Long Live Chávez, Not the Government!”
      

      
       Widespread support for Chavismo notwithstanding, the relationship between this sector
         and his government occasionally looks more like an armed standoff than a comradely
         discussion. Prior to his death, Chávez would regularly excoriate and ostracize the
         most radical voices, those who push too hard, putting their disobedience on public
         display to please the middle class and the opposition, before quietly reincorporating
         them into the fold and often meeting their demands. In one notable case, he even demanded
         the arrest of the militant leader of the La Piedrita Collective, who had imprudently
         publicly threatened the life of an opposition media magnate, but that same leader
         explained to me that sometimes the president just has to say such things. This intricate
         dance between constituted and constituent powers has allowed movements to push beyond
         the bounds of mere acceptability while government leaders continue to play the electoral
         game.
      

      
       As suggested above, the reversed coup against Chávez in 2002 constituted a fundamental
         turning point in the Bolivarian process, one whose lessons are multiple and must be
         heeded today not only by Maduro but by Morales and Correa as well. When Chávez was
         overthrown by the U.S.-backed Venezuelan opposition, what became absolutely clear
         was how much he depended on the constituent masses, and it was only those masses’
         pouring into the street and the interventions of their more organized elements that
         ensured his return to power. At least for a while, Chávez took the lesson of the moment,
         and the Bolivarian Revolution underwent a process of fundamental radicalization that
         has brought us to the present: from a “Third Way” government characterized by moderation
         to an openly socialist and anti-imperialist one that is beginning to experiment in
         all seriousness with direct democracy and non-capitalist relations, property, and
         production.
      

      
       But if this intimate relationship between constituent and constituted power marks
         an undeniable advance, the tethering of power from below (what Dussel calls hyperpotentia) to the state from above (potestas) is not without its risks.[16]   While the Bolivarian Revolution has sought to incorporate the rebellious energy
         of the constituent base into the functioning of constituted power—subjecting the state
         to the popular will from below in an arguably unprecedented manner—this relationship
         is not without its dangers. Recent years have seen the from-below development of both
         popular assemblies and their armed counterparts, popular militias, met with the from-above
         institutionalization of both the communal councils and the Bolivarian militias. When
         Chávez died in early 2013, he left behind the unfinished aspiration of building what
         former guerrilla and early theorist of Bolivarianism Kléber Ramírez Rojas called the
         “Communal State,” or, even more provocatively, a “government of popular insurgency”
         (2006: 132). This communal state would involve the strengthening of local communal
         councils as well as the proliferation of similar council structures across all spheres
         of Venezuelan society and the integration of these local units into a broader structure
         that might eventually displace the existing liberal-bourgeois state. 
      

      
       There are those, however, who point to the seeming contradiction and dangers of building
         popular power from above. Roland Denis (2010), for example, cites Ramírez himself
         in support of the construction of “communes without the law” as a more unmediated
         expression of constituent power. While the transformation of existing structures marked
         by these new institutions should be welcomed and understood as an example of the ultimate
         replacement of the capitalist state, we cannot neglect their tendency to sap constituent
         strength, demobilize the people, and rob the process of its driving force in the very
         process of attempting to shore it up. Since Chávez’s death and Maduro’s tepid showing
         at the polls, sharp debates have broken out between radical and moderate sectors within
         Chavismo, alongside a resurgence of open struggles by indigenous movements, an important
         leader of which—Cacique Sabino Romero—was murdered in early 2013 (see Denis, 2013).
         Romero, who cited the 1999 Bolivarian constitution in defense of the radical autonomy
         of indigenous communities against wealthy landholders, has come to symbolize for many
         both the radical potential of the Venezuelan dialectic of constituent and constituted
         powers and the entrenched interests that will stop at nothing to defend privilege.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As other contributors to this volume make clear, the binary offered by Jorge Castañeda,
         which distinguishes between a “good” and a “bad” Latin American left, is less than
         insufficient: it is internally contradictory and positively misleading. Considered
         from the perspective of the constituent power of the revolutionary masses and their
         social movements, the constituent moments that mark their explosive intervention in
         history, and the constitutional processes that they set in motion, Castañeda’s distinction
         disintegrates, but only after suggesting to us that there might be more good to the
         bad and more bad to the good. The inherent tensions between movements and the state
         are most evident among governments in which the constituent plays a more unmediated
         and revolutionary role, but focusing our attention on constituent power and social
         movements tugs apart even the ostensible unity of the so-called bad left and provides
         a far more complex picture. 
      

      
      While the current governments of Ecuador, Bolivia, and Venezuela have all built on
         explosive constituent moments to drive forward constitutional processes aimed at transforming
         the structure of the state, Rafael Correa appears to have done so only as a result
         of pressure from the movements below and, moreover, as an ultimately dangerous strategy
         to outflank those movements whose protection he would need. The case of Evo Morales
         is more ambiguous, and it remains to be seen whether he will take the strategic lessons
         of recent years seriously. Central among these lessons is the fundamental need for
         mass support to both protect and drive forward the revolutionary process, a lesson
         visible in the Bolivian conflicts of 2008, the Ecuadorean coup attempt of 2010, and
         especially the brief 2002 coup against Chávez in Venezuela. Those occupying tenuous
         positions within constituted power must come to realize that their best defense lies
         in the organized rebelliousness of the popular masses. If they do not, their fate
         may share more with that of France’s Robespierre and Haiti’s Toussaint, who according
         to James (1963: 286) destroyed their left-wing base and thereby sealed their own doom.
         Seeking refuge in the movements, moreover, bears a double promise: safeguarding the
         revolutionary processes and providing the best guarantee that they will quicken, radicalize,
         and deepen.
      

      
      Notes

      
         An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 126–145.
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            1. According to French (2009: 350), the critique of populism stems from “an impoverished
                  and antiquated notion of the political. In postulating a politics of exalted expertise
                  and enlightenment, the idea of reason, rationality and objectivity (the ‘cold’ and
                  disinterested) is juxtaposed against a lesser sphere of emotion, passion and ‘personalism’
                  (the ‘hot’ and blindly partisan, if not backward and corrupt).”
               

            

         

         
            2. Unlike Holloway, for Dussel, power resides in the people and is not an object to be
                  taken (2008: 18), and this potentia is obligated to seek a concrete instantiation as potestas.
               

            

         

         
            3. On Ecuador, see Becker (2011). On Bolivia, see Webber (2011a; 2011b), Dangl (2007),
                  Fuentes (2011), and Harnecker and Fuentes (2008). On Venezuela, see Ciccariello-Maher
                  (2013). On Argentina, see Jordan and Whitney (2003).
               

            

         

         
            4. Whereas the assemblies empowered to draft these constitutions are called “constituent
                  assemblies,” the truly constituent moment that generates the force behind such assemblies
                  should be our focus.
               

            

         

         
            5. Castañeda is also strangely silent regarding Peru’s Alan García, who, despite hailing
                  from a classically populist party—the American Popular Revolutionary Alliance (APRA)—happened
                  to behave in a manner that he deems acceptable (Cameron, 2009: 335).
               

            

         

         
            6. Certainly, there remains the question of what is in fact possible given a particular
                  constellation of constituent and constituted powers, especially with regard to the
                  legacy of the Southern Cone dictatorships. This does not, however, foreclose the decision
                  whether to give in to the imperatives of entrenched power or to seek to counterbalance
                  them by shoring up the support of social movements from below.
               

            

         

         
            7. Drawn more from the urban and middle classes and largely mestizo, the forajido movement (which gained its name from Gutiérrez’s pejorative term for them) had more
                  in common with the Argentine rebellions of 2001–2002 and even adopted the latter’s
                  slogan, “¡Que se vayan todos!” (Becker, 2011: 94).
               

            

         

         
            8. Cameron’s (2009: 342) critique of the dissolution of the congress does not easily
                  square with his attentiveness to the resounding failings of existing democratic orders.
               

            

         

         
            9. While Hylton recognizes the causal effects of these moments, noting that “the rightwing
                  rampage may well have hastened the failed coup plot of October 2008, and the popular
                  ratification of the new Constitution in January 2009,” he fails to draw out the implications
                  of this recognition for our understanding of the Bolivian process more generally (2011:
                  245).
               

            

         

         
            10. Webber (2012), for example, relies heavily on García Linera’s 2006 formulation of
                  “Andean-Amazonian capitalism” as an admission that revolution is off the table. The
                  point is not to neglect such formulations but to shift emphasis from leaders to movements
                  by recognizing that elected officials will only become as radical as movements force
                  them to become. The crucial question is not what leaders believe but what movements
                  force them to do. Indeed, Webber’s most damning claims center around Morales’s fiscal
                  conservatism and adherence to International Monetary Fund recommendations, but again
                  Chávez behaved similarly during his first term.
               

            

         

         
            11. While Webber (2010) hopes for a “virtuous circle of momentum” from below, I believe
                  that he too firmly restricts this momentum to the exclusion of elements of the constituted
                  structure. For example, when the Bolivian masses struggled to force the nationalization
                  at Huanuni, Webber chooses to read this not as a part of an unfolding process but
                  as proof of the government’s hesitation (thereby tacitly privileging government rhetoric
                  over action from below). While he is certainly correct that we cannot expect the government
                  to initiate the opening of such a cycle, in Bolivia as in Venezuela it has nevertheless
                  played a significant contributing role.
               

            

         

         
            12. As proof of this, Castañeda cites the “tragicomic” and by now completely forgotten
                  yesterday’s news of the 2006 Maiquetía Bridge closure (forgotten in part because of
                  its prompt replacement by a superior structure), as well as selective and deceptive
                  macroeconomic data, to argue both that “Chávez does very little for the poor of his
                  own country” in terms of poverty reduction and that his regime is destined for economic
                  collapse. The standard manipulation, which is fortunately losing utility with the
                  passing of time, is to neglect the macroeconomic devastation of the 2002–2003 oil
                  strike spearheaded by the Venezuelan opposition. The Center for Economic and Policy
                  Research has consistently debunked both the macroeconomic and the poverty aspect of
                  these claims (Weisbrot and Ray, 2010; Weisbrot, 2011).
               

            

         

         
            13. Beasley-Murray, Cameron, and Hershberg (2009) further argue that the Chávez regime
                  is essentially a multiclass coalition, which again neglects the significant class
                  shifts undergone since 1998.
               

            

         

         
            14. For statements against the oil economy, see the Tercer Camino (Third Way) tendency
                  around Douglas Bravo from the 1970s to the present and the more recent anarchist critiques
                  (Uzcátegui, 2011). 
               

            

         

         
            15. It was from Bravo’s own Partido de la Revolución Venezolana (Party of the Venezuelan
                  Revolution; PRV) that the seminal texts would emerge (Comisión Ideológica de Ruptura,
                  1975–1979), only to enter the Chavista government through figures like the former
                  comandante Alí Rodríguez Araque, who served as head of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
                  Countries, and the oil economist Bernard Mommer (see Mommer, 2004). On the relation
                  between entitlement to oil and popular rebellion, see Coronil and Skurski (2004).
               

            

         

         
            16. Here I believe that, in his celebration of the incorporation of participatory power
                  in the Bolivarian constitution, Dussel (2008: 127–128) is not sufficiently attentive
                  to the dangers involved, particularly the way in which constituent power is transformed
                  and arguably sapped once institutionalized from above.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 11

      The Good, the Bad, and the Benevolent Interventionist

      
         
         
         
         Kevin Young

         
         U.S. Press and Intellectual Distortions of the Latin American Left

         
         
      

      
      Since 1998 Latin America has witnessed the election of roughly a dozen left-leaning
         presidents of diverse ideological inclinations, who have been propelled into power
         by grassroots citizens’ movements and voters’ disillusionment with the neoliberal
         policies of previous U.S.-allied leaders. Faced with this challenge, the U.S. government
         has naturally tried to limit its loss of control over the hemisphere. One strategy
         for doing so has involved promoting what it considers the “good” left embodied by
         governments in Brazil, Uruguay, and elsewhere, while seeking to isolate and undermine
         the “bad” left in countries like Venezuela, Bolivia, and Cuba. Dividing the “moderate”
         from the “radical” left has become an explicit focus of U.S. policy in the past decade.
         State Department officials have publicly emphasized the need to strengthen the bloc
         of U.S.-friendly governments to act as a “counterweight to governments like those
         currently in power in Venezuela and Bolivia which pursue policies which do not serve
         the interests of their people or the region” (U.S. Deputy Secretary of State James
         Steinberg, quoted in Weisbrot, 2009a). The Bush and Obama administrations have pursued
         a parallel strategy within bad-left countries themselves, funneling hundreds of millions
         of dollars to opposition groups under the guise of “democracy promotion.” 
      

      
      U.S. intellectuals and press outlets, including many of the more liberal ones, have
         helped popularize this binary image of the Latin American left, distinguishing a “bad”
         left that is politically authoritarian and economically erratic from a “good” left
         that is democratic and committed to free-market economics.   Jorge Castañeda has been
         the most prominent academic proponent of the good-left–bad-left thesis (2006; Castañeda
         and Morales, 2008).  The New York Times, which has often cited Castañeda, has distinguished between those governments that
         “aggressively push a leftist agenda” and “Brazil’s more moderate, leftist approach”;
         the former camp “combines economic populism with authoritarianism,” while the latter
         adopts “investor-friendly policies” and respects democratic institutions  (Barrionuevo,
         2007; Schmidt and Malkin, 2009; see also the July 31, 2006, editorial, citing Castañeda).
         Washington Post   reporters have contrasted “the populist, hard-line, nationalistic left that is
         antagonistic toward the United States” in    Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Cuba
         (Argentina is sometimes included as well) with the “entirely different” and “pragmatic”
         path of “social-democratic, globalized, and pro-market”  governments in Brazil and
         elsewhere (Booth, 2009; Forero, 2008; on Argentina, see Forero, 2012).  
      

      
      A quantitative sample of recent U.S. press coverage suggests that the good-left–bad-left
         frame is widespread. From 2009 to 2011,  the New York Times   featured thirty-eight news articles that drew a distinction, explicit or strongly
         implied, between the Venezuelan government of Hugo Chávez and the governments of Brazilian
         presidents Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva and Dilma Rousseff; only twelve articles noted
         similarities or cooperation between the two governments and/or Brazilian opposition
         to U.S. policies. The distinction between the two governments usually carried a normative
         undertone, albeit without using the adjectives “good” and “bad.” The “bad-left” regimes
         of Bolivia’s Evo Morales, Ecuador’s Rafael Correa, and Nicaragua’s Daniel Ortega were
         also frequently linked to Chávez and contrasted with the Brazilian, Uruguayan, Chilean,
         and Salvadoran governments: in the same three-year period, 53 percent of full-length
         Times   news and opinion pieces mentioning Evo Morales associated him with the Venezuelan
         government; the percentages for Correa and Ortega were 43 and 52, respectively.  
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         a   Tally includes all programs, not just news reports. 
         

      

      Interestingly, the good-left–bad-left frame seems to be less prevalent on the right-wing
         end of the mainstream media spectrum. Right-wing outlets shared the  Times’ antipathy toward Hugo Chávez but were more likely to criticize the Brazilian government
         as well. From 2009 to 2011 the Washington Times featured only four news articles and two columns that drew a distinction between
         Venezuelan and Brazilian government policies. The paper was much more likely to emphasize
         (and condemn) cooperation between the two governments: fourteen articles, columns,
         and letters pointed to Brazil’s similarities or cooperation with Venezuela and/or
         its opposition to U.S. policy. The  Washington Post, which is slightly to the right of the New York Times   politically, featured a fairly even mix of articles that adhered to the thesis and
         those that noted similarities or cooperation between Venezuela and Brazil. Coverage
         on the relatively liberal National Public Radio and the far-right Fox News network
         conformed to this pattern (see table 11.1).[1]          
      

      
      This chapter begins with an overview of good-left–bad-left tropes in recent U.S. press
         coverage of Latin America. It then highlights four ways in which this discourse distorts
         reality: (1)  by overstating the contrast between the two alleged camps, (2) by ignoring
         complexities within each camp, (3) by obscuring the ways that domestic circumstances,
         and not just presidents, shape policy, and (4) by exaggerating the failings of the
         so-called bad-left governments. In closing I suggest that the binary imagery of the
         Latin American left derives more from imperial and neoliberal objectives and from
         media allegiance to elite interests than from the realities of the Latin American
         left. Such discourse is usefully viewed within  a  long-standing historical tradition
         of “counter-insurgent prose,” reflecting a common response to popular resistance on
         the part of empires, elites, and establishment intellectuals (Guha, 1988).  
      

      
      Democrats and Dictators

      
      The press’s most common point of contrast between good- and bad-left regimes revolves
         around their levels of respect for democracy and human rights. A report from  New York Times   correspondent Simon Romero (2009) exemplifies the standard narrative: 
      

      
         On the one side are countries like Venezuela, Bolivia and Ecuador, where voters have
            given much greater power to their populist presidents, partly by allowing them to
            extend their time in office and sometimes eroding the function of Congress and the
            Supreme Court, institutions portrayed as allies of the old oligarchy. On the other
            side are nations of varying ideological hues, including Brazil, Latin America’s rising
            power, where resilient institutions have allowed for more diversity of participants
            in politics, ruling out the so-called participatory democracy that Mr. Chavez, the
            Venezuelan president, has been eager to promote in the region.
         

      

      Similarly, the  Washington Post’s Juan Forero (2009) contrasts “democratic Brazil” with the region’s “fervently anti-American
         leaders.” While the good-left regimes respect their countries’ existing laws and institutions,
         bad-left regimes seek to amend their constitutions to extend term limits and increase
         executive power.  While good-left governments respect private media, bad-left governments
         systematically repress any media criticism. And while the former allow citizens to
         protest, the latter employ repression reminiscent of  Mussolini, Franco, and Hitler
         (see, e.g., Rowan and Schoen, 2007). 
      

      
      The aggressive, authoritarian left is embodied by the late Hugo Chávez, “Venezuela’s
         revolutionary strongman and narcoterrorist” leader, “a hectoring strongman” who presided
         over  “a bloated, repressive state” ( Daily News   editorial, November 28, 2009;  Washington Post   editorial, August 17, 2007). According to the standard narrative, Chávez was singlehandedly
         responsible for the entire region’s leftward shift, just as the Soviet Union and later
         Cuba were the puppet masters behind all leftist resistance movements during the Cold
         War. The election of left-leaning leaders has nothing to do with the fact that Latin
         America is the most unequal region in the world, that it has long been dominated by
         the United States and domestic oligarchies, and that most Latin Americans disagree
         with the neoliberal economic policies promoted by Washington. With the help of a few
         “satellites” whose leaders have renounced “an independent foreign policy” and are
         now “slavishly aligned to Hugo Chávez”—foremost among them  Evo Morales, the “Bolivian
         dictator-in-the-making”—Chávez and his successor, Nicolás Maduro, have duped tens
         of millions of people into supporting their agenda. Chávez combined patronage with
         outright repression, “buying support” among irrational populations who are “largely
         blind to results,” while silencing Venezuelans who disagreed with him (Washington Post   editorial, November 29, 2009;  Richard Feinberg, quoted in Rogers, 2011; Daily News   editorial, November 28, 2009; Diehl, 2005).  
      

      
      One example of Chávez’s cynical regional machinations was his support for ousted Honduran
         President Manuel Zelaya. According to the  Washington Post   editors (June 30, 2009), the June 2009 military overthrow of Zelaya occurred in
         part because “the Honduran president had lately fallen under the spell of Venezuelan
         President Hugo Chávez,” who had presumably tricked Zelaya into raising the country’s
         minimum wage and implementing other measures beneficial to Honduran workers and the
         poor. News coverage usually omitted discussion of Zelaya’s socioeconomic policies,
         but rarely failed to emphasize his friendly relations with Chávez:  in the first two
         months following the coup, the Washington Post mentioned Zelaya’s close relationship to Chávez thirteen times and published several
         pieces that focused primarily on that relationship. The other dominant emphasis in
         press coverage of Zelaya was his alleged attempt to extend presidential term limits—a
         disingenuous charge, but one that helped to define him as authoritarian (Young, 2010a).
      

      
      A key focus of U.S. press attacks on the bad left has been the Venezuelan government’s
         alleged control over its country’s media. Those attacks increased dramatically after
         May 2007, when the government revoked the public broadcasting license of the private
         station RCTV, which had openly supported a 2002 military coup against Chávez. A typical
         report from Simon Romero (2011) gives the impression that most news sources in Venezuela
         are state owned: “state bookstores,” “state newspaper[s],” “state television,” and
         “state radio” all form part of “Venezuela’s expanding state propaganda complex.” Romero
         and others have directed similar accusations toward governments in Ecuador and Bolivia
         (e.g., Romero and Caselli, 2011). As detailed below, such reports greatly exaggerate
         these governments’ degree of control over the media while also neglecting the state
         repression of opposition media in countries aligned with the United States (Young,
         2008). 
      

      
      Other signs of the repressive authoritarianism of bad-left governments are their drive
         to militarize their societies and their anti-Semitism. Indignant editors have often
         alleged that the Venezuelan government is “arm[ing] to the teeth” to repress domestic
         dissent and perhaps provoke “a reconstituted Cold War south of the border” (Investor’s Business Daily editorial, July 28, 2008; cf. Washington Post editorials, January 14, 2005; August 17, 2007; and April 8, 2010). Chávez has also
         been accused of promoting modern-day pogroms against Venezuelan Jews, whom he supposedly
         blamed for the country’s inequality and other problems. Neither allegation is accurate:
         Venezuelan military spending under Chávez averaged only marginally higher than in
         the 1990s, and in 2012 was just 0.4 percent that of the United States (calculated
         from SIPRI, 2013); the charges of official anti-Semitism were based on selective quotations
         of Chávez’s public comments and press distortions of events (Stoneman, 2008: 101–103;
         Wingerter and Delacour, 2009). But again, reality is seldom permitted to interfere
         with the well-rehearsed dogma, most of which closely echoes U.S. government rhetoric.
      

      
      Rational Free-Market Centrists and Radical Populists

      
      Much press coverage and intellectual commentary also draws a sharp contrast between
         the economic policies of the two camps. Hugo  Chávez embodies an emphasis on economic
         nationalism and social spending at the expense of genuine economic development. His
         government’s “nationalization of industries” and “profligate state spending” reflected
         a cynical strategy “to purchase popular support, or quiescence” (Forero, 2010b; Washington Post editorial, August 17, 2007). Inflation—the cardinal sin of monetarist and neoliberal
         economics—has therefore skyrocketed, a sign of Chávez’s lust for power at the expense
         of long-term economic health and stability. Meanwhile, “Brazil and Chile represent
         the opposite of Venezuela,” with Brazil’s Lula leading “Latin America’s new pragmatic
         left,” “the economically and politically moderate” camp that has “embrace[d] globalization”
         and sticks to “responsible” and “middle-of-the-road policies”  (Sabatini and Marczak,
         2010; Forero, 2010a; 2010b). In contrast to the bad left, “governments in Brazil and
         Chile have adopted investor-friendly policies” (Schmidt and Malkin, 2009).  Much of
         the business press agrees: Brazil “is securing its future in the right way,” say the
         editors of Investor’s Business Daily (November 24, 2009), by “cutting taxes, drilling for oil, paying its bills and living
         within its means.” One academic variant of this distinction builds upon “resource
         curse” theories, arguing that the rise of the bad left derives from those countries’
         abundant subterranean resources and the consequent temptation to pursue unsustainable,
         rent-led development (Weyland, 2009).
      

      
      “Market economies” and “rationality” are logically inseparable in this discourse.
         Writing on Bolivia, political scientist Kurt Weyland laments that neoliberal policies
         are often “economically rational but politically suicidal” because of “furious resistance”
         from the impassioned herd, which suffers from “deep-seated loss aversion” and extreme
         paranoia about “greedy foreigners” (2009: 156). Not all is bleak, though: Washington Post reporter Juan Forero (2010a) approvingly quotes a representative from a U.S. think
         tank (Christopher Sabatini) who says that “voters are more calculating and rational
         than we give them credit for. . . . People are making the choice to support market
         economies and rational leaders.” The cause for celebration was  the January 2010 election
         of the right-wing Chilean President Sebastián Piñera, which Forero optimistically
         interprets as the sign of a “broad regional trend” of “growing preference for free-market
         centrists.” 
      

      
      The contrasting economic policies of the good and bad lefts—rational embrace of low
         inflation and the free market versus populist overspending and knee-jerk nationalism—have
         naturally produced starkly different results, according to news and opinion pieces:
         whereas good-left countries have enjoyed both formidable economic growth and reductions
         in poverty and inequality, Chávez’s “pathological mismanagement has run the economy
         into the ground” (Pérez-Stable, 2010; cf. Castañeda, 2006: 40; Miami Herald editorial, February 8, 2010; Romero, 2010; Young, 2010b). Most reporters, editors,
         and columnists deny altogether the social gains in Venezuela over the past decade,
         implying that the only consequences of Chavismo for ordinary Venezuelans have been
         greater poverty—a trope with many historical precedents in U.S. press depictions of
         Castro’s Cuba, Sandinista Nicaragua, and other leftist regimes (Johnson, 1980: 241;
         Young, 2010b: 48). Luckily for all such regimes, the easily manipulated masses are
         “largely blind to results,” as Washington Post columnist Jackson Diehl (2005) laments.
      

      
      Again, this discourse closely echoes that of U.S. government officials. During a March
         2010 visit to Brazil, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton demanded that the Venezuelan
         government “restore private property” and “return to a free market economy.” Clinton
         contrasted Venezuela with the good left, saying, “We wish Venezuela were looking more
         to its south and looking at Brazil and looking at Chile” (Clinton, 2010). Recent reports
         from the U.S. director of national intelligence have warned about “a small group of
         radical populist governments” that “emphasize economic nationalism at the expense
         of market-based approaches,” thus “directly clash[ing] with US initiatives” and U.S.
         vital “interests in the region” (McConnell, 2008: 34; Blair, 2010: 30).
      

      
      The choice of adjectives in the above descriptions is revealing: the bad left is “radical,”
         “erratic,” “profligate,” “slavish,” and “pathological,” while the good left is “moderate,”
         “responsible,” “pragmatic,” “independent,” and “rational.” The bad left is impulsively
         nationalistic in its approach to economic development, shunning the corporate-led
         globalization that is synonymous with civilization and progress; the good left eagerly
         “embraces” the latter concepts, demonstrating its maturity and capacity for self-governance.
         This language echoes Castañeda’s portrait of a bad left that “is nationalist, strident,
         and close-minded” versus a good left that is “modern” and “open-minded” (2006: 29).
         
      

      
      The Benevolent Interventionist

      
      These tropes are deeply rooted in the history of imperial discourse.  The good-left–bad-left
         thesis may seem more enlightened than classic racist or imperialist rhetoric in that
         it does not lump all Latin Americans together, but in fact the clever colonizer has
         always distinguished between “good” and “bad” members of the subordinate group. When
         Columbus sailed through the Caribbean in the 1490s, he contrasted the peaceful Arawaks
         of Cuba to the aggressive, allegedly cannibalistic Caribs to the southeast (Hulme,
         1994: 169–171, 190). European and U.S. imperialists, as well as Latin American elites,
         employed similar discursive strategies over the following centuries.[2] In the early twentieth century, both the jingoists led by Theodore Roosevelt and
         the Wilsonian “idealists” contrasted the unruly children of Central America and the
         Caribbean with the more responsible leaders in the bigger Latin American countries.
         Woodrow Wilson and his appointees pledged to replace the “naughty children” of Latin
         America with “good men,” whom they would “teach the South American republics to elect”
         (Schoultz, 1998: 244, 272, 192–197; Kenworthy, 1995: 30; cf.  Johnson, 1980: 209,
         217; Black, 1988).  Later, following the 1959 Cuban Revolution, U.S. policy came to
         focus on assisting the good Latins while isolating, and often exterminating, the bad;
         many of the tropes used to characterize Hugo Chávez have clear precedents in depictions
         of Fidel Castro starting four decades before (Platt et al., 1987; Johnson, 1980: 113,
         241; Chomsky, 2008). Similar binaries have long been apparent in orientalist descriptions
         of Asian and African peoples, particularly Muslims (Mamdani, 2004).  
      

      
      Historically these distinctions have often sought to justify outside intervention
         in the name of “protecting” the good from the bad, and today the “benevolent interventionist”
         frame often accompanies the good-left–bad-left frame. Just as Columbus was protecting
         the peaceful Arawaks from the savage Caribs, the U.S. government promotes democracy
         through its relations with the good left, protecting those countries from the bad
         left. By definition, all such interventions are undertaken with noble intent. This
         paternalistic discourse has remained remarkably consistent throughout the history
         of imperialism and internal colonialism, albeit with new rhetorical demons and pretexts
         in each successive epoch: corruption, endemic revolts, and  European intervention
         in Wilson’s day, Communism during the Cold War, and autocrats, populists, terrorists,
         and drug cartels since the Soviet Union’s collapse. The main demons are typically
         external to Latin America—often associated with Europe, the Soviet Union, or various
         Asian and Middle Eastern countries—but there are usually internal demons, too (Kenworthy,
         1995: 18–37). 
      

      
      Press coverage of right-wing coups against Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez in 2002 and Honduras’
         Manuel Zelaya in 2009, and of the U.S. government’s role in and after those coups,
         offers stark examples of media support (open or tacit) for recent U.S. interventionism.
         In both cases the U.S. response was accompanied by news reports and opinion pieces
         stressing legitimate U.S. security concerns and earnest yearning for democracy. In
         addition to praising U.S. motives, press coverage often implied that Latin Americans
         both needed and wanted U.S. intervention.
      

      
      The 2002 military coup in Venezuela and the U.S. response generally received either
         praise or ambivalence from leading editorial boards. One survey of editorial responses
         to the coup found that the Washington Post, while harshly critical of Chávez, was among the only leading papers to immediately
         condemn the coup; the Chicago Tribune, the New York Times, and others openly welcomed it (Coen, 2002). Many editors and reporters either praised
         U.S. actions or flatly denied any U.S. role in the coup: the Times editors, for example (April 13, 2002), falsely claimed that the coup “was a purely
         Venezuelan affair.” Later Times news reports continued to ignore evidence of the U.S. role in promoting the coup,
         for instance, by reporting at face value the dubious claims of an inspector general’s
         report that the State Department had “sent a consistent message of support for democracy
         in Venezuela” (quoted in Friel and Falk, 2004: 180). 
      

      
      Media coverage in the wake of the June 2009 military coup in Honduras followed a similar
         pattern. In the two months following the coup, only 10 percent of the news reports
         in the New York Times and the Washington Post mentioned the coup regime’s killings of protesters (Young, 2010a). Editorial policy
         at the Post offered vocal support for the coup and advocated strong U.S. action to thwart “the
         faction, led by Mr. Zelaya’s mentor, Hugo Chávez, that is attempting to overthrow
         democratic institutions across the region.” Chávez, the Post editors warned, “dreams of a putsch in Tegucigalpa that would produce another lawless
         autocracy like his own.” But the paper’s editors and columnists applauded the Obama
         administration’s response. U.S. participation in the post-coup mediation efforts had
         “become an opportunity to deal a defeat to the populist authoritarianism that Mr.
         Chávez and Mr. Zelaya represent,” thereby safeguarding the good, innocent Latins against
         the threats of decent health care, education, and greater political power. Two weeks
         after the coup, Obama and Clinton were “on the verge of achieving their own coup in
         Honduras and advancing American interests with a deftness not seen from Washington
         in many years.” This last statement at first seems like a candid admission that the
         United States acts upon self-serving motives, but there is in fact no contradiction:
         within U.S. imperial logic, “American interests” naturally equate to “support[ing]
         democracy”; democracy is whatever the U.S. government supports (Washington Post editorials, June 30 and July 9, 2009; Schumacher-Matos, 2009a).  The word “empire”
         appears only in irony quotes, an example of the hyperbole of anti-American conspiracy
         theorists (e.g., Romero, 2011). “Anti-American,” the label applied to those who oppose
         U.S. policies, is understood to be synonymous with “undemocratic,” and vice versa:
         U.S. policy is by definition a force for democracy, and one cannot oppose that policy
         and still qualify as a democrat (thus, reporters and commentators contrast “democratic
         Brazil” with the “anti-American” bad left [Forero, 2009]).
      

      
      Five months later, in November 2009, the United States was virtually the only country
         in the hemisphere that accepted the legitimacy of the election that brought Honduran
         rancher Porfirio Lobo to power. The election was held in an atmosphere of intense
         repression of dissent, including a physical assault on opposition candidate Carlos
         Reyes, who withdrew his candidacy to avoid legitimizing the results (Corcoran, 2010;
         Young, 2010a). The United States was able to overlook such trivialities, though, endorsing
         the election and thus “leading the support for the democratic option,” according to
         the  Post   editors. Although the editors expressed support for multilateralism in principle,
         “the lesson of the Honduran crisis is that the United States cannot always pursue
         such multilateralism and also support democracy” ( Washington Post   editorial, November 29, 2009). The  Post   was hardly the only press outlet to applaud the benevolent motives of the U.S.
         government: the  New York Times   editors (November 7, 2009) argued that “the Obama administration has worked hard,
         if somewhat episodically, to try to resolve the political crisis in Honduras.” Consideration
         of the actual record of U.S. support for the repressive post-coup regimes of Roberto
         Micheletti and Porfirio Lobo might compel different conclusions (Weisbrot, 2009b;
         Frank, 2013). 
      

      
      In addition to tropes distinguishing “good” from “bad,” portrayals of the Latin American
         left also draw implicitly upon historical discourses casting Latin Americans as childlike,
         feminine, irrational, and in need of guidance. According to recent U.S. officials
         and commentators, defiance of the United States is a sign of “political immaturity”
         on the part of “impetuous and irresponsible” leaders (former Assistant Secretary of
         State Bernard Aronson, quoted in Brice, 2009; Schumacher-Matos, 2009b). The voters
         who elect and reelect bad-left politicians do so not for rational reasons or out of
         ideological agreement but because they are “largely blind to results” and tend to
         gravitate toward demagogic strong men—a derogatory depiction with deep historical
         roots among U.S. policy makers and intellectuals (Diehl, 2005; see also Schoultz,
         1998: esp. 341–342; Johnson, 1980; Black, 1988; Pike, 1992; Kenworthy, 1995; Lupien,
         2013). 
      

      
      A related undertone of interventionist discourse is the notion that the good Latins
         both need and desire imperial intervention. Such discourse has been present since the start of Western
         imperialism and persists today. According to Pope Benedict XVI (2007), the native
         peoples of the Americas “were silently longing” for Christianity prior to 1492. The
         good Latins now yearn for guidance from the United States, which must keep “leading
         the support for the democratic option” (Washington Post editorial, November 29, 2009). Citing the Honduran crisis as an example, U.S. intellectuals
         Christopher Sabatini and Jason Marczak (2010) argue that Latin American countries
         are “clearly waiting for leadership” from the U.S. government and have been “unengaged
         in the responsibilities of true partnership.” The term “partnership” is intended in
         its standard technical sense, as subservience to U.S. dictates; as noted below, Latin
         American governments of late have exercised a level of leadership and cooperation
         unprecedented in the region’s modern history. But that leadership has been largely
         independent of the United States, a fact that automatically disqualifies it from consideration,
         and instead it becomes evidence of irresponsibility and weakness. The solution to
         Latin America’s problems, argue Sabatini and Marczak, is “steadfast and strong leadership”
         from the United States (cf. Crandall, 2011). News reports from the past decade have
         often cited similar criticisms of the U.S. government “for neglecting Latin America”
         (Constable, 2006). 
      

      
      Such reports say little about the historical consequences of U.S. leadership for the
         people of Latin America and offer little concrete evidence that Latin Americans are
         eagerly waiting for the United States to take charge again. Indeed, rejecting U.S. leadership is often a prerequisite to success for political candidates in today’s
         Latin America. One of the main reasons for the weakness of right-wing opposition parties
         in countries like Venezuela and Bolivia is their failure to repudiate U.S. imperialism
         and the neoliberal economic policies associated with it.[3]  
      

      
      Rhetoric and Reality

      
      Although a detailed analysis of the Latin American left is beyond the scope of this
         chapter (and is presented elsewhere in this volume), some brief observations are in
         order. First, the binary distinction between good and bad lefts does contain some
         elements of truth. Venezuela’s government has been, along with that of Cuba, the most
         outspokenly anti-imperialist and has also made significant attempts to break from
         neoliberal economic doctrine by nationalizing some big business and dramatically increasing
         social spending. The Bolivian government has been more timid but has also taken actions
         that the Brazilian or Chilean governments have not, for instance, significantly increasing
         corporate taxes. Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador have all passed new constitutions
         with the aim of wresting power from traditional political oligarchies. Good-left governments
         have been less outspokenly anti-imperialist, have done less to threaten multinational
         corporations, and have not pursued large-scale reforms to their countries’ political
         systems. These distinctions derive from a combination of ideological differences and
         varying political and economic contexts within the countries in question.
      

      
      But beyond these simple contrasts, the good-left–bad-left thesis fails in four ways:
         it exaggerates the contrast between the two camps, it obscures important complexities
         within each camp, it neglects the role of domestic circumstances in determining policies
         by focusing on presidential ideologies and personalities, and it greatly exaggerates
         the failings of the bad-left countries in the realms of democracy, human rights, and
         economic performance.
      

      
      The stark contrast between good- and bad-left regimes ignores important similarities
         among the countries involved (French, 2010). Chávez, Maduro, and Morales may have
         the strongest anti-imperialist rhetoric, but other left governments have frequently
         joined Venezuela and Bolivia in opposing U.S. imperialism (Cameron, 2009). Such governments
         have pursued political and economic integration independent of the United States through
         organizations like the Mercado Común del Sur (Common Market of the South; Mercosur),
         the Unión de Naciones Sudamericanas (Union of South American Nations; UNASUR), the
         Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (Bolivarian Alliance of the
         Peoples of Our America; ALBA), and the Comunidad de Estados Latinoamericanos y Caribeños
         (Community of Latin American and Caribbean States; CELAC). In the midst of crises
         they have joined together, at least temporarily, to oppose U.S.-favored actors: in
         September 2008 when right-wing violence threatened the Morales government, in 2009
         following the military coup in Honduras, and after the June 2012 “parliamentary coup”
         in Paraguay against elected President Fernando Lugo. The most prominent good-left
         regime, the Brazilian government of Lula and his successor, Dilma Rousseff, has at
         times openly defied U.S. foreign policy. At the 2005 Summit of the Americas in Argentina
         it joined Argentina, Chile, and the bad left in opposing the U.S.-promoted Free Trade
         Area of the Americas, contributing to the idea’s demise. In 2010 Lula helped broker
         a diplomatic solution wherein Iran would transfer most of its enriched uranium to
         Turkey, thereby increasing the chances of peace as well as the hostility of commentators
         who lamented the creeping authoritarianism in hitherto-democratic Brazil (Investor’s Business Daily editorial, November 24, 2009; Daily News editorial, November 28, 2009; Washington Post editorial, May 15, 2010; Friedman, 2010). Lula also deviated from his democratic
         record by openly supporting WikiLeaks when the organization began revealing massive
         evidence of U.S. war crimes and diplomatic strong-arming. The recognition of Palestinian
         statehood by most major Latin American countries—including even U.S. allies like García’s
         Peru, Piñera’s Chile, and Lobo’s Honduras—is a further example of anti-imperialism
         from countries outside the bad left.
      

      
      The economic policies of the two camps also have more in common than most commentary
         suggests. Despite much talk of socialism from both critics and supporters, the economies
         of the bad-left countries are still mostly capitalist and even retain many features
         of neoliberal capitalism. The higher taxes on corporations, new welfare measures,
         and increased public spending in Evo Morales’ Bolivia reflect modest improvements,
         but the vast majority of the economy remains in private hands and dependent on extractive
         industry, and there has been no large-scale effort to redistribute wealth and income
         (Webber, 2011).[4] The push beyond neoliberalism in Ecuador and Nicaragua has been more modest still,
         notwithstanding some important improvements in social programs (Becker, this volume;
         Perla and Cruz-Feliciano, this volume). Venezuela has gone farther than other bad-left
         governments in rolling back neoliberalism: it has nationalized many private companies,
         significantly reduced poverty and inequality, and encouraged a degree of participatory
         democracy through community councils, cooperatives, and other institutions (Ellner,
         2010; 2011). But even there, the level of private ownership means that Venezuela is
         at most a mixed economy (Purcell, this volume). Moreover, the economy retains many of capitalism’s
         most undesirable features, including reliance on fossil-fuel extraction and rentier
         development (Moreno-Brid and Paunovic, 2010: 205). Venezuela has taken the most anti-capitalist
         actions, but even it is a long way from socialism.
      

      
      At the same time, the partial exception of Venezuela highlights how the good-left–bad-left
         thesis obscures significant variation within each camp, as well as the reasons for that variation. Different policies do not simply
         reflect ideological differences, but derive also—and perhaps more significantly—from
         differing domestic circumstances in each country. The comparative radicalism of Chávez’s
         policies resulted partly from the fierce hostility of foreign companies and the right,
         which gave the government more incentive to nationalize production and to take other
         actions that would cultivate the support of grassroots sectors and the left (Ellner,
         chapter 4, this volume). In turn, state control over production, coupled with the
         country’s massive oil wealth, increased the government’s capacity to reorient fiscal
         policies toward redistribution. In Bolivia and Ecuador, meanwhile, powerful social
         movements wield greater influence than in most other countries, and in some cases
         they, rather than their countries’ presidents, have directly compelled nationalizations
         and other policy changes (Webber, 2011: 105–110; on similar dynamics in Venezuela,
         see Ellner, 2008: 215, 218, 224). Throughout the region social movements have played
         important roles in shaping the political context in their countries, a fact usually
         ignored by mainstream commentators (Stahler-Sholk, Vanden, and Keucker, 2008; Prevost,
         Oliva Campos, and Vanden, 2012; Ciccariello-Maher, 2013 and chapter 10, this volume).
         Focusing on caudillo politicians or the varying ideologies of left regimes as the
         main determinants of policy, as the good-left–bad-left thesis tends to do, misses
         other causal factors.
      

      
      To the thesis’s charge that bad-left regimes are destroying democracy, opinion polls
         offer compelling counterpoints. In recent Latinobarómetro polls measuring citizen
         satisfaction with the state of their democracies, Venezuela has consistently outranked
         most other Latin American countries; Bolivia’s standing has been more mixed, but it
         too has consistently ranked in the upper half of the region’s countries. U.S. clients
         have typically fared much worse, as the poll results for countries like Colombia,
         Mexico, Peru, and Honduras attest (those same countries also tend to have the worst
         human rights records, with Colombia leading the world in murders of trade unionists
         and in the number of internally displaced persons). The image of the antidemocratic
         bad left also obscures important differences within that camp. The Chávez government
         enjoys broader citizen approval by most measures than the Nicaraguan government of
         Daniel Ortega, whose record is marred by corruption scandals, pacts with the right,
         and authoritarian behavior within his own party. Interestingly, however, Chávez’s
         Venezuela—the regime most vilified by the U.S. press—has fared better than the “softer”
         of the bad-left regimes (Young, 2011).[5]  
      

      
      Charges that bad-left regimes dominate their countries’ media or systematically repress
         private news outlets are also disingenuous. In the February 2011 New York Times report cited above, Simon Romero forgets to tell readers that most major Venezuelan
         media sources are owned by large private interests, most of which are fiercely opposed
         to the government (Stoneman, 2008: 103–118; Lupien, 2013). As of September 2010, state
         television channels accounted for less than 6 percent of audience share (Weisbrot
         and Ruttenberg, 2010: 4). Romero also forgets that many of Venezuela’s virtuous private
         media openly supported the 2002 military coup, a fact that would land them in jail
         in most countries. Nor would readers of Romero’s report get any clue that media that
         ruffle official feathers in U.S.-allied countries like Colombia often face repression
         (Young, 2008). 
      

      
       The economic record of bad-left regimes also refutes the charge that leaders like
         Chávez care little about either economic growth or genuine social redistribution.
         The Venezuelan economy grew by 95 percent from early 2003 to late 2008. The same period
         saw poverty decline by over half and extreme poverty decline by 72 percent, in addition
         to impressive gains in the health care and educational access of the population (Weisbrot,
         Ray, and Sandoval, 2009: 5–14). Although the economy faltered somewhat over the following
         year and a half, it faltered in large part because the government followed the austerity
         doctrine of Western economists when it should have used stimulus spending to weather
         the global recession—as the Morales government did with great success, leading the
         entire hemisphere in economic growth in 2009 (Weisbrot and Ray, 2010; Young, 2010b:
         46). Evidence to support the depiction of leftist governments as fiscally reckless
         and unconcerned with inflation “is completely absent from the recent macroeconomic
         experience of the left-of-center governments” in the region, concluded two UN economists
         in 2008 (Moreno-Brid and Paunovic, 2010: 199).
      

      
      All of these considerations seriously undermine the good-left–bad-left thesis. Although
         there are some significant differences between, say, Venezuela and Brazil, the standard
         narrative neglects both the commonalities uniting good and bad lefts and the internal
         differences within each camp. It also tends to focus on individual leaders while ignoring
         the way that larger social forces shape those leaders’ policies. Finally, its criticisms
         of bad-left governments are disproportionate and often inaccurate. 
      

      
      Imperial Strategy and Media Dependence

      
      Explaining the persistence of the good-left–bad-left thesis in U.S. press coverage
         of Latin America requires attention to U.S. imperial strategy and the political economy
         of the mainstream news media. The real reason for the U.S. media’s continuing embrace
         of this thesis lies in the efforts of the U.S. political and corporate empire to stem
         the decline of its influence in Latin America and in the continued dependence of mainstream
         news outlets on government and corporate interests. U.S. government and capital have
         been losing influence in Latin America for some time now, and, as Jorge Castañeda
         advises, the best imperial strategy for recouping lost influence is to try to “separate”
         the good from the bad, “to support the former and contain the latter” (2006: 43).
         Good-left–bad-left discourse and policy represent a logical imperial response, and
         one with many historical precedents.
      

      
       The U.S. media’s use of the good-left–bad-left frame and its corollary, the “benevolent
         interventionist” frame, is in turn explicable given continued press dependence on
         government and corporate power. Numerous empirical studies have documented the close
         correlation between elite views and media coverage for a wide range of domestic and
         foreign policy issues over the past half century (Hallin, 1986; Herman and Chomsky,
         1988; Bennett, 1990; Mermin, 1999; Kennis, 2010). Media-studies scholars have highlighted
         a range of mechanisms that contribute to this dependence, among them the reliance
         of editors and journalists on access to official sources, the ever more concentrated
         structure of corporate media ownership, the importance of advertising revenue, and
         the shared ideologies of elites, editors, and journalists (Bagdikian, 1983; Herman
         and Chomsky, 1988; Bennett, 1990). Some researchers have argued that these mechanisms
         are particularly important in shaping U.S. press coverage of foreign policy (Bennett,
         1990: 106–107, 122; Kennis, 2010: 50–59). 
      

      
      In the case of the good-left–bad-left thesis, two theoretical models help explain
         press coverage: the propaganda model and the indexing model. Empirical tests of these
         two models have consistently reaffirmed their applicability to U.S. press coverage
         of foreign affairs in general and of Latin America specifically (e.g., Chomsky, 1989;
         Bennett, 1990; Mermin, 1999; Rendall, Ward, and Hall, 2009; Young, 2008; 2010a; Corcoran,
         2010; Kennis, 2010). Such studies have also challenged arguments that emphasize greater
         media variation and a “less dependably deferential role” of media since the end of
         the Cold War (Entman, 2004: 3–4). 
      

      
      The propaganda model, first proposed by Edward Herman and Noam Chomsky (1988), argues
         that press coverage of foreign affairs systematically favors regimes considered friendly
         to U.S. elite interests while reserving most criticism for regimes deemed inimical
         to those interests. Much of Herman and Chomsky’s quantitative evidence came from case
         studies of press coverage of U.S. policy in Central America in the 1980s, and many
         subsequent studies have suggested that the propaganda model remains a powerful predictor
         of the way the mainstream press covers Latin America and U.S. policy in the region.
         Kennis (2010) finds that Mexican, Ecuadorian, and Puerto Rican social movements and
         victims that have opposed U.S. policy are far less likely to receive sympathetic coverage
         than movements and victims that support U.S. policy and U.S.-friendly elites. Other
         studies of recent news coverage have demonstrated stark contrasts in major news outlets’
         treatment of the Colombian and Venezuelan regimes, and of state repression in Honduras
         following the 2009 coup versus in Iran following the 2009 elections (Rendall, Ward,
         and Hall, 2009; Corcoran, 2010; Young, 2008; 2010a). The good-left–bad-left frame
         represents a variation on the propaganda model: the category of U.S. “allies” now
         includes some regimes identified as leftist, but the basic pattern of distinctions
         remains similar. 
      

      
       The indexing model predicts that the range of views expressed in the mainstream press
         will tend to parallel the range of views within elite circles, especially government
         circles (Bennett, 1990; Mermin, 1999; cf. Hallin, 1986; Chomsky, 1989). The model
         helps explain the differences in coverage noted at the outset of this chapter, which
         suggest that binary treatment of the Latin American left is especially apparent at
         the liberal end of the press spectrum. Most academic and media proponents of the good-left–bad-left
         thesis are fairly liberal by mainstream standards. Just as the relatively enlightened
         colonizers have always recognized distinctions among subordinate peoples, so do the
         relatively liberal politicians and U.S. news outlets of today. Right-wing media and
         politicians, meanwhile, tend to be more dismissive of even the good left. If there
         is almost uniform antipathy across the mainstream spectrum toward the bad left, there
         is less agreement regarding the good left. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As left-leaning governments around Latin America have pursued greater political and
         economic sovereignty, the U.S. government has sought to cut its losses by rewarding
         relative compliance with U.S. objectives and punishing those who more explicitly defy
         those objectives. Key to Washington’s response has been a distinction, reflected in
         both discourse and policy, between a “good” left including leaders like Brazil’s Lula
         and a “bad” left exemplified by Hugo Chávez of Venezuela. Although the Bush administration
         initiated this approach, the Obama administration has embraced and even intensified
         it.
      

      
      Although the distinction between “two Latin American lefts” contains elements of truth,
         the good-left–bad-left thesis distorts reality in four major ways. First, it exaggerates
         the degree of separation between the two camps, neglecting the considerable similarities
         and cooperation among left governments. At the same time, it belies the complexity
         and variation within each camp. For example, within the so-called bad left the Venezuelan
         government has been bolder in its rejection of neoliberalism than the Bolivian, Ecuadorian,
         and Nicaraguan governments. Third, the thesis tends to ignore the ways that social
         movements and other domestic factors shape policy, focusing instead on presidents’
         ideological preferences and personalities. Finally, proponents of the thesis tend
         to overstate the failings of the bad-left governments in the realms of democracy,
         human rights, and economic performance (though here, too, there is significant variation
         among these governments). 
      

      
      If the good-left–bad-left thesis falters under empirical scrutiny, it is in some ways
         a logical response to the newfound assertiveness of governments in the region that
         U.S. officials still consider “our backyard” (Secretary of State John Kerry, quoted
         in Neuman, 2013). The thesis borrows from a well-worn imperial script. Binary characterizations
         of subordinate peoples are a common discursive response to popular resistance on the
         part of empires, domestic elites,  and loyal intellectuals and have many precedents
         in the history of U.S.–Latin American relations. The U.S. news media have played a
         key role in popularizing this discourse. The prevalence of the good-left–bad-left
         frame in recent U.S. press coverage of Latin America supports theoretical models that
         emphasize media dependence on governmental and corporate interests. Of course, this
         dependence is not absolute, and the level of dependence often varies from issue to
         issue (Entman, 2004; Kennis, 2010). But coverage of the Latin American left offers
         little cause for optimism among those who would like to see the critical and independent
         press that is essential to a functioning democracy. 
      

      
      Notes

      
         An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Latin American Perspectives 40 (3), May 2013: 207–225.
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            1. Based on LexisNexis database searches for reports mentioning both Brazil and Venezuela
                  and for New York Times news articles mentioning the other bad-left presidents. Space constraints prevent
                  further discussion of the Kirchner governments in Argentina, which are sometimes lumped
                  in with the bad left (e.g., Castañeda, 2006; Forero, 2012).
               

            

         

         
            2. Many elites and mainstream press outlets within Latin America echo the discourse critiqued
                  here (Lupien, 2013). For example, since the 1980s most Latin American governments
                  have embraced some form of recognition of their countries’ pre-Hispanic cultures,
                  but usually in the form of a watered-down “neoliberal multiculturalism” that implicitly
                  distinguishes between what Charles Hale (2004) calls el indio permitido—the acceptable Indian—and the unacceptable Indian. The acceptable Indian politely
                  asks for cultural and linguistic recognition, while the unacceptable Indian demands
                  socioeconomic resources and political power in addition to state recognition .
               

            

         

         
            3. Interestingly, in the Venezuelan presidential campaigns of 2012 and 2013, opposition
                  candidate Henrique Capriles actually broke with past opposition platforms and promised
                  to maintain certain Chavista social programs if elected, which undoubtedly helped
                  him at the polls.
               

            

         

         
            4. Economic policies are obviously not the only measurement of a regime’s domestic performance.
                  For example, the Morales government has made important strides in valorizing indigenous
                  cultures and identities in the context of a deeply racist dominant culture.
               

            

         

         
            5.  None of these countries is an ideal democracy, and reasonable observers might raise
                  legitimate concerns about certain actions by the executive branch in each country.
                  My argument here is simply (1) that the picture conveyed in the U.S. media reflects
                  a clear bias against Washington’s more aggressive challengers and (2) that the U.S.
                  government and press dislike bad-left regimes not for their vices but for their virtues.
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      Concluding Observations
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         The Twenty-First-Century Radical Left and the Latin American Road to Change

         
         
      

      
      The basic thesis of this book is that the obstacles and complexities arising from
         the experiences of the twenty-first-century Latin American radical left (hereafter
         21LRL) are quantitatively and qualitatively different from twentieth-century cases
         of leftist rule throughout the world. Most important, the extended period of intense
         social and political polarization in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Venezuela contrasts with
         Communist and social-democratic governments of the twentieth century. Not only did
         the legal opposition question the government’s legitimacy, but a middle ground characterized
         by qualified support or nonbelligerent criticism of government policy was left largely
         unoccupied. 
      

      
       In addition to the salient features of the 21LRL discussed in this volume, the question
         needs to be posed: Is the 21LRL uniquely Latin American? I would argue that the imprint
         left by a diversity of Latin American experiences stemming from past struggles, movements,
         and policies has shaped the 21LRL and adds to its complex, multifaceted, and eclectic
         nature. The Latin American input is at times incongruous with traditional leftist
         thinking, which was influenced by the 1917 Soviet experience and which has also impacted
         the 21LRL.[1] The resultant tension between the two sources of influence contributes to the complexity
         of the challenges faced by the 21LRL, as will be discussed below. 
      

      
       One aspect of the Latin American legacy is the 21LRL’s appeal to nationalism through
         the glorification of historical figures who resisted domination by foreign powers
         dating back prior to the Spanish conquest. Writers and actors of different ideological
         persuasions had long minimized the importance of many of these leaders, undoubtedly
         because they were associated with outdated political and economic systems and ways
         of life. Examples include indigenous rebels who resisted Spanish conquest and rule,
         such as Bartolina Sisa and Tupac Katari (in Bolivia) and Guaicaipuro (in Venezuela),
         who have been glorified by Morales and Chávez, respectively. The 21LRL also praises
         political leaders whom traditional historians labeled “caudillos,” such as Venezuela’s
         Cipriano Castro and Eloy Alfaro (extolled by Chávez and Correa, respectively), both
         of whom stood up to powerful national and foreign interests. Indeed, Chávez claimed
         that the tendency to invoke the pejorative term “caudillo” to discredit national heroes
         was based on a “bourgeois,” “imported” concept of history (Blanco Muñoz, 1998: 103).
         In its reexamination of history, the 21LRL draws on the populist tradition represented
         by Juan Domingo Perón, which also celebrated national symbols of the past opposed
         to foreign intervention, even though (as in the case of Juan Manuel de Rosas in Argentina
         and Cipriano Castro) they did not stand for transformation in favor of democracy and
         social equality. (Latin American radical leftists in the latter part of the twentieth
         century also closely identified themselves with national heroes and even named organizations
         after them, as in the case of the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, the Frente Farabundo Martí
         in El Salvador, and the Zapatistas in Mexico.) 
      

      
       In this respect, the 21LRL found itself closer to radical Latin American populist
         and nationalist movements of the previous century than to orthodox Communist and social-democratic
         parties in Latin America and elsewhere that were inspired by models claiming to look
         to the future rather than the past. The mechanical, deterministic brand of Marxism
         rejected by 21LRL thinkers and their precursors dates back to Marx’s positive view
         of the U.S. triumph in the Mexican War on grounds that the resultant economic development
         of California would create objective conditions conducive to the emergence of radical
         movements. Social-democratic movements such as the Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionaria
         (MNR), which led the 1952 revolution in Bolivia, accepted positivist assumptions along
         similar lines. The MNR promoted the homogenization of the peasant population with
         the aim of stimulating productivity, while ignoring the importance of indigenous communal
         institutions such as the ayllu (Dunkerley, 2013: 341–343). 
      

      
       The 21LRL also draws on a tradition of leftist thinking that centered its analysis
         on Latin American reality while rejecting imported formulas shaped by Eurocentric
         outlooks and the allegedly universal truths dating back to the Enlightenment (Nash,
         2009: 212–213). Along these lines, the 21LRL has singled out for special praise Latin
         American thinkers who addressed the specificity of conditions in the continent. Chávez
         insisted on originality as an imperative by frequently citing the phrase “we invent
         or we err,” coined by Simón Rodríguez, Simón Bolívar’s famed tutor. Other examples
         include José Carlos Mariátegui and other Latin American Communists whose positions
         diverged from those of the international Communist movement (Caballero, 1986: 48–49,
         101–106, 160). Mariátegui, for instance, differed from the orthodox Marxism of the
         Soviet-controlled Comintern in his emphasis on the cultural dimension and importance
         of the struggle for land, and his affirmations favorably comparing the indigenous
         peasant’s revolutionary potential to that of the proletariat. His vision of the traditional
         indigenous community as “the cell of a modern socialist state” (quoted in Saladino
         García, 1995: 33–34, 39) found no equivalent in Moscow-based discourse. José Martí,
         another venerated writer whom Chávez frequently cited (as does Fidel Castro), celebrated
         Latin American identity, a category not in keeping with Marx’s concept of internationalism.
         While admiring Marx, Martí rejected the primacy of class-based analysis. 
      

      
       The Latin American character of the 21LRL goes beyond rhetoric or abstract theoretical
         formulations. Indeed, its emphasis on Latin Americanness has concrete implications
         for leftist policy, strategy, and the prioritization of certain goals. Various parties
         on the left in Latin America (such as the Movimiento al Socialismo—MAS—in Venezuela
         in the 1970s and 1980s and Mexican Communists in the 1980s [Carr, 1993: 88]) raised
         the banner of their nation’s “road to socialism,” but the relationship between that
         slogan and concrete policies was never clear. In the case of the 21LRL, calls for
         a Latin American road to socialism indirectly and at times directly strengthen certain
         positions and arguments in long-standing leftist debates over radical change. The
         positions of the 21LRL on the following issues have been influenced by its identification
         with Latin American tradition and nationalism, even while the thinking of its leaders
         is also rooted in Marxism:
      

       

      The relative weight of marginalized sectors of the population, as opposed to the working
            class, in the struggle for change 

      
       Massive and uncontrolled urbanization in the twentieth century in Latin America swelled
         the ranks of the marginalized sectors consisting of those who worked in the informal
         economy or on the fringes of the formal economy. These workers in large part lacked
         organized representation and legislative protection. Political leaders and analysts
         often conflated their interests with those of the working class. Liberation theology
         in Latin America was one of the first movements to address and prioritize the predicament
         of the marginalized, an imperative that it related to biblical teaching. Subsequently,
         movements representing the marginalized sectors in Latin America, including indigenous
         groups, played critical roles in the struggle against neoliberalism in the 1990s,
         which laid the groundwork for the 21LRL’s rise to power. 21LRL theoreticians placed
         the marginalized sectors on an equal footing with the working class as agents for
         change, thus breaking with orthodox Marxism. At the same time, 21LRL movements and
         governments raised the banner of their incorporation in the political, institutional,
         and cultural life of the nation. This commitment contrasts sharply with the discourse
         of governments and major political leaders in the United States and other developed
         nations that singles out the “middle class” for priority treatment while passing over
         the lot of the poor. 
      

      
      Rejection of positivist assumptions: Prioritization of social over economic goals,
            subjective over objective conditions, and voluntarism over determinism 

      
       The commitment of the 21LRL in power to social improvement and the success of its
         social programs has been widely recognized, even by its critics (López Maya and Lander,
         2011: 63–74; de la Torre, 2013: 40). At the same time, analysts across the political
         spectrum point to the 21LRL’s lack of significant progress in the area of economic
         development (see Purcell’s chapter in this volume). Thus, for instance, the Chávez
         government originally conceived the massive program of worker cooperatives as an economically
         viable model, but soon emphasized its exclusively social goals. In the same vein,
         Venezuela’s estimated thirty thousand community councils were generally not cost-effective,
         but went a long way toward promoting a sense of empowerment and spirit of collective
         action among the poor. Furthermore, the Chávez government at one point advocated the
         reduction of the work week from forty-four to thirty-six hours in order to provide
         workers the opportunity to engage in activity for non-materialistic purposes, or what
         some 21LRL writers call “human development” (see Burbach’s chapter in this volume).
         The governments of Bolivia and Ecuador, for their part, justified highly controversial
         mega-mining projects on grounds that they helped finance ambitious social programs
         (as Becker discusses in his chapter). These strategies contrasted with the Soviet
         view associated with Stalin’s rule that advances in objective (or material) conditions
         were a sine qua non for socialist construction. 
      

      
       Diverse Latin American traditions lend themselves to these approaches on the part
         of the 21LRL. The doctrine of buen vivir embraced by the Morales government of Bolivia champions indigenous practices and
         values based on communal living and rejection of materialistic lifestyles and is also
         inspired by ecological concerns dating back to the pre-conquest period. The concept
         is at odds with positivist notions of the inevitability of “progress” (which could
         be reduced to the cliché “there is no looking back”) associated with different ideologies,
         including orthodox brands of Marxism. 
      

      
       An early Latin American antecedent of the voluntarism embraced by 21LRL thinkers
         was José Antonio Mariátegui’s writings. Mariátegui asserted that “every word, every
         action of Marxism places an accent on faith, voluntarism, and heroic and creative
         conviction, whose impulse it would be absurd to find in the mediocre and passive sentiment
         of determinism” (as quoted in Palacios, 1995: 55–56). Another origin was liberation
         theology, whose founding figure, Gustavo Gutiérrez, was inspired by Marxism but insisted
         that only action (or “praxis”) “with participation of people of different viewpoints”
         could create a theory applicable to Latin American reality (Gutiérrez, 1979: 90–91).
         An additional influence was Che Guevara, who denied the primacy of material gains
         in the revolutionary process. Guevara’s assertion that love and self-transformation
         were an integral part of the character of revolutionaries influences 21LRL discourse.
         While these beliefs are hardly original, they add to a composite picture of the 21LRL
         that differentiates it from other leftists in power throughout the world. 
      

      
      Identification with Christianity

      
         Liberation theology, which brought sectors of the church close to the sphere of
         leftist thinking beginning in the 1960s and which influenced the 21LRL, was largely
         a Latin American phenomenon, as was recognized by Gutiérrez and other leading members.
         Its exponents attributed liberation theology’s appeal in Latin America to the awareness
         of inequality and oppression and the greater Christian spiritual commitment that characterized
         the continent in comparison to Europe (Cox, 1987: 21). Vatican II contributed to the
         trend in that it helped Latin America achieve a degree of theological independence
         from Europe (Betto, 1987: 72). Subsequently, Fidel Castro applauded liberation theology
         at the same time that organized religion in Cuba made doctrinal and institutional
         inroads. The relations between church and state in Cuba had reached a low with the
         excommunication of Castro in 1962, but then improved as belief in atheism was lifted
         as a requisite for Communist Party membership and Cubans were allowed openly to hold
         religious processions and Christmas was recognized as a public holiday. The prominent
         role played by Ernesto Cardenal and Miguel d’Escoto as ministers in the Sandinista
         government that came to power in 1979 formed part of the same revisionist trend on
         the Latin American left. 
      

      
       Liberation theology, the evolution of Castro’s position on organized religion, the
         liberalization of the Cuban state’s policy on religion, and the religious discourse
         of important Sandinista leaders in the 1980s impacted the 21LRL. Correa, for instance,
         who received much of his education from Catholic schools, claimed to be profoundly
         influenced by liberation theology (as did Paraguayan President and former Catholic
         Bishop Fernando Lugo), while Chávez made constant reference to Christ, even though
         both presidents clashed with the church hierarchy. The professed religious convictions
         of Correa, Morales, Chávez, Nicolás Maduro, and others represent a break with the
         traditional left and constitute a major innovation in leftist discourse. They also
         have an impact on policies defended by the 21LRL and have led to informal alliances.
         Thus, for instance, the ties that the left in power has cultivated with religious
         groups in Nicaragua, Venezuela, and elsewhere inhibit it from assuming bold positions
         on social issues such as the right to abortion, much to the disappointment of the
         women’s movement in those countries. Indeed, Nicaraguan law prohibiting abortions
         is among the harshest of its kind in the world. 
      

      
      Promotion of Latin American unity

      
         From the very outset of his presidency, Hugo Chávez embraced the concept of a “multipolar
         world” as a corrective to U.S. domination at the same time that he rejected a go-it-alone
         approach as unfeasible in the age of globalization. Underpinning these positions was
         the fervor of Latin American nationalism and unity, a spirit that dated back to Simón
         Bolívar. In 1826, Bolívar organized the Congress of Panama that issued a call for
         the formation of a hemispheric confederation, which has inspired Latin American nationalists
         ever since. In the twentieth century, efforts to unite governments and movements in
         Latin America found expression in the creation of the Alianza Popular Revolucionaria
         Americana (APRA), founded in 1924 as the Peruvian branch of a continent-wide party.
         Another example of organizational unity was the Latin American labor confederations
         led by Mexican leftist Vicente Lombardo Toledano and Christian Democratic trade unionists
         in opposition to the Pan-American organizations taking in North America, promoted
         by the United States’ American Federation of Labor and, after 1955, the American Federation
         of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations. The 21LRL’s call for unity has
         contributed to impressive accomplishments, including the creation of the Unión de
         Naciones Sudamericanas (UNASUR) and the Comunidad de Estados Latinoamericanos y Caribeños
         (CELAC) and Venezuela’s entrance in the Mercado Común del Sur (MERCOSUR). The Alianza
         Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (ALBA), consisting of Venezuela, Bolivia,
         Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Cuba (five governments that are the focus of this book), has
         acted as a bloc and formulated agendas and positions that serve to frame discussion
         at encounters among Latin American governments (Ellner, 2012: 10). 
      

      
       The strategy of promoting unity among Latin American governments was the product
         of a learning experience for the Latin American left dating back in time. In the 1960s,
         Cuba aided insurgent movements in the continent; in doing so, it forfeited the support
         of, or the possibility of neutralizing, democratic governments and consequently became
         increasingly isolated. Beginning in the 1970s, the Castro government modified its
         foreign policy by limiting its support to those rebels operating in countries that
         threatened Cuban sovereignty, at the same time that it directed increasing attention
         to revolutionary movements in Africa and Indochina. Cuba’s new line undoubtedly influenced
         the thinking of the 21LRL in power and particularly Chávez, who viewed Castro as a
         veritable mentor (Domínguez, 1989: 114–124; Farber, 2011: 109–123).[2]   
      

      
       The 21LRL’s appeal to Latin American unity cuts across the political spectrum and
         implies support for certain policies acceptable to conservative governments. Thus,
         for instance, the 21LRL governments’ friendly relations with Colombian conservative
         President Juan Manuel Santos led to joint decisions and actions that were harshly
         criticized by some leftists. One of them was the agreement brokered by Chávez and
         Santos that paved the way for the reentrance of Honduras to the Organization of American
         States following the coup that ousted pro-leftist President Manuel Zelaya. 
      

       

      The 21LRL’s stay in power has for the most part outmatched the duration of populist
         and left-leaning waves of change in the continent in the past. Examples include governments
         during the post–World War II years and others at the time of the Cuban Revolution
         in 1959. The staying power of 21LRL governments can be attributed to a number of factors.
         In the first place, the unity displayed by Latin American governments over the recent
         past is without parallel in the continent’s history and is premised on the rejection
         of the marginalization of radical left governments. The solidarity extended to the
         21LRL by moderate leftist governments was particularly significant during critical
         moments of opposition insurgency, such as the general strike and coup in Venezuela
         in 2002 and 2003, as well as the coup attempt in Ecuador in 2010 and the economic
         and political confrontations in Bolivia in 2006 and 2008. In the second place, the
         United States, which has historically taken aggressive actions against radical left
         governments, finds its influence in the continent on the wane partly due to the economic
         inroads of China and other nations outside its immediate orbit of influence. In the
         third place, the organized opposition in all three countries has lost influence and
         credibility largely because of its association with neoliberal policies and other
         practices of the past, such as widespread privatization. 
      

      
       Social and economic factors also enter into play. One is the greater political maturity
         of the marginalized sectors, which represent an important social base of support for
         21LRL governments. Unlike during the 1940s and 1950s, when marginalized members consisted
         mainly of former peasants who were unfamiliar with the city environment, those of
         the early twenty-first century inherited several generations of urban experience,
         including in the formal economy (Velasco, forthcoming). In addition, the economies
         of Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador have been favored by the boom in hydrocarbons and
         other commodities that dates back to the beginning of the century and shows no signs
         of sharp reversal. 
      

      
       Nevertheless, these factors do not ensure that the 21LRL will be able to consolidate
         its rule and overcome pressing challenges. Indeed, the auspiciousness is counterbalanced
         by one negative factor underscored in the chapter by Purcell: the inability of 21LRL
         governments with their social commitments to harness windfall revenue in order to
         achieve a takeoff in production (as did the Soviet Union in the 1930s). Failure to
         demonstrate organizational capacity to increase economic productivity, coupled with
         a natural wearing-out process in the face of countless difficulties over many years,
         could facilitate the opposition’s return to power.
      

      
      In the long run, practice, not theory, will resolve the conflicts and disputes arising
         from the 21LRL’s experimental approach. Thus, for instance, the sustainability of
         social programs targeting the very poor, as well as the viability of arrangements
         of workers’ self-management, will influence the debate over the special role assigned
         to the marginalized sectors, as opposed to the working class. Similarly, the organizational
         growth of women’s groups will bear heavily on the position of 21LRL movements on the
         issue of reproductive rights, which in turn will help define their relations with
         religious organizations.
      

      
       As the chapters in this volume indicate, 21LRL leaders, activists, and theoreticians
         need to take into account a wide range of factors, some of which are very much in
         flux, rather than turning to dogmas for ready-made answers. The experiences of the
         21LRL in power demonstrate the shortcomings of dogmatic reasoning and long-held assumptions,
         such as the Leninist dictum that revolutionaries seek to smash the state rather than
         attempt to transform it from within. Indeed, traditional doctrines provide incomplete
         answers to the complexity of the challenges facing the 21LRL due in large part to
         the exigencies stemming from its highly diverse base of support. Whether or not the
         21LRL responds effectively to this dynamic in an original and creative manner constitutes
         an independent variable, which will undoubtedly influence the outcome of its efforts
         to achieve far-reaching transformation. 
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            1. The “traditional left” (and “orthodox” Marxism) referred to in this chapter tended
                  to place greater emphasis on the role of the working class and the vanguard party
                  than on autonomous or semiautonomous social movements and the non-proletariat sectors
                  that support far-reaching change. Given the fact that this book deals with the radical
                  left in power and not the left in general, a major point of comparison in this chapter
                  (as well as the introductory one) is with the Communist left in power in the twentieth
                  century, as well as social-democratic ones that came to power in Europe during the
                  post–World War II period. The introductory chapter discusses defining characteristics
                  of the twentieth-century Communist and social-democratic lefts and the radical left
                  that reached power in Chile in 1970 and Nicaragua in 1979, all of which are contrasted
                  with the 21LRL. 
               

            

         

         
            2. Castro’s more pragmatic approach beginning in the 1970s did not sacrifice international
                  solidarity, even while prioritizing the defense of the Cuban Revolution (Domínguez,
                  1989: 137). For a discussion of the combination of the statist and bottom-up approaches
                  to foreign relations under Chávez, see Ellner (2008: chap. 8). 
               

            

         

      

   
      Index

      
      A

      
         abortions
         See reproductive rights
         
      

      
      
         Acción Democrática (AD),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Acción Ecológica,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Acosta, Alberto,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Adriani, Alberto,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Afghanistan,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Alcasa,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Alemán, Arnoldo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Alfaro, Eloy,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Alianza Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (ALBA),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         
         
              founding of,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            Nicaragua and,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Alianza País (AP),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Alianza Popular Revolucionaria Americana (APRA),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Alianza Republicana Nacionalista (ARENA),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Allende, Salvador,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Althusser, Louis,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Ameliach, Francisco,
         1
         
      

      
      
         American Federation of Labor (AFL),
         1
         
      

      
      
         American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Andean Community (Andean Pact),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Aporrea,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Arawaks,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Argentina,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         
      

      
      
         Aronson, Bernard,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Assange, Julian,
         1
         
      

      
      
         ayllus,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Aymara people,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Arce Catacora, Luis,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      B

      
         Bachelet, Michelle,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Banco Nacional de la Mujer (BANMUJER),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Bank of the South,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Barlovento,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Barrio Adentro
         See missions
         
      

      
      
         Benedict XVI, Pope,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Betancourt, Rómulo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Biden, Joe,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Bolívar, Simón,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Boliburguesía,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Bolivarian Circles,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Bolivia,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18.1-18.2
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24.1-24.2
         , 25
         , 26
         , 27
         , 28
         , 29
         , 30
         , 31
         
         
            economy and economic policy,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5.1-5.2
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            
         

         
         
            foreign relations,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            
         

         
         
            in the media,
            1
            , 2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4.1-4.2
            
         

         
         
            social movements,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9.1-9.2
            , 10
            , 11.1-11.2
            , 12.1-12.2
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17.1-17.2
            , 18
            , 19
            
         

         
         
            See also Morales
            See also García Linera
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Boron, Atilio,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Brazil,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
         
              contrast with radical left,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13.1-13.2
            , 14.1-14.2
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            , 21
            
         

         
         
            relations with left governments,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            See also Movement of Landless Rural Workers
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Bucaram, Abdalá,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Buen Vivir,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Bush, George W.,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      C

      
         Cabello, Diosdado,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Caldera, Rafael,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Capriles Radonski, Henrique,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Caracazo,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Cardenal, Ernesto,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Cárdenas, Cuauhtémoc,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Castañeda, Jorge,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14.1-14.2
         , 15
         , 16.1-16.2
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         
         
            on Chávez,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
              on institutionalization,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Castro, Cipriano,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Castro, Fidel,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         
      

      
      
         Castro, Raúl,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         
      

      
      
         Causa R party,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Central Bolivariana Socialista de Trabajadores (CBST),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Centro Internacional Miranda (CIM),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Chamorro, Violeta,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Chávez, Hugo,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18.1-18.2
         , 19
         , 20.1-20.2
         , 21.1-21.2
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26
         , 27.1-27.2
         , 28
         , 29
         , 30
         , 31
         , 32
         
         
            economic measures and strategy,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            
         

         
         
            early years of presidency,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            
         

         
         
            leadership style and qualities,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            
         

         
         
            negative characterization of,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10.1-10.2
            , 11
            , 12
            
         

         
         
            relations with the grassroots,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4
            , 5.1-5.2
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11.1-11.2
            
         

         
         
            See also Partido Socialista Unido de Venezuela
            See also Venezuela
            
         

         
      

      
      
         China,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         
      

      
      
         Cholango, Humberto,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Chomsky, Noam,
         1.1-1.2
         
      

      
      
         Christian Democratic Party (PDC, El Salvador),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Chuji, Mónica,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Church
         See organized religion
         
      

      
      
         clientelism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Cochabamba water war,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Cochabamba World People’s Summit on Climate Change
         See World People’s Summit on Climate Change (Cochabamba) 
         
      

      
      
         Cold War,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Columbus, Christopher,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Committee of Independent Political Electoral Organization (COPEI),
         1
         
      

      
      
         communism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Communist Party of Cuba
         See Partido Comunista de Cuba (PCC)
         
      

      
      
         community councils,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10.1-10.2
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         
         
            law of (Venezuela),
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Comte, Auguste,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Comunidad de Estados Latinoamericanos y Caribeños (CELAC),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Concertación (Chilean coalition),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Confederación de Nacionalidades Indígenas del Ecuador (CONAIE),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7.1-7.2
         
      

      
      
         Confederación de Trabajadores de Venezuela (CTV),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Confederación Nacional de Organizaciones Campesinas, Indígenas y Negras (FENOCIN),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Congress of Panama,
         1
         
      

      
      
         constitution,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         
         
            of Bolivia (2009),
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            
         

         
         
            of Ecuador (2008),
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14.1-14.2
            
         

         
         
            of Venezuela (1999),
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Contras (Nicaragua),
         1
         
      

      
      
         cooperatives, workers,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         
         
              in Bolivia,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8.1-8.2
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            
         

         
         
            in Cuba,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            
         

         
         
            in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7.1-7.2
            , 8.1-8.2
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11.1-11.2
            , 12.1-12.2
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            , 21
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Coronil, Fernando,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Corporación Minera de Bolivia (COMIBOL),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Corporación Venezolana de Guayana (CVG),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Correa, Rafael,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         
         
            clash with indigenous movement,
            1
            , 2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5
            , 6.1-6.2
            
         

         
         
            election as president,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5
            , 6
            
         

         
         
            popular and leftist positions,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8.1-8.2
            , 9
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Cuba,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26
         
         
            economic strategy,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5.1-5.2
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            
         

         
         
            foreign relations,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            
         

         
         
              in the media,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            
         

         
         
            market socialist position on economic strategy,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            statist position in debate on economic strategy,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
         
            See also workers’ management
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Currency Administration Commission (CADIVI),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      D

      
         Dangl, Banjamin,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Dávila, Luis Alfonso,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         de la Torre, Víctor Raúl,
         1
         
      

      
      
         de Soto, Hernando,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Deng, Xiaoping,
         1
         
      

      
      
         D’Escoto, Miguel,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Dussel, Enrique,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      E

      
         Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLA),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Ecuador,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18.1-18.2
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26
         , 27
         , 28
         , 29.1-29.2
         , 30
         , 31.1-31.2
         , 32
         , 33
         , 34
         , 35
         , 36
         , 37
         , 38
         , 39
         , 40
         , 41
         , 42.1-42.2
         , 43
         , 44
         , 45
         , 46
         , 47
         , 48.1-48.2
         , 49
         , 50
         , 51
         , 52
         
         
            conflict over extractivism,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
         
            foreign relations,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            in the media,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            
         

         
         
            See also Correa
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Ejército Revolucionario del Pueblo (ERP),
         1
         
      

      
      
         El Salvador,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
         
            foreign relations,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
         
            government rejection of leftist proposals,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            popular government measures,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            
         

         
         
            See also Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional
            See also Funes
            
         

         
      

      
      
         electoral observation,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Ellner, Steve,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Escobar, Arturo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         European Union,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         expropriations,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
         
              in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6.1-6.2
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            
         

         
         
              in Bolivia,
            1
            , 2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         extractivism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         
      

      
      F

      
         Fanon, Frantz,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Federación de Cámaras y Asociaciones de Comercio y Producción de Venezuela (FEDECAMARAS),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Federación Ecuatoriana de Indios (FEI),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Federación Nacional de Cooperativas Mineras de Bolivia (FENCOMIN),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Fernández de Kirchner, Cristina,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Fondo para el Desarrollo Agrario Socialista (FONDAS),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
      

      
      
         food sovereignty,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         forajidos (Ecuador),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Forero, Juan,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         
      

      
      
         Frente Farabundo Martí para la Liberación Nacional (FMLN),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8.1-8.2
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12.1-12.2
         , 13
         , 14
         
         
            differences with Funes,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6.1-6.2
            , 7
            , 8
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Frente Sandinista de Liberación Nacional (FSLN),
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8.1-8.2
         , 9.1-9.2
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         
         
            and ALBA,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            in power in the 1980s,
            1
            , 2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Frente Socialista de Trabajadores (Venezuela),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Fujimori, Alberto,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Funes, Mauricio,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
         
            differences with the FMLN,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            
         

         
      

      
      G

      
         gabinetes del poder ciudadano (Nicaragua),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         García, Alan,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         García Linera, Álvaro,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         
      

      
      
         Gómez, Juan Vicente,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Gran Misión de Vivienda
         See missions
         
      

      
      
         Gran Polo Patriótico,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Grove, Samuel,
         1.1-1.2
         
      

      
      
         Guaicaipuro,
         1
         
      

      
      
         guarimbas,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Guayana región,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
         
            See also Plan Socialista de Guayana
            See also Corporación Venezolana de Guayana
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Guayaquil,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Guayas,
         1
         
      

      
      
         guerrilla movement,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
         
            in El Salvador,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Guevara, Ernesto (Che),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Gutiérrez, Dagoberto,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         
      

      
      
         Gutiérrez, Gustavo,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Gutiérrez, Lucio,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8
         
      

      
      H

      
         Handal, Shafick,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Harnecker, Marta,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Hobbes, Thomas,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Holloway, John,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Honduras,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         
      

      
      
         Humala, Ollanta,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         human rights,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         
      

      
      I

      
         Iglesias, María Cristina,
         1
         
      

      
      
         imperialism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         
         
            opposition to,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10.1-10.2
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            
         

         
      

      
      
         import substitution industrialization (ISI),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Indigenous population and movement,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19.1-19.2
         , 20
         
         
            in Bolivia,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8.1-8.2
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            , 21
            , 22
            , 23
            , 24
            , 25
            , 26
            , 27
            , 28
            , 29
            , 30
            
         

         
         
            in Ecuador,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14.1-14.2
            
         

         
         
            See also Aymara people
            See also Confederación de Nacionalidades Indígenas del Ecuador
            See also Confederación Nacional de Organizaciones Campesinas, Indígenas y Negras
            
         

         
      

      
      “

      
         “Indio permitido”,
         1
         
      

      
      I

      
         Industrias Diana,
         1
         
      

      
      
         informal economy
         See marginalized sectors
         
      

      
      
         Instituto Nacional de Cooperación Educativa Socialista (INCES),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Instituto para la Defensa de las Personas en el Acceso a los Bienes y Servicios
         
      

      
      (

      
         (INDEPABIS),
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      I

      
         Insulza, José Miguel,
         1
         
      

      
      
         International Monetary Fund (IMF),
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Isaías Group,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Istúriz, Aristóbulo,
         1
         
      

      
      J

      
         James, C.L.R.,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      K

      
         Katarista movement,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Kirchner, Néstor,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      L

      
         labor law,
         1
         
         
            in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            
         

         
      

      
      
         labor movement
         See organized labor
         
      

      
      
         Laclau, Ernesto,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
      

      
      
         Land Law (Venezuela, 2001),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Lara, William,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Latinobarómetro,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Lebowitz, Michael,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Lenin and Leninism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         liberation theology,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         
      

      
      
         Lobo, Porfirio,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Locke, John,
         1
         
      

      
      
         López Obrador, Andrés Manuel,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Lugo, Fernando,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Lula da Silva, Luiz Inácio,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8.1-8.2
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         
      

      
      M

      
         Macas, Luis,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Machado Zuloaga,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Madres de Plaza de Mayo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Maduro, Nicolás,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         
         
              and the labor movement,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Mahuad, Jamil,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Manta Air Force base,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Mao Zedong,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Mapuches,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         marginalized sectors,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12.1-12.2
         , 13
         , 14
         
      

      
      
         Martí, Farabundo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Martí, José,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Martínez, Hugo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Máspero, Marcela,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Marx, Karl,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         
      

      
      
         Marxism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         
         
              orthodox brands of,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11.1-11.2
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            , 21
            , 22
            
         

         
         
            working class emphasis,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Martínez, Mateo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Melgar, Manuel,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Mercado Común del Sur (Mercosur),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Mercal. See missions
         
      

      
      
         Mérida (Venezuela),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Mészáros, István,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Micheletti, Roberto,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Ministerio de Producción y Comercio (Venezuela),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Ministerio del Poder Popular para la Economía Comunal (Venezuela),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Ministry of Justice and Security (El Salvador),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Miquilena, Luis,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Misión Vuelvan Caras
         See missions
         
      

      
      
         missions,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
         
            Barrio Adentro,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
              Mercal,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            
         

         
         
            Misión Ribas,
            1
            
         

         
         
            Misión Robinson,
            1
            
         

         
         
            Misión Sucre,
            1
            
         

         
         
              Misión Vuelvan Caras (MVC),
            1
            , 2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Montealegre, Eduardo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Morales, Evo,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14.1-14.2
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26
         , 27
         , 28
         , 29.1-29.2
         , 30
         , 31
         , 32
         , 33
         , 34
         
         
            media perceptions of,
            1
            , 2
            
         

         
         
              relationship with social movements,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11.1-11.2
            , 12
            , 13
            
         

         
         
            as a social movement leader,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
         
            See also Bolivia
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Movement of Landless Rural Workers (MST),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS) (Bolivia),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Movimiento al Socialismo (MAS) (Venezuela),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Movimiento Bolivariano Revolutionario-200 (MBR-200),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Movimiento de Renovación Sandinista (MRS),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionaria (MNR),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Movimiento V República (MVR),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Mujica, José (Pepe),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Muhr, Thomas,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         M̖üller Rojas, Alberto,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Murillo, Marino,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Murillo, Rosario,
         1
         
      

      
      N

      
         National Federation of Cooperative Miners (FENCOMIN),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         National Land Institute (INTI),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Negri, Antonio,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         neoliberalism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         
         
              and anti-neoliberalism,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            
         

         
         
            in Bolivia,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            
         

         
         
            in Ecuador,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            
         

         
         
            in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            
         

         
      

      
      
         New York Times,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Nicaragua,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11.1-11.2
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         
         
            foreign policy,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5.1-5.2
            , 6
            
         

         
         
            social and economic policy,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            
         

         
         
            See also Frente Sandinista de Liberación Nacional
            See also Ortega
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Noboa, Gustavo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Núñez, Orlando,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3.1-3.2
         
      

      
      O

      
         Obama, Barack,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Obando y Bravo, Miguel,
         1
         
      

      
      
         oil and hydrocarbons,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
         
            in Bolivia,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            
         

         
         
              in Ecuador,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            
         

         
         
            in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            , 21
            , 22.1-22.2
            , 23
            , 24
            , 25
            , 26
            , 27
            , 28
            , 29
            , 30
            , 31
            , 32
            , 33
            , 34
            , 35
            , 36
            , 37
            , 38
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Organization of American States (OAS),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
         
            See also Insulza
            
         

         
      

      
      
         organized labor,
         1
         , 2
         
         
            in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            
         

         
         
            See also Confederación de Trabajadores de Venezuela
            See also Unión Nacional de Trabajadores 
            
         

         
      

      
      
         organized religion,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
         
            See also liberation theology
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Ortega, Daniel,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
         
            moderate course,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Otaiza, Eliécer,
         1
         
      

      
      P

      
         Pachakutik Movement,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Pachamama,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Pacto de Unidad (Bolivia),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Palacio, Alfredo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         participatory democracy,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         
      

      
      
         Partido Acción Nacional (PAN),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Partido Comunista de Cuba (PCC),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         
      

      
      
         Partido Comunista de Venezuela (PCV),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Partido de la Revolución Democrática (PRD),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Partido de la Revolución Venezolana (PRV),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Partido Liberal Constitucionalista (PLC),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Partido Liberal Institucional (PLI),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Partido Socialista Unido de Venezuela (PSUV),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         
         
            internal differences,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Patria Para Todos (PPT),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Peace and Reconciliation Commission (Nicaragua),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Pérez, Carlos Andrés,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Pérez Borges, Stalin,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Peru,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         
      

      
      
         Petkoff, Teodoro,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Petro, Gustavo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Petrocaribe,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Petróleos de Venezuela, S.A. (PDVSA),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         
      

      
      
         petroleum
         See oil and hydrocarbons
         
      

      
      
         Piñera, Sebastián,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Pinochet, Augusto,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         piqueteros,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Plan Socialista de Guayana,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         plurinational state,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         political freedom
         See human rights
         
      

      
      
         Poulantzas, Nicos,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4.1-4.2
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
      

      
      
         populism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16.1-16.2
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26
         , 27.1-27.2
         , 28
         , 29
         , 30
         , 31
         , 32.1-32.2
         , 33
         , 34
         , 35
         
         
            and anti-U.S. sentiment,
            1
            , 2
            
         

         
         
              revisionist and positive view of populism,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            
         

         
      

      
      
         positivism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         
      

      
      
         Primero Justicia,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Punto Fijo, Pact of,
         1
         
      

      
      Q

      
         Quechua,
         1
         
      

      
      R

      
         Raby, Diana,
         1
         
      

      
      
         radical democracy,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      
         Ramírez, Rafael,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Ramírez Rojas, Kléber,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Rangel, Wills,
         1
         
      

      
      
         reproductive rights,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
      

      
      
         Roa, Raúl,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Rodríguez, Simón,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Rodriguez Araque, Alí,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Romero, Sabino,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Romero, Simon,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Roosevelt, Theodore,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Rousseauian,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Rousseff, Dilma,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Russia,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      S

      
         Sader, Emir,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
      

      
      
         Samán, Eduardo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Sánchez Ceren, Salvador,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Sánchez de Lozada, Gonzalo,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Sandinistas
         See Frente Sandinista de Liberación Nacional
         
      

      
      
         Sandino, Augusto,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Santi, Marlon,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Santos, Juan Manuel,
         1
         
      

      
      
         School of the Americas (U.S. army),
         1
         
      

      
      “

      
         “self-managementist”
         See workers’ management
         
      

      
      S

      
         severance pay system,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Sidor,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
      

      
      
         Snowden, Edward,
         1
         
      

      
      
         social classes,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
         
              marginalized class,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
         
            middle class,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            
         

         
         
            popular classes,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            
         

         
         
            working class,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            , 19
            , 20
            , 21
            , 22
            , 23
            , 24.1-24.2
            , 25
            , 26
            , 27
            , 28
            , 29
            , 30
            , 31
            , 32
            , 33
            , 34
            , 35
            , 36
            , 37
            , 38
            , 39
            
         

         
      

      
      
         social democratic governments and movements,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         
      

      
      
         social production companies (EPS),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
         
            case studies of,
            1.1-1.2
            
         

         
         
            effect on the economy,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            
         

         
      

      
      
         social programs
         
         
            Bolsa Família,
            1
            
         

         
         
            Bono Productivo Alimentario (Nicaragua),
            1
            
         

         
         
              Plan Bolívar 2000,
            1
            
         

         
         
            Plan Techo (Nicaragua),
            1
            
         

         
         
              Zero Hunger program (Brazil),
            1
            
         

         
         
            See also missions
            
         

         
      

      
      
         social security,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
         
            in Cuba,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Socialist International,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Soto Rojas, Fernando,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Soviet Union,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         
      

      
      
         Sucre currency,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Summit of the Americas
         
         
            in 1994,
            1
            
         

         
         
            in 2001,
            1
            , 2
            
         

         
         
            in 2005,
            1
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Supreme Electoral Council (Nicaragua),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      T

      
         Telesur,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Téllez, Dora María,
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         TIPNIS (Isiboro-Secure Indigenous Territory and National Park),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
      

      
      
         Toussaint Louveture,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Trade Union Federation of Mineworkers of Bolivia (FSTMB),
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Trotskyism,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
      

      
      
         Tupac Katari,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Tupac Katari Guerrilla Army
         See Katarista movement
         
      

      
      
         Tupamaros (Venezuela),
         1
         
      

      
      U

      
         Unidad Popular (Chile),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Unión de Naciones Sudamericanas (UNASUR),
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         
      

      
      
         Unión Nacional de Trabajadores (UNETE),
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4.1-4.2
         
      

      
      
         United States,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26.1-26.2
         , 27
         , 28
         , 29.1-29.2
         , 30
         , 31
         , 32
         , 33
         , 34
         , 35
         , 36
         , 37
         , 38
         , 39
         , 40
         , 41
         
         
            and Bolivia,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5
            
         

         
         
              and Ecuador,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            
         

         
         
            and El Salvador,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5.1-5.2
            
         

         
         
            and Nicaragua,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            
         

         
         
            and Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9.1-9.2
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Universidad Central de Venezuela (UCV),
         1
         
      

      
      
         Uribe, Álvaro,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Uruguay,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         
      

      
      V

      
         Varela, Iris,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Vargas Llosa, Mario,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Vatican II,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Vázquez, Tabaré,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         Venezuela,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         , 11
         , 12
         , 13
         , 14
         , 15
         , 16.1-16.2
         , 17
         , 18
         , 19
         , 20
         , 21
         , 22
         , 23
         , 24
         , 25
         , 26
         , 27
         , 28
         , 29
         , 30.1-30.2
         , 31
         , 32
         
         
            economy and economic policy,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8.1-8.2
            , 9.1-9.2
            , 10.1-10.2
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            
         

         
         
             foreign relations,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4.1-4.2
            , 5.1-5.2
            , 6
            , 7.1-7.2
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            
         

         
         
            in the media,
            1
            , 2.1-2.2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
         
            social movements,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6.1-6.2
            , 7
            
         

         
         
            social programs,
            1.1-1.2
            , 2
            , 3.1-3.2
            , 4
            , 5
            
         

         
         
            See also Chávez
            See also community councils
            See also Movimiento al Socialismo (Venezuela)
            See also Partido Socialista Unido de VenezuelaF
            See also Unión Nacional de Trabajadores
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Vera, Oswaldo,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Via Campesina,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Vietnam,
         1.1-1.2
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         
      

      
      W

      
         Walesa, Lech,
         1
         
      

      
      
         war of position,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         , 9
         
      

      
      
         Washington Consensus,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Washington Post,
         1
         , 2
         , 3.1-3.2
         , 4
         , 5.1-5.2
         , 6.1-6.2
         , 7
         , 8
         
      

      
      
         Webber, Jeffery,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7.1-7.2
         , 8
         , 9
         , 10
         
      

      
      
         Weyland, Kurt,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         , 7
         , 8
         
      

      
      
         WikiLeaks,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         World Bank,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         workers’ control
         See workers’ management
         
      

      
      
         workers’ management,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
         
            in Cuba,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6.1-6.2
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            , 11
            , 12
            , 13
            , 14
            , 15
            , 16
            , 17
            , 18
            
         

         
         
            in Venezuela,
            1
            , 2
            , 3
            , 4
            , 5
            , 6
            , 7
            , 8
            , 9
            , 10
            
         

         
      

      
      
         Workers’ Party (Brazil) (PT),
         1
         
      

      
      
         working class
         See social classes
         
      

      
      
         World People’s Summit on Climate Change (Cochabamba),
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
      
         World Social Forum (WSF),
         1
         , 2.1-2.2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         World Trade Organization (WTO),
         1
         
      

      
      Y

      
         Yaffe, Helen,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Yasuní National Park,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         
      

      
      
         Yugoslavia,
         1
         
      

      
      Z

      
         Zamora, Ezequiel,
         1
         
      

      
      
         Zapatista movement,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         , 5
         , 6
         
      

      
      
         Zelaya, Manuel,
         1
         , 2
         , 3
         , 4
         
      

      
      
         Zibechi, Raúl,
         1
         , 2
         
      

      
   
      About the Contributors

      
         
         
         
      

      
      Marc Becker teaches Latin American history at Truman State University. His research focuses on
         constructions of race, class, and gender within popular movements in the South American
         Andes. He is the author of Pachakutik: Indigenous Movements and Electoral Politics in Ecuador (updated edition, 2012) and Indians and Leftists in the Making of Ecuador’s Modern Indigenous Movements (2008); co-editor (with Kim Clark) of Highland Indians and the State in Modern Ecuador (2007); and editor and translator (with Harry Vanden) of José Carlos Mariátegui: An Anthology (2011). 
      

       

      Roger Burbach is the director of the Center for the Study of the Americas (CENSA) based in Berkeley,
         California. He has written extensively on Latin America and U.S. policy. His latest
         book is co-authored with Michael Fox and Fred Fuentes and titled Latin America’s Turbulent Transitions: The Future of Twenty-First-Century Socialism (2013).
      

       

      George Ciccariello-Maher teaches political science at Drexel University in Philadelphia. He is the author of
         We Created Chávez: A People’s History of the Venezuelan Revolution (2013). He is a frequent commentator on Latin American and specifically Venezuelan
         politics and is currently completing a book on dialectics and beginning another on
         Venezuela’s communes. 
      

       

      Héctor M. Cruz-Feliciano  has a Ph.D. in political science from the University of Wisconsin–Milwaukee. He
         has taught social and political science at the University of Puerto Rico–Rio Piedras,
         Universidad Metropolitana (Puerto Rico), Universidad Thomas More (Nicaragua), and
         Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile. He was resident director of the Social Justice
         and Development Program at the National Autonomous University of Nicaragua (UNAN-Managua)
         between 2008 and 2013. Presently, he is a programs manager for CET Academic Programs
         in Washington, D.C. 
      

       

      Steve Ellner teaches history and political science at the Universidad de Oriente in Puerto La Cruz,
         Venezuela, as well as the university-based Misión Sucre. He is the author of Rethinking Venezuelan Politics: Class, Conflict and the Chávez Phenomenon (2008), Organized Labor in Venezuela, l958–l991: Behavior and Concerns in a Democratic Setting (1993), and Venezuela’s Movimiento al Socialismo: From Guerrilla Defeat to Innovative Politics
            (1988), and co-editor of Venezuela:   Hugo Chávez and the Decline of an “Exceptional” Democracy (2007), Venezuelan Politics in the Chávez Era: Class, Polarization and Conflict (2003), and The Latin American Left: From the Fall of Allende to Perestroika (1993). He is a frequent contributor to NACLA: Report on the Americas and In These Times. 
      

       

      Federico Fuentes is an Argentine-born political scientist. He has co-authored, with Marta Harnecker,
         three books on the new left in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Paraguay; and, together with
         Roger Burbach and Michael Fox, he co-authored Latin America’s Turbulent Transitions: The Future of Twenty-First-Century Socialism (2013). Fuentes edits Bolivia Rising, is part of the Venezuelanalysis.com editorial collective, and is a regular contributor
         to Green Left Weekly, including as part of its Caracas bureau from 2007 to 2010. During this time in Caracas,
         he was based at the Fundación Centro Internacional Miranda as a resident researcher
         investigating twenty-first-century political instruments and popular participation
         in public management. 
      

       

      Marcel Nelson has taught international political economy at Queen’s University in Ontario, Canada,
         and has also been a research assistant for the Canadian government in the areas of
         health and indigenous policy. 
      

       

      Hector Perla Jr. completed his Ph.D. at the University of California, Los Angeles, in 2005. He is
         assistant professor of Latin American and Latino studies at the University of California,
         Santa Cruz. He earned his M.A. in Latin American studies from Stanford University.
         His research focuses on how Central Americans, both in their home countries and in
         the United States, confront powerful actors in the global system. His work traces
         the historical roots of Central American revolutionary activism and their connections
         to present-day struggles for social justice.
      

       

      Camila Piñeiro Harnecker is a professor at the Center for the Study of the Cuban Economy, University of Havana.
         Her research centers on alternative forms of economic organization such as self-management
         and democratic planning. She is the editor of Cooperatives and Socialism: A View from Cuba (2012) and the author of Repensando el socialismo cubano: Propuestas para una economía democrática y cooperativa (2013) as well as book chapters and articles in Science and Society, Latin American Perspectives, and other journals on Cuba’s reform process and alternative work organizations in
         Latin America. 
      

       

      Thomas Purcell is a postdoctoral research fellow, funded by the Spanish Ministry of Education, at
         the Universitat Oberta de Catalunya in Barcelona, Spain. He completed his Ph.D., A Marxian Analysis of Endogenous Development in Venezuela: A Critique of the Landlord
            State, in 2010 at the University of Manchester, United Kingdom. His research interests
         are in the political economy of development with an empirical focus on Venezuela and
         Spain. His recent monograph, The Limits to Capital in the European Periphery: Capitalism, Crisis and Revolt in
            Spain (co-authored with Greig Charnock and Ramon Ribera-Fumaz), will be published in Palgrave’s
         International Political series in early 2014. 
      

       

      Diana Raby taught from 1970 to 2001 in the department of history at the University of Toronto
         and currently teaches in the Latin American studies program of the University of Liverpool.
         She is the author of Democracy and Revolution: Latin America and Socialism Today (2006).  
      

       

      Kevin Young is a Ph.D. candidate in history at the State University of New York at Stony Brook,
         where his dissertation analyzes urban social movements, natural resource conflicts,
         and U.S. intervention in twentieth-century Bolivia. His writing has appeared in NACLA Report on the Americas, ZNet, and elsewhere and is available at http://kyoung1984.wordpress.com. 
      

      
      
   toc_nav.xhtml

      
         
            		Title Page


            		Foreword


            		Preface


            		Introduction


            		Theoretical, Historical, and International Background
                  		The Radical Left’s Turbulent Transitions


                  		Brief Hypotheses on the State, Democracy, and Revolution in Latin America Today


                  		Institutional Conflict and the Bolivarian Revolution


               


            


            		The Twenty-First-Century Radical Left in Power in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador
                  		Social and Political Diversity and the Democratic Road to Change in Venezuela


                  		“Bad Left Government” versus “Good Left Social Movements”?


                  		Rafael Correa and Social Movements in Ecuador


               


            


            		Influences of the Twenty-First-Century Radical Left in Nicaragua, El Salvador, and
                  Cuba
                  		The Twenty-First-Century Road to Socialism in El Salvador and Nicaragua


                  		Cuba’s New Socialism


               


            


            		Economy, Society, and Media
                  		The Political Economy of Social Production Companies in Venezuela


                  		Constituent Moments, Constitutional Processes


                  		The Good, the Bad, and the Benevolent Interventionist


                  		Concluding Observations


               


            


            		Index


            		About the Contributors


         


      
   

images/25-logo_tm.tif.png





images/24-W01-cover.jpg
| P





