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With this document, I would like to provide some ideas as to what we
understand as socialism. We must be aware of the values which guide
us and, above all, how they may be applied in a new world. Of course,
those of us who arrived at the democra=c le> in the 1960s and 1970s
are now working within a diﬀerent context. However, the values
which guide us towards ac=on are exactly the same.
There is not a single day that goes by in which we don’t face cases of
injus=ce. There is not a single day in which we don’t feel that
something is wrong. There is not even a moment in which we cease
to think about the billions of people who live in terrible condi=ons.
That is what unites and calls us together as socialists.
We ask ourselves why we do the things we do. Why are we present in
every neighbourhood, in every city, and why do we call people to
work collec=vely? We do it because we ﬁrmly believe that society can
change and we are convinced that no one must endure injus=ce and
inequality. All human beings are en=tled to the right of a digniﬁed
life.
The Socialist Party has existed for 120 years. Its legacy is one of many
important struggles and baQles which resulted in real
transforma=ons in the lives of ci=zens. Many of the rights enjoyed by
Argen=nian society were proposed, above all, by socialists. Men and
women who came together to pursue obvious goals: that workers,
women, and young people might have the right to a beQer life. So
many others around the world acted in a similar way. Socialism is an
interna=onal movement which seeks peace, democracy, and equality.
It is a movement which unites with those who have the least, with
those who are most in need, because it recognises that inequality
and poverty aren’t natural, but rather that they are social

construc=ons which cannot be aQributed to individual responsibility
or to the indirect inﬂuence of the markets.
The world changes and socialism should change with it. If it does not,
it will become rigid and will end up turning its back on those which it
was conceived to represent. It should propose a new future which
acknowledges the changes in produc=on methods, in social rela=ons,
and in the connec=ons and new means of communica=on between
human beings. If it does not, it runs the serious risk that as a poli=cal
alterna=ve it will lose out. This would mean surrendering to those
who, instead of seeking jus=ce and equality in a period of
globalisa=on, solely aim to sustain the status quo and increase the
power of the already powerful. Or, even worse: it would give in to
those who wish to return humanity to worse =mes. Therefore, now
more than ever, we must adapt in order to create a new socialism.
Socialism for the modern world
During the last decades we have seen important global changes.
Since the fall of the Soviet Union, capitalism has con=nually
conquered markets and developed new produc=on systems. The socalled globalisa=on of the economy, in its day welcomed by a range of
social and poli=cal forces around the world, ended up being
straitjacketed within the realms of the poli=cal right. Neoliberalism,
as a new version of capitalism a>er the Welfare State, ﬁnally won the
baQle.
As socialists, despite the inevitability of globalisa=on, we work to
reverse its most nega=ve impacts: the concentra=on of wealth in few
hands. We began a courageous struggle against inequality and
poverty, and we aQempted to contribute to a process which would
result in equality and solidarity. Where socialism governed, the
globalisa=on process assumed a more human side. However, today
we see how social democracy, as a system of ideas and as a poli=cal
project, has lost its drive. We have done something wrong.
Those of us who belong to the democra=c le> have a strong tool to
overcome our current state: self-analysis. We must think about the
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mistakes we made in search of our undoubtedly honourable
objec=ves. This cri=cal exercise allows us a>er all to establish a future
projec=on, to develop new ideas, and to face the challenges ahead.
From the mid-1970s, when the Welfare State started to enter into a
crisis, we as socialists put all our eﬀorts into defending its
achievements. And then, when neoliberalism arrived following the
fall of the Berlin Wall, we tried to restrain the social crisis: we
fervently fought for the right to healthcare, educa=on, and work. We
wanted to protect the achievements reached so far and for which we
had fought over so many years with the aim to improve the quality of
life for workers around the world. Yet we were incapable of
transferring this struggle to the cultural sphere. We were incapable of
performing a deep analysis of the consumer society, and of seriously
widening the scope of democra=c par=cipa=on. We were incapable
of responding to new poli=cal and cultural demands of the ci=zens
who felt a greater need of increasing their rights. In short, we
assumed a cultural paradigm which was not our own. Today, we are
faced with the challenge of reversing that trend.
When we refer to the cultural sphere, we should make a clear
statement: we manifest, above all, a cri=que of a poli=cal culture
hijacked by neoliberal narra=ves. The poli=cal le> has not been able
to change the fundamental trend of that system which places having
above being. An immeasurable number of messages of the consumer
society link the idea of being human to the possession of goods. It is
obvious that the poli=cal le> is advoca=ng and ﬁgh=ng for equal
access to goods and services, but not for their accumula=on or
squandering. The culture of use and discard, of constant novelty, of
spending resources without taking care to preserve them, has
profoundly penetrated contemporary society. In this sense, socialists
should once again advocate a new lifestyle. If there is any purpose for
us, it is to put forward an alterna=ve and to make it a reality amongst
ourselves. We must live soberly, connect with each other, educate
ourselves, and be capable of living with a concept of space and =me
which appeals to the fellowship of human bonds and not to the mere
speed of a consumerist world. These are essen=al tasks for those of
us who promote the ideas of a democra=c le>.
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The modiﬁca=on of an established social and poli=cal culture means
assuming that socialism, rather than being a ﬁnal objec=ve, is a daily
task, a way of being and ac=ng, and that the values which we propose
cons=tute the basis of our lifestyle. This involves developing new
paQerns of behaviour, crea=ng a new way of interac=ng with each
other, adop=ng a sustainable consumer conduct, contribu=ng =me
and eﬀort towards others (towards loved ones and those that most
need it). We must give the public space priority over the private
sphere in our lives and our culture, place rela=onships above
interests, follow up ideas instead of taking an opportunis=c stance,
respect our nature and environment and protect it again destruc=on.
There are those who ask if socialism will be able to ﬁnd the adequate
answers to the current challenges of the global situa=on today.
In diﬀerent countries, those of us who belong to poli=cal
organisa=ons on the democra=c le> are aware that the world is
changing at a rapid pace, whilst social rela=onships are weakened,
community bonds are diluted, and social links are fading in an
individualist culture. And everyone wants to know if we can do
anything against it.
We know that the future is not yet wriQen and that it depends on the
ac=on which we take. On the 130th anniversary of the death of
Ferdinard Lasalle, the founder of the German Social Democra=c Party,
Zygmunt Bauman claimed that “the misfortune of modern social
democracy is that there isn’t any alterna=ve vision, any utopia”.
Socialism should create precisely that alterna=ve, based on an
interpreta=on of the current situa=on and with a Utopian vision in
mind, to give a purpose to our lives and reach a level of sa=sfac=on
diﬀerent to that provided by the market.
Bauman’s statement contains a clear message that a powerful global
transforma=on of socie=es is needed and he alerts us to the dangers
we will face if we repeat the strategies of the past. In a society
undergoing tremendous transforma=ons we cannot refer again
exclusively to the strong argument to keep the Welfare State.
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The Welfare State, with its signiﬁcant public expenditure and policies
aimed at guaranteeing work and social rights, is unfortunately an
experience of the past. To suggest rebuilding it now as it was before is
an unviable op=on. It was linked to a speciﬁc phase of capitalism and,
when this came under severe pressure, it began to falter. There is no
doubt that social democracy achieved signiﬁcant progress within a
deﬁned period of =me and in an area essen=ally limited to Europe. It
produced powerful States, with models based on increased public
spending which balanced out the rela=onship between capital and
labour, and which strengthened union and workers’ movement
organisa=ons. Its policies resulted in levels of development and
equality never before seen in history. It did this, indeed, in a context
of poli=cal conﬂict: in the midst of the Cold War, the world was forced
to choose between two evidently conﬂic=ng systems. One sacriﬁced
freedom for the sake of an equality which, on the other hand, was
understood as uniformity. The other guaranteed freedom and a
rights-based State but which didn’t fulﬁl the equality and welfare
expecta=ons for which socialism was conceived. The social
democracy model, which undoubtedly was produced from within
capitalism, was an intermediate alterna=ve which managed to
alleviate - given all the contradic=ons of hybrid processes which are
not put forward as the ﬁnal solu=on for human conﬂicts - the
contradic=ons of both the wildest capitalism and the regimes of the
so-called “real socialism”. This model was based on freedom and
poli=cal pluralism, considered the existence of poli=cal par=es and
open associa=ons to be an essen=al condi=on and at the same =me
supported the idea that if democracy wants to be successful it must
increase the margins of social equality.
As previously men=oned, socialism cannot simply oﬀer a new
economic model to achieve poten=al improvements in the living
standards of ci=zens, or to make capitalism fairer. Today, perhaps
more than ever, it must propose a new way to structure society and a
new idea of improving social interac=ons which foster respect,
par=cipa=on, and solidarity. The most important aim for socialism is
to promote a beQer life in community. To achieve this, it is important
to strengthen not only a new rela=onship between the State and the
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market, which only understands society in economic terms, but also
strong cultural values and deﬁni=ons which facilitate civic
par=cipa=on, support coopera=ve movements, associa=ons and
other forms of shared economy, and ensures the involvement of
individuals in tasks which contribute towards a beQer society.
In short, socialists should begin to outline a new paradigm. Some
years ago, a number of theorists manifested their support of the
“Welfare Society”. Instead of considering things merely from the
perspec=ve of the State - in socie=es in which state power has
declined in the wake of globalisa=on - we should be brave enough to
promote the idea of par=cipa=on and associa=on, and thus alleviate
the social paternalism which has smothered social policy in red tape.
This would allow us to achieve transforma=ons along with social
organisa=ons and movements, with civil society associa=ons, and
with diﬀerent communi=es. If we do not go for it we will just be part
of a new failure.
Socie=es, overwhelmed by globalisa=on, demand exactly that: to be
listened to and looked a>er. Around the world, and as a result of an
economic crisis which is, fundamentally, a cultural and social model
crisis, thousands of people are protes=ng with outrage in the face of
inequali=es. Many people call it an uprising against the “poli=cal
establishment”, against the “old representa=ons”, and against “the
system”. However, what it is really about is ci=zens demanding ac=on
and answers to their requests and needs.
Undoubtedly, economic globalisa=on, conﬁned within neoliberalism
thinking paQerns, produced imbalances which seem to be
unresolvable today and which have le> millions of people out of any
networks of social rela=ons. Today, these people feel that they have
the right to rebel against such a situa=on. In the same way, other
groups of society lost their former poli=cal iden==es and important
sec=ons of the popula=on have been excluded from the Welfare
State altogether. Many tradi=onal jobs were replaced by new
technologies, especially in sectors which tradi=onally had been
strongholds of organised labour and were represented by the le>. But
social democracy did not have the adequate means to bring them
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back onto the labour market. As the Spanish theorist Ignacio Urquizu
put it, social democracy lacked the courage and tools to put the right
measures in place. Today, it is this courage that we have to regain if
we want to challenge the an=-poli=cal mood which rapidly gives way
to authoritarianism and populism.
The key word of our present =me is “uncertainty”. Such feelings lead
to outrage and fear. They also spawn poli=cal op=ons which aQempt
to take advantage of ci=zens’ disaﬀec=on. We do not know where we
are heading or who is at the earth’s helm. We only feel that, day by
day, States are losing their inﬂuence. However, it is not the people
who are gaining power: it is the markets. Deregula=on and ever
increasing ﬂexibility cause more and more unemployment, the
elimina=on of our rights and threaten to take over our lives.
Uncertainty has become a general feature of our =me. There is a fear
of losing your job or fear of never even ﬁnding one. People are afraid
that their living standards will decline and that technological progress
might threaten their very existence.
The development of an=-poli=cal posi=ons – and in some cases an=establishment ones – forces us to rethink our role in the poli=cal
systems of the modern world. The poli=cal structures of the Western
world have indeed become obsolete. In many cases, members of the
par=es and civil servants are entrenched in their ins=tu=ons. Ci=zens
have the feeling that they are le> out, that they have been “hijacked”
by a bureaucracy that does not tend to build bridges towards
par=cipa=on.
This an=-eli=st rebellion is the expression of anger of those outraged
by a globalisa=on which has not included them. Yet there is also the
underlying danger of na=onalism, of par=cularisms, of the hatred
against the others, and of the rejec=on of foreigners. What is at risk is
even democracy itself.
We socialists have the obliga=on to recover our iden=ty to avoid such
phenomena. We need to provide answers to an exclusive
globalisa=on, genera=ng opportuni=es for the most disadvantaged
and extending democracy. We have to include all those who most
need it, those who do not feel represented. In short, we have the
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obliga=on to take care of ci=zens’ demands. Only by doing so will we
create a poli=cal system which is not seen nor understood as distant
or far-oﬀ. Only by doing so will we be able to reduce the scope of
ac=on of those who abuse their authoritarian posi=ons to take
advantage of the legi=mate feelings of disaﬀec=on and anger of the
people.
The Trumps, the Le Pens, and the neo-fascists which appear across
Europe beneﬁt from the feeling of helplessness experienced by
millions of workers. Yet honest men and women need a fair and not a
demagogic answer. The promises of the right – and also of some of
those on the le> – are not the solu=on to the problems of the vast
majority of men and women excluded from globalisa=on. The answer
is to increase rights and freedoms, to review our poli=cal processes
and to take forward the proposals which allow us to pave the path
towards more cohesive and inclusive socie=es. This needs to be done
together with the society and not just in a top-down approach carried
out by the state.
What is happening now in the world is not new. It is the inherent
contradic=on between a capitalism which favours isola=on and
inequality, and the democracy which promotes equality and
community. As it has happened in earlier stages of history which we
thought had long gone, democracy and human rights are again
threatened by those in power.
Fortunately, those ci=zens who feel indignant do not always seek
answers from the extreme right. They also look to the le>. There are
the thousands of North Americans who backed a socialist candidate
like Bernie Sanders, or the Bri=sh people who made Jeremy Corbyn
the leader of the historic Labour Party. There are the Germans who
back Mar=n Schulz as candidate for Chancellor, and our friends in
France who support the civic socialism of Benoît Hamon. There are
also the socialist governments of Portugal, Uruguay, and Chile. In
many other socie=es, social democracy is slowly rejuvena=ng, but
with the awareness of a need to oﬀer answers to ci=zens who, at
=mes, have felt abandoned.
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Socialism is a wide and varied movement. Within it there are
diﬀerent perspec=ves and there is an ongoing process of analyses
and studies on what type of policies need to be promoted. In contrast
to other movements on the le>, it is not dogma=c. That is its main
beneﬁt. Not all socialists think the same way, nor do we oﬀer the
same solu=ons. Yet, apart from any dispute, we share a set of
common values as to how we want to shape the future. If we endorse
these values we will be able to ensure the growth of socialism and to
improve the future of our world.

Socialism, technological change, and the future of labour rela7ons
We should understand, however, that today’s answers are more
complex than those of yesterday. Socialist ideology was forged in a
diﬀerent context, with a rela=vely stable and produc=ve capitalism
which extended its reach with a thriving and growing industry. In this
context, it was possible to control and democra=se it, especially
following the 1930s crisis. It was a capitalism which, in certain areas
of the planet, could expect full employment with a powerful
industrialisa=on and manufacturing sector.
Following the crisis in the 1970s, and especially with the
development of new produc=on and especially the informa=on and
communica=on technologies, capitalism ceased to oﬀer the certainty
it once provided. We live in a period in which jobs are being
destroyed, while at the same =me considerable progress is made in
the technological and produc=ve sectors.
The expression of “technological unemployment” was already
introduced by John Maynard Keynes at the beginning of the 1930s.
With this term he aQempted to express the social changes which
were taking place at that =me. He feared that one day technology
would replace the force of human workers and that the
consequences would be exactly those that we are experiencing
today: structural unemployment in various parts of the world.
What is certain is that new technological processes have changed
produc=on rela=ons and have transformed the basic structure of
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socie=es. There are those who predicted “the end of work”, others
who have spoken of “socie=es without jobs”, and there were also
those who have advocated the produc=on automa=on without
worrying too much about the social consequences of it.
The automa=on of produc=on generates the previously described
consequences. Yet it also presents an opportunity: to share the
workload and thus reduce the working hours. It also allows us to
reﬂect on a society of free and associated producers, such as those
created by socialists two centuries ago. At ﬁrst sight, such processes
and progressive developments seem to be quite far away from
socialism. Yet examined in detail, they may bring us closer to a fairer
society.
In this context it is important to understand the workers’ situa=on:
their jobs are o>en based on short-term contracts and the companies
are not commiQed to paying any addi=onal beneﬁts. As SenneQ once
said, in neoliberalism =me is short and ins=tu=ons are fractured. Jobs
are replacing careers and they are no longer life-long, as it was the
case in the Welfare State. This has a clear impact on the subjec=ve
situa=on of the workers and their collec=ve ac=ons. On the other
side we must not forget to men=on another cri=cal point of the
current labour situa=on: an enormous number of jobs are not
oﬃcially registered. This shadow economy has grave consequences
for workers and their families, and also for our socie=es. Informal
workers are le> outside social security networks, with no prospects of
advancement, without a decent salary, being at risk of falling into
poverty. And it is mainly the young genera=on which is faced with
most obstacles: diﬃcul=es accessing their ﬁrst job and, if they
manage to get onto the labour market they usually start out with
informal jobs under precarious condi=ons.
There is no doubt that we will need more qualiﬁed workers, and new
func=ons will be introduced in the produc=on processes. These
func=ons are already crea=ng new jobs, but these are usually
restricted to speciﬁc areas in the technology sector. Perhaps this is
the right =me to develop some courageous proposals: if not
everybody can have a job under the present condi=ons, why not
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think about new ways of distribu=ng employment? Why not think
about a basic universal income which ensures certain rights for all
ci=zens from the moment they are born?
The neoliberal discourse always gets to the same conclusion, namely
to accept a culture of precarious condi=ons. This means to assume
that there are people who are “of no use to the world”, that human
beings should only be measured in terms of their use calculated in
economic ﬁgures, and that economic produc=vity will only increase if
the rights of workers are slashed. But what would happen if we refute
such ideas and instead use the advantages of social change on a
global level to the beneﬁt of the majori=es in our socie=es? What
would happen if we complement the unstoppable change in a
globalised world with innova=ve and progressive components? What
would happen in a world where each individual enjoys the same
opportuni=es?
Socialists should be prepared for such a new world. The so-called
“shared economy”, including transport and accommoda=on services,
which today has been captured and dominated by an unregulated
and predatory capitalism could be perceived from the le> as an
opportunity if it is democra=sed as a service for ci=zens. In a world in
which each individual can create certain goods and oﬀer services,
what is required is to give it the right direc=on. And only democra=c
socialism can oﬀer that.
If we want to use the progress made in telecommunica=ons, the
produc=on sector, and in the area of new technologies to improve
the living and working condi=ons of the people, a ﬁrm voice and
strong guidance are needed. As socialists we cannot really oppose
progress, because that would go against our own convic=ons. Our
aim is not to deny the strong impact of historical processes, but to
turn this into an opportunity. Where capitalism only want to grab the
economic opportuni=es with no regard for the millions of men and
women around the world losing their jobs and their lifestyles,
socialists must see the possibili=es which this process oﬀers for
posi=ve change: we must advocate a reduc=on of working hours,
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share the workload and promote a society in which each individual
can create and decide on their own future perspec=ves.
Socialism and democracy
Socialism can only create policies within the matrix of democracy.
Incredibly, over 16 years into the 21st century, it is now once again
necessary to reiterate the democra=c will of the le>. In a world which
only seeks solu=ons to the crisis from opportunis=c authoritarian or
demagogic posi=ons, always ending in violence, we have to underline
that our framework of ac=on is the rule of law.
An old moQo of Jean Jaurès says: Democracy is the minimum of
Socialism, Socialism is the maximum of Democracy. It refers to an old
idea which was used to ﬁght dictatorships and authoritarian
processes established in the name of le>ist ideals. When many
people supported violent movements in some countries, democra=c
socialists went into opposi=on, conﬁrming that our idea of society
was incompa=ble with poli=cal violence. In the end, if we seek to
create a fairer society with beQer opportuni=es for all, there is no
other op=on than doing so with coopera=on and respect for diﬀerent
poli=cal and social iden==es, with the plurality of voices and diversity
in all its forms.
For socialists, however, democracy is not only the poli=cal framework
in which we develop our ac=ons. Democracy is much more: it is an
indispensable value which allows us to unite with all our diﬀerences.
Socialists, in contrast to other le> tendencies, do not simply believe
that democracy is one of the many instruments available for us to
achieve our goals. For us, democracy is in itself a value. It is not only a
mechanism by which to elect those in power, but the best way to live
together.
Behind all of socialism’s proposals is democracy. In fact, the founders
considered democracy to be the ﬁnal purpose of the project. It was
about extending it to all ci=zens. From that came the idea of social
democracy. When we seek beQer rights for workers, when we stand
beside those disadvantaged by the capitalist system and seek daily
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improvements for them, when we propose local, regional, na=onal,
and global poli=cal ini=a=ves to improve the lives of the deprived,
what we are doing is extending democracy. That is called socialism.
Socialism and La7n America
The democra=c le> in the world experiences, as previously
men=oned, moments of retreat. La=n America, our part of the world,
has experienced in the last decade poli=cal movements which have
been marked by the fragmenta=on of the le>. Even with all their
diﬀerences, they were able to work together in a common regional
progressive eﬀort to respond to a crisis of the neoliberal model
which, throughout the 1990s, has caused huge damage to our
countries. But a>er a =me of successful development thanks to
record-high commodity prices, these experiences ended in a crisis.
A>er years of le> governments in La=n America, with evident
successes in social terms, there has been a fall, and a peak in the
eﬀorts of a “new right” which, in many aspects, is extremely similar
to the old right. Progressive forces of diﬀerent tendencies had
managed to put the state back in its role of the main poli=cal actor.
This led to an end of the an=-state mindset of the neoliberal period.
The levels of poverty and inequality had been reduced considerably.
But a>er all the success achieved by progressive forces these forces
are now in decline. We must pose the ques=on of what has
happened to them.
There is always an easy and simple answer. That is blaming everything
on the right, or sta=ng that it was impossible to defeat such a
powerful enemy. We could also come with the argument that the loss
of support was due, solely, to the conspiracies of dark forces. But the
truth is that such an analysis is undoubtedly poor and complacent.
And the le> was not conceived to be complacent but to be cri=cal.
A>er years of governance in various countries, and with even more
successful experiences such as in Chile and Uruguay, many of the
countries in this area fought important economic and poli=cal baQles.
As previously men=oned, poverty and inequality were reduced, and
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the State again became a key player in social organisa=on. However,
what happened to the important cultural struggle? What did the
progressives do to change the way of how people certain paQerns in
society? How did they work with each individual to develop a new
concept which would shake oﬀ the capitalist culture?
This is where the progressives lost in their own territory. The
purported idea that the right develops economic growth and that the
le> redistributes a growth which it hasn’t created resulted in the reestablishment in power of liberal and conserva=ve op=ons once
growth exhibited signs of stagna=on, or even decline.
The progressives also failed when they had the capacity to promote
progressive tax reforms which would result in fair ﬁscal policy: those
with more wealth should pay more. The post-neoliberal poli=cal
processes in La=n America were limited to capturing a por=on of
created income, as was men=oned before, from the exorbitant
commodity prices in order to redistribute this throughout society.
They did not know how or were unable to change the ravaging
ﬁnancial system. They had obvious problems in proposing poli=cal
and ins=tu=onal structural reforms.
Corrup=on, which consumes and devours social bonds, also began to
incessantly expand to those countries with low levels of
ins=tu=onalisa=on. Although each government adopted measures to
combat it, the inﬂuence of economic power and, above all, of poli=cal
ﬁnancing put an end to the best of inten=ons.
The diﬀerent experiences of the le> in La=n America proved to us
that there cannot be authoritarian progressivism. The worst
experiences have been, undoubtedly, those that in=midated part of
the popula=on, even when they had been rela=vely successful in
social and economic terms. There is nothing which does more
damage to progressivism than falling into corrup=on,
authoritarianism, and demagogy. This makes ideas weak, devalues
projects, and damages the ability to oﬀer an alterna=ve for the
future.
The Argen=nian case was an obvious example. Although Argen=nian
socialism brought about important decisions such as, for example, in
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terms of human rights, we need to point out the inconsistencies and
the limita=ons of a process which became trapped in a superﬂuous,
unnecessary, and misleading war of rivalries.
Socialism in Argen7na
Socialism has had a rich history in the Republic of Argen=na.
Although it has o>en been forgoQen and scorned, it has contributed
towards many of the rights obtained by society. It does not maQer
that this was not achieved due to eﬀorts by the government: there
were thousands of engaged ac=vists who took to the streets at the
end of the 19th century to defend the rights of workers. There were
thousands who joined the demonstra=ons to ﬁght for 8 hours of work
per day, for female suﬀrage, for the extension of democracy to the
most disadvantaged social classes, for an independent jus=ce system,
against monopolies in the economy, and for a social solidarity model
which never deﬁni=vely materialised.
Within that rich history, socialism undoubtedly made good and bad
decisions. Yet the force of our values and ideas placed socialism,
ﬁnally, on the side of ethics, honour, and progressive posi=ons. In
recent years, with the experience of governing in the city of Rosario,
in the Province of Santa Fe, and so many other ins=tu=ons,
Argen=nian socialists have demonstrated that we not only knew how
to plan and propose ideas: we also know how to make them come
true.
The poli=cal reality in which we have had to develop has never been
easy. When we entered government in the city of Rosario, the
neoliberal decade was just beginning. Menemism destroyed social
rela=ons and priva=sed the na=onal economy. We had to ﬁght
against this from our city and we did it by focusing on the public, by
working together with our ci=zens. When we entered government in
Santa Fe, =mes had changed. Peronism, now in a Kirchnerist fashion,
displayed a progressivism which did not fulﬁl its promises. Hermes
Binner, who later took the Socialist Party to the highest point in our
history in a na=onal elec=on, demonstrated that he could govern in
the province of Santa Fe by expanding an honest and responsible
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social model with great planning and administra=ve abili=es. The
work of Hermes Binner became fundamental in the construc=on of a
new era for socialism in Argen=na. With pluralism and transparency,
he demonstrated that socialism could open the way for a solid and
coherent na=onal perspec=ve, expanding its horizon and its focus
towards diverse sectors of the popula=on. There is no doubt that
comrade Hermes Binner brought the history of Argen=nian socialism
a great step forward. He posi=oned us as a powerful force, able to
compete for power and to make the case for our posi=ons, based on
ﬁrm poli=cal and ideological convic=ons.
However, the ﬂuctua=ons of Argen=nian poli=cs made the
development of this process impossible on a na=onal level. But in
spite of this, socialists never abandoned the consequent ﬁght to
develop in Argen=na a progressive and fair alterna=ve.
For 12 years, Argen=na experienced a unique poli=cal process with
proponents and detractors. Kirchnerism, which emerged from the
2001 crisis, was a contradictory process which, whilst presented as a
regional progressive rejuvena=on, had clear light and dark aspects.
Although with diﬀerences in style, the administra=ons of Néstor and
Cris=na Kirchner increased the value of poli=cs and, par=cularly, the
role of the State. A>er decades of priva=sa=ons, of neoliberal poli=cs,
and the abandonment of the State as the regulator and voice of
society, the Kirchnerist administra=on turned poli=cs again into a
fundamental element in society. A large sec=on of the youth felt
again aQracted to par=cipate in poli=cs, and society began to debate
public issues. However, the way in which power was conceived and
exercised by the State, and the lack of media=on between leaders
and society led to the undermining of debates. The ways in which
Kirchnerism promoted its policies and communica=on, and the
“friend-enemy” concept regarding the opposi=on poli=cians,
provoked divisions and growing tensions. A large part of the
opposi=on also worked in the same way, and numerous other forces
echoed the mistakes of Kirchnerism to aQack the government.
Throughout this period the Socialist Party aQempted to establish its
posi=on. It accompanied some righpul policies of the Kirchnerist
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government, par=cularly its aqtude towards human rights, a ﬁeld in
which it managed to reopen the inves=ga=on of cases of torture and
genocide perpetrated during the last military dictatorship.
Addi=onally, socialism advocated the na=onalisa=on or rena=onalisa=on eﬀorts, such as in the case of Argen=nian Airlines and
YPF. It supported the re-na=onalisa=on of AFJP and the return to a
system of state pensions.
However, the Kirchnerist administra=on did liQle or nothing to end
the neoliberal structure and dependence of the Argen=nian economy.
In this sense, they wasted a historic opportunity for growth which
would have allowed the country to establish a new model for
development. The new technologies of small and medium industries
did not make them more compe==ve, the tax system con=nued to be
regressive, and in spite of some poli=cal statements, it also failed to
reduce the power of ﬁnancial speculators. Argen=na was le> with a
poverty rate of 29%. As various studies and analyses show,
Kirchnerism favoured a “versus” strategy: it started out to oppose
neoliberalism – at least in theory – but ended up being a reﬂec=on of
it. The result was the reproduc=on of many of its economic policies.
In this sense, there was a heterodox applica=on of economical
orthodoxy. In contrast to other regional examples, Kirchnerist
Argen=na did neither made serious progress in overcoming neoliberal
structures, nor in the crea=on of an innova=ve and collabora=ve
concept of the economy. On the contrary, it reproduced neoliberal
ways, although it tried to provisionally ease some of its worst eﬀects.
In spite of considerable diﬀerences between other regional economic
and ins=tu=onal examples, some of them were superior to
Kirchnerism: they proposed a new common idea of life, favouring
alterna=ve forms of social organisa=on, and they gave more
importance to civil society when taking economic decisions. The
“versus” strategy only served to reproduce old structures. This was,
obviously, Kirchnerism’s failure.
For socialists, Kirchnerism represented a project which included at its
core many progressives, and which aQracted many important sectors
of society, yet which was incapable of progressing in a truly posi=ve
sense. Corrup=on became a core element and the divisions between
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organisa=ons in civic society were apparent. The “friend-enemy”
narra=ve only served to divide progressive sectors, union
organisa=ons, and even human rights bodies. The co-opta=on of
formerly independent organisa=ons further s=rred the popula=on’s
collec=ve mood as it saw its purchasing power fall in the laQer years
of the administra=on.
Undoubtedly, we would have preferred things to have happened
diﬀerently. Yet Kirchnerism chose: between progressivism and the
diversity of a Peronism which contained elements of the right, it
chose the laQer. This prevented it by its very nature to working
towards the extension of social policies to the category of rights. It
developed a socio-poli=cal model which it did not aﬀord the =me to
ﬂourish, it provided rejuvena=ng support yet did not provide the
economy with a proper structure by which to sustain these policies,
and it abused its discre=onary power.
Kirchnerism was incapable of fulﬁlling the expecta=ons of many
progressives who saw a poten=al alterna=ve in it. It refused to
promote policies such as the proposed pension of 82% of the former
salary, it refused to eliminate the income tax for workers, and to
cooperate with other progressive sectors which in the end were
dismissed. In short, it set the stage for the right to emerge, resul=ng
in the current Maruicio Macri government.
The Socialist Party has aﬃrmed its opposi=on to the direc=on laid out
by the Macri government. It was clear that ci=zens demanded a
change, but as socialists we can only state that this is not the right
direc=on to take. In liQle more than a year in power, Macrism has
revealed itself as a government which is incapable of responding to
the vital issues of the majority of Argen=nians. And its proposed
plan, developed by “experts and specialists” is no=ceable for its
absence. What is apparent, therefore, is a return to liberal orthodox
economic policies and con=nuous excuses regarding the
“overwhelming legacy” of the past. A>er a year in government, there
are no valid excuses. However, we can clearly see that there is a lack
of eﬀec=ve governance and a style of poli=cs which is des=ned to
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concentrate wealth amongst those who already have it. They have
widened the gap of inequality.
Maruicio Macri’s government, which began by declaring a deﬁnite
change of direc=on compared to the Kirchnerist administra=on, has
already been involved in some of the worst prac=ces in Argen=nian
poli=cs. Corrup=on is no longer only a presump=on: it is an evident
reality. The irregular situa=on of the Panama Papers, the waiving of
the Argen=nian Post’s debt – in which the Socma group is involved,
which is related to the family of the president and of which the
president himself was a member – and a policy of erra=c money
laundering which pardons fraudsters and tax evaders, all clearly speak
of the perverted new direc=on of the country. Indecency and
corrup=on are far from having been displaced: they are expanded
with business links and rela=onships with the private sector.
Proposals to create greater State transparency, to strengthen public
aﬀairs, and to eliminate all shadow of doubt over wrongdoing, are
notable for their absence.
The abolishment of the withholding tax of mining companies, the
libera=on of imports, the mismanagement of the dollar and other
currencies, have all demonstrated what the idea of change in
Mauricio Macri’s government was. The promised inﬂux of investment
has not yet happened, and the expecta=on that it will do so in the
second term has basically vanished.
Drama=c slogans from the government cannot hide the aQempts to
appoint Ministers of the Supreme Court of Jus=ce, nor the lack of
desire to resolve the problems of workers with decreasing purchasing
power. They can neither hide the indiscriminate dismissals in the
public administra=on, its lack of support for a fairer and more
inclusive educa=on model, and the permanent aQacks against science
and technology. Small and medium producers feel increasingly
plagued by ill-judged policies. There is a dis=nct lack of understanding
of the regional economies, openness to imports, rising fees and lack
of so> credits for capital assets. This government has chosen to
removes taxes from champagne and high-class imported cars, but
maintains regressive tax measures for workers and the middle class.
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As socialists, we should reaﬃrm, then, our ethical proposal: a
progressive and fair style of poli=cs. In the face of a government
which has in one year increased poverty levels to 32.2% and which
has developed policies resul=ng in a fall in real-term salaries, a
human and compassionate approach is required. In the face of a
government which covers up for tax evaders, a promise to eﬀec=vely
tackle ﬁscal fraud and corrup=on is necessary. In the face of a
government unconcerned about jus=ce, which acts slowly and in
which white-collar criminals are never prosecuted, it is essen=al that
socialism ﬁrmly expresses its posi=on in favour of an independent
judiciary.
Changing this situa=on will require the coopera=on of diﬀerent
sectors. The conﬁgura=on of a Progressive Front which includes not
only poli=cal par=es but also social and trade union organisa=ons,
and all those ci=zens who long for a solidary and pluralist alterna=ve.
Socialists are on the journey. We are going to create that alterna=ve
from the plurality of voices and from our diversity.
A new era for socialism
Argen=nian socialism has an opportunity. In the face of a government
of adjustments and reduc=ons of opportuni=es, and with a society
which demands respect for its rights and for what it itself has
achieved, socialism should oﬀer itself as the alterna=ve; one which
will not be possible without ac=vism. Socialism should be
implemented through the work of its ac=vists. All those who
approach us should be welcomed and included. We should create an
atmosphere of ac=on for all those who come to us.
Does anyone honestly believe that transforma=on can be achieved
without par=cipa=on in unions, in intermediary associa=ons, in
coopera=ves? Does anyone believe that society can be transformed
without university ac=vists, without the par=cipa=on of local groups,
or without ac=vity in social movements? Does anyone believe that
the system can be changed without assuming a new style of poli=cs
which democra=ses the rules of the game and which supports an
autonomous civic debate?
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The challenge is to increase and develop this task. One of the worst
habits of poli=cs is bureaucra=sa=on. There is a trend to remain
comfortable in our own places and to not take part in those real areas
of transforma=on. Socialists are called to work with and in society to
design and develop change.
In order to change it is also essen=al to have a clear vision and to
know what needs to be changed or developed. And you need the
audacity to carry it out. One of the biggest deﬁciencies in the social
democra=c movement has been, in the past years, the lack of
crea=veness. Unfortunately, for many years, some socialists
abandoned their most ambi=ous proposals. They refused to
recognise the contradic=ons in the system and simply con=nued to
work within it. We believe that a capitalist society is not transformed
with blows or violence as this only contributes to the nega=on of
democracy, but rather precisely by slowly democra=sing the social
structures. However, we do not want to adapt ourselves to the
market nor to the way of life which it oﬀers to us. We want to
sincerely and earnestly implement structural reforms.
The reformist idea has always been a complex one. For some, anxious
to see rapid transforma=on, it suggests an idea of poli=cal
modera=on. However, there is no style of poli=cs more revolu=onary
than reformism. Democra=c socialism believes that society does not
change with speed (it is possible to change policies but for the rest of
society to remain unaltered). The complexity of exis=ng social
rela=onships requires permanent work on the structures of real
poli=cs. In this way, the progressive advancement towards a more
equal society is already socialism. The path towards that goal is the
goal itself. In other words: reforms are socialism. Undoubtedly, it is a
diﬃcult task to slowly developing policies for transforma=on. But it
results in immense beneﬁts and success: transforming society
without damaging it with violence or unresolvable antagonisms.
What it involves is clearly puqng forward the proposals of socialism
for this new era. If our objec=ve is not only to be the opposi=on but,
above all, to be an alterna=ve to the government, then we must
employ our powerful arsenal of ideas for the present and the future.
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Now is the =me to forcefully propose our posi=on: a health system
based on primary care, an inclusive and responsible federalism, a
policy of educa=on based on values which lead to access to
knowledge, and a security policy which establishes limits for crime
and at the same =me is working on the underlying social causes. Now
is the =me for socialism to develop, on a na=onal level, a set of public
policies which show it for what it stands: a genuine poli=cal
alterna=ve.
Its development will depend on whether we are able to tackle those
topics which society demands. There will be no socialism without an
ecological and sustainability proposal, without incorpora=ng the
ques=on of gender, without a poli=cal proposal of and for young
people, without promo=ng diversity, amongst so many other topics.
The last few years have shown a serious decline of our natural
resources at an accelerated pace. Climate change and the destruc=on
of land due to produc=on facili=es which contaminate the
environment change the poli=cal paQerns that we should follow with
our ac=ons. In this way, it is not only about redistribu=ng goods in a
beQer way, but about guaranteeing the further existence of the
planet. Sustainability is, today, one of the most urgent challenges of
progressive forces. In contrast to many of the par=es on the right who
s=ll refuse to discuss the need for renewable energy, for the muchneeded policies against climate change, or for respect for the earth in
which we live, socialists believe this is part of our fundamental
purpose.
For too many years, we advocated produc=vist proposals. In
summary, they involved producing more and beQer to be able to
equitably distribute the wealth generated. The State played an
essen=al role as a modelling agent of society, aQemp=ng to reduce
the dangers presented by a merely capitalist “appropria=on” of
wealth. But it was not aQen=ve to the new conﬂicts which mass
produc=on generated on the very produc=on loca=ons. To tackle
these issues is the challenge today.
We cannot, in any way, avoid proposing the need to ﬁght against
domes=c violence, against female murders, and against the
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discrimina=on of a patriarchal society which con=nues to aﬀect
women. Economic and social dispari=es are unjus=ﬁable, and for
socialists this should be a central part of our agenda. It is not about
“just another topic”, but about a vision of society and of the world. It
is not about a range of themes but about incorpora=ng values from a
humanist perspec=ve of life and of respect for women and her view
of the world.
If we want this process to advance, if we want to transform society in
a new way, we should learn from our youth. It is not enough to let the
young people speak, but we must take on board their comments. We
cannot conﬁne the youth debate to “mee=ng their needs”, but we
should give them opportuni=es to shape their own future.
Socialists think that diversity enriches us all. We must allow that all
diﬀerences can be seen and join in. In the end, this is what nourishes
us as a society.
Socialism is the tool which Argen=na needs. It is called to respond to
the problems of men and women who live in uncertainty in a world in
crisis, which moves speedily towards individualism and a culture of
consumerism, which leaves millions of people outside of the system.
We socialists should strengthen our eﬀorts and our struggle, our
poli=cal training, the exchange of ideas, our studies and daily work.
Socialists should oﬀer a compassionate alterna=ve to those who are
afraid and uncertain. We should defend equality. We should con=nue
increasing and strengthening the areas of par=cipa=on which serve
as a guarantee for social democracy. We must insist on our demand
that those who have more wealth have to pay more. And on the
beneﬁts being distributed amongst those who most need it. We
should re-invent ins=tu=ons, and shape an original style of poli=cs in
the light of changes in technology and social rela=ons. We should
work =relessly to understand and promote a new way of sharing
work and resources.
We should show that our ideas and our eﬀorts are conducive to
forming a powerful movement which transforms the future of our
ci=zens.

23

We are called to do it. And we will do it.
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