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Latin America today: Globalization and Alternatives. 

"No, do not accept the habitual thing as the natural thing. For in times of disorder, 
of organized confusion, nothing must 
seem impossible to change". 

Bertold Brecht 

The analysis of the present situation and the perspectives of Latin America in the context of economic globalization involve the identification of the conceptual borders between globalization and globalism. According to those that study the problem, it is "the distinction between the objective contents of the process and its dominant conceptualization in which, with different mixtures of vindication and fatalism, the present modalities of globalization are assumed as the best ones and at the same time the only viable ones, which protects positions of passivity and conformism in the face of processes postulated as unchangeable" (1). In this respect, the words of the German author that head these reflections attain a special connotation. 

The mystifying narrative of globalization or globalism presents it as "a new and unprecedented" event in the evolution of Capitalism that removes national borders and internal commerce and at the same time builds "non-territorial powers" and homogenizes economies, policies, societies, and cultures. Turned a conception of the world and epochal common sense, the "neoliberal unique thought", with the "new times" or the "true global economy", puts the finishing touch to its triad of the "absolute idea" by means of the fetishization of the market, the satanization of the State, and the instrumentalization of the social aspect based on the new forms of capitalist accumulation. Globalizing apologetics or globalism dilutes the limits between the old and the new, between the real and the fictitious, transforming into "newness" the historical – universal character of Capitalism and its tendency to global expansion. 

The "conceptual reorganization" of the globalization process, from the point of view of critical thought, does not see it as an unprecedented event consolidated after the dismembering of European socialism and the discrediting of the paradigms of social and national emancipation. It is, in any case, a process originating with the "discovery" and conquest of America, analyzed by Marx and Engels, more than one hundred and fifty years ago, when the conceptual essentialities that reveal the pillars sustaining the historical continuity of what nowadays is known as globalization were identified. 

It so happens that in our time this old process acquires different and more complex dimensions. The acceleration and deepening of the globalizing tendencies of Capitalism are expressed particularly by the growing covering and the global impacts, by the fragmentation of the production line, by the vertiginous expansion of the financial–speculative capital and of transnational companies, by the extraordinary cultural homogenization, and by the reconfiguration of the system of imperialistic domination in its multidimensionality, all of it, favored by the formidable technological developments that very specially took place in the fields of telecommunications, computer science, microelectronics, and transportation.(2) 

The globalization of the capitalist system responds, in the first place, to the intrinsic needs of its socioeconomic nature and uncovers the multiple contradictions, conflicts, and inequalities that go with its development. It is not precisely about the definitive triumph of free commerce, of the acceleration of the globalizing tendencies in the present developmental stage of international Capitalism. (3) Thereof, it can be inferred that the present globalization in Latin America is, in the first place, dependent and neoliberal Capitalism with the "natural" consequences of exploitation, concentration and inequity of the distribution of the social product. 

I-The failure of neoliberal and dependent Capitalism in the region. 

The problems of Latin America with globalization are not new. Throughout its capitalist history, the region was not able to transform its productive structure to assimilate the technological revolution and enter the dynamic currents of international economy with a capacity of sovereign decision enough to allow it to choose its own destiny. 

The reforms of the last decades, under the paradigm of the so-called Washington Consensus were, and still are, the answer of most governments of the region to the demands of neoliberal globalization or really existing Capitalisms, on the resolution of which depend Latin American development and integration. 

For well-known economic and historical reasons, external pressures, the internal appetites of national oligarchies and the ideological results of the "only”defending neoliberalism as the "only possible and viable alternative" of development in a globalized world, Latin America decided its course, but not precisely in the direction of its true interests. Thus banners of commercial liberalization, facilities for foreign investments, the impulse to the policy of privatizations of public companies, the liberalization of the financial system and of the interest rate, the reduction of public expenditures, especially those destined to social expenses, the drastic reduction of the budgetary deficit, the strict fulfillment of the commitments of the external debt, the reorganization and modernization of the state, and others were raised.

Based on the principles of deregulation, privatization and investments, the neoliberal discourse maintained with force that after the structural reforms of the Eighties and the Nineties –including the reorganization of the State that was considered over-dimensioned, interventionist and economically inefficient – regional economies would grow and the popular sectors would receive the "trickle down effect" of the created wealth; they would leave behind the existing poverty and social exclusion and the appropriate economic and social conditions would be created for the gradual advance towards the insertion in global economy and in the "first world". 

In connection with the neoliberal paradigm, politics and the academy in the region assumed, in a widely generalized way, the myth of the exaltation of total commercial liberalization, forgetting the catastrophic past results of that capitalist practice. It was accepted, categorically, that free trade would assure economic growth, productive and commercial competitiveness, general development and insertion in the global economy. The fetishization of the market was imposed with a force that was inversely proportional to the "reduction" of the State, readjusting its functions and reducing effective capacities for participation in the economic life and in the execution of sovereign policies that would have allowed caring for the requests and needs of the citizens. In all this commitment, the irrational privatization crusade that took place and is still going on in Latin America had a main role. 

The privatization fever magnified by the Washington Consensus, the World Bank (WB) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and “enthusiastically” implemented by the governments in the region made it possible for Latin America to be, in historical neoliberal times, the leader in the privatization effort of the so-called developing world. 

All through the Nineties, Latin American growth expectations have been based on the income of direct foreign investments (DFI). According to the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), in the period of 1990-1994, the public sector had an income of 59 000 million dollars as a result of the sale of 694 companies. This is equivalent to more than half the 104 000 million dollars obtained by that concept by all allegedly developing countries. If the period from 1990 to 1996 is taken in consideration, privatizations drew incomes for the amount of 82 417 million dollars representing 53% of the total income of these countries. In addition, between 1997 and 1998, the income was 71 582 million dollars for 61.8% of the privatizations. In 1999, the income for the same concept was 23 000 million dollars, 54% of the total. Lastly, the privatizations made during the Nineties in our America represented 56% of the total among underdeveloped countries (4). These data indicate why in this sphere of structural economic reforms, Latin America is the region with the highest rates of denationalization and transnationalization among emergent markets. 

However, "the income from DFI in the region does not necessarily show increasing flows. Until 1998, more than 40% was the result of fusions and acquisitions, which meant a transfer of property, mainly to transnational companies" (5). The truth is that, in the whole group of countries from the Rio Grande to the Strait of Magellan, the limits between public and private are being restructured more and more, changing most of our countries into transnationalized and privatized dependencies, depriving the weak democracies reinstalled together with the neoliberal model of the economic content necessary for their governmental action and of their capacity to take sovereign decisions. 

Nevertheless, according to Atilio Boron, the advances of neoliberal globalization that are the result of the riotous deregulation, the liberalization of international finances and privatizations, is not the "neutral" result of the independent operation of the market, but the direct consequence of the rise of neoliberal governments and of the economic policies adopted by them to please the hegemonic transnational interests of capitals and their national allies. Therefore, the effectiveness in the establishment of the neoliberal model is closer to the complacence of the governments and regional oligarchies than to the "blind and uncontrollable forces" of the market. Without the active political intervention of the governments that accepted to go ahead with the neoliberal experiment, transnational companies could not have advanced so quickly. The root of the problem –as the Argentine professor points out– is not to be found in globalization, but in the response of the Latin American governments to the challenges it raises, (6) in the total subordination of politics to the market. Indeed, one of the main strong points of neoliberal globalization is the weakness of the resistance to its hegemony. 

After more than two decades of a totally asymmetric commercial opening, of privatizations and financial deregulation, of painful experiments, the results of the neoliberal globalization in Latin America are terrible in spite of the macroeconomic positive numbers such as the reduction of inflation. The "reformism" of the Washington Consensus, the International Monetary Fund (the IMF), the World Bank (WB), the applied policies and the fantasies of the myth of the "trickle down effect" are disqualified in comparison with the Dantesque scene of the social economic reality of the region. The time elapsed since the beginning of the "neoliberal era" allows an objective evaluation of the behavior of the economic model and the identification of the long-term trends that have developed beyond occasional results favored essentially by factors external to the region. 

The socioeconomic situation of Latin America in the context of neoliberal globalization is that of a subcontinent with an economy progressively foreignized, dependent, underdeveloped in its structural pillars, essentially stagnant, subordinated to the interminable service of the external debt and to adjustments and privatizations, a subcontinent devastated by exploitation, poverty and unemployment, in an accelerated process of polarization of wealth, atomization, marginalization and social decomposition. Although neoliberalism is still functional to consumist capitalist powers, to the companies of the exploiting transnational capital and to their national accomplices in Latin American countries, the statistics corroborate the infrahuman conditions in which millions of men and women, children and old people live and work and the persistent increase of the social debt. 

As to economic growth, the balance is disappointing. The greater participation in global markets and the pull of direct foreign investment was not reflected, even so, in a fast growth of the gross national product (GNP). If the economies of the region grew in the Sixties at an annual rate of 5.7% and in the Seventies at a rate of 5.6%, the gross internal product (GNP) grew at a rate of 1.0% (7) in the Eighties, and at a rate of 3.3% (8) in the next ten years. "Since in the first one of these periods the growth of the population was 2% a year, this meant a fall in the GNP per inhabitant of approximately 0.3% per year in the whole decade, rightly called the “lost decade". In the following decade, with the rate of population growth somewhat more diminished, the tendency was hardly reverted, the growth of the GNP per capita being a modest 1.7% a year. Since it is a positive number, this is equivalent to less than half of them rate of growth of the GNP per capita of the region in the three decades going from the postwar period to the crisis of the mid- and late Seventies, when, according to the diagnoses of the IMF and the WB, the economic policies in use had incurables defects and lead the countries of the region by the way of delay and paralyzation" (9). 

The “lost sexenium” of 1998 to 2003 came to join the "lost decade" of the Eighties in marking the predominant trend in the unsuccessful attempt for the economical development of the region. It was in 2004 when, favored by the results of international economy, the GNP of Latin America grew 5.5%, by the way, still less than that of the Sixties. In this sense, it is valid to remember that according to the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), the way out of the economic crisis of delayed economy countries like those of Latin America would mean that these countries would have to achieve a sustained growth of 6% for a certain period. 

Of course, Latin American economies will not be able to achieve a maintained growth while they are exposed the consequences of the insufficient accumulation of internal capital, of the asymmetric relations derived from the "bounty of the export miracle" and of the negative flow of capitals. It is of no use that in 2004 direct foreign investment (DFI) grew by 44%, the equivalent of 56 400 million dollars, if in the same year the region transferred to the creditors in the North the amount of 96 000 million dollars. One of the main causes of the mediocre economic performance of neoliberalism is indeed the structural deterioration of the bonds between the growth of the GNP and the trade balance, that is, between growth and net transferences of external resources. 

According to Aldo Ferrer, between 1982 and 1985 Latin America paid foreign countries 150 000 million dollars for utilities and interest, whereas the net income of capitals was less than 40 000 millions in the same period. The difference was financed by a commercial surplus of nearly 110 000 million dollars, which represented one third of the exports of the region and around 50% of the net saving. This transference of resources caused the contraction of the formation of capital, the reduction of the living standard of the population and the increase of inflationary pressures (10). 

On the other hand, Eric Toussaint indicates that between 1982 and 2000, Latin America gave back as service of the external debt 1 452 000 million dollars, that is, more than four times the total debt, that amounted to 333 200 million dollars in 1982 (11). Nevertheless, the indebtedness kept on growing and in 2004 it reached the astronomical figure of 723 million dollars. That is why we say that the external debt cannot be paid and that it is unjust and immoral, in addition to being an instrument of blackmail and domination that prevents the economic and social development of the countries of the region. 

In the years of neoliberal predominance in Latin America, poverty has expanded as never before after the postwar period, causing a drastic deterioration of the social situation. In spite of the fact that the protagonists of neoliberalism had evaluated these costs as short term costs, as from the second half of the Eighties, the extent of the social debt began to reach extraordinary dimensions. However, and in spite of real facts, the World Bank has declared that there has been a slight improvement in the distribution of the income. 

According to data of the time, in 1960, 51% of the inhabitants of Latin America and the Caribbean were poor, the equivalent to about 110 million people. This number decreased in the Seventies to 40%. On the other hand, the ECLAC declares that "the number of poor people in Latin America has increased from 135.9 million (including 62.4 million destitute) in 1980 to 209.3 million, including 98.3 million indigents in 1994. In the period, the number of poor people has increased by 73.4 million" (12). 

A few years later, the data were still frightening. In the case of 2004, in spite of a reduction of 42% of this indicator with respect to 44.3% the previous year, the poor were 222 million, almost half the Latin American population. The poor include 60% of the total boys and girls of the region, the 53 million people who are starving and the 42 million of Latin American illiterates. 

If in 2000, the UNDP considered that for Latin America it would be a challenge to reach the objective of the millennium to reduce to half the number of people with an income of less than a dollar, by the year 2015, at the present time the UNDP considers it impossible. Everything seems to indicate that in the context of neoliberal globalization, Latin America will continue showing social inequity as its most outstanding characteristic, in which the per capita income of 10% of its inhabitants exceed, in many countries, approximately 20 or more times, that of 40% of the poorest. 

Closely related to economic contraction and poverty are unemployment and informal employment. As a result of structural adjustments, the breach of income between skilled and non skilled workers has sharpened considerably the precarization of labor and the social insecurity of workers together with the increase of unemployment as a trend. The evolution of long term unemployment, from 1980 to 2003, shows that the unemployment level has increased in the two last decades. In 1983, during the external debt crisis, the unemployment rate grew by 8.4%, in 1996, after the Mexican devaluation it reached a maximum of 7.9%, only to raise again at the time of the so-called Asian crisis to a maximum of 8.9%. From the same perspective, the years 2001, 2002, and 2003 showed extremely high average levels of unemployment of 9.2, 9.3, and 10.7 percent respectively. Even, in 2004, in spite of the growth of 5.5% of the economy in the region, the unemployment rate only decreased by 10% of the economically active population (13). 

The fiction of neoliberal globalization that promised in its discourse the future "trickle down" of wealth and benefits that would reach the poor, has been delegitimized by the socioeconomic reality of the region. In the words of the Panamanian professor Nils Castro, "in fact, if we compare the present Latin American indicators of poverty and misery, of unemployment and informalization, exploitation and abuses, marginalization and neglect, destruction and unsanitary conditions, to those existing at the end of World War II, at the beginning of the Cuban Revolution, at time of the guerrillas, or during the government of Salvador Allende [.... ], it is evident that the situation of the people of this rich continent has continued to worsen mercilessly. And that this situation has deteriorated, mainly, in the last twenty years, throughout the course of democratizations subordinated to the interminable service of the external debt and to pro-liberal adjustments, flexibility, and privatizations "(14). 

The present socioeconomic situation of neoliberal and dependent Capitalism in the region cannot be the evidence of the incapacity of the region for development, independence, and sovereignty in the universe of a globalized world, nor can it be the fulfilled future of these countries, or the promised paradise of higher prosperity. It is, in any case, the result of the alienating application of a model that combines antagonistically the constant increase of benefits for a few and social debt and hopelessness for ample majorities. 

The structural character of this crisis and the incapacity of the model to attain socioeconomic recovery and development prevent the reversion of the state of deep of poverty and marginalization of ample social sectors in the region, and simultaneously explains the removal of successive Ecuadorian presidents by indigenous movements and citizen rebellion, the disappearance of several Argentinean governments, the Bolivian popular insubordination, and the Bolivarian Revolution in Venezuela. The economic non-viability of the neoliberal democracies conditions the conversion of the yearning of change of the Latin American people, the support to formulas of non-neoliberal governments and the search for alternatives. In this sense, the words of the Nicaraguan academician Alejandro Serrano Caldera are exactly valid: "It is necessary to be careful with the course of history which seems always to take revenge on its undertakers and to have the capacity of periodically transforming its death certificate into a birth certificate" (15). 

II- Reforms or alternatives to the "Consensus": the present dilemma

The problem of the reforms of the "Washington Consensus" places reflection in a complex conceptual level. On one side, there are the tensions between the well-known neoliberal counter-reform as a reform of the "Consensus" and the reforms or modifications to the model of the "Consensus" baptized by some analysts of the subject as the "Washington Consensus plus" or second-generation reforms, while on the other side, the question is that of postneoliberal, intrasystemic, and systemic societies.

In fact the "reformism" of the structural adjustment in the subcontinent accentuated, as a trend, the economic and social involution in the region, "it favored some regressive changes that trimmed old citizen rights, drastically reduced the social pretensions of the State and consolidated a society much more unjust and unequal than the one existing at the beginning of the reformist stage" (16). The orthodox and neoliberal reformism of the "Consensus" is essentially a counter-reform movement in the really existing Capitalisms in this part of the dependent and underdeveloped world. 

From this point of view, it is good to recall that at the beginning of the Nineties, the orthodox and fetishist defenders of the viability of the neoliberal model refused to recognize their failure as a "paradigm" of society, in spite of the catastrophic results in the economic growth and the accelerated increase of the social debt. They put the blame of the events on institutional deficiencies in the application of the reforms of the "Consensus", on the incomplete character of the liberalization process and on the never-ending multiplication of corruption in quite a few Latin American countries. The "only" thought affirmed that the "social costs" of the structural adjustment program had to be considered somehow as something "belonging to other people or separate" and "non-imputable" to the model, mainly because they become apparent in the short term whereas economic benefits become apparent in the long term. It would be necessary to ask the 222 million poor of the region what they think about this futuristic idea of the "trickle down" of income and wealth. 

The truth is that many analysts think that the incomplete character of the liberalization process and the deficient instrumentation of the reforms represent only a part of the problem in the universe of mistaken postulates propulsive of neoliberal change. In this respect it is said, among other things, that the low inflation and the best control of the budgetary deficits did not assure the stable access of capital to the international markets and a dynamic economic growth, the integration to global trade and the investment flows did not generate positive externalities; the greater productivity of the companies and more dynamic sectors did not propagate automatically to economy as a whole, the result being an ample acceleration of the economic growth, the rejection of the role that the State and other institutions can play in the productive sector, the market, and investment induction; the lack of attention to the distribution of wealth and income, and the highly limited emphasis on the social policy by subordinating it totally to the economic policy (17) 

Together with the orthodox practices and as their result, the evidence of the facts led, in the second half of the Nineties, to a reframing of the original "formulations" of the same neoclassic economic doctrine. From that moment on, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the Inter-American Development Bank and institutions such as the ECLAC, as well as politicians and academicians, among others, advanced considerations and proposals of modifications to the reforms of the Consensus, to its strategy to foster economic growth and to diminish poverty. 

The so-called second-generation reforms are conceived in order to correct the insufficiencies of the model and thus to preserve the functional logic and the strategic aims of neoliberal globalization. From such reforms it is possible to expect the intention and the project of a more humane Capitalism and different formulas to support the pervivence of the economic model, and also of the political, social, and cultural models. The "Washington Consensus plus" is, therefore, strong evidence of the existence and potentiality of the escape valves of Capitalism in view of the dangers that the advance towards a terminal state crisis can bring about. The second-generation reforms are only a necessary option, an option of survival, in the development of the neoliberal model, but by no means an alternative to the "Consensus". 

In the attempt to renew neoliberalism, the reformulation of the relations between growth, poverty, and equity focuses its attention on the reevaluation of the role of the State in the operation of the market and, more widely, in the social and economic performance of the societies. In other words, it is a journey from the "satanization" of the State to its conversion into an instrument necessary in order to reach the main goals of the neoliberal dogma. The objective is that the State, without assuming again the "centrist and intrusive" position of the past, contribute to the creation of the conditions for a better development of free trade without the load of the above-mentioned negative impacts on economic growth and on the social crisis. 

From this conception, the ideologists of the neoliberal globalization and the institutions that try to complement the macroeconomic strategy with legal, tributary, labor, social, and educational measures. To that effect, the World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank agree that the subcontinent meets two favorable conditions when serving as a laboratory for the implementation of a new social policy: the "advantages" of being the leader in the privatization process among the countries with an emergent economy, and, at the same time, the region of the world with the greatest inequality in the distribution of income. Under these conditions, the new initiative has as armor-piercing core the struggle against inequality and poverty, mainly extreme poverty, from the position of orchestrating the social policy in such a manner that it can handle the negative social effects of the applied economic policy. This way social policy is subordinated to neoliberal economic rationality. 

Taking as main reference the neoliberal economic rationality, the second-generation reform postulates the need to assure the greatest possible effectiveness in the application of the public policies and in the use of limited financial resources, so that those that need it are taken care of. It means to continue impelling privatizations and decentralization of the social insurances, and to establish as a practical-methodological work criterion, the principles of selectivity, focalization, and national responsibility. Of course, directed and reductionist actions prevail, together with the return to sectorization and complete abandonment of the ideas of universalization and solidarity.  

The programs impelled by the World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank can attenuate, no doubt, the situation of poverty of specific groups, but they do not attack directly the structural factors that generate it. They have an assistancialist or charitable character and they do not contemplate measures that allow for the sustainable reduction of poverty. Their limited positive effects disintegrate and lose sense under the joint operation of the model. 

To attenuate the deterioration of the wage level, to promote labor participation of specific social groups and to invert the relation between poverty and educational deficit with the intention of reducing poverty by the route of the fortification of share capital and the financing of some social protection networks, not knowing the causal roots of the increasing social inequity and that poverty is, in the first place, a deprivation of the elementary conditions of human life and dignity, is to bet on the maintenance of the existing status quo. 

In the search for formulas to help revert the deep state of poverty, marginalization and social inequity in the subcontinent, and trying to provide an answer to the question of whether it is possible to think and act in alternative terms or not, there is another option: the development of the neoliberal economy of communicating vessels with second-generation reform projects that, none the less, is framed in the present resurgence of the current of political changes in the countries of the region with a sense of social progress. It is the option advocated by the "new left" or "democratic left", also known as the “reformist left”, “moderate left” or “democratic left”. 

The representatives of this left, that arrived at the government thanks, in the first place, to the yearning for a change of those that suffer the negative impacts of adjustment policies, do not intend a break with the neoliberal economic model or with socialism as a paradigm of society. From the specificity and constitutive diversity, the new moderate left privileges the continuity of the system in its neoliberal, although reformed, modality. In this sense it has an ideal project of a more balanced Capitalism, a fairer Capitalism that combines neoclassical economic rationality and the actions that attenuate the social debt in the region. 

The moderation and the pragmatism of the "new left" and its attachment to the values of representative democracy can be appreciated diaphanously in the proposals of Tabaré Vázquez a few days after he swore as the President of Uruguay. He says: 

"If you ask me if ideologically our government program is a socialist program, I am going to answer that it is not. It is a national program, a deeply democratic program that seeks through solidarity and social justice, an economic growth with justice, that is, human development (…). The changes that we are going to carry out are to be the Uruguayan way or not at all (…) it is a pacific, gradual, meditated, serious, deep, and responsible change, with the ample participation of all actors of the economic, political and social life of country, that looks for an objective of our government, that is, to improve the quality of life of all Uruguayans, beginning with the historical mandate which we have (…) when Artigas said that those that need the most are to be the most privileged, that the cause of the people does not admit the slightest delay".(18) 

The actual confrontation of the social debt and particularly of poverty and marginality involves the analysis of the consequences of capitalist exploitation, privatizations, transnationalization and denationalization of the economies, the ruin of agriculture, the negative flow of capitals, the deregulation of economies and markets, and the external debt. 

As Hans-Jürgen Burchardt points out in his work “The new international struggle against poverty. A Perspective for Latin America?", the "Washington Consensus plus" or the "Washington Posconsensus" are not expressions of paradigmatic changes. In any case, it seems to be a strategy intended to achieve, in the best way possible, the preponderance of the market over the institutional and social policy. Actually, the "Washington Consensus" is still in existence in the apparently new idea of socially amortizing the economical adjustment by using the State as an efficient moderator, on the base of the orthodox concepts of liberalism. (19) For the same reasons, moderate reform projects presently under development in Latin America do not constitute alternatives to neoliberalism. 

According to the logic of the "only" thought the present reality confirms in fact the fetish that free market is the only existing alternative at the moment and in the future for Latin America. Fernando H. Cardoso makes his act of faith on the subject when he says: "beyond globalization there is no salvation; within globalization there are no alternatives ". However, a glance into the recent past and into the present lets us appreciate that the concepts of ineluctability and irreversibility do not make any sense at all. 

The policies orchestrated by the governments were and are still decisive for the drive or for the neutralization of the impacts of the neoliberal globalization. Thereof, it can be inferred–as it has already been said – that there is no economic or political fatality that cannot be modified. It all depends on the objective correlation of the social forces of each society and on the occurrence of the conditions that will allow it. Atilio A. Boron affirms that "it is not, then, about the nonexistence of alternatives, but about the nonexistence of a political will to adopt a course of action that will put an end to so much savagery, and about the transitory weakness of the popular, leftist, and democratic forces, to impose an alternative way".(20) 

All systemic alternative ways lead to socialism as the real solution to the antagonistic contradictions of neoliberal Capitalism, but nowadays the objective or subjective conditions for the triumph of socialist revolutions do not exist. The reflux of the revolutionary ideas and forces has not yet been overcome. In spite of that, the Cuban Revolution continues its victorious march and the renewed socialist ideal, necessary in the 21st century, is newly being raised in the region. 

On the other side, Latin America is today a propitious scenario for the real possibility of the postneoliberal construction of society: the Bolivarian Revolution, in Venezuela. The Brazilian sociologist Emir Sader is right. Realistically he tells us that "postneoliberalism can be conquered against the current of the dynamics of large capital, by imposing a policy of unmercantability based on the needs of the people. In this case, still without breaking the limits of Capitalism, the idea is to introduce contradictory measures using the logic of large capital, that sooner or later will lead to a rupture or to a retrocession due to the incompatibility of the coexistence of two mutually contradictory logics" (21). Everything seems to show that the Bolivarian revolutionary process will tend to radicalize the logic against capital. 

III- Neoliberalism and integration in Latin America

The analysis of the present situation and the perspective of integration in Latin America would involve the approaching to the dynamics of five processes, all of a different nature, covering, and projection: the Andean Community (CAN), the MERCOSUR, the South American Community of Nations (SACN), the Central American Common Market (CACM), and the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA). The processes of disarticulation and reactivation of the corresponding integration spaces and their probable nexus with the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) and the bilateral free trade agreements –in effect and under negotiation– of the United States with the countries of the region would be particularly important. 

Of course, to pretend this would be to exceed the limits of the initially predicted reflection. For that reason, following the internal logic of the central subject selected, neoliberal globalization and other alternatives, in this opportunity the object of attention would be only one of the aspects of this complex and multidimensional problem, neoliberalism and integration in the region. 

Integration is for Latin America, for the Caribbean and for other countries of emergent economies, an essential and urgent condition if in fact it looks forward to development in the midst of a progressively globalized world, in which the great regional blocks are imposing their neo-economic interests. However, the actually prevalent neoliberal economy cannot assure the attainment of such a vital objective. 

The so-called integration on neoliberal bases would geometrically consolidate and deepen the deterioration and the denationalization of the Latin American economies, the social holocaust of the great masses of the countries, and the levels of dependence and subordination to North American transnational companies in the first place. It is not by way of the "Washington Consensus", of the deceptive total deregulation of commerce, the transnationalization of capital, and the loss of economic and political sovereignty, that Latin America will be able to reach a sustainable economic and social development. The FTAA cannot be the instrument for the integration of the region. 

The FTAA is not a simple commercial treaty, is a plan to reinforce the subordinated integration of the Latin American and Caribbean economies to the system of North American continental control, exploiting even more the workforce of these countries and taking possession of oil, gas, biodiversity and water resources, among other things. It should have been signed last January as the only regional negotiation, but it was not. 

However, the partial victory over the re-colonization project is not to be taken as its definitive death, because the danger continues. The FTAA as a regional project has stopped, as it can be noticed, in a state of terminal crisis, but the United States is still advancing in the attainment of its objectives in favor of the large North American transnational capital. The strategy is to urge "competitive liberalization" in different battlefronts. In this respect, one of the main directions is the acceleration of the negotiation of bilateral free trade agreements with the countries of the region. In these agreements it is easier for them to impose their cardinal interests in the framework of absolutely asymmetric relations. 

The free trade agreements negotiated at the moment by the United States with Panama, Ecuador, Colombia and Peru, as well as the NAFTA, the CAFTA-RD and the bilateral treaty with Chile, besides accentuating the neoliberal policies of the "Washington Consensus", are, at the same time, endogenously linked multidimensional processes that will contribute to the subsistence of Imperialistic hegemony and will attack subregional integration plans for Latin American integration. For example, if on the one hand, through these treaties the objectives of the FTAA will be attained progressively, on the other, with the approval of the CAFTA-RD, the Central American Common Market will tend to self-dilute and to strengthen the deterioration process of the Andean Community by stimulating the progress of the negotiations of the Andean Free Trade Treaty.  

Another integration proposal on totally different bases is the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA) sponsored, in the first place, by president Hugo Rafael Chávez Frías. This is an alternative proposal to the subordinated neoliberal form of integration headed mainly by the FTAA and the other free trade agreements already mentioned. This means that also in the subject of integration, in spite of the fact that neoliberal globalization and its operation formulas are still predominant, it is possible to think and to act in alternative ways. 

As indicated in the Joint Declaration subscribed on December 14, 2004 by the President of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Hugo Rafael Chávez Frías and the President of the Republic of Cuba Fidel Castro Ruz, "the ALBA has as its objective the transformation of Latin American societies, making them more just, cultured, participative, and solidarity-focused. For that reason, the ALBA is conceived as an integral process assuring the elimination of social inequalities and foments the quality of life and an effective participation of the people in the conformation of its own fate" (22). 

It is also stated that the cardinal principle that must guide the ALBA is the broadest solidarity among the peoples of Latin America and the Caribbean, without restrictive egoistic or political nationalisms that refute the objective of constructing a Great Mother country in Latin America. For that reason, the ALBA will not come to reality if guided by mercantilist criteria or egoistic interests of business income or national benefits to the disadvantage of other people. 

The above-mentioned Joint Declaration also contains the principles that serve as a base for the already progressing construction of the ALBA between Venezuela and Cuba: 

· Commerce and investment should not be aims by themselves, but just the instruments needed to reach a right and sustainable development, because the true integration of Latin America and the Caribbean cannot be the blind daughter of the market, nor a simple strategy for the extension of external markets or for the stimulation of commerce. 

· There should be a special and differentiated treatment that should take in account the level of development of the different countries and the dimensions of their economies. 

· The economic complementariness and the cooperation between participant countries and not a competition among the countries and the productions, in such a way that an efficient and competitive productive specialization can be promoted. 

· Cooperation and solidarity should be articulated in special plans for the less developed countries of the region and should include a Continental Plan against Illiteracy, a Latin American plan of free health care for the citizens who lack such services and a regional scholarship plan. 

· Creation of the Social Emergency Fund proposed by President Hugo Chávez. 

· Integrating development of communications and transportation. 

· Actions that will propitiate the sustainable development by means of norms for the protection of the environment, actions to stimulate a rational use of the resources and prevent the proliferation of squandering consumption patterns alien to the reality of our people. 

· Electric power integration between the countries of the region to assure the stable provision of energetic products for the benefit of Latin American and Caribbean societies. 

· Promotion of Latin American capital investments. Creation of the Latin American Investment Fund, the Southern Development Bank and the Society of Latin American Reciprocal Guarantees. 

· Defense of the culture and identity of the people and of the right to information. Creation of Television del Sur (TELESUR). 

· Taking steps for intellectual property norms to protect the patrimony of the countries of the region as opposed to the voracity of transnational companies. 

· Agreement on positions of the multilateral sphere and in all kinds of negotiation processes with countries and blocks of other regions. 

This project has particular features that must be emphasized as characteristic of an alternative integration. América Lourdes Regueiro Bello, a researcher at the Center of American Studies (Centro de Estudios sobre América) lists the following ones: 

· Balance between solidarity-focused cooperation and economic benefits. 

· Recognition of national legislations and of previous commitments. 

· Priority of the decisive social spheres in the development and the enhancement of the well-being of the people. 

· Commitment to the technological transference and socialization of knowledge in scientific research, as opposed to the high centralization and exclusion of this area in the "typical" agreements negotiated at the present moment. 

· Rescue of complementariness. 

· Attenuation mechanisms for the vulnerability of the prices of basic products by means of the establishment of guaranteed prices. 

· Preferential treatment of the state capital. 

· Vindication of a proactive State. 

· Use of the mechanisms of compensated commerce and search for endogenous financing sources. 

· Instrumentation of mechanisms and devices to protect the territory and its resources. 

As a whole, the projects and agreements subscribed by Cuba and Venezuela are identified with the ALBA. Nevertheless, there are other agreements and negotiations that could be considered in this new form of conception of the relationships among Latin American countries. For example: the creation of PETROCARIBE and the advances in the negotiations of PETROSUR and PETROANDINO, all having energetic integration as their main pillar. The same applies to the Integral Cooperation Agreement with Argentina, the Brazil-Venezuela Strategic Alliance, and the agreements of energetic cooperation with Uruguay and Paraguay. 

The sense of Latin American and Caribbean responsibility and the political will to contribute to the eradication of the serious situation in which our people live due to the problems accumulated by neoliberal Capitalism, make cooperation and solidarity solid bastions in the solution of the problems. Thus, Venezuela and Cuba, within the framework of the ALBA have agreed to perform eye surgery on 6 million of Latin Americans, Caribbean, and even North Americans in next the 10 years, and to prepare in the same period 200 000 doctors from Latin America, the Caribbean and other regions. At the present time, the conditions have been created in Cuba and are being created in Venezuela to diagnose, operate, and cure every year 25 thousand Caribbean, 100 thousand Cuban, 100 thousand Venezuelan and 120 thousand Central and South American citizens. 

It is obvious that the ALBA is a proposal that bases its strategy on quite different bases from those of neoliberal projects. It includes the rupture with the dominant economic model. 
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