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Introduction

Mothers wearing white handkerchief veils marching in front of the president’s house.  Thousands of protesters congregating, blocking major highways and streets.  Workers occupying factories and hotels after their owners sell them, refusing to leave.  These are the images of political protest for which Argentina is world-renowned.  Since the 1970s, as a nation Argentina has been associated with dynamic and provocative mobilizations of its citizens against injustice.  In the 70s and 80s, it was the mothers and grandmothers of those “disappeared” (imprisoned, tortured, or killed) by the Argentine military dictatorship who began circling the Plaza de Mayo, which faces la Casa Rosada, the Argentine president’s abode.  Las Madres de la Plaza de Mayo, as they came to be called, became an international symbol for human rights.  At the turn of the century, it was the thousands of workers left jobless and deprived after the economy crashed in 2001.  They took to the streets banging pots and pans in protests called cacerolazos and became known as los piqueteros, militants of the Unemployed Workers Movement.  Their actions brought about massive economic and political changes in the country and served as catalysts for similar changes in surrounding countries.
In August of 2014 I moved to Argentina for four months, excited to learn about these incredible traditions of social movements, just described, in the places they occurred and from the people who carried them out.  Studying abroad on a program that focused on “regional integration, development, and social change,” I encountered these themes constantly.  When it came time to investigate my own theme in an independent study, I chose disability.  For years, I’d been fascinated by disability rights in the United States.  The U.S. Disability Rights Movement has its own powerful images of political protest, though they are lesser known: thousands of wheelchair users and other individuals with mobility disabilities abandoning their supports and crawling up the U.S. Capitol steps—because there were no ramps; the largest sit-in occupation of a government building in American history, forcing the ratification of the 1968 Rehabilitation Act.  Now I had the chance to understand this phenomenon in another country, a country with an intense history of social movements.  What was the disability experience like in Argentina?  What I found was puzzling.
Despite high potential for a movement surrounding disability rights, similar to those described above, one has not cohesively formed.  Argentina clearly has the history and potential for massive social movements.  Its citizens are politically active and confident in openly defying their government.  The government has recognized disability rights as an issue, community organizations addressing them are plentiful and active, and the number of people with disabilities is growing in number.  Yet, disability rights activists and organizers I spoke with told me that either there was no disability rights movement, or that it was in its infancy with little power.
In this paper I will investigate disability rights in Argentina—their history, current status, and future goals.  My primary research question is given that Argentina has great potential for a strong social movement to achieve disability rights, why has one not yet developed?  In order to continue with the proposition that there is no “strong social movement,” first we must ask: what is a social movement in this context? And what is the status of disability rights and activism in Argentina today, if they do not form one?  A subsequent sub-question asks what are the barriers to a full-fledged social movement forming?  Finally, I’ll question whether a social movement, in the ways its been described by Western social movement theory, would even be the most effective model to achieve the desired disability rights in Argentina.  To answer this, we must also ask what disability rights still need to be fulfilled, and what do activists most desire from their actions?  I will continue this introduction by sharing how I came to my questions and my methodology for answering them.
----------------------------------------------------
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As quite often occurs in the social sciences, the research question I address in this paper is not what I originally set out intending to answer.  Instead, I came to it via a round-a-bout route, with a few changes along the way.  As previously shared, I began this study while studying abroad in Buenos Aires, Argentina during the fall of 2014.  Throughout November, I conducted independent research on access to employment for people with disabilities in Argentina.  Through interviews with an activist, NGO leader, and a few government officials, I tried to understand barriers to employment for people with disabilities (PWDs)[footnoteRef:1].  I found their roots in both institutional and cultural spheres.  I utilize these interviews some in this paper as they prove relevant, and since I conducted follow-up interviews with two of the informants. [1:  In this paper I choose to use the language “people with disabilities” in keeping with People First Language (www.thearc.org/who-we-are/media-center/people-first-language) while acknowledging that different communities prefer other terminologies] 

While conducting this original research, I came across an organization named REDI.  REDI stands for la Red por los Derechos de Personas con Discapacidad, or the National Network for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.  Through background research, I discovered that they attributed the commonly found link between disability and poverty to the capitalist system.  In fact, when los piqueteros were protesting in the early 2000s against neoliberal, capitalist policies and their economic repercussions, representatives of REDI were right alongside them.  REDI fascinated me because it represented a radicalism that I associated more with my preconceived notions of Latin American social movements than anything else I had seen in the Argentine disability rights world.  This combination of disability rights with the unemployed workers movement struck me as unique and worth investigating, so when it was time to go back to Argentina to conduct further research, it was through this lens that I was looking.
I returned to Buenos Aires in October of 2015 for eight days to conduct further interviews.  Through these interviews I wanted to understand why, in Argentina, had disability rights activists so explicitly linked anticapitalism and disability rights when this had not occurred strongly in the disability rights movements of other countries.  This was made even more fascinating to me when I realized that in disabilities studies literature, the current condition of people with disabilities—their status as extremely marginalized citizens, almost a class unto their own—is directly linked to industrialization and capitalism (Hahn 1997, Joly 2008, Oliver 1990).  I sought out interviews with anyone I could find who was doing work with disability rights in Buenos Aires that was free during those eight days, including individuals from REDI.  I could not, however, get in contact with the two individuals from REDI who, in my background research, had so prominently discussed this link and REDI’s position within the unemployed workers movement.  Because of this, and a few other realizations that I will discuss later, I came to the conclusion that it may not be practically possible to answer my original question about how this organization came to its radical approach.
In this second round of interviews, I noticed another interesting trend.  When I asked the informants how they perceived the Argentine disability rights movement, the majority responded that it was just really beginning, not strong yet, and or that they do not believe there is a movement at all.  The answers to explain these responses varied but there were some interesting commonalities, and I realized that this was another fascinating question.  Why, given the number of people working toward this issue and Argentina’s success with mobilizing powerful social movements, had one not formed for disability rights?  This is the question I ultimately sought to answer in this thesis. 
[bookmark: _Toc321125799]Methodology

I approach this question by attempting to tell the little-known story of disability rights in Argentina.  In order to tell this story, I sought to comprehensively understand the condition of being disabled in Argentina, the rise of organizations providing services for PWDs, and the advocacy groups working with the government to create disability rights laws.  The primary way I do this is via in-person open-ended interviews with activists, organizers, and volunteers.  I conducted the interviews in Spanish and in only one interview did I have the help of a translator—though informally.  I then transcribed and translated relevant pieces of the interviews upon returning to the United States with the help of a native speaker[footnoteRef:2].  A full list of my informants with descriptions of their relation to disability rights can be found in Table 1.1.  It was critical to use interviews for this study because there is very little written information on disability in Argentina, and especially on disability rights.  The few sources that do exist are almost all related to my informants in some way—either they knew the author or contributed to the work themselves.  In my opinion, this signifies how small the community of people working for disability rights is.  In addition, they are all centralized in the same place—Buenos Aires.   [2:  The majority of direct translated quotes from interviews in this paper were done by Stephanie Zayed Atallah, with the exception of a few which I translated myself] 

I discovered my informants through a variety of means.  The most useful connection I made was with an Argentine disability rights scholar.  She herself has cerebral palsy and is currently pursuing her PhD on disability employment in Argentina (she told me she was inspired by her own difficulties finding employment).  After being introduced during my study abroad period, she became an incredible asset as she connected me with the majority of my informants.  In addition, I reached out via email to a few organizations and obtained some interviews that way.  With the exception of the two REDI individuals mentioned earlier, people were responsive and open to meeting with me.  I was constantly impressed by how friendly and helpful everyone I met with was—it was clear they all were happy to talk about this subject and excited that someone, especially a foreigner, was interested in it.
Table 1.1: List of Interviewees
	Name
	Role
	 

	Sergio Blogna
	Staff member of Argentine Senator Magdalena Odarda whose main focus is disability rights legislation
	Nov. 2014

	Ana Dorfman
	Director of the “Disability Area” at la AMIA—a prominent Jewish community group; serves on government disability advisory committees
	Nov. 2014; 
Oct. 2015

	Carlos Ferreres
	Director of the “Disability Area” at la CTA—one of the largest worker’s unions in Argentina; former founder and president of REDI
	Nov. 2014; 
Oct. 2015

	Dr. Liliana Pantano
	Professor of sociology at the Catholic University of Argentina who specializes in disability studies—responsible for most disability research present in Argentina
	Oct. 2015

	Veronica Gonzalez
	Current president of REDI; first blind news reporter in Argentina—her segment focuses on disability rights
	Oct. 2015

	Diana Garcia
	An occupational therapist who works with individuals with visual impairments; member of the Argentina Occupational Therapists Organization 
	Oct. 2015

	Eduardo Bulit Goñi
	Human rights lawyer and founder of the Down Syndrome Association—one of the first strong politically active organizations addressing disability rights
	Oct. 2015

	Beatriz Plotquin
	Principal of Arlene Fern—a Jewish elementary school that includes students with disabilities
	Oct. 2015

	Erica Polakoff
	Director of IDEL—a daily workshop for adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities that is part of la Fundacion Judaica
	Oct. 2015

	Maria de los Angeles de la Vega
	 .
Founding member and longtime volunteer at IDEL
	Oct. 2015



As evidenced by the table above, I met with a diverse range of individuals who while all are working toward improving the conditions of life for people with disabilities, come at this goal from many angles.  I met with each individual (with the exception of the government and IDEL interviews, which were each joint) for between thirty minutes and an hour to have a conversation.  I went in to each interview with typically a list of ten-or-so questions and while I tried to ask them all, since they were usually open-ended, I would allow the conversation go where it would.  My goals in these interviews were to understand who this individual was and how they related to disability rights in Argentina, if they were a part of an organization—what their organization did, and their thoughts on Argentine disability rights in general.  
This last part is key to answering my question, and I came at it from a variety of angles.  Questions to address it that I tried to ask in every interview (conducted in 2015, not 2014) include: How do you perceive the disability rights movement in Argentina? (Do you think there is a movement at all?)  In your opinion, what is the biggest barrier facing disability rights (or your organization)?  What do you think is the most important next step in Argentina in the fight for rights?  Because of these questions, I feel I obtained ample material to analyze the status of a rights movement and what its goals would be, based on the thoughts of people actually working towards it.
Interviewees most definitely had differing perceptions or opinions about aspects of Argentine disability rights—including but not limited to the role and impact of social organizations and the effectiveness of legislation and the government.  There were, however, also common threads throughout all of my conversations.  In this paper, I use the words of my interviewees to tell the story of disability rights in Argentina—I show consenting and dissenting opinions and try to portray the “truth” as objectively as possible, while recognizing that my sources, as well as myself, are subjective beings.  Using content and historical analysis, I piece together the narrative of disability in Argentina through these interviews in order to understand its disability rights movement, or lack thereof.  The rest of this Introduction will address the condition of disability rights in general and give context to how disability as a phenomenon will be approached in this paper.
According to the World Health Organization, people with disabilities (PWDs) make up approximately 15% of the global population.  They are the world’s largest minority, present in every culture and every society.  Despite this pervasiveness, people with disabilities are still denied basic human rights around the world (WHO 2011).  While some nations in the Global North, or minority world, have begun to make advancements in disability rights, PWDs in most parts of the Global South, or majority world, still face countless challenges.  Early disability rights movements in the minority world have focused on physical accessibility and solutions to the segregation of PWDs from the rest of society.  These movements have evolved, increasingly basing their strategies on inclusion and integration into the various aspects of daily life for PWDs.  Disability rights are now viewed as human rights in the global sphere.  Accessibility to education, transportation, and health systems has been expanded upon in many countries.  However despite these advancements, PWDs still remain extremely segregated and marginalized from the work force around the world.
In most cultures, people with disabilities are characterized as being “unable to work”.  By being barred from participating in the economic system, PWDs are denied the ability to provide for themselves (WHO 2011).  This fosters a strong link between disability and poverty, where it is more likely for someone who has a disability to enter into poverty, and someone who is impoverished to gain a disability (WHO 2011).  This link has been attributed to the form of oppression known as ableism, which is the systemic discrimination and exclusion of PWDs (Young 2013).  While ableism manifests itself across many aspects of life for PWDs, marginalization of PWDs from employment is arguably one of the most detrimental forms this oppression takes on.  In order to fully understand the marginalization of PWDs from society, it is important to understand how disability is defined.
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Disability encompasses the child born with a congenital condition such as cerebral palsy or the young soldier who loses his leg to a land mine, or the middle-aged woman with severe arthritis, or the older person with dementia, among many others. Health conditions can be visible or invisible; temporary or long term; static, episodic, or degenerating; painful or inconsequential.
-- World Report on Disability (The World Health Organization and World Bank 2011)

	As this quote illustrates, disability is an extremely diverse condition. As an evolving concept, it has many definitions.  A good starting point is in the World Health Organization (WHO) and World Bank’s World Report on Disability from 2011: “Disability is the umbrella term for impairments, activity limitations and participation restrictions, referring to the negative aspects of the interaction between an individual (with a health condition) and that individual’s contextual factors (environmental and personal factors)” (4).  This definition acknowledges that disability not only has medical, but also social dimensions.  This reflects a recent shift in disability studies and perspectives, which views disability as an interaction between an individual and their environment instead of a purely a medical condition, which would be referred to as an “impairment” (Hahn, 1997).  This definition does not fit some of the recent models for understanding disability, which will be discussed further in Chapter 2, however it gives a solid basis.
A disability can manifest in many forms, traditionally divided into categories such as physical, mental, intellectual, developmental, and sensory disabilities.  Today, organizations such as the WHO view disability on a continuum rather than broken into categories.  It is important to note that it is much less common to be born with a disability than to acquire one later on in life; the WHO estimates approximately 87% of all people with disabilities acquired them after birth.  Within this percentage, the majority of disabilities are associated with the process of aging (Bellina Yrigoyen, 2013).  Given this information, every human being is therefore only “temporarily able-bodied,” and could potentially join the category of “disabled” at any moment.  In the following chapter I will delve more into different models for understanding disability and how these have informed social change around the issue.
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In this paper I refer to disability, disability rights, and disability rights movements.  While all similar they all reference something slightly different. Disability is the condition defined above, whereas disability rights are the intrinsic human rights that should be available to people with disabilities.  Disability rights movements are then the social movements led by individuals within a community—be that local, provincial, national, or international—to achieve these rights.  Disability rights movements will be discussed further on in this paper, however here I will detail internationally how the concept of “disability rights” has come to take prominence.  The purpose of this section is to give background context for where Argentina stands in comparison with the rest of the world with respect to disability rights, and what kinds of international pressures may be placed on it to achieve those rights.
The 1970s brought about the start of international awareness of disability rights as many developed nations underwent social movements led by self-advocates, such as the Disability Rights Movement (DRM) in the United States.  In 1971, the UN General Assembly adopted the “Declaration on the Rights of Mentally Retarded Persons” which focused on the exploitation and legal rights of people with disabilities (MIUSA 2003).  Through the 1970s and 80s, new declarations or conventions were introduced by the United Nations that expanded their focus to political and civil rights.  The years 1982-1992 were even declared by the United Nations the Decade of Disabled Persons.
In 2006 the United Nations introduced the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UN-CRPD).  The Convention was developed by a committee of individuals ranging from lawyers to self-advocates, and by its final meeting included thousands of individuals with disabilities from around the world (Bulit Goñi 2015).  It functions as an international agreement requiring governments to uphold the rights of people with disabilities (MIUSA 2003).  The purpose of the CRPD as written in the Convention itself is as follows:
The purpose of the present Convention is to promote, protect and ensure the full and equal enjoyment of all human rights and fundamental freedoms by all persons with disabilities, and to promote respect for their inherent dignity.
Persons with disabilities include those who have long-term physical, mental, intellectual or sensory impairments which in interaction with various barriers may hinder their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others.

Esme Grant from the United States International Council on Disabilities (USICD) explains that the CRPD provides:
Greater clarity of the obligations on nations to promote, protect and ensure the rights of persons with disabilities. Since many people with disabilities face discrimination based on their disability, the CRPD is relevant as an international agreement that reinforces existing rights and aims to assure that people with disabilities will have the same opportunities as others with respect to their nation’s laws (MIUSA 2003).

The CRPD also specifically acknowledges women with disabilities and their rights, since they typically face double discrimination and face many hardships especially when it comes to reproductive and health rights. So far, 147 countries have ratified the convention, including Argentina (AWID 2013).
In a personal correspondence with a disability rights researcher for the Human Rights Watch, I learned that within the UN and international NGOs there is a big movement to incorporate disability rights into all international development projects.  This includes mainstreaming disability in the Millennium Development Goals.  This means any project must include provisions that make it accessible for people with disabilities, not only projects earmarked specifically as having to do with disability rights.  This trend has been called the “Twin-track approach” where (i) disability is mainstreamed throughout development programming and (ii) disability-specific programming is provided in cases where particular supports are required (MIUSA 2003).  
Organizations like USAID and the World Bank are insisting on “universal design” in all their programming—meaning any new projects must be accessible to people with disabilities and incorporate them in the goals and design of the project (MIUSA 2003).  These international organizations have also pushed for greater reporting on the prevalence and experience of disability around the world.  In partnership, the WHO and World Bank produced the first ever World Report on Disability in 2011 which, “provides the best available evidence about what works to overcome barriers to health care, rehabilitation, education, employment, and support services, and to create the environments which will enable people with disabilities to flourish” (WHO 2015).
These advancements in disability rights legislation on an international level greatly influence disability rights on the national level.  The CRPD, for example, provides concrete guidelines for countries to follow when implementing specific legislation on what rights people with disabilities have or do not have.  A specific example, given to me in an interview by Eduardo Bulit Goñi, is that before the CRPD, it might have been assumed that children with disabilities deserve an education.  Now, with the CRPD, it is clearly outlined that children with disabilities deserve an equal, inclusive education, meaning they are incorporated into the primary classrooms instead of put into special education schools.  The impact of the CRPD will be made clearer throughout this paper, but the main takeaway is that the development of an international awareness of disability rights in the UN, World Bank, and other international organizations that focus on development, have a profound impact on the experience of disability around the world.
----------------------------------------------------
	The following chapter will provide an overview of the literatures on social movement theory, disability rights movements, and Latin American social movements.  This literature review seeks to provide a background and understanding of social movements in all contexts necessary for this study.  Since I am questioning if there is a social movement in Argentina surrounding disability rights and asking if not, why not?  It is necessary to have an understanding of relevant social movement theories.  In order to determine how disability rights movements can and have been effective, I must show what disability rights movements look like and how they function.  And finally, to place in the context of Argentina, it is crucial to have an understanding of the country’s social movement history.  Chapter 3 will piece together the current landscape of disability rights in Argentina right now via secondary research and interviews, answering my sub-questions: what is the status of disability rights and activism in Argentina today? And, what disability rights still need to be fulfilled?  Chapter 4 will be an analysis of my primary question, using my interviews to discover the barriers to a full-movement forming and then questioning whether a social movement is even the most effective response, given what was discussed in Chapter 3.  Finally, I will provide Concluding Remarks with some directions for future research.


[bookmark: _Toc321125802]Chapter 2
Literature Review 

Introduction
	The relevant literatures for this paper fall into three categories: Social Movement Theory, Disability Rights Movements (DRM), and Latin American and Argentine Social Movements.  These literatures will give the framework necessary with which to analyze my question on Argentina’s disability rights movement and whether it in fact forms a social movement, and if no, why not?  Social movement theory provides the tools to understand the study of social movements, which impacts how we define and decide what counts as a movement.
The American DRM sets a precedent for most disability rights movements around the world, including other nations in the Global North; therefore it will be the primary focus for those literatures.  Disability studies and how they came about as an effect of the American DRM will also be discussed in this section, as they are important to understanding DRM in general.  Finally, in this review I will discuss literatures surrounding Latin American social movements, explicating how these differ from the previously discussed social movement theories.  I will also focus in this section on social movements in Argentina in order to understand, for the rest of the paper, how this phenomena functions within the country-specific context.
[bookmark: _Toc321125803]Social Movement Theory: Resource Mobilization, Collective Identity, and Framing

The definition of a social movement, as previously discussed, is a bit elusive.  Defining social movements is, to some extent, the goal of many social movement theorists.  The issue in defining social movements lies, in part, in the abundance of different theories that attempt to explain them.  Since each theory conceptualizes them slightly differently, the definitions therefore vary.  In general, definitions have in common that a social movement is a collective attempt by individuals or groups to alter societal institutions or engage in sustained challenges with powerful opponents (Toch 1965, Zald and Ash 1966, Tarrow 1998, Opp 2009).  Snow and Oliver find that the following elements are included in the majority of conceptualizations of social movements: “change-oriented goals; some degree of organization; some degree of temporal continuity; and some extra-institutional (e.g. protesting in the streets) and institutional (e.g. political lobbying) activity” (1955, 571).  This section will summarize and synthesize the primary models that have been developed to explain and study social movements, beginning in the 1970s.
Social movements are usually associated with protest, which can be defined as “joint (i.e. collaborative) action of individuals aimed at achieving their goal or goals by influencing decisions of a target” (Opp 2009, 38). A social movement therefore is a type of protest group, but one that is characterized by certain degrees of formal organization, large size, and longevity, however the exact degree to which is necessary is debated (Opp 2009).  Social movement theory, then, generally refers “to the body of work—emerging mostly from sociology and political science—that took movements for social change as its empirical objects of study” (Osterweil 2004, 13).  It came about as an empirical category of study in the early 1970s, a result of the emergence of movements for the rights of students, women, the environment, etc.  This class of struggles was deemed the “new” social movements, a term originally common in Europe that migrated to the U.S.  Study of the subject prior to this focused on sporadic acts of protest or collective action like riots or mobs, instead of viewing social movements as organized political action.  In the U.S., the shift in the 1970s was toward understanding why movements arose, and the primary model that came about, challenging classic social movement theory, was called the resource mobilization model (Osterweil 2004, Opp 2009).
The resource mobilization (RM) approach, according to Michal Osterweil, “was developed to counter a long term North American tendency to treat social movements—viewed as spontaneous, unpredictable, and uncontainable—as lacking the capacity to effect long term (legitimate) political (read: institutional) change” (2004, 16).  The original article introducing the approach was written by McCarthy and Zald in 1977.  The approach focuses on explaining the mechanisms for the emergence of social movements, and not necessarily the motivations behind them (Osterweil 2004).  In this model, social movements are seen as rational institutions made up of rational actors, who mobilize resources such as money, labor, or legitimacy to accomplish their goals (McCarthy and Zald 2002).  According to RM, resources and organization, not the individual actors, determine a movement.  Tilly and McAdam also contribute to this model, focusing more on the political struggle instead of economic factors, which McCarthy and Zald were preoccupied with (Opp 2009).  In this approach, legitimacy is only given to social movements that are seen to have the capacity to affect formal change, that is, change in the political and institutional spheres (Osterweil 2004).
In the RM approach, theorists contend that social strain in a society is constant, and it is when resources become available that a social movement occurs in response to the strain (Opp 2009).  Tarrow challenged the RM approach because it relied heavily on rational choice theory and cost-benefit analysis—he sought to show that social movements and collective action occur even when it is difficult to bring about (Osterweil 2004).  In addition, the early RM approach focuses on resources that are in the hands of the elite, implying that movements are the most successful when they are more organized and have access to these resources (Osterweil 2004).  
Tarrow put forth the political opportunity structure (POS) perspective in response, which argues that “changes in the political opportunity structure create incentives for collective actions. The magnitude and duration of these collective actions depend on mobilizing people through social networks and around identifiable symbols that are drawn from cultural frames of meaning” (Tarrow 1994, 6).  Tarrow states that POSs emphasize resources external to the group (1991).  Eisinger also contributes to this theory, defining POSs as “changes in the political environment that influence the ‘chances of success’” (Opp 2009).  POS approach gives greater value to the resources innate in a group instead of just those of the elites, common in RM, by emphasizing the importance of indigenous organization (McAdam 1982).  Both RM and POS place emphasis on outcomes of success, usually based on the ability to effect change, which ignores the goals of these movements and the actors that make them up (Osterweil 2004).  This treatment of social movements “as unified entities, as personages rather than socially constructed collective realities” leads Melucci to focus on collective identity (Osterweil 2004, 28).
Melucci claims that the actor is missing from the classical, RM, and POS approaches (Opp 2009).  His article from 1988 sets the basis for an identity approach where he is interested in “processes in which the actors produce meanings, communicate, negotiate, and make decisions” (Melucci, 331).  He proposes that actors produce collective action because they are able to “define themselves and to define their relationship with the environment” in a non-linear fashion (1988, 332).  On this definition Melucci writes:
Individuals contribute to the formation of a ‘we’ (more or less stable and integrated according to the type of action) by rendering common and laboriously adjusting at least three orders of orientation: those relating to the ends of the actions (i.e. the sense the action has for the actor); those relating to the means (i.e. the possibilities and the limits of the action); and finally those relating to relationships with the environment (i.e. the field in which the action takes place). (1988, 332-333)

This method emphasizes the importance of subjective factors, such as identity, however Melucci also seeks to utilize multiple analytical levels to understand more objective empirical data than some other theorists (Opp 2009, Osterweil 2004).  Melucci puts forth that collective action is never based solely on cost-benefit calculation, something RM approach emphasizes (1988).  Opp stresses an identity-proposition, in which identity has a positive effect on collective action, and “the stronger the collective identity of individuals, the more likely they engage in protest behavior” (2009, 218).
Another attempt to shift away from previous theories is the framing approach.  This approach addresses the major question, when are the arguments that social movements articulate accepted by unmobilized individuals or other third parties (Opp 2009)?  Snow et al. wrote about this question in 1986 and call this acceptance “frame alignment.”  Frames are a “‘schemata of interpretation’ that enable individuals ‘to locate, perceive, identify, and label’ occurrences within their life space and the world at large” (Snow et al. 1986, 464).  Snow et al. hypothesizes that frame alignment is a necessary condition for protest participation and that with high frame “resonance,” or similarities between frames, there will be more successful frame alignments, which leads to higher chances of mobilization (1986, Opp 2009).  They outline four types of frame alignment processes, including frame bridging, frame amplification, frame extension, and frame transformation (Snow et al. 1986, 467-473).  Frame bridging is the most common type of frame alignment and occurs when there is increased awareness in the unmobilized population that their frames and the frames of the social movement organizations align (Snow et al. 1986).
McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly wrote a book in 2001 that further challenges all previous approaches by rejecting any application of theory and criticizing the use of “rational analysis”—which especially dominates RM.  They introduce the dynamics of contention approach, which focuses on including “contentious politics” in social movement studies (Opp 2009).  Tilly defines contentious politics as “interactions in which actors make claims bearing on someone else's interest, in which governments appear either as targets, initiators of claims, or third parties” (Tilly 2008, 5).  They claim the field should extend to include “contentious politics,” covering a much wider set of phenomena than are typically studied in social movements.  They seek to draw connections or find variations amongst the different contentious episodes (Opp 2009).  The authors critique previous theories for focusing on static instead of dynamic relationships, not being applicable when looking at broader episodes of contention, being focused on American political systems from the 1960s, not focusing sufficiently on the later phases of contention, and only addressing single, versus multiple, actors of a movement (Opp 2009, 305).
As evidenced by this section, there are many ways to analyze and understand social movements.  While each new theory critiques the old, there are relevant portions that can be drawn upon in any discussion.  Oftentimes, the approaches continue to evolve and build off of each other after their initial introductions.  The RM approach was the first to seriously look at social movements as organized phenomena that can affect political change, however a major critique is that it puts too much in store by “how successful” the movement is, measuring success by institutional changes.  The RM approach also focuses on elite resources and the importance of access to them.  The POS approach looks more at external and indigenous resources, also introducing the idea of specific moments in time that are the most opportune for a movement to emerge.  Melucci in the identity approach rejects these last two for focusing too much on movements as a whole and not paying enough attention to the individual actors as their collective identities, which he states, leads to collective action.  The framing perspective looks at another aspect of social movements, namely how do groups previously unmobilized become mobilized.  The concept of “frames” helps explain social movement strategy and goals.  Finally, the dynamics contention approach rejects all theory, and looks to give more value to contentious politics in the study of social movements.  These approaches have changed in popularity and prevalence throughout the previous decades, and will continue to do so as the field evolves.  These, however, are the major theoretical frameworks that have been developed, primarily by Western scholars, to explain and understand social movements.
[bookmark: _Toc321125804]Disability Rights Movement: Institutions, Accessibility, and Civil Rights

“[The contradictions of the disability experience have been characterized as a] hard to unravel…tangled, knotted ball [of] isolation and differentness versus a common identity; images of weakness, vulnerability, enforced childishness, learned helplessness versus defiance, willingness to make waves and change the status quo; pity, destroying dignity, fear of our differentness, our ‘imperfection,’ as if perfection were humanly achievable; and then our own fear, raw fear of attitudes that would destroy our kind, whether by genocide, selective abortion, euthanasia, assisted suicide or rationing of care.” – Cheryl Marie Wade in The Disability Rights Movement: From Charity to Confrontation (Fleischer and Zames 2011, 201)

	This section will analyze the history, strategies, and perspectives of the American Disability Rights Movement (DRM).  Due to the United States’ DRM role as a precedent and model for most DRMs in the world, it will be the primary focus of this section.  However, I will touch upon some trends in the U.K.’s DRM, which prove relevant later in my analysis.  The idea of “disability rights” is a relatively new and novel one, introduced in the U.S. during the development of its DRM (Pelka 2012).  Fred Pelka describes the development of this movement in What We Have Done: An Oral History of the Disability Rights Movement (2012).  He writes, “That people with disabilities are an oppressed minority with protected rights is a relatively new idea and is an American innovation” (2012, 3).  This idea developed along with the changing cultural perception of what it means to be disabled, shifting from a predominantly medical to a more social model of understanding disability.
Multiple models have arisen in social sciences as perspectives for understanding disability and its significance.  The most dominant model historically is called the medical model and it still prevails in most cultures today, including in Argentina (Marks 1996).  The medical model views disability as a health condition that must be cured in order for the person to become a fully participating member of society (Marks 1996).  Within this model, the onus is on the individual to adjust in order to fit into society.  It contributes to negative attitudes toward people with disabilities by promoting the mindset that a PWD is outside the norm and it is their fault for not altering themselves.  A more recent and contrasting way of understanding disability, the social model, arose in the U.K. and takes into consideration the individual’s context (Shakespeare 2006).  The social model puts forth that societal factors, both physical and institutional, create the barriers that block people with impairments from fully participating in society (Marks 1996).  Under this model, it is the responsibility of society to adjust in order to accommodate people with disabilities.
Tom Shakespeare writes in The Disability Studies Reader that while the social model has arguably become the “most powerful form which social approaches to disability have taken,” it presents key issues (2006, 199).  The social model proved instrumental in executing the British Disability Rights Movement, which occurred at a similar period to the American DRM, however it makes several problematic assumptions.  Shakespeare argues that it disregards the impairment as a problem in itself.  He writes that “the social model suggests that people are disabled by society not by their bodies,” which leads to not only a rejection of medicalization, but rejecting “medical prevention, rehabilitation or cure of impairment” (2006, 200).  Shakespeare suggests that this approach may work with impairments that are static, for example a physical impairment that requires someone to use a wheelchair, however with degenerative impairments or ones that cause medical complications, pain, or discomfort, it is difficult “to ignore the negative aspects of impairment” (2006, 200).  Another key issue with the social model is that it becomes difficult to distinguish between the impact of an impairment, or the impact of social barriers.  Shakespeare also writes that the idea of a completely barrier-free world is utopic, pointing out that there are parts of the natural world that will always be inaccessible.  The social model, therefore, has its uses however Shakespeare argues we must recognize its limitations and not rely solely upon it.  These models prove useful to conceptualizing disability and how movements choose to approach achieving disability rights.
	A challenge for the movement comes from the nature of disability itself—as described in this paper’s Introduction, disability is a diverse experience that manifests in different ways, to different severities, and at different points in life.  Lennard Davis describes in Crips Strike Back: The Rise of Disability Studies how it seems strange that more people cannot or do not identify with the disability rights movement since disability is “a potentially universal condition” (1999, 502).  He writes that it is because “disability disturbs people who think of themselves as non disabled” (1999, 502).  History seems to support this, as Pelka describes the numerous laws that have supported the oppression of PWDs throughout American history.  Some of the most brutal include forced sterilization laws that permeated America during the 1920s; something the ruling Justice in the precedent-setting case claimed, was “better for all the world” (Pelka 2012, 2).  Forced sterilizations were supported by the eugenics movement, which came about in large part due to the establishment of “normalcy” as the human ideal (Davis 1997).  The forced sterilizations linked mental disability with crime and defined alleged disability or criminality as an inherited trait (Pelka 2012).  Disability was imposed upon other oppressed groups during this time as an excuse for sterilization as well, including poor white Southerners and African-Americans (Pelka 2012).
In addition to forced sterilizations, the history of being disabled in the United States also includes institutionalization and perpetual segregation.  These patterns were made possible by the cultural attitude toward disability as something to pity and fear, rather than as a minority group of people (Pelka 2012).  The medical model perpetuated the idea that PWDs could and should be cured, and those that were not cured were expected to be cared for by families, or placed in institutions, hospitals, and rehabilitation facilities.  Disability was also increasingly defined in terms of ability to work during the mid-20th century.  Social security definitions revolved around who was disabled, creating an “all or nothing” definition of disability where a PWD had to maintain unemployment in order to receive any social security benefits based on their disability.  Due to disability being defined by one’s inability to work, “it follows then that anyone working a steady job was by definition not ‘disabled’—no matter what his or her physical or mental attributes or impairments” (Pelka 2012, 13).  Efforts post-World War II also included pushing vocational rehabilitation programs onto PWDs, especially veterans, in which counselors provided treatments (Pelka 2012).  This only helped the “less” disabled, and very much perpetuated the medical model that PWDs have to be fixed in order to participate in society.
The movement toward rights involved a transition of power as PWDs redefined their own identity and position in society, uniting for the first time.  Pelka writes, “The very notion that people with disabilities are entitled to define their own identity rather than having it imposed on them by outside authorities is itself unprecedented” (2012, 4).  This happened in cohesion with the shift toward a more social model, incorporating the minority-model of disability.  The minority-model posits PWDs as an oppressed minority group and claims that society has the power to shape the environment to be non-disabling, but has been incapable of doing so because of social attitudes and prejudice (Hahn 1997).  There had been organizations rallying for rights of specific groups throughout history, starting with Deaf organizations in the 1850s, then groups for the Blind and Physically handicapped in the 1930s and 1940s (Pelka 2012).  These groups, however, were relatively isolated from each other and focused solely on their specific type of disability.  Pelka describes how the early efforts for a greater movement organized themselves:
The labor movement provided the conceptual model for these early activists, so that, according to this often unarticulated analysis, people with disabilities were analogous to exploited workers, who could best win their rights through organizing, while the primary goal remained entering or reentering the workforce and then winning better conditions from employers (2012, 19).

In reaction to the many returning disabled veterans post-World War II, there were pushes for better rehabilitation services, expanded public assistance, and social acceptance.  Despite these pushes, by the 1960s disability still for the most part meant isolation in society (Pelka 2012).
The Civil Rights Movement provided the catalyst for the rest of the DRM.  Its successes in the 1960s sparked the resurgence of disability rights activism in the late 1960s and early 1970s and the movement followed examples of sit-ins, court cases, and nonviolent demonstrations (Pelka 2012).  The reclaiming of Black pride and Black power also set a model for disabled activists to embrace their own condition, questioning “the assumption that disability was a flaw or defect rather than an intrinsic part of the human condition” (Pelka 2012, 23).  University students with disabilities and parents of children with disabilities pushed for inclusion in the public school system during the 1970s.  The case PARC v. Pennsylvania, which established the right to access public schools for children with disabilities, brought the idea of disability rights as civil rights to national attention (Pelka 2012).  Independent living centers began to be formed during the 70s as well, and more explicitly political groups that crossed multiple disability types emerged.  Pelka writes, “All of these groups had moved beyond the old labor model for organizing, turning instead to the civil rights movement and then later to the women’s movement for theory, tactics, and inspiration” (2012, 25).  Disability rights were advanced in several laws passed during the 1970s addressing greater Civil Rights, in addition laws targeting disability specifically.
Disability’s position as an “open minority”, meaning there is no set disability culture one is born into and people can enter and leave the category throughout their lifetimes, provided both advantages and challenges (Pelka 2012).  Not having a communal culture or identity definitely restricted some of the movement as individuals did not automatically agree on which actions were best since they had to accommodate such a broad range of experiences. Doris Zames Fleischer and Frieda Zames describe this in The Disability Rights Movement: From Charity to Confrontation (2011).  They write that there were three “strands” to the movement, each representing a different group with different goals.  
The first strand was made up of PWDs who lived independently without the need of personal assistance services, therefore fought for civil rights as a means of securing equal access to transportation, education, employment, etc.  The second strand consisted of people with severe disabilities who required personal assistance services in order to live independently, therefore stressed the need for services that could ensure their independence.  Finally, the third strand was made up of institutionalized people with significant disabilities and focused on deinstitutionalization with all the supports necessary to allow for them to live independently.  Fleischer and Zames write that this third strand “infused the disability rights movement with a new radicalism and militancy” (2011, 200).
Despite these challenges, there are also advantages to being an open-minority.  The biggest is that almost every American has an extended family member with some form of a disability, giving them an incentive to advance the movement.  When Ronald Reagan was elected in 1981 and posited government as “the problem”, seeking to minimize its role as much as possible, many activists saw a threat to continuing the advancement of their rights.  However according to Pelka, this universal nature of disability cut across party lines and conservatives were able to find common ground in order to push the movement forward into what was called the “golden age” of disability rights (Pelka 2012).  This decade ended with the passing of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 1990, marking a significant benchmark in the rights of people with disabilities.  The ADA now serves as a model for disability rights legislation around the world, and the American DRM created a precedent for other nations to follow as well.
As Pelka writes, “No longer a scourge of God, an individual pathology, or a ‘spoiled identity,’ disability for the first time in history is coming to be recognized as an integral and valued part of the human experience” (2012, 29).  This shift occurred due to the emergence of PWDs from the shadows, which was encouraged by the return of WWII veterans and the successes of the Civil Rights Movement.  The social model and minority-group model allowed for PWDs to create their own group identity, and demand that government support and grant rights to that identity.  The movement has many ties to disability theory, however the movement also allowed for Disability studies to emerge after giving PWD’s visibility for the first time.
[bookmark: _Toc321125805]Social Movements in Latin America and Argentina: Horizontalism, Anti-Neoliberalism, and Progressivism

“In addition to classes, ethnic groups, age ranges, genders, and sexes, there is another reality [in Latin America] that is often not even understood by our own intellectuals. There are two systems, although even the word system seems inadequate because these systems are not symmetrical. We have an official society, hegemonic, a colonial inheritance, with its institutions, ways of doing, forms of justice, and all of that. But there is also another society that may be rooted in remote rural areas and organized in communities but can also exist in the peripheries of large urban centers. This other society has different ways of organizing itself, including its own system of justice, forms of production, and organizational models for making decisions that are parallel to, or on the margin of, the establishment.” – Raul Zibechi on Latin America (2012, 176)

	In this quote, Uruguayan self-proclaimed militant-activist and author Zibechi rejects the idea that he claims is intrinsic to Western social movement theory—there is only “one” society.  He puts forth that there are actually two systems that govern life in Latin America—one institutionalized society of the state, and the other noninstitutionalized, fighting to breathe on the margins.  He claims that social movement theories, such as those explicated earlier in this chapter, assume there is only one society and that movements come about when groups within this society make demands of the state.  He writes that social movements are actually a product of when this other society—the fragmented and noninstitutionalized society—fights for the state to “visualize” and “respect” it (Zibechi 2012).
	This section will focus on Latin American social movements, describing the movements themselves but also the issues that have arisen with trying to use traditional social movement theories to explain them.  As Zibechi described above, Latin American societies are complex and defined by a history of inequality.  Alvarez, Dagnino, and Escobar discuss in the introduction to Cultures of Politics, Politics of Cultures (1998) that since Latin American nation-states came about, politics have been centered on exclusion.  This began with the latifundio and hacienda systems, and has been maintained even through “democratization” (Alvarez et al. 1998).  They write that the “liberalism” embraced by Latin American countries was contradictory, as it embraced Western understandings of political culture but within a historical context of disempowered groups in unequal and hierarchical systems (Alvarez et al. 1998).  This context is important to understand the unique manners in which social movements in Latin America take shape—in reaction to a state that appears pluralist but in fact harbors power amongst the elites.
	Argentina is the second largest country in South America, after Brazil.  It has a population of approximately 43 million people, roughly half of whom live in the province of Buenos Aires, the nation’s capital (Index Mundi 2014).  Argentina was one of the first states in Latin America to achieve independence from Spain, and had an early history of economic success with Buenos Aires as a major port city (Romero 2014).  Demographically, the majority of Argentines are of European-descent, giving the country a slightly different feel than many others in Latin America where indigenous communities are more present.  Argentina’s government is a federal constitutional presidential republic, and operates under their 1853 Constitution (Romero 2014).  
This system became less than democratic in the 1960s and 1970s when Argentina, amongst many other Latin American countries, came under rule of a military dictatorship in what the country refers to as the “Dirty War” (Finchelstein 2014).  The goal of these regimes was to suppress leftist—traditionally Peronist (a previous Argentine president and now the name-sake for their left-leaning political party)—viewpoints.  The silencing of these political dissidents escalated quickly until the government was responsible for “disappearing”—killing—between 15 and 30 thousand citizens.  Massive protests resulted in the election of a new president in the early 1970s (Romero 2014).  
An important symbol from this time period comes from the actions of Las Madres de la Plaza de Mayo, described earlier in this chapter.  Mothers and grandmothers of the “disappeared” marched every day peacefully in the plaza facing the president’s home.  They became an international symbol for human rights issues and the terrible political repression happening in Argentina (Finchelstein 2014). To this day, Las Madres march once a week and usually new political activist groups join them to show they recognize the roots of their social action in the work of Las Madres (Romero 2014).  The late 1970s and early 1980s saw a transition back to democracy.  In the 1980s we find the beginning of the causes for the latest major social movement in Argentina, a reaction to neoliberal economic policies in 2001 (Romero 2014).
The 1980s in Latin America have commonly been referred to as the “Lost Decade”.  They acquired this name as growth slowed and debt and hyperinflation increased throughout the 1980s, after relative success and growth during the 1960s and 1970s (Hayes 1988).  In reaction to the many crises that erupted out of these conditions, during the 1990s the United States and the Bretton Woods Institutions, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank, stepped in to many Latin American nations, offering them money in exchange for changes in economic policies (Jun 2009).  Argentina’s newly elected president, Carlos Menem, approached the economy’s hyperinflation by acquiring large sums of foreign credit.  He opened up the economy to foreign trade, linked the Argentine peso to the U.S. dollar, and privatized a high number of previously government-owned companies (Jun 2009). These measures, as well as other neoliberal policies required under the foreign loans, led to relative success for Argentina for most of the next decade.  However, Argentina’s debt was continuing to grow – from 29 percent of GDP to 41 percent between 1993 and 1998 (Jun 2009, 5).
Argentina was extremely susceptible to international financial events, and a series of crises throughout the world during the late 1990s led to Argentina entering recession by October 1998 (Jun 2009).  Investors began to withdraw from the country, signaling to the rest of the globe that it was nearing collapse.  Following pressures from the IMF, Argentina’s government responded with a series of policies that led to the shrinking of the economy in 2000 and 2001 (Jun 2009).  Many of the policies exacerbated the recession, as Argentine policy makers seemed to do more to reassure foreign lenders that they could repay their debt, than to handle the recession itself (Jun 2009).  Throughout this, the IMF continued to offer financial support to Argentina.  Despite Argentina’s efforts, the debt continued and foreign investors remained scared to associate themselves with the failing economy, so on December 1st, 2001, a corralito was established, which restricted capital movements and cash retirements from banks (Jun 2009).  The IMF abandoned Argentina a few days later, and in a final desperate move, “the government seized billions of dollars from pension funds and converted them into treasury bonds” (Jun 2009: 9).  This was the final straw for many Argentines, and led to the cacerolazos.
The looting and protests between December 19th and 20th lead to 24 deaths and the resignation of then-President de la Rua.  Between then and January 1st, 2002, Argentina went through four presidents as each was temporarily elected and subsequently resigned (Jun 2009).  It was under these conditions that the unemployed workers movement erupted.  Beginning earlier in 2001, and building on years of preparation, protesters, or piqueteros, were able to shut down major highways and demand international attention (Petras 2002).  James Petras outlines the conditions that allowed for this movement to flourish:
(1) There was a high concentration of unemployed industrial workers, never-employed young persons, and women heads of households in quasi-segregated and relatively homogeneous barrios, not much subject to lower-middle class influence; (2) In the barrios there were fairly large numbers of unemployed industrial workers with union experience and familiarity with collective struggle; (3) The prolonged nature of the crisis devastated households to such an extent that it activated a disproportionate share of militant women (the same was true for adolescents, most of whom had no prior work experience and faced bleak futures); and (4) The barrios are located close to the major highways over which goods and commuters travel between the major cities and across national frontiers (2002: 4,266).

The movement employed a strategy that rejected the trade unions and electoral parties, and instead had an extremely collective and decentralized structure.  In addition to local and immediate demands, the movement “has demanded an end to debt payments and austerity programs, the reversal of the neoliberal model, and the re-emergence of state regulated and financed economic developments” (Petras 2002: 4,268).  This movement resulted in a more progressive government of the Kirchners until 2015, when Mauricio Macri was elected—the first non-radical or Peronist president democratically elected in Argentina in almost 100 years.  These are the conditions that have influenced Argentina’s relationship with activist groups, which will be discussed later on in this paper.
	Zibechi writes about how the latest wave of political movements in Latin America, of which the unemployed workers movement is one, counters the hierarchical structure of the state.  The new movements are horizontal, autonomous, and democratic modes of organizing that “are not state-centric or hierarchical organizations with a strict division between their leadership base” (Zibechi 2012, 165).  The organizations are smaller than in the past, and meetings are open to everyone where a leader “facilitates” instead of monopolizes the time.  Previous organizations were much larger and mirrored the state’s hierarchical nature.  Since this newer model desires to be non-state centric, the organizations avoid bureaucracy, which proves to be a major advantage.  
The new movements are formed from people who are outside the political system, so there is no need or desire to orient their struggle the same way the state does.  In the past factory-workers had been primarily exposed to the “institution” and therefore their movements mirrored how it functioned.  Zibechi writes, “As a result, they are organizing themselves in ways that do not differ much from forms that are practiced in everyday life” (2012, 167).  This new way of organizing, based on modes of everyday life, works well with local groups, but since it is slow and making decisions is time-consuming, Zibechi posits it may not be the best system to oppose large bureaucracies.
Alvarez et al. also write about this trend by discussing social movement “webs” or “networks” (1998).  They show that movements draw strength and success from various social networks such as family, community, or ethnicity—they are “multilayered entanglements of movement actors [in] natural-environmental, political-institutional, and cultural-discursive terrains” (Alvarez et al. 1998, 15).  This idea of drawing on local community or base for power is reminiscent of Melucci’s focus on collective identity.  He postulated that the formation of a “we” was essential to the strength of a social movement (Melucci 1988).  Another aspect of the new style of these movements involves breaking down institutions slowly and steadily in a subtle, instead of confrontational, manner.  
The origins of these new political movement trends are debated, however it is clear that their roots lie, at the very least, a few decades before.  Zibechi considers 1968 the primary year of origin because two processes he deems important to the new movements began then (2012).  He writes that 1968 marked a change in the role of women and youth, who became more involved in society, and created a crisis in patriarchy.  He claims that this lead to greater creative energy and a new cultural experience for the next generation.  Second, by tracing influential movements back in time, he sees 1968 as periodizing the appearance of these new forms of organizations (Zibechi 2012).  Alvarez et al. also discuss the emergence of military regimes in the 1960s and 1970s due to pressures to maintain democracy and capitalism while faced with rising populist alliances and democratic socialist alternatives (1998).  Under these regimes, the trend of political exclusion became “political elimination” through “state repression and systemic violence” (Alvarez et al. 1998, 11).  These incited stronger reactions than before due to their extremity and openness in terms of their exclusive and violent nature.
The reactions to the regimes were in and of themselves movements, primarily focused on human rights and democracy, as peoples throughout South America organized to dismiss the oppressive dictators.  I discussed how this came about in Argentina earlier in this chapter.  These movements can be credited with the transition to more progressive governments in the majority of Latin American countries.  All of these, Zibechi notes, function differently in relation to each other, the social movements that put them there, and the United States (2012).  He does state, though, that there are two primary characteristics that all of them have in common—maintenance of the extractive model and “the expansion of social policies that seek to neutralize the social movements and cushion or prevent conflict” (2012, 171).  The movements, he states, have difficulty maintaining effectiveness as the government co-opts them into their own social programs.  This occurs differently in countries where social action has come into direct conflict with the government—in Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador, for example, movements are still strong, whereas in Brazil and Uruguay they are less prominent as the movement-government relationship has been more stable (Zibechi 2012).  Argentina, Zibechi maintains, lies somewhere in the middle as he sees “interesting trends in the restructuring of the movements, even though they are on the defensive in the face of a very active and intrusive state” (2012, 173).
Positioning Latin American political movements into the categories created by social movement theory is difficult for many reasons, one of which I explained at the start of this section.  Social movement theory sees a country as having “one society”—one state, one system of justice, one political system.  As described, Zibechi argues that this is not true of Latin America, therefore those theories are not applicable.  He states that the concept of social movements is “an idea coined by intellectuals in the North to explain the reality of movements in the North,” and while he says we cannot ignore the studies of McAdam, Tarrow, Tilly, and Melucci, states that “these theories are of little use to us for reflecting on our [Latin American] reality” (2012, 175).  
Alvarez et al. also discusses how social movement theory has the tendency to ignore the role of culture in politics, or cultural politics.  Cultural politics is a concept, which they argue, “can help shed new light on social movements’ cultural and political stakes in the contemporary struggle over the fate of democracy in Latin America” (Alvarez et al. 1998, 2).  The theoretical models measure success and change via institutions, ignoring the fact that cultural change is a central part of any social movement; movement goals may not always be institutional (Alvarez et al. 1998).  These critiques are valid, I would argue, for social movements in any context, but especially for those in Latin America, where movements have taken on the trends previously described emphasizing local collective action. 
Conclusion
The goal of this chapter was to examine the theoretical and historical contexts necessary in order to answer my question about disability rights as a social movement in Argentina.  Social movement theory provides multiple insights into what constitutes a movement and how a movement becomes successful.  Examining the U.S. DRM shows how Americans utilized political protest to bring attention to the conditions of people with disabilities and how they accomplished political change to improve those conditions.  The U.S. DRM has served as a template or point of comparison for many other countries in the world, so by looking at it’s history combined with social movement theory—we see the standards that any social movement for disability rights might be held to.  By discussing Latin American social movement trends we see the issues with the previous social movement theory models described and how we may need to question their effectiveness in evaluating the success or forms of political action in Latin America.  All of these theories and literatures, however, will prove useful in examining the specific case of disability rights in Argentina.
[bookmark: _Toc321125806]Chapter 3
Disability in Argentina: History and Background

This chapter delves into the history of disability in Argentina—as a condition, an experience, a legislative topic, and a rights movement.  As with most countries, disability has always been present in Argentina, however little attention was paid until the 1970s.  The topic has slowly come more into the public eye in the past two decades with public officials having connections to disability and increased efforts by families to create social support.  This chapter will discuss the condition of disability in Argentina, disability rights legislation, and the rise of disability rights organizations.  The information in this chapter has been pieced together through secondary research in addition to my interviews.  Understanding the landscape of disability rights in Argentina better will prepare us to address the question of an Argentine disability rights movement in Chapter 4.  I will begin by giving an overview of how disability rights have progressed in the past 50 years or so, then go into detailed sections on disability statistics in Argentina, specific legislation and organizations.
Most disability-focused organizations were founded in the 70s and 80s in reaction to a shift away from institutions (which were popular until that period).  A Polio epidemic in the 50s contributed to a public consciousness around disability since it left such a large portion of the population with some kind of physical disability.  However, this occurred in a way that perpetuated attitudes of pity and discrimination toward people with disabilities.  The first pieces of disability rights legislation are seen in this period and for the most part maintain a medical model focus.  The organizations founded in the 70s and 80s were mostly from parents of children with disabilities who were seeking resources and services for their children that were not being provided by the state.  This led to the development of many disability-specific organizations with a focus on providing services to people with disabilities.  At the same time but especially later, other organizations began to develop that took a more rights-centric or empowerment approach.
These groups looked to provide families with information on how to navigate the law in order to achieve rights for their children, for example fighting discrimination in the school or achieving proper medical access.  Organizations such as these then took on an activist-like role as well, becoming intermediaries between the disability community and the government.  Many of my interviewees come from these groups—people like Eduardo Bulit Goñi, Ana Dorfman, Carlos Ferreres, and Dr. Liliana Pantano[footnoteRef:3] all have served on advisory committees to the government and approach disability issues from a rights-based perspective. [3:  See page 49 for description of interviewees and their organizations.] 

Disability rights legislation becomes more labor-focused with the labor party governments in the 80s and 90s.  There was a large legislative shift in 2001 as well with the advent of the Kirchner administration.  According to Dorfman, Head of the Disability Sector at AMIA, this administration put a much larger emphasis on providing human rights and protecting vulnerable populations, including people with disabilities.  In the 2000s we see more progressive legislation, including the passage of the Convention for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) in 2008.  This chapter will discuss more in detail these pieces of legislation and the organizations that have shaped disability rights in Argentina.  First, I will give an overview of how disability is experienced in Argentina, primarily focusing on statistics to describe the entire population, and then some issues of employment and education.
[bookmark: _Toc321125807]Disability in Argentina

Statistics on disability in Argentina are not widely available.  Dr. Liliana Pantano from the Catholic University of Argentina focuses on disability studies and has spent the past few decades trying to rectify this gaping hole in knowledge.  In an interview with her, she told me how one of the biggest challenges with addressing disability in Argentina is due to the lack of data.  Veronica Gonzalez, current president of REDI, echoed this claim in our interview as well.  In 2001, due to hard work by Dr. Pantano in fact, Argentina began to incorporate disability questions into its national census.  There are, therefore, a few relevant statistics available that paint an approximate image of disability in Argentina.
According to the 2010 census, 12.9% of the population (5.1 million) has one or more disabilities and people older than 60 made up 47% of the total population of PWDs (Bellina Yrigoyen 2013).  This means that the rates of disability are lower in areas with younger populations, such as the city of Buenos Aires.  However, an opposite trend is seen in the poorer Northeast and Northwest regions, where while there are younger populations, there are higher numbers of people with disabilities.  According to Jorge Bellina Yrigoyen, this could show that the link between poverty and disability is stronger than the link between old age and disability (Bellina Yrigoyen 2013).  It also appears that the population of PWDs in Argentina is growing rapidly.  The first national census with data on disability from 2001 reported that 7.1% of the population had a disability.  This number grew 81.7% in the next census.  From this growth, it is estimated that each year the population with disabilities is growing 11.3% and will double every seven years (Bellina Yrigoyen 2013).  Gonzalez also brought up in our interview that when we consider the percentage of people with disabilities in Argentina we should not only think about the individuals with disabilities themselves, but also their families and those who interact with them in other settings.  She said that when we look at it this way, no es una minoria tan minor—it is not that small of a minority.
Another available statistic comes from the National Ministry of Work, which states that at most only one in ten PWDs have jobs in Argentina (Joly 2008).  Data from the World Bank corroborates this statistic, stating that 91% of the PWDs in Argentina are unemployed (World Bank 2004).  Diana Garcia from the Argentine Association of Occupational Therapists told me that there have been advancements in employment for people with physical disabilities.  She said it is common for companies to hire people with physical disabilities due to the idea of a “corporate social responsibility.”  However, she told me it is still very hard to find employment for people with mental disabilities.  Even employment of individuals with physical disabilities has not advanced as far as most believe it should.  One of the oldest laws in Argentina demands a 4% quota of employees with disabilities in the public sector, however over the past 30 years only 1% has been achieved (Blogna 2014).  When asking my interviewees about employment of PWDs, almost everyone brought up this government quota as an example of how the employment situation is still dire.  It also conveys the ineffectiveness of most laws pertaining to disability in Argentina.  While the rights exist on paper, de facto they do not.
Education statistics also illustrate low representation of people with disabilities.  One in three PWDs has not completed primary school, which can be compared to a rate of one in ten in the population without disabilities (Joly 2008).  Only 17.8% of PWDs have completed secondary studies, compared to 37.1%.  Finally, 9% of PWDs are illiterate versus 2% and this statistic is higher for the population at working age (Joly 2008).  In my interviews I learned of another issue with education—that most individuals with disabilities who do receive an education attend special, or segregated, schools.  The CRPD calls for inclusive education, which means students with and without disabilities are to be taught in the same schools.  This is a major goal many of my interviewees stated of disability rights in Argentina.  I conducted an interview with the head of an inclusive school named Arlene Fern in Buenos Aires.  Having had experience with both, the principal, Beatriz Plotquin, conveyed to me how important including children with disabilities is for not only those students, but those without disabilities as well.  She told me that she has seen how having both in the classroom together drastically alters the children without disabilities’ attitudes about disability, not seeing it as a hindrance but rather an aspect of diversity.
These statistics illustrate the disadvantaged position of people with disabilities in Argentine society.  As in most countries, due to stigma and discrimination they are less educated and less employable, therefore usually members of the lower socio-economic classes.  More extreme conditions of abuse are also present in Argentina toward PWDs.  The Human Rights Watch (HRW) has conducted investigations in Argentina and found that women and children with disabilities frequently do not have access to reproductive medical attention due to stigma, lack of information, and logistical and physical barriers (Human Rights Watch 2011).  The organization Disability Rights International began to investigate mental health and psychiatric institutions in Argentina in 2004 and found atrocious human rights violations.  They discovered that around 25,000 people were in institutions for on average nine years (Disability Rights International 2007).  They found that approximately three for every four people contained in the state institutions were in asylums with over 1,000 beds.  The organization has been working to change and end these practices with only a few successes.
There are many underlying causes for these conditions, as has been discussed in the literature review.  They include stigmas, social attitudes, and norms.  Dorfman discussed with me the importance of empowering people with disabilities in order to combat these.  Empowerment is a necessary step to moving away from the medical model and toward a system that allows PWDs to be independent when possible.  There have been advancements in a variety of fields—it is less surprising today to see people with disabilities as “public workers, candidates; in many places and public functions that before were not even possible” (Garcia 2015).  However, there is still much work to be done.  Dorfman told me about an online course she teaches for people with disabilities, and a particular chapter on empowerment.  She said:
And I do an exercise where I ask, “Give me some proposals of how you would empower people with disabilities” and my students never understand what I’m trying to say.  It is hard to understand the empowering concept because since it doesn’t happen, they just write random things; they don’t understand the empowering concept.  So if professionals don’t understand this concept, they won’t really help people with disabilities to actually empower themselves.

Many organizations with a rights-centric approach prioritize the empowerment of people with disabilities, however as evidenced by Dorfman’s quote, this idea is still not commonplace.
Most of my interviewees stated that one of the most important changes that must be made to move toward disability rights in Argentina is a cultural shift.  They said that Argentina is still very much stuck in the medical model, and that while the social model is present in some social organizations and government legislation, the prevailing societal attitudes still view disability in a paternalistic way.  Despite these attitudes and conditions, there are many initiatives to change and improve them and progress has been made.  The following sections will discuss disability rights legislation and non-governmental disability rights groups in Argentina.
[bookmark: _Toc321125808]Disability Rights Legislation in Argentina

The first law directed at disability in Argentina, Law 22.431, was passed in 1981 and has been modified many times since[footnoteRef:4].  It is the primary law that recognizes the rights of PWDs to access to health services, rehabilitation, social security, education, and the right to work.  This law includes the federal quota of 4% employees with disabilities in the National Public Administration mentioned previously.  In 1987, the “Agreement on the Professional Re-adaptation and Employment of Invalid Persons” was passed under Law 23.462.  Laws 24.147 and 24.557 were also directed at workers with disabilities, and Law 24.557 is especially interesting because it addresses the risks workers face of becoming disabled on the job.  It discusses the responsibilities of the employer to the worker if there is an accident, including if the worker gains a disability from the accident.  The “National Work Pact” was passed under Law 25.212 in 2000 and includes the “National Plan for Labor Insertion and the Improvement of Employment of People with Disabilities.”  In 2010, Law 26.653 was introduced, which guarantees access to the Internet, focusing on its important in finding jobs.  Finally, the “Protected Employee System for People with Disabilities” was created through Law 26.816 in 2013 with the objective of promoting labor development for PWDs in public and private environments. [4:  Knowledge of the laws detailed in this section comes from personal correspondence with Yael Rubel, an Argentine Disability studies academic, and the Constitution of Argentina and its International Treaties, the link to which can be found in the Appendix under Resources.] 

The UN CRPD was ratified by Argentina in 2008, two years after its creation.  Under the CRPD, a country must adapt their existing laws and create new ones to comply with the Convention.  Argentina ratified the CRPD under Law 26.378.  In 2011, the Technical Committee on Labor Standards and Social Security for the Implementation of the CRPD was founded.  The incorporation of the CRPD has greatly impacted the implementation of rights of people with disabilities by providing clear, concrete rights to be provided.  Luis Bulit Goñi, Ex-President of the Argentine Down Syndrome Association, described the Convention as similar to other treaties in that it provides an objective to strive to fulfill.  The Convention is made up of 50 Articles that outline the specific rights to be granted.  Despite the Convention’s specificity, I was told that diverse interpretations of different Articles still exist.  Bulit Goñi, for example, shared that at a conference in another Latin American country, he heard a representative say that one of the Articles does not apply to people with intellectual disabilities.  Pantano and others told me that in Argentina right now they are fighting hard to enforce Article 12 of the Convention, one that guarantees equal recognition before the law.
A quality that differentiates the CRPD from previous conventions that was pointed out in my interviews is that PWDs were involved in its creation.  Bulit Goñi expressed that a huge strength of the CRPD in Argentine disability rights activism is that it ties disability rights activism with human rights activism, a trend that was discussed earlier in reference to the global scale.  On the Convention he told me:
It is a tool that activists have to know how to use so that it is actually effective. If not, we run the risk that it remains a wishful aspiration. I think that is the challenge of each society, of articulating the movement for people with disabilities with the people.  So…this link between organizations of disabilities with organizations of human rights in general can be an important tool so that activism becomes much more effective.

Many of my interviewees expressed that the CRPD was a great milestone and shows Argentina’s dedication toward positive change, but by no means is the end of disability rights legislation. This is partially because its existence does not necessitate compliance with it.  Pantano expressed to me that the lack of data on people with disabilities makes monitoring these laws difficult as well.  She told me, “The problem in Argentina, as in other countries, is the application and fulfillment of the legislation that already exists.”  As Bulit Goñi puts it, “The conventions help, but the fact that they exist is not going to solve the problems.”
All of the above laws exist on the national level.  Sergio Blogna explained to me that this does not necessarily mean they have an effect on the provincial level.  The city of Buenos Aires also has multiple laws addressing disability rights, including the formal Commission for the Full Participation and Inclusion of People with Disabilities (COPIDIS), which was created by Law 447 in 2000.  However, while there appear to be a mountain of laws, this does not mean they all function.  A key issue with the implementation of all these legislative achievements comes from a lack of general accountability in the government.  This happens with many laws in Argentina, however it can especially be seen with disability due to the lack of motivation for implementing them.  I was conducting my interviews as the October 2015 Presidential elections approached, and my interviewees told me how most citizens felt disillusioned with the government.  According to several of my interviewees, none of the candidates even mentioned disability rights in their platforms.  I will discuss government accountability further in Chapter 4, and now will describe disability rights groups and their impact in Argentina.
[bookmark: _Toc321125809]Disability Rights Organizations in Argentina
[bookmark: _Toc321125810]Overview

The Civil Society Organizations (CSOs)—an Argentine term—are some of the most important actors working toward disability rights in Argentina.  According to data from the Center for National Community Organizations (CENOC), approximately 1,453 organizations dedicated to the issue of disability are registered.  These numbers may not be completely representative for several reasons, including that registration in CENOC is voluntary (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).  The majority of CSOs are local groups—only 143 have a national focus.  In general, they are self-financed—64%—and 35% received finances from other sources, including the government (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).  The groups focus on a variety of areas, divided between health, education, and “human issues” (i.e. sports/recreation, culture, work, etc.).  The modes of intervention also vary, however about half intervene via “direct attention” (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).
CSOs addressing disability became active entities largely in the 1970s and 1980s.  This occurred primarily due to a change in the status of people with disabilities.  Before, it had been socially acceptable and very common to put family members with disabilities in institutions (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).  As this practice became condemned by cultural norms, suddenly it was the family’s responsibility to care for previously institutionalized family members.  With this, a gap became clearly visible between what needed to be provided for people with disabilities by the state and what was not, creating a growth of disability-focused CSOs to fill this gap (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).  According to my interviewees, parents of children with disabilities began most CSOs looking for resources to assist their children, reminiscent of the U.S. and Britain.
Luis Bulit Goñi, Ex-President of the Argentine Down Syndrome Association and active member of many other CSOs, describes the phenomenon:
From that, one begins seeing that it is not good to be institutionalized; the person remains with the family and is warned that they need many different services. To think that the person can remain in the family unit was a very big social change. And the families, confronted with the ‘issue’ in the house, began to create organizations (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto, 2010, p. 266).

At the beginning, most of the groups organized by type of disability and type of service they were providing.  For example, a group focused on Down syndrome, or a group focused on providing health care.  This created a great amount of diversity in the organizations, which continues today (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).
In the 1990s, Ana Dorfman, from the organization AMIA, said that there was no awareness amongst CSOs of international organizations or of the Church (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).  This signifies that the main source that the CSOs depended upon was the State.  Facundo Chavez Penillas, a member of REDI, finds this relationship with the state problematic.  In a published interview he said, “The winners are the training programs, usually controlled by nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) ‘for’ persons with disabilities, financed by the state, which continues to construct big brothers to help us” (2012).  He sees these organizations as perpetuating the medical model and the state’s assistance as crucial to this.  With the passing of the CRPD in 2008, the paradigm has shifted to focus on human rights and promote awareness of international organizations that can provide assistance.  Due to this change, the stages of CSOs can be divided based on two different modes of intervention.  The first stage is primarily focused on providing services and centered on specific type of disability, and the second involves a change in strategy more focused on human rights (Chudnovsky and Potenza Dal Masetto 2010).  
Bulit Goñi associates this shift with a general move away from the medical model.  In our interview he told me he believes it began around 25-30 years ago, with civil society embracing a more rights-oriented approach.  As we will see in the rest of this chapter and in Chapter 4, many organizations still remain in the first mode of intervention, centered on a specific type of disability.  Others too, however, noticed this shift.  Diana Garcia, from the Argentine Association of Occupational Therapists, told me: 
There is a very important change from 20 years ago to what we have now. Some years ago, when a lot of us started these types of careers, disability was practically unknown. It was seen as a particular circumstance of a person—that poor woman, that poor guy—like something very particular that was treated usually from the medical area, but there was nothing much else from the social sciences.

Garcia went on to say that now disability is a much more commonly understood subject, with less of an emphasis on its medical aspects.  CSOs still fall somewhere in the middle, with many maintaining the medical and service-oriented approaches, while some push more toward empowerment.  Pantano also told me in our interview that many groups are “contradictory” because they say they want to move away from a medical focus, yet maintain the medical diagnosis of the disability in their title.  She argues that this puts an intrinsic medical focus on the disability within the organization.
[bookmark: _Toc321125811]Interview Background

Here I would like to pause and give brief descriptions of the groups I interviewed representatives from in order to provide some context to their perspectives.  I hope this also gives a more vivid picture as to what some disability rights organizations look like in general as we continue in this chapter.[footnoteRef:5]  Later on I will go into greater detail as to the history and development of a few of these groups since I believe them to be pertinent to the question of an Argentine disability rights movement.  Mentioned previously, Bulit Goñi was the President of the Argentine Down Syndrome Association.  The ADSA seeks to empower people with Down syndrome by providing information to parents as to how to better their children’s lives.   [5:  See Appendix for further descriptions of all organizations interviewed with.] 

Ana Dorfman is the Director of the Disability Office at AMIA, a center for Jewish life in Buenos Aires.  AMIA provides employment trainings for PWDs and also teaches employers about hiring PWDs.  Carlos Ferreres is a former President of REDI, a network of disability rights groups formed by individuals with disabilities, and current head of the Disability Office at la CTA.  CTA is one of the largest workers’ unions in Argentina.  Veronica Gonzalez is the current President of REDI and also a news reporter on disability in Argentina.  IDEL is a non-profit that provides employment for individuals with disabilities—they seek to empower PWDs by giving them access to creating their own source of income.  Finally, the Argentine Association of Occupational Therapists is a network of occupational therapists (OTs) that work with a wide range of different disabilities, helping individuals navigate their environment with their disability and without assistance.
[bookmark: _Toc321125812]The Power of CSOs

While actors involved in disability rights other than CSOs exist, such as companies and international organizations, according to Bulit Goñi, none have as great an influence on policy.  Dorfman spoke to me about how many organizations gained power after Kirchner came into office.  Since his government looked to defend the rights of all people as a priority, “they started mobilizing some of the laws that were dormant” (Dorfman 2015).  She said that the government had no experience with many of the programs they were trying to implement, so they actually relied heavily on the assistance of civil society that did have the experience.  According to Dorfman, this gave more power to these organizations.
Another way CSOs have proven more effective than other groups in instituting change is by being incorporated into the government through various advisory committees.  Multiple of my informants, including Dorfman and Ferreres, sit on these committees.  This means that CSOs have the most direct impact on legislation outside of the government itself.  The primary committee that engages CSOs with the government is CONADIS, the National Advisory Commission for the Integration of Persons with Disabilities.  The committee is made up of non-governmental organizations with the mandate to “coordinate, standardize, advise, promote and disseminate all actions that contribute to the integration of people with disabilities” (CONADIS 2016).  
Dorfman explained to me that CONADIS also gained more power with the shift to the Kirchner administration, and that before, “this committee did not work, we didn’t get together and if we did we just looked at each other and [we did nothing because] we didn’t have any options.”  She told me how the President of CONADIS in 2001 was able to leverage a personal relationship in order to give them more power:
After 2001, the President of CONADIS was a person that was very close to Alicia Kirchner, Nestor Kirchner’s sister.  This person started to support [our] efforts and this was really important since she was so close to Alicia. So the consulting committee (CONADIS) started gaining more importance—people started listening to its proposals. I won’t say everything was amazing, but…the first thing we told her was that every province had its own disability certificate and that if a person had to move to another province for any reason this certificate did not work and they had to get another, and that this was very hard to do. So we proposed a unique certificate that would work in all provinces. Since this was one of the first things we told her and she wanted to show some work was getting done, she really took it upon herself to complete it and this was an immensely important achievement.  All provinces today have what is called “Certificado Unico de Discapacidad.”

This story illustrates several points: first, the increase in power of CONADIS after 2001.  Second, how it was a personal connection with the head of government that allowed power to shift, signaling the somewhat corrupt nature of Argentine politics.  And third, the initiatives the organizations in CONADIS are attempting to complete are often straightforward (i.e. a universal certificate) but difficult to accomplish even under the best of circumstances.
Many leaders of CSOs, as well as my interviewees, would say that there have been strong advancements in terms of disability rights over the past several decades.  I have already mentioned the shift, at least in some organizations and government laws, away from the medical model and toward a less discriminatory approach to disability.  For example, Dorfman told me that many companies now require trainings on hiring individuals with disabilities.  She discussed with me a few other advancements:
Also, there are many disability trainings for professionals; this didn’t exist a while ago.  [Professionals] didn’t know about the rights of people with disabilities, and they didn’t tell them to get the disability certificate. Now, when I ask someone how he or she got their certificate, they’re like, “Well I have a kinesiologist who told me I should get my certificate,” or “a teacher…” People are now more aware.  So I think people are more connected, there is a lot of information on the Internet and Facebook.

It is clear, from my interview with Bulit Goñi as well, that the Internet is a great resource for disseminating knowledge on disability rights, resources, and services.  This is actually a huge part of how his organization—The Argentine Down Syndrome Association—began, which I will discuss in the subsequent section.
[bookmark: _Toc321125813]History of Major CSOs

In this section I will go more in depth on the development of several major disability rights groups I interviewed with.  AMIA, CTA, the Argentine Down Syndrome Association (ADSA), and REDI are all extremely influential groups in the Argentine disability rights arena.  Their representatives I interviewed with are also central players in past and current legislative battles for disability rights.  All four groups have interconnected histories that I believe by relaying will shed light on the question of disability rights as a movement in Argentina.  This will serve as important background for the following chapter where I analyze what has been unpacked in this chapter and determine if there is a movement for disability rights.
Eduardo Bulit Goñi is considered one of the first major actors in disability rights in Argentina.  He is a lawyer with a master’s degree in Political Science and when his son was born with Down syndrome, he attempted to combine both worlds.  The model for ADSA grew out of a similar organization in Cincinnati, Ohio, where Bulit Goñi’s wife’s cousin lived.  Bulit Goñi told me that this organization did not provide services but rather strode to empower people with disabilities and their families.  Bulit Goñi and his wife began to gather information on helping their son that did not fall in line with the traditional, mainstream models of the day.  He told me:
There was a moment when we had so much information that we thought it would be selfish to keep it all for ourselves.  So my wife published a letter-to-the-editor in the newspaper Clarín, which is one of the most popular newspapers in Argentina, offering this information.  People called us, came to our house, wrote letters and we started getting to know other parents and we had the idea of establishing the Association.  So that is how we got to know each other.

This grew into a national network as they began to join with organizations working with other disabilities and also forming “strategic alliances” with human rights organizations not specifically linked to disabilities.  This positioned ADSA as a leader in the disability rights community and its prominence helped other organizations follow suit in shifting focus away from solely medical approaches to disability.  Bulit Goñi told me, “When we started with this discourse years ago people looked at us as parents that did not accept their kids’ diagnoses and were thinking about fantasies. And now we know that these are not fantasies, they are rights.”
The development of ADSA is indicative of the trend in CSOs described earlier in this chapter—parents of children with disabilities mobilized to find resources or provide services for their children.  ADSA is unique in that it took a rights-oriented, rather than service-providing, approach.  This led Bulit Goñi, with his background in law, to be further involved in government legislation and activism than leaders of previous groups.  The other organizations I will describe here have much different developments.  The Disability Sector at AMIA, for example, was developed when independently organized groups of Jewish individuals with disabilities came to AMIA, a prominent Jewish community center, asking for representation.  Ana Dorfman, the current director, told me that this coincided with the employment of Abraham Felperin, a journalist who was a wheelchair user.  AMIA created its Disability Sector and Felperin became its first director.  Dorfman said:
So this guy, Abraham Felperin, was the first director, and since he had a disability and had been raised in an independent manner—his family worked very hard to give him an education—and had always been able to express his thoughts, he printed a brochure defending [disability] rights and began campaigning for people with disabilities’ rights. Since he was a journalist he really made a lot of this work visible.

Felperin went on to work with other organizations doing similar work, and similar to Bulit Goñi, began lobbying the government for legislation.  Now, AMIA serves as both an activist presence and an empowerment organization, providing workshops on finding employment for community members with disabilities and also trainings for employers.
Felperin was also instrumental in the founding of REDI, the National Network for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.  REDI has been referenced multiple times in this thesis, in part because my original research question was driven by the activities of the group in 2001, which I will explain shortly.  I interviewed Carlos Ferreres, a former president and founding member of REDI, about the organization.  We also discussed the group he currently works with—CTA.  Ferreres described Felperin to me as “fundamentally the first president of REDI” and “a very lucid man; one of the most important people in the movement.”  Ferreres’ use of the word “movement” here, I will assume, refers to the actions of disability rights activists during the end of the 90s and in the early 2000s.  
Ferreres told me that REDI began in reaction to a law in Buenos Aires that would make elevator doors less accessible for wheelchair users in 1997.  A group of individuals with disabilities began gathering, including Felperin, and they formed REDI.  Ferreres said, “A very important characteristic of the REDI was that it included all disabilities, moving away from what traditional NGOs were doing that split up disabilities among the different types—deaf, blind, mental illnesses. So it was not many of us, but we made a lot of noise and problems.”  REDI took a strictly activist/rights-based approach to disability.  In an interview for Disability Studies Quarterly, Facundo Chavez Penillas, a member of REDI, spoke to its philosophy:
It is not possible to understand REDI outside the remnants of activism of the 1970s that were reborn after the end of the dictatorship.  REDI differs from other left organizations due to its specific focus on disability, but it is similar in that in its perspective on poverty and exclusion are the political results of the economics of capitalism.  REDI is the only organization of persons with disability of which I know that has this focus (2012).

REDI is made up of individuals with disabilities advocating for themselves and focused solely on achieving gains in legislation.  They attempted to unite with other rights-based organizations, such as ADSA and AMIA, creating a membership network to grow their influence.  Both Bulit Goñi and Dorfman shared with me that while they were originally members of REDI, starting around 1998 or so, they left a long time ago (details of why I will go into later).
REDI participated in numerous other fights for physical accessibility in the following years.  In one case they worked with the Ombudsman of Buenos Aires to report non-compliance from public transportation concessionaires with regards to legislation for people with reduced mobility.  In this case Ferreres told me REDI actually helped design new policy.  A major event Ferreres recounted to me was toward the end of Carlos Menem’s presidency.  Around 1998 or 1999 Menem began a new initiative that would introduce 5,000 new jobs for people with disabilities.  It was modeled off a program in Spain and required PWDs to sell lottery tickets in the street, regardless of weather conditions.  Ferreres described the position as extremely demeaning, saying, “They also made people show their disability; those who had a problem with their leg had to have a wheelchair, the blind people had to wear sunglasses and [use] canes. They were exaggerating the condition so that people pitied them and they would sell more.”  
Members of REDI spoke out against this.  They were joined by those who had recently created the Disability Office in CTA—one of the largest worker’s unions in Argentina.  Ferreres was working for CTA at the time and said that they took the lead on most actions due to their large, preexisting workers’ rights network.  They met backlash from the PWDs being employed by this program.  Ferreres told me that “though the labor conditions were very bad, they were at least working, and for them, from the perspective of money and also self-esteem, this was very important.”  By fighting this program through CTA, Ferreres said he established many connections with different government deputies and officials that were unfamiliar to REDI.  These connections, to him, were important to their success in the struggle: “From CTA there is a relationship with other political and social sectors that we used and stimulated so that they would sympathize with our struggle.”  This started to drive a wedge between him and REDI, however, because other members of the network did not believe they should be working so closely with the government.  This came about most clearly during the financial crisis of 2001 and the protests that erupted surrounding it.
As described in Chapter 2, major protests erupted in late 2001 in reaction to a failing economy.  Ferreres described to me how this involved people with disabilities:
In 2001 the country went out to the streets.  There was the coup of the Alliance government and a complex situation came about for people with disabilities…the new government led to the resignation for the President and eventually the De la Rua government was put in place. The Minister Gonzalo Garcia created a law that eliminated many health rights of people with disabilities. Clearly, in an article, he eliminates rehabilitation, surgical treatment, early stimulation…he eliminates them all.

According to Ferreres, this legislation led to a dire situation for people with disabilities that left them without access to medicine or institutes that had provided them with services.  He spoke about CTA’s reaction:
So there were many different efforts we started working on.  In CTA we had a clear vision, which was to go out to the streets to join parents of people with disabilities, because they were compromised.  As an organization we wanted to engage in direct actions, and at first we tried to create an organization, to join with those who were fighting for the same things.

They formed an autonomous and self-financed group called the Commission of Parents and Family Members of People with Disabilities.  Here there was a divide with REDI.  Ferreres said they had to decide if they would work with or without the providers (those who controlled the services that were being denied).  REDI opposed involvement with the providers since their goals were almost exclusively to make money.  Ferreres told me at the time he, those at CTA, and the new Commission, felt they must form those connections in order to leverage as much power and strength as possible due to the severity of what was at stake for many PWDs.
Parents and relatives of people with disabilities, organized under the CTA umbrella, along with the providers and owners of medical institutions, gathered and mobilized at la Plaza de Mayo—the plaza outside the President’s home that was the site of protests during the dictatorships described in Chapter 2—in a show of “massive and spectacular activism” (Ferreres 2015).  Ferreres told me that through these efforts they were able to foster connections with the Ministry of Health and create an avenue for PWDs to receive their medications.  He said workers were important allies in the struggle, helping form a more powerful union through CTA.  They eventually met with the First Lady at the time and with her assistance were able to resolve the issue with the original government action.  During this period of protest, Ferreres said REDI was less involved.  While his attention was consumed by CTA, REDI chose another approach.
Some other people in the leadership of REDI, Ferreres told me, resented CTA’s choice to work directly with part of the government.  REDI similarly took advantage of 2001 as a moment of protest, however approached it by aligning themselves with the unemployed worker’s movement directly.  Penillas described this approach as follows:
Under the slogan “fight for the right to be exploited”—believing that disabled populations, when we include people injured on the job, comprise what Marx labeled the lowest stratum of the industrial reserve army—REDI joined the piqueteros and aimed to increase consciousness that both groups could benefit from an organizational principle that saw their struggles as one.

Eduardo Joly is the individual who coined the phrase “fight for the right to be exploited.”  He and Ferreres worked together in REDI originally, however had a falling out post-2001 due to their different approaches described above.  Due to this internal conflict and turmoil, other organizations eventually left the network, including AMIA and ADSA.  A hindrance in general to disability rights organizations in Argentina, illustrated here, has been their inability to unite.  I will discuss this further in Chapter 4.
Penillas said that the period of 2001-2002 was extremely unstable and that many other social movements faced conflicts as well (2012).  REDI at that point was not in a place to expand its presence, and instead worked on strengthening alliances with organizations in the human rights movement.  He claims that REDI was able to position itself as “the conjoined human rights and disability movement” in 2004 (2012).  Despite this prominence at one point, most of my interviewees when asked about REDI said it no longer maintains this position.
Veronica Gonzalez, the current president, joined REDI in 2009.  She described its present form to me as a loose network of individuals who meet once a month and have an e-newsletter.  She told me it is a horizontal organization (reminiscent of how Zibechi described the new wave of Latin American groups in Chapter 2), so her role as president primarily involves “signing off on papers.”  The group is still working to pass and enforce legislation, especially focusing on the juridical capacities of people with disabilities in Argentina.  Gonzalez told me that all the members of REDI have separate, primary jobs, which means no one’s full attention is on their efforts.  When I asked her about REDI’s activities in 2001, she told me she could only recount what she had been told since she was not a part of the organization then.  She described it as a period when REDI was more united with major human rights organizations and focused on “macro” questions.  I’ve concluded from my interviews that REDI’s presence has drastically shifted over the past decade.  However, it still is relevant to my analysis as it represents the most radical approach to disability rights in Argentina’s history.  REDI is also the only group that has explicitly tied disability rights activism to other social movements.
From the collective histories of these organizations, in addition to the information provided earlier in this chapter, I believe it is possible to adequately visualize and understand the current landscape of disability rights in Argentina.  Organizations play a prominent role and vary in their focus—rights based or services oriented—as well as their relationships with the government.  The government, while having many pieces of progressive disability rights legislation in place, has not worked adequately enough to enforce them.  The biggest issues, according to activists, are to address unemployment and education, which are inextricably linked.  Groups like CTA and REDI take more radical approaches to these issues, with REDI at one point being the most radical and aligning itself with the furthest left-leaning movements in Argentina.  CTA collaborates more with the government, but Ferreres still views disability rights as a class-issue embedded in the capitalist system.  
ADSA and AMIA both work to empower individuals with disabilities in their employment searches and other spheres of life, while working with the government to monitor and enforce legislation.  While there has been a stronger movement toward social model approaches to disability and a greater public consciousness about disability rights in general, there is still no mass public mobilization.  As Ferreres told me, “[Disability rights] was certainly not a main topic for society, and it still isn’t—now it’s even worse.  People know about the problem but there are no efforts to join the struggle for these rights.”  The next chapter will look at the activities that have been described here and analyze whether they make up a social movement, concluding if no, why not?


[bookmark: _Toc321125814]Chapter 4
Analysis

In the previous chapter I attempted to piece together an overview of the status of disability rights and activism in Argentina today.  Through my research and interviews I was able to gain a comprehensive understanding of how disability rights have evolved over the past fifty years or so and where they seem to be heading.  In this chapter I will return to my primary research question: Given that Argentina has great potential for a strong social movement to achieve disability rights, why has one not yet developed?  I argue that based on my interviews, there is nothing that could be considered a cohesive social movement for disability rights in Argentina.  My interviewees stated that amongst disability rights activists and organizations there is no single vision or method, with the plentiful service-providing groups still perpetuating a medical model of viewing disability.  Other barriers to a movement forming include Argentina’s unique history with protest and disability, as well as corruption and lack of accountability in the government, and inequalities in access between different regions of the country.
I begin this chapter by going into detail about what activists are seeking to achieve with disability rights.  I will then examine the responses of my interviewees to see why they believe there is no social movement, and go further in-depth investigating what the barriers to a full-fledged social movement forming are.  I will also examine how the concepts from my literature review compare with what was laid out in the last chapter and shed light on the relationship between disability rights in Argentina and social movements.  Finally, I’ll explore the question of whether a social movement, in the ways its been described by Western social movement theory, would even be the most effective model to achieve the desired disability rights in Argentina.  I conclude that given how inadequate transposing models of social change from one country is to another, it is clear that the idea of a disability rights movement, as occurred in the U.S. and the U.K., would not prove effective in Argentina.  The goals Argentine activists are seeking to accomplish are still widely incomplete in the U.S. and U.K., and given Argentina’s unique history of protest and disability, I argue that the same model would not translate.
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“…There is still a medical and rehabilitation vision about disabilities, in asking you what it is that you can’t do rather than asking what you can, and I think it is going to take a lot of time to change this paradigm, but that is what we are doing.” – from interview with Eduardo Bulit Goñi

In order to investigate whether a social movement for disability rights exists in Argentina, we must first ask about the goals of these activists—if there was a movement, what would they be seeking to accomplish?  Some of this may be repetitive since clearly the different facets of disability rights have been discussed in detail throughout this thesis.  However, it is important to clarify exactly what goals most groups are attempting to accomplish in order to analyze if a movement for them exists or would even be effective in accomplishing them.  The overarching goal I deciphered from my interviews is for people with disabilities to be fully integrated into society, with the same rights as non-disabled citizens.  This would involve a widespread shift away from the medical model understanding of disability throughout Argentine society and an erasure of the stigma associated with disability. For Bulit Goñi, this means that organizations like his, and the others I interviewed, should no longer be necessary: “When they ask us in ASRA what our objective is, I like to say we want to be extinguished. Not have to be around anymore. As long as we are still relevant, then there are still problems to solve.”  These broader, cultural goals play out in a number of smaller, more tangible objectives.
As discussed in the previous chapter, while many pieces of legislation providing disability rights exist, they are by no means enforced.  A goal of many organizations is to hold the government more accountable for its actions and increase monitoring of legislation that is already in place.  This applies to education, healthcare, and employment.  For many groups, especially AMIA, IDEL, and REDI, employment without barriers for people with disabilities is the major goal.  This involves abolishing stigmas around disability and employment by all parties involved.  Some groups suggest that service-providing organizations and self-segregating institutions (like special schools) must also be abolished in order for full disability rights to be realized.  There is also a difference in how people with physical disabilities and people with mental or intellectual disabilities are treated in these arenas (i.e. employment, education).  Diana Garcia shared with me that, “It is very hard for those with mental disabilities,” when it comes to finding a job still, while access for people with physical disabilities has expanded.
The CRPD plays a major role in how activists conceptualize their goals.  As Bulit Goñi has constantly stated, the Convention serves as something tangible to strive for.  Liliana Pantano discussed with me how it is a supranational document, one that dictates legislation.  Dorfman told me how a goal of their organization is to monitor and enforce the implementation of the CRPD by the government.  For Bulit Goñi, it goes even further—he sees the Convention as a map of everything that must be done to accomplish full rights for PWDs.  He told me:
So our objective is to not be necessary anymore, that everyone understands what universal design is, what universal communication is, what the rights of people with disabilities are, the right to be involved in society; that is the objective—that everything in the Convention becomes reality.

By realizing the CRPD fully, most of my interviewees see their goals being accomplished.  The difficulty lies in that in order for many Articles of the CRPD to be complied with, there must be some shift in culture.  However, in order for the shift in culture to arrive, some of the Articles of the CRPD must already be in effect.  This paradox makes it difficult for action to move forward, however the usefulness of the CRPD, as with most treaties, remains.  Alvarez et al. discuss how many social movements face this paradox (1998).
Overall, my interviewees conveyed that their objectives center on integrating people with disabilities into all sectors of society, in a way that removes stigmas and prejudice.  In Chapter 2 I discussed Alvarez et al.’s critiques of social movement theories, saying they measure success and change solely via institutions.  The authors emphasized that cultural change is a central part of any social movement, and that the goals of a movement may not always be institutional (Alvarez et al. 1998).  It is clear that this concept applies to disability rights in Argentina, where the primary goals are a bit less tangible than those social movement theories tend to focus on.  This phenomenon was present in the American DRM as well, where a shift toward a social over medical model was necessary in major sectors of society.  However, these goals do manifest themselves in more measurable goals such as increasing employment of PWDs, pressuring the government to be more accountable with legislation, and enforcing the CRPD.  
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I asked all of my interviewees if they thought there was a social movement for disability rights (un movimiento social por los derechos de personas con discapacidades) in Argentina.  In almost every case I received a response of “No” or “Yes, but not a strong one.”  The reasons behind these responses varied and I will start this section by discussing them.  After exploring the views of my interviewees, I examine the barriers they named and also return to the definitions and theories behind social movements laid out in my Literature Review and attempt to apply them to the disability rights activism going on in Argentina.  The most common responses from my interviewees touched on organizations not being unified enough and/or the government coopting activists’ efforts.  Similar issues were faced in the American DRM—since disability is such a diverse and complex condition, it is difficult to work under one ideology or goal.  My interviewees also listed lack of involvement of PWDs in these actions as evidence of there being no movement.  As Diana Garcia put it, “There are many actions, from civil society to public policy, but not something like a movement.”
A huge issue comes from many organizations still having a service providing philosophy.  Ana Dorfman says that this takes away from the fight for actual rights: “In reality, I think that social organizations are too weak, or the government co-opted some. Since [many social organizations] provide services, many of them lost the interest for the real struggle for the rights of people with disabilities.”  
Bulit Goñi expressed another issue with service-oriented groups, saying, “Organizations that offer these services run the risk of falling in love with the service they offer and not analyzing the evolution of their vision.”  He told me that this impacts the entire landscape of disability rights:
Sometimes, the activity they [service-oriented groups] work on threatens what we have nowadays. Organizations for people with disabilities that created a home or residency 50 years ago, or created a special school—thank God they did it because if not we wouldn’t have had the advancements we have today—but at the same time, these organizations have to look at themselves and ask: Is what I am doing helping people with disabilities today?

While service-oriented groups do assist in improving the livelihoods of people with disabilities, they still operate under the medical model of disability.  By providing services to PWDs, the groups are enabling society to continue excluding them to the point where those services are required.  Gonzalez emphasized this in her interview as well, saying she felt that providing services is mercancia for those organizations, a way to generate money, and has nothing to do with achieving rights.  Under a social model, or rights-based approach, pressure is on society to make adjustments to include PWDs.  None of my interviewees minimized the help that service-oriented groups provide, however they did see them as a barrier for advancing rights and as evidence that there is no social movement—the idea being that many people are appeased by the services provided and do not look to ask for more.
Even when organizations do take a rights-oriented approach, working to pass legislation or change existing laws, they face the threat of being coopted by the government.  This is a trend that many groups have been faced with, especially if on their own they do not hold enough power—be it monetary or political.  Dorfman relayed this trend to me, saying AMIA is privileged to not provide services nor fear cooptation by the government.  She also discussed how individuals can disappear into the system.  She told me, “I’ve also met people with disabilities who fought for their rights and they got a spot in the government and there it is, we never heard from them again. People that I thought had a lot of passion.”  As discussed in the last chapter, according to Dorfman CONADIS is made up of organizations that still maintain their power and autonomy.  Despite this, there is still difficulty working with the government.  I will discuss this in greater detail later in the chapter.
An additional problem is that amongst the organizations that are working toward disability rights, there is disunity.  As shown by the history of REDI, there are multiple ways to approach fighting for disability rights and not everyone agrees on them.  This is why Bulit Goñi says that while he believes there to be a movement, it is very incoherent with no common goals.  He spoke on this in our interview, also telling me how the CRPD helps by clarifying certain goals for everyone: 
Sometimes there is friction inside the movement, because we have different visions of how to proceed. So we need to find common agreements that help to progress what we all conceive as rights. So the Convention helps in the sense that it defines many things; for instance it clearly says a person with disabilities has the right to inclusive education, not just education.

While the CRPD and other tools may assist in dictating what particular goals are, this does not mean there is any more clarification as to the proper methods for achieving them.  Veronica Gonzalez of REDI told me that ideologies even within groups can be difficult to balance.  REDI is a political organization, but not associated with any particular political party, which makes coordinating certain efforts very difficult.  Collective action is extremely important in any movement and is made more difficult by differing ideologies.
In addition to the previous characteristics listed, the primary reasons my interviewees told me there was no DRM was the lack of a public consciousness on the issue and participation of people with disabilities themselves.  As detailed in the previous chapter, Argentina has undergone some transformations in its approach to disability.  Many people have started to think in a more social or rights-based way, however the medical model prevails.  While the United States DRM definitely did not include a nationwide shift in thinking on disability, there was, at least, a large shift in the disability community itself.  My interviewees told me that it is difficult to motivate participation from PWDs, and that they themselves are sometimes caught in the medical and service-providing models.  Even while there has been a shift in approach from the government itself, that does not mean disability rights are a priority.  The story Dorfman told about how CONADIS gained power when being run by Kirchner’s sister shows that it requires a special connection for disability rights to get on the agenda.  Erica Polakoff and Maria de los Angeles de la Vega from my interview with IDEL told me that while they were in the midst of elections (October 2015), no candidates were discussing disability.  It is always pushed to the side, they said, either because a government is about to transition or just transitioned.  A movement, my interviewees seem to think, would necessitate a stronger presence of disability rights in general society, not just amongst a few organizations.
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In this section I will examine what the barriers to a coherent social movement forming are.  This will tie in to the final section of this chapter, which seeks to understand if a social movement for disability rights would even be desirable or effective in Argentina.  Some of the reasons a movement has not formed have already been laid out in this chapter.  These include lack of unification amongst social organizations or the participation of people with disabilities.  I will go into a bit more detail on why these occur while also discussing the accountability of Argentina’s government, issues of urban versus rural access, and the history of disability in Argentina.  By examining these barriers, I am answering my primary research question of why, given the potential for a social movement, has no strong movement for disability rights arisen in Argentina.
One of the primary reasons my interviewees felt there was no disability rights movement was a lack of unity amongst the different social organizations.  This is a major barrier to a cohesive movement, one that was in fact faced in the United States as well.  In Chapter 2, I detailed the development of the American DRM.  Similar to Argentina, for much of the U.S.’s history with disability rights, organizations were divided by disability type and were service-oriented.  The problem even persists today, although there is much more cohesion than what is present in Argentina.  This barrier was overcome in the U.S. when activists took on the minority-model approach, grouping themselves together as an oppressed class of people and demanding rights from that platform.  It both helped and impeded them that they were an “open-minority”—one that anyone could become a part of during their lifetime.  Pelka stated that this incited fear but also action, since everyone could relate and most likely had a family member with a disability (2012).  In Argentina, the inability to unite organizations under one common ideology and the diversity of organizations are both major reasons a social movement has not formed.
Lack of participation of PWDs in actions for disability rights is also a major hindrance on forming a strong movement according to my interviewees.  In the U.S. DRM, it was people with disabilities who led most initiatives and instigated the most influential changes.  It is hard to imagine a massive “movement” for rights without the participation of those whom the rights are for.  In Argentina, of course, there is some participation of individuals with disabilities—amongst those I interviewed both Carlos Ferreres of CTA and Veronica Gonzalez of REDI had physical disabilities—however both they and others told me it was very hard to gain mass participation.  Ana Dorfman told me this was in part due to lack of empowerment of PWDs.  Empowerment has increased in recent years, as discussed in Chapter 3, however programs for the most part do function under an ideology of separation.  Bulit Goñi explained to me how this idea is perpetuated within families:
Everything that has to do with segregated services is much more comfortable for the families. A bus comes, picks up your child, takes him/her to a school and brings him/her back in the afternoon, and you haven’t done anything. Inclusion means that you worry more, participate more. So a big barrier comes from the families themselves. When I talk with parents I tell them that the first thing we have to analyze is if you are part of problem or part of the solution. What do I have to do so that my child’s rights are recognized, and even more, if I am to demand of society something regarding my child, am I doing it myself at home?

This idea of comfort continues on into adulthood for many PWDs, making it easier and simpler to follow in the medical model of segregated services, rather than take on more risks and difficulties to fight for further rights.
Government accountability has been touched upon earlier in this paper as a huge issue to the enforcement of legislation that is already in place for disability rights.  My interviewees see accountability as one of the key issues to greater success in their efforts, and to a stronger movement forming.  When I met with two staff members of Senator Magdalena Odarda, they expressed to me that the government has a difficult time monitoring and executing many pieces of legislation, especially when it comes to issues that are less prominent like disability.  The constant example used, as has been shared in this paper, is that even the quota for employees with disabilities within the government has not been fulfilled after over 30 years.  In order for an effective movement to be in place, the government would need to increase its accountability and decrease its corruption for laws to be carried out.
Ana Dorfman, who sits on multiple government committees, discussed the role of government in detail with me.  The issue is twofold—on the one hand, accountability (following through on laws in place) and on the other, corruption (misappropriation of funds and resources).  To illustrate this point more vividly, I will share a couple stories she told me.  The first has to do with accountability and how the government monitors its programming.  She told me about the CRPD and how AMIA tries to monitor the government’s enforcement:
For example, one of the observations made of Argentina was that we don’t take into account the rights of people with disabilities in indigenous groups. So CONADIS made a working day with many different workshops—one of them was “Disability within Indigenous Groups.”  The problem was that they didn’t bring anyone from these groups, no one knew about the topic. But in their program, they can say there was a workshop for this. So they tell the UN that they did a workshop—but it doesn’t count because no one actually represented these groups, and no one knew anything about this.

In this example, the government committee CONADIS gave a misleading report to the UN about their incorporation of indigenous populations in their work on disability.  This is evidence of a lack of accountability and trustworthiness within the government when enforcing its legislation, or the CRPD.
The other issue with government, which is tied to accountability, is corruption.  Bulit Goñi and others spoke to me about how while there are large sums of money going into disability, at least on paper, none of it is being used efficiently.  A story from Dorfman shows that sometimes funding is not even being put toward disability at all:
For example, they gave SUVs to transport people with disabilities to the government of [the province] Chaco. We went there a few years ago for a meeting. The SUVs were being used by the directors – without disabilities – for their personal use, rather than using them to transport people with disabilities. And not only were they using it for their own interests, but they also hadn’t even made them accessible! They couldn’t even use them for people with disabilities. So right now, I think we are going backwards.

This situation clearly illustrates the ways in which government related funds are misused and officials can be corrupt.  Many of my interviewees conveyed similar stories or sentiments to me, stating that monitoring of these activities gets more difficult especially in rural areas.
The majority of activity for disability rights has occurred within Buenos Aires and its surrounding areas.  While Buenos Aires contains a huge proportion of Argentina’s population so this work reaches many people, my interviewees discussed with me the difficulties of expanding some projects to other locations and more rural areas.  Diana Garcia discussed this issue in detail with me since through the Occupational Therapy Association of Argentina, she had knowledge of access to occupational therapy services in different regions.  She told me that there are huge disparities in access to services between cities and rural areas—a huge part of this being transportation.  She said, “Sometimes it takes them a long time to travel…many of these professionals don’t own a car, wages in general are low...”  At one point during our interview she pulled out a map of Argentina that showed the number of occupational therapists per region:  “For example you can see in Buenos Aires there are 2,000, and here for instance there are 6, 5…these regions are not very populated but there are still a lot of people and the number of occupational therapists is very low.”  While occupational therapy is by no means the only indicator of services or advocacy for people with disabilities, these discrepancies still show that the disparity between urban and rural areas is significant.  According to my interviewees, the difference of access between rural and urban areas is a huge obstacle to be overcome in order for a cohesive movement for disability rights to be achieved.
A final barrier I will discuss has to do with Argentina’s history with disability.  Several of my interviewees, including Bulit Goñi, Dorfman, Pantano, and Garcia, see Argentina’s relationship with disability differing from places like the United States and Europe due to the lack of any major war that created high numbers of disabled veterans.  In the U.S., as discussed in Chapter 2, the return of injured veterans from World War II instigated some of the first policies for disability rights.  The cause became tied to patriotism since promoting disability rights supported the nation’s heroes.  In Argentina, however, there has not been any comparable scenario, except for maybe the Maldives.  Instead, my interviewees discussed with me how a polio epidemic in the 1950s created a huge population of individuals with physical disabilities and that this spurred some of the first actions by parents.  However, this incited a continuation of the medical model, perpetuating pity, since the disability arose from sickness, rather than an act of bravery and patriotism.  They attributed this divergent history as another reason why actions for disability rights have not culminated into a social movement.
I argue that no movement has formed for disability rights in Argentina due to a combination of all of these factors.  The lack of participation from PWDs, disunity amongst organizations, accountability and corruption issues in the government, disparities between rural and urban areas, and history with disability that perpetuates pity have all created barriers for a social movement for disability rights.  Through my interviews it was clear that most felt these factors were limiting the actions that could be done to create the change in the lives of PWDs they wish to see.  With these factors still in play, according to them, a strong movement will not be born.  
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Many of the Western social movement theories put forth in Chapter 2 serve some purpose in understanding if what is happening with disability rights in Argentina constitutes a social movement.  However, as Zibechi claimed, these Western concepts only have so much usefulness in studying Latin American movements.  In this section I will look at how the concepts Zibechi and Alvarez et al. discuss specifically to Latin America and the trends of the American DRM compare with those in Argentina.  For the most part, they serve to support the conclusion many interviewees have come to about the nonexistence of an Argentine social movement for disability rights.  Despite this, I believe it is still useful to situate Argentina in these theories and concepts to understand the qualities of Argentine disability rights further.
As detailed in Chapter 2, Snow and Oliver put forth that the majority of conceptualizations of social movements include the following elements: “change-oriented goals; some degree of organization; some degree of temporal continuity; and some extra-institutional (e.g. protesting in the streets) and institutional (e.g. political lobbying) activity” (1955, 571).  Considering disability rights in Argentina, there are definitely change-oriented goals, some degree of temporal continuity, and institutional activity.  I contend that the two common characteristics of a social movement missing would be “some degree of organization” and “some extra-institutional” activity.  While there are organizations at work, as shown in the previous section, there is no overarching organization, goal, or ideology at work unifying the movement.  For extra-institutional activity, while there have been several protests associated with disability rights, some discussed in Chapter 3, they are not a common or current strategy of the actions.  By this broad definition, it seems that what is happening in Argentina does not constitute a social movement.
However, despite this conclusion, I believe several of the social movement theories still help us understand the actions for disability rights in Argentina and their relationships to social movement.  Tarrow’s political opportunity structure (POS) perspective, for example, helps explain the mass collective action that occurred in 2001.  The participation in mass protests from REDI and the self-organized protests from CTA came from “changes in the political opportunity structure” which created “incentives for collective actions” (Tarrow 1994, 6).  These changes were the shifting government, which created a health-threatening change in policy, and the economic crisis, which resulted in an open opportunity to group with other marginalized members of society.  In this way, the POS perspective does help explain some of the cases where one could argue a movement for disability rights appeared.  However, this level of public action was only fleeting and has not been sustained.
Various theorists have critiqued the first social movement theories focusing too much on the American political system of the 1960s (Opp 2009, 305).  Zibechi had similar issues, writing that, “these theories are of little use to us for reflecting on our [Latin American] reality” (2012, 175).  While we have concluded that disability rights do not constitute a social movement necessarily in the definitions of social movement theorists, or even amongst the activists themselves, trends characterizing some Latin American social movements also affect, or are present in the Argentine disability rights landscape.  For example, Zibechi characterizes the new movements in Latin America as horizontal, autonomous, and democratic modes of organizing (2012, 165).  Veronica Gonzalez discussed with me in detail about how REDI is a horizontal organization, making her role as President one that carries very little weight.  Zibechi also discusses how organizations that choose to structure themselves off of these modes of everyday life work well within local groups, however are not the best system when opposing large bureaucracies.  This definitely rings true for REDI—recently its decentralized organization has proved difficult in creating strong actions.  
A last concept I will briefly touch upon here from Latin American social movements that applies is the idea of cooptation.  My interviewees discussed at length the issue of groups being coopted by the government.  This is a trend Zibechi writes many movements in Latin America have faced as the government has coopted them into their own special programs.  In general, the Western social movement theories as well as conceptions of Latin American social movements help to explain some of the happenings in Argentine disability rights, even if they cannot be considered a movement themselves.  An issue in the discourse around disability rights in general would be the expectation of a movement in the first place.  Given all that has been discussed in this chapter, my question now is, is a movement even the answer?
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I will conclude this chapter by reflecting on my research question question itself and by asking if a movement is even to be desired in Argentina to accomplish the goals laid out by activists.  I argue that given Argentina’s history and all that I have discovered about its relationship with disability rights, a social movement for disability rights would never manifest in the same way it has in other countries and would not accomplish the current goals of Argentine activists.  In general, my interviewees conveyed to me that they did not feel an American or other model could be transposed to Argentina.  They maintained that a different, specific model would be needed to enact their own social change.  Argentina has a unique past with protest, which I will discuss further in this section, which shapes how they understand activism and relations with the state in terms of human rights.  Finally, I would argue that the goals of Argentine activists are still in line with what activists in the U.S. and other places are trying to achieve today.  Therefore, the American DRM did not achieve everything Argentine activists hope to accomplish, meaning there is little reason for it to be a model they follow.
In the last section I conveyed how many of my interviewees felt Argentina’s unique history with disability—that it has no patriotic war impacting the legislation but rather a polio epidemic—to be important in shaping the momentum around any action for disability rights.  Similarly, Argentina’s unique history of protest also came up several times in discussion about why no movement exists.  Garcia told me that since the movements of the 70s were “annihilated,” there were no movements today.  She said:
I was raised in the 70s, and it was a different story back then. There were a lot of movements. All these movements were annihilated. There were some that fought for access to work for disabled people, and many were captured, detained, and tortured. We have statistics, names of disabled people that in that time were killed…The idea was to stop us thinking as a movement, to annihilate those who did…sometimes we’d lose citizens who had a book in their bag, a book with content that was considered bad.

Her argument, to my understanding, was that she conceptualized movements as inherently Leftist, and that there was still too strong a memory of these events to allow for a similar occurrence.  I found this incorporation of the protests from the 1960s-70s compelling and believe it could definitely play into the mentality of Argentines when they conceptualize “social movements.”  However, given the tumultuous protests of 2001 detailed earlier in this paper, I do not find her argument completely convincing.  Dorfman did employ a similar line of reasoning in our interview though in an argument I find does shed light on the movement question.  
Dorfman discussed the mentalities of different generations in Argentina and how these influence the amount of social change that can occur with disability rights.  She views the military dictatorships as having impacted the mentalities of the older parents of children with disabilities.  At the same time, she finds hope in the younger generation, which she believes has been impacted by democracy.  She told me: 
I think that many of the older parents with grown-up kids, were raised with some kind of embarrassment in another Argentina.  In an Argentina that went through the military process, where everything was hidden and there was fear, so I think that they aren’t able to make a change. But the parents of today, who were raised in democracy and are not afraid of saying what they think, I think these parents are going to raise their children with disabilities in a different way and these kids will be able to fight for their rights much more.

Similar to Garcia, Dorfman sees the Argentina’s history with dictatorship and protest to be important in its current difficulty mobilizing a movement.  However, she believes that a future generation will make greater process given their experience growing up under democracy.
Given this unique history, most of my interviewees told me that they did not think an outside model of achieving disability rights would achieve success in Argentina.  Pantano told me that the “Anglo-Saxon model,” speaking of the British social model, had its limitations.  She actually referenced the critiques of Shakespeare specifically, who I discussed in Chapter 2, telling me “you cannot ignore the deficiency in disability.”  Garcia also addressed this, saying in Argentina they need “to think about the practices that we do in relation with our culture, because all our formation has come from Europe or the U.S. and we have our own, different identity... So we would also have to create our own working standard.”  Bulit Goñi echoed this as well, saying that universal solutions will not work because every country is unique.  He told me, “We used to look at successful methods in Europe and would try to imitate them, but our realities are different.”  He calls for an analysis of each country’s individual political, social, and institutional policies in order to find solutions.
It is clear from my interviews that a social movement, at least as conceptualized in the United States and other Western nations, for disability rights will not come about in the same way.  This is due to the historic differences between the countries as well as the barriers discussed in previous sections.  However, I would argue that the goals of Argentine activists and those of current American activists are extremely similar.  This seems to indicate that a movement occurring in Argentina, similar to that in the U.S., would not then accomplish the goals of Argentine activists.  While the efforts of the American DRM brought about more de facto rights and accessibility, social stigma and employment are both still major issues.  As discussed earlier in this chapter, the goals of Argentine activists revolve around transforming the way society views people with disabilities toward a more social and human rights-centric model.  If this is still being fought for in the U.S. even after a disability rights movement, perhaps then a movement is not the answer in Argentina.
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I would like to end this paper by making some suggestions for future research and recognizing several of the weaknesses in this paper.  Moving forward with this topic it would be valuable to incorporate the perspectives of individuals outside of the organizations I interviewed with.  While many of the groups I spoke to representatives from are extremely influential and provided useful contributions to understanding Argentine disability rights as a whole, other groups obviously exist that could offer alternative perspectives.  In addition, it would be interesting to incorporate the viewpoints from outside the activist community—connecting more with regular citizens both with and without disabilities and understanding their perceptions of Argentine disability rights.  Finally, in my interviews and secondary research I came across the names of several individuals who would be interesting to reach out to, such as other prominent activists or intellectuals who have also studied Argentine or Latin American disability rights.  Given my timeline and resources I was unable to contact them, however I believe for a comprehensive study to truly be done a necessary step would be to form connections with these individuals.
As I conclude, I would like to return to the significance of this topic.  As shared in the Introduction, disability is a phenomenon that makes up the “largest minority” in the world.  Disability is uniquely positioned amongst identities in that any person can join the class of “people with disabilities” at any time.  Disability rights have gained attention internationally in recent decades and the focus only continues to grow.  With major legislative progress in the United States and United Kingdom in the mid-90s and the introduction of the United Nations CRPD, the issue can no longer be ignored.  The question then emerges of how should other places around the world go about bringing disability rights to their country on a wide-scale.  In the U.S. and U.K. the answer was a social movement centered on disability rights.  I believe my research contributes to investigating this question—a question more and more places are facing—of how to move forward with disability rights.
For Argentina, as I argued in my final chapter, a strong social movement has not formed around disability rights and one forming would not achieve the goals activists have laid out.  While Argentina has many actions around disability rights and a strong history of collective protest, due to various barriers a movement has not formed.  I believe this speaks to the general expectation in Western theory and culture of countries in the Global South to follow the West’s example in terms of how they progress.  I believe that my conclusion shows that this is a faulty expectation and one that harms those in non-Western countries as it limits them from creating their own path.  Even in the case of Argentina, the CRPD has been adopted as a standard to be reached, a treaty that is based enormously on the American Disabilities Act of 1990 (Nahigyan 2014).  Research that seeks to understand how fights for rights are being executed in non-Western nations, without the expectation of culminating in a social movement or following in the footsteps of their Western-counterparts, are extremely important for those communities to accomplish their goals.  I hope that this paper has contributed to that conversation in some fashion.  It is very clear, looking forward, that there is still much more work to be done.
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Resources
Constitution of the Nation of Argentina: 
http://infoleg.mecon.gov.ar/infolegInternet/anexos/0-4999/804/norma.htm
UN Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities:
http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/enable/documents/tccconvs.pdf
International Treaties of Argentina:
http://www.infoleg.gov.ar/?page_id=63
National Survey on People with Disabilities (Argentina):
http://www.indec.gov.ar/micro_sitios/webcenso/ENDI_NUEVA/ampliada_index2.asp?mode=01


Interviews

Blogna, Sergio. Personal Interview. November 2014. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Bulit Goñi, Eduardo. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
De la Vega, Maria de los Angeles. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Dorfman, Ana. Personal Interview. November 2014, October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Ferreres, Carlos. Personal Interview. November 2014, October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Garcia, Diana. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Gonzalez, Veronica. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Pantano, Liliana. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Plotquin, Beatriz. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Polakoff, Erica. Personal Interview. October 2015. Buenos Aires, Argentina.

Additional Organization Information

Asolación Síndrome de Down de la Republica Argentina (Organization of Eduardo Bulit Goñi): http://www.asdra.org.ar/

IDEL—Inclusión y Desarrollo Laboral (Organization of Erica Polakoff and Maria de los Angeles de la Vega): http://www.idel.org.ar/index.html

Área de Discapacidad—La AMIA (Organization of Ana Dorfman): http://www.amia.org.ar/index.php/linker/default/index/area/42

Secretaria de la Discapacidad—La CTA (Organization of Carlos Ferreres): http://www.cta.org.ar/secretaria-de-discapacidad-cta-de.html

Asociacion Argentina Terapistas Ocupacionales (Organization of Diana Garcia): http://www.terapia-ocupacional.org.ar/

Red por los Derechos de las Personas con Discapacidad—REDI (Organization of Veronica Gonzales & Carlos Ferreres): http://www.redi.org.ar/index.php

Arlene Fern Escuela Comunitaria (School of Beatriz Plotquin): http://www.arlenefern.edu.ar/es/home6/ 
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