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1 Introduction
 
 Collective memories are commonly shared, consolidated, and transformed in communicative interactions where the interplay between the psychological mechanisms of individuals and situational, cultural, social, and historical mechanisms plays a central role. In addition, individual and collective memories communicated in social contexts usually vary in pragmatic ways due to the fact that they are always constructed with reference to the communicative situation.
 
In this book we point out the importance of an interdisciplinary approach in memory studies. We highlight the importance of integrating the discursive and social features of memory research in discursive psychology with the cognitive aspect of memory processes. Cognitive psychologists have taken the cognitive aspect into account without paying enough attention to the discursive and pragmatic features of remembering in communicative interactions. In this book, we aim at integrating our understanding of the discursive and pragmatic nature of remembering with the cognitive processes that enable the synchronization of individual and shared memories with the social and material environment in which they are communicated.
 
Our investigations of individual and collective remembering depart from the fact that processes of memory-making are not the goal of real-world activities. Remembering is viewed as an action focused on the accomplishment of interactional goals (e. g. to reach consensus about different versions of the past). From this perspective, individual and collective remembering is situated in dynamically organized environments that cannot be easily reproduced in relevant respects. Thus, it is important to employ ecologically valid methods that take those dynamically organized environments into consideration. Conversations in general, but also non-directive interviews are a natural way for speakers to reconstruct and communicate their individual and shared memories. In order to examine how individual and collective remembering work in both institutional settings (e. g. commemorative speeches given by political leaders in public memorials) and private settings (e. g. family conversations at the dinner table), we investigate discursive acts of remembering that are related to 1976–1983 military dictatorship in Argentina.
 
With this book we aim at providing evidence of processes of discursive remembering at two interrelated levels of research in memory studies. First, our goal is to introduce a new interdisciplinary theory on memory research in naturalistic settings, the aim of which is to provide a better and integrative account of the cognitive and discourse processes involved in individual and collective remembering in real-world activities. Second, this work also aims at shedding 
light on the current practices of commemoration and remembrance related to the 1976–1983 military dictatorship in public and private settings in Argentina. In order to accomplish our theoretical and empirical goals, in chapter four we explore the political uses discourse strategies employed by former Argentinean president Néstor Kirchner (2003–2007) in four commemorative speeches to represent actors and events from the past in the present, and to reinforce the exceptionality of his political stance. Next, we examine linguistic data about an open ended interview with a supporter of the military regime that was born in 1940, as well data about a participant born in 1947 who engages in discursive acts of autobiographical remembering in a focus group session with other people from the same age group. Subsequently, we analyze how family members synchronize individual and shared memories related to periods of political violence and social instability in Argentina. We will observe how collaborative discursive remembering creates the right environment for the emergence of collective memories. Finally, we explore how participants of two focus groups made up of people who did not know each other but belonged to the same age group negotiate and synchronize autobiographical memories and socially-shared knowledge related to the experience of dictatorship by means of discourse strategies. Interestingly, these processes of synchronization not only led the participants of the groups to create common ground and consensus on the representations of actors and events related to the military regime, but also on the participants’ mental states during the period of dictatorship and how they describe them 30 years later.
 
1.1 A Cognitive and Discursive Approach to Remembering
 
 Previous studies by historians, sociologists, linguists, anthropologists, and psychoanalysts have investigated the social and political uses of autobiographical and collective memories about periods of political violence in Argentina. Most of these studies dealt with the ways in which the elites and the mass media create, reproduce and transform discourses about the past, and how the direct victims and their relatives experienced the terror of being tortured or the abduction and disappearance of a loved one. A large number of these studies (e. g. Jelin 2007; Robben 2005a) provided compelling evidence of how individual and collective memories about the Argentinean violent past work in the society. However, as these investigations were mainly focused on the social and political aspects of remembrance, they have not dealt with the cognitive aspect of this multidimensional phenomenon. As if the analysis of the social and political uses of memories in Argentina ruled out any interest in the cognitive mechanisms 
underpinning such practices. With this book, we try to connect the social and political aspects of remembering and the cognitive and discourse processes driving such activities.
 
Social and cultural psychologists (Gergen 1998; Wertsch 2002) have examined how narrative forms determine the shape, fixation and changes in autobiographical and collective memories. Cognitive psychologists (Hirst 2010; Hirst and Echterhoff, 2012; Hirst and Manier 2008) have provided compelling evidence of how communication drives the construction of autobiographical and collective memories in conversations. However, despite the fact that these approaches draw conclusions about how memory processes function in the mind by means of analyzing discourse processes, they are not based on any discourse theory. A theory of discourse is essential to examine the behavioral realization of cognitive and discourse processes of remembering in communicative interactions.
 
On the other hand, discursive psychologists (Middleton and Edwards 1990; Middleton and Brown 2005) have done extensive research on how people discursively co-construct memories in conversations. In contrast to experimental studies in cognitive psychology, discursive psychologists draw their conclusions about the interactional and pragmatic functions of conversational remembering, based on explicit discursive examinations of the linguistic activities in which these practices unfold. However, they argue that acts of conversational remembering should not be thought of as a window to explore how the mind works in these situated activities. Rather, discursive psychologists claim that conversational remembering “is a way of accomplishing some activity in the present through invoking the past in an appropriate and skilled manner” (Brown, Middleton and Lightfoot 2001: 125).
 
In the same way that cognitive psychologists investigating how individual and collective memories are constructed, shared and transformed in conversations need a theory of discourse to enable them to explain more clearly the linguistic practices that they study, we believe that discursive psychologists would also need to incorporate a number of operational concepts taken from cognitive theories in discourse processing (e. g. situation models). By so doing, research on conversational remembering in discursive psychology would be able to account for the interlocutors’ interplay of internal (e. g. individual memories about an event X) and external (e. g. other interactants’ memories about the same event X) representations during interactional remembering in real-world environments. Thus, cross-fertilization among cognitive and discursive psychologists investigating individual and collective remembering in conversations would be achieved in a fruitful way, and we believe this would be crucial for a better understanding 
of memory practices in which discourse and communication play a central role (e. g. eye-witness testimony).
 
In this book we begin to fill the conceptual gap between cognitive oriented approaches to remembering that draw conclusions about how memory function in the mind without a detailed discourse analysis of the communicative interaction in which these processes unfold, and the discursive and pragmatic oriented approaches that are mainly interested in analyzing the rhetorical features of conversational remembering, in some cases denying or intentionally disregarding that there are underlying cognitive mechanisms that drive the production and interpretation of discourses about past experiences. The approach we present here tries to account for the interweaving of cognitive and discourse mechanisms driving processes of autobiographical, and collective remembering in communicative interactions. We describe these multifaceted processes via the theory of mental models (Johnson-Laird 1983; van Dijk 2008, 2014; van Dijk and Kintsch 1983; Zwaan and Madden 2004). By mental models, we mean representations of experiences, events and situations. In this book, mental models are classified as cultural models, situation models and context models.
 
Socially-shared knowledge (e. g. Jovchelovitch 2007; Schütz and Luckmann 1974) and emotional codes (Röttger-Kössler and Markowitsch 2009) of specific communities are the basis of cultural models (Kronenfeld 2008; Shore 1996). Epistemic and emotional communities can conceptualize their material and social environment by means of cultural models. Such models allow community members to make strategic inferences about features of information that is not present in their environments. Hence, how people interpret, for instance, their troubling national past in the present depends on the influence exerted by cultural models on community members, and thus, different social groups may define the same violent historical event either as a war or genocide. However, we also need mental models that deal with the individual reconstructions of past experiences.
 
Situation models are related to the personal reconstruction and interpretation of past experiences. Therefore, how I remember being stuck in Barcelona for a few days due to a strike of the Spanish traffic air controllers is not merely shaped by cultural models, but also by my situation models that are constructed and represented in episodic memory when I recall that experience. We construct and update situation models according to our personal interpretations of autobiographical episodes. The construction and updating of situation models can be either conscious or automatic or mixture of both by means of attention, abstraction, and planning capacities.
 
We do not reconstruct and update situation models of past experiences in a vacuum. These processes are situated, and thus, depend on personal representations 
of the material and social environment in which they unfold. Hence, for this investigation we use a theory of context (Givón, 2005; van Dijk 2008, 2009) that will help us explain how autobiographical and collective remembering are shaped in material and social environments.

 
1.2 Remembering in Context
 
 Experimental studies in cognitive psychology (Harris, Paterson and Kemp 2008; Harris et al. 2011; Hirst and Echterhoff 2012) have shown that the conversational context of remembering directly influences how individual and shared memories are formed and communicated. However, besides stating the key role that context plays in guiding memory processes, these studies do not provide further evidence that would shed light on how context actually works in shaping autobiographical and collective remembering. In our analyses, we provide a detailed description of the contexts where the communicative situations examined took place, making clear how these contexts shape acts of remembering.
 
On the other hand, studies in discursive psychology (Middleton and Brown 2005), that were conducted in real-world settings, have indicated that the context of remembering is crucial in shaping the ways in which people construct and communicate their memories. These investigations take account of the central role that the social relationships, identities and roles of the subjects that are engaged in acts of discursive remembering have. They also take into consideration the influence that the material environment (in terms of setting) has on remembering. However, due to the anti-cognitivist and post-cognitivist stance of discursive psychologists (e. g. Edwards 2006; Kitzinger 2006) who offer alternatives to cognitive paradigms in psychology, those investigations do not take account of the interlocutors’ representations of the context where communicative interactions about their past experiences unfold.
 
In our view, representations of the context are defined by schematic categories such as setting, participants, roles and identities, activities, intentions and goals, knowledge, emotions, self, etc. Our representations of the context of remembering underpin both, the reconstruction and updating of situation models of past experiences, and how these representations are discursively and appropriately communicated according to the specificities of the communicative interaction. In the research tradition that we subscribe here, the personal representations of the social and material environments where communicative interactions unfold are defined as context models (van Dijk 2008). Hence, context models have a marked pragmatic nature. Our investigation accounts for the crucial role that context models play in communicative interactions about past experiences. 
The incorporation of a socio-cognitive theory of context in memory research creates the basis for a better integration and understanding of the social, cognitive, discursive, and interactional properties that determine the situated reconstruction and communication of memories in real-world activities.

 
1.3 Remembering in History
 
 This is the first study from a social, cognitive, and discursive perspective on commemoration and remembrance periods of political violence in public and private settings in Argentina. Although the communicative situations that we examine are about different political events in Argentine history from 1945 to 1983, most of the discourses about past experiences studied are about the 1976–1983 military dictatorship. The analysis of acts of individual and collective remembering in institutional and private settings in relation to Argentina’s past of political and state violence was carried out for two main reasons. Firstly, it is relevant because of the increasing importance of revisiting the troubling political pasts, not only in Argentina’s, but also in Latin America’s post-dictatorship societies. Secondly, due to the growing social significance of revisiting the troubling pasts in Argentina, the analysis of discourse processes of memory-making is an excellent topic for exploring the interpenetration of the social, cultural, historical, and cognitive mechanisms involved in remembering in public and private settings.
 
In Argentina, the official discourse about the 1976–1983 military dictatorship has radically changed since 2003, because of the administration of elected president Néstor Kirchner1 (2003–2007). As we describe in chapter two, Néstor Kirchner’s administration has promoted and legitimized a different ideological stance from that of the democratic governments that came after the military regime since 1983. This new perspective that has been adopted by the government tries to make the cultural models with which a great part of the society categorized the mass disappearances and systemic human rights violations as a war between left-wing armed, political organizations and the Armed Forces obsolete. In other words, according to this cultural model, there were two conflicting factions but one of them, the side led by the military answered the other in a disproportionate way. Chapter two presents an overview of the historical, political and cultural factors involved in the implementation of state terrorism in Argentina 
between 1976 and 1983. It also explores how both post dictatorship democratic governments and society are coming to term with such a troubling past. In addition, it provides a critical review of current approaches to memory research in Argentina, in psychology and psychoanalysis as well as in sociology, political science and discourse analysis.

 

 



2 Constructing a Collective Memory in Argentina
 
 The discourse of both previous (2003–2007/2007–2011) and current (2011–2015) governments in Argentina promotes and legitimizes a very different ideological stance to the one taken by the democratic governments which came after the 1976–1983 military dictatorship. This new discourse is trying to make the view that the military dictatorship was a war obsolete (Bietti 2009, 2011; Feierstein, 2007; Robben 2005a). The model used to interpret the experience of the dictatorship as a war is based on the theory of the two demons. This theory about the origins of the violence became widespread as result of the report Nunca Más2 (‘Never Again’) which was issued by the National Commission on the Disappearance of Persons (CONADEP) in 1984.
 
This theory sustains the following explanation of the origins of the violence in Argentina: first, there is a left-wing demon which throws society into confusion by means of its extreme violence; second, a right-wing demon which reacts to the former, but with a systemic violence which is much worse; third, we find a passive and innocent society in between these two demons, a society which, when democracy was restored several years later, argued that the process of state terrorism was beyond its control (Crenzel 2008; Drucaroff 2002). The following two extracts, taken from the prologue of the 1984 edition of the Nunca Más, clearly illustrate that point: 


Durante la década del setenta la Argentina fue convulsionada por un terror que provenía tanto desde la extrema derecha como de la extrema izquierda, fenómeno que ha ocurrido en muchos otros países.
 
 

 
During the 1970s, Argentina was torn by terror from both the extreme right and the far left. This phenomenon was not unique to our country.
 
 

 
[… ] a los delitos de los terroristas, las Fuerzas Armadas respondieron con un terrorismo infinitamente peor que el combatido, porque desde el 24 de marzo de 1976 contaron con el poderío y la impunidad del Estado absoluto, secuestrando, torturando y asesinando a miles de seres humanos.
 
 

 
[…] the Armed Forces responded to the terrorists’ crimes with acts of terror far worse than the ones they were combating, and, after 24 March 1976 they could count on the power and impunity of an absolute state, which they misused to abduct, torture and kill thousands of human beings.

 
 
 The point of departure of the theory of the two demons, what triggers it off, is that national security is put at risk by the first demon and that is responsible for a disproportionate response by the second demon. The condemnation of the military dictatorship since 1983 centers on the means used by the second demon to defeat the first, and maintains that even in war certain rules should be respected. The military dictatorship was a tragedy for the post dictatorial society as a whole, a society that was only able to be a passive bystander to the disappearances of large number of people.
 
This lack of awareness of what was occurring on part of the society was justified by abstracting the political violence from the historical processes (Feierstein 2007). The theory of the two demons created the view that there were two demoniac actors who both wished to take control of the state (Drucaroff 2002). However, it neglected to mention that a considerable part of society was seeking social change at that time. It should be borne in mind, for example, that the Peronist party was banned from government for more than 17 years after the second administration of Juan Domingo Perón who was overthrown in the 1955 coup d’état. Moreover, several countries in Latin America have been experiencing increasing social and political activism among students, intellectuals and workers since the Cuban Revolution in 1959. This rising social and political activism was one of the main reasons for the emergence of anti-democratic regimes throughout the whole region (O’Donnell 1997).
 
However, there has been a new discourse about and new political measures in relation to the troubling past since the election of the administration of Néstor Kirchner. This has served not only to open the door for the prosecution of perpetrators of the military regime, but also to legitimize a new way of interpreting the experience of dictatorship (as we explore in greater detail in chapter four). This new way of conceptualizing the military regime is on the genocide model (Feierstein 2007). In 2003 the government of Néstor Kirchner (2003–2007) introduced the use of the genocide model in the interpretation of the experience of the dictatorship. The use of this model has been maintained since then by his government and by the government of Cristina Fernández de Kirchner (2007–2011/ 2011–2015). From the point of view of the genocide model the purpose of the 1976–1983 military dictatorship was the annihilation of certain social relations which had began to be dangerous, i.e. unions, political parties, and cooperatives. This annihilation of certain social relations targeted not only the bodies of dissidents, but also the social relations they embodied in an important proportion of Argentinean society. In other words, the new discourse which is based on the genocide model, maintains that the military dictatorship developed a technology of power (Foucault 2007) to destroy not only the corporality of a specific social relation (e. g. unions, political parties, and cooperatives), but also the very 
likelihood that it could be something conceivable within Argentinean society (Feierstein 2007).
 
The following two extracts are taken from the reformulated prologue in the second edition of the Nunca Más that was published in 2006 to mark the 30th anniversary of the coup d’état. This new edition does not exclude the previous prologue of 1984, but as it will be shown, renders it anachronistic. The new prologue was signed by the Secretary of Human Rights of Néstor Kirchner’s administration.
 
 Por otra parte, el terrorismo de Estado fue desencadenado de manera masiva y sistemática por la Junta Militar a partir del 24 de marzo de 1976, cuando no existían desafíos estraté-gicos de seguridad para el status quo, porque la guerrilla ya había sido derrotada militar-mente. La dictadura se propuso imponer un sistema económico de tipo neoliberal y arrasar con las conquistas sociales de muchas décadas, que la resistencia popular impedía fueran conculcadas.
 
 

 
On the other hand, state terrorism was systemically launched on a large scale by the Military Junta after March 24th, 1976, at a time when the guerrillas had already been defeated and were no longer a strategic threat to the security of the status quo. The military government set about imposing a neoliberal economic system that demolished the social triumphs of many decades, the removal of which popular resistance had prevented.
 
 

 
[…]
 
 

 
Disciplinar a la sociedad ahogando en sangre toda disidencia o contestación fue su propósito manifiesto. Obreros, dirigentes de comisiones internas de fábricas, sindicalistas, peri-odistas, abogados, psicólogos, profesores universitarios, docentes, estudiantes, niños, jóvenes, hombres y mujeres de todas las edades y estamentos sociales fueron su blanco. Los testimonios y la documentación recogidos en el NUNCA MÁS son un testimonio hoy más vigente que nunca de esa tragedia.
 
 

 
Their evident purpose was disciplining society by drowning in blood all forms of dissidence or protest. Workers, leaders of the factories internal commissions, union leaders, journalists, lawyers, psychologists, university professors, teachers, students, children, young boys and girls, men and women from all ages and social classes, all of them were their target. The NUNCA MAS’ documents and testimonies are a tragedy’s evidence, whose actuality was never as clear as today.

 
The aims of this chapter are to provide a general overview of the historical, political and cultural reasons behind the implementation of state terrorism in Argentina between 1976–1983, as well as to explore how the following post-dictatorial democratic governments and some sectors of the society (e. g. the relatives of the victims) came to terms with such a troubling past. Finally, we present a critical review of current memory research in relation to periods of political violence in Argentina.
 
 
2.1 The National Security Doctrine in South America
 
 At the end of the Second World War and the beginning of the Cold War, the United States began to sketch out what was going to be called the ‘national security doctrine’ years later (Duhalde 1999; Izaguirre 2004; Velásquez Riera 2002). The persecution of opposing leaders begins in the Americas under the banner of McCarthyism (Figueroa Ibarra 2004). The ideology of national security is built upon a military viewpoint of a bipolar world, in which two conceptions of life and the world clash. That is to say, it proposes a dichotomy between capitalism and socialism. The former was categorized in terms of democracy, in contrast to the latter that was thought of in terms of totalitarianism. The sense of a subversive enemy is weak today as a result of the defeat of socialism in the Soviet Union. One of the features necessary for the social construction of the subversive enemy is his ubiquity. The subversive enemy may be a member of the community and, more than that, one of us (Figueroa Ibarra 2004). His dangerousness is based on his capacity to provoke unexpected reactions that may disturb the internal logic of capitalism (Izaguirre 2004).
 
In Latin America the state of repression inspired by the national security doctrine was known as the Plan Cóndor (‘Condor Plan’) (Dinges 2004; McSherry 2005). Countries such as Argentina (1976–1983), Chile (1973–1990), Uruguay (1973–1985), Brazil (1964–1985), Paraguay (1954–1989), and Bolivia (1964–1982) participated in the coordination of this plan, the outcome of which left thousands of people missing and even more in exile. Different countries have adopted different ways of coming to terms with this troubling past. In Uruguay, a democratic vote ratified amnesty laws four years after the return of democracy in April 1989 (Achugar 2008; Marchesi et al. 2004). However, in 2005, the administration of the elected president Tabaré Vázquez suddenly changed the official discourse about the past (Achugar 2008). This leftist government changed the government’s policy towards the military and raised substantial questions about the military’s violations of human rights (Marchesi et al. 2004).
 
In 2007, the Chilean Supreme Court acknowledged that the military dictatorship of Pinochet (1973–1990) committed crimes against humanity by violating fundamental human rights. In 2004, the Brazilian government compensated those who were illegally imprisoned by the state police during the military dictatorship (Krischke 2009). In the meantime, human rights groups had been commemorating the disappearance of more than 300 people during the dictatorship. The official position of the government of Luiz Inácio Lula Da Silva (2002–2006/ 2006–2011) sustained the view that to avoid the repetition of the past, younger generations should learn about what happened during the military regime. In Paraguay, the archivos del terror (‘files of terror’) were discovered in 1992. 
These files contained a detailed record of the history of the military dictatorship in Paraguay, which resulted in more than 10,000 missing persons and its connections with other regimes in the Southern Cone of Latin America (Cáceres 2009). The government of Fernando Lugo (2008–2013) recently introduced a new law to compensate the relatives of the victims. Lastly, since 12 June 2009 an official commission in Bolivia, which is led by human rights activists, is investigating the files of the 1964–1982 military dictatorship (Salas 2009: 45). As in Argentina, so also the governments of other countries in the Southern Cone have legitimized the victims’ narratives by using them as a starting point for the condemnation of past human rights violations.

 
2.2 From the Desaparecidos to Néstor Kirchner
 
 The leaders of the 1976 military junta in Argentina constructed a concept of the negative other: the subversive criminal, who, because of his role in the armed struggle and the ideological offensive, questioned the Christian and Western values of the nation (Robben 2005a, 2005b). In September 1975 Monsignor Victorio Bonamín claimed: 


¿No querrá Cristo que algún día las FFAA estén más allá de su función? El Ejército está ex-piando la impureza de nuestro país […] los militares han sido purificados en el Jordán de la sangre para ponerse al frente de todo el país […]. Mons. Victorio Bonamín, (Vicario General del Ejército), 25 de Septiembre de 1975.
 
 

 
Won’t Christ want that the Armed Forces to one day do more than their duty? The Army is expiating the impurity of our country […] the military has been purified in a bloody Jordan by putting themselves in front of the whole country […]. Mons. Victorio Bonamín (Vicar General of the Army), 25 September 1975.

 
This homily was delivered before the Army a few months before the coup d’état of 24 March 1976. This narrative was in accordance with the ideological standpoint held by General Videla in 1976: 


Un terrorista no es sólo alguien con un revólver o una bomba, sino también aquel que pro-paga ideas contrarias a la civilización occidental y cristiana.
 
 

 
A terrorist is not merely somebody with a revolver or a bomb, but somebody who also spreads ideas contrary to those of Western and Christian civilization.

 
This narrative was a discourse on war that mentioned the non-conventional methods the enemy was using in order to destabilize the status quo. This use 
of non-conventional methods is the reason why the conflict was named the ‘Dirty War’ and this was how it became known abroad.
 
 El enemigo vive en nuestro interior y lo que es más grave, está alojado en el interior de muchos argentinos. Por eso nuestro trabajo debe ser total: debe abarcar el cuerpo y el espíritu […] estamos en una guerra casi civil que no hemos declarado y que nos han declarado [… ] Mons. Olimpo Maresma, 9 de Septiembre de 1976.
 
 

 
The enemy lives among us and, what is more serious, lives inside many Argentineans. For that reason our work should be total: it should cover both the body and the spirit [… ] we are in a quasi civil war, a war which we did not declare, but which they declared on us […]. Mons. Olimpo Maresma, 9 September 1976.

 
The discourse of human rights became the symbol of the democratic transition in 1983. To a greater or a lesser extent, this phenomenon also took place in other countries in Latin America that underwent periods of mass violence and considerable political repression. In contrast to other nations in Latin America that went through experiences of dictatorship, the democratic transition in Argentina was not underpinned by agreement between the former dictatorial regime and the opposing political parties (Jelin 2002). There were different ideas within the Armed Forces about the future of Argentina after the dictatorship. All, however, shared the same two assumptions: first, the forthcoming democratic government would have to support what had been done against subversion; secondly, it had to guarantee that the Armed Forces would play a key role in the future democratic scenario. In other words, the Armed Forces had to be the ones who guided the way in which political power was channeled by the democratic government.
 
Prior to the Guerra de Malvinas (‘Malvinas War’), the demand to know what had happened to those who had been kidnapped was confined to people directly affected by the repression; few middle class people echoed those demands (Landi and Bombal 1995). However, as the crisis of the military regime grew, the demand to know what had happened to those who had been kidnapped gained increasing popularity in society at large. That is, a significant portion of society did not show any intention of forgetting and moving on (Landi and Bombal 1995; Przeworski 1995).
 
2.2.1 The return of democracy
 
The demand for justice figured prominently in the election campaign of the winning candidate, Raúl Alfonsín, during the 1983 presidential elections that restored civilian rule. During Alfonsín’s presidency (1983–1989) the human rights 
 issue continued to occupy a prominent place in public discourse. On 15 December 1983, the democratic government of Raúl Alfonsín created the National Commission on the Disappearance of Persons (CONADEP). The aim of this commission was to inquire into the fate of those who were kidnapped and other human rights violations perpetrated during the military dictatorship from 1976 to 1983. The Commission was not invested with judicial powers, or with the power to serve summonses, or to compel anyone to give testimony (Crenzel 2008). When evidence of any criminal act was discovered it could only be transmitted to the regular courts. The report issued recommendations about the legal proceedings to be used when investigating and trying those responsible for crimes committed during the seven years of military dictatorship. The publication of the CONADEP report was followed by the cancellation of immunity and freedom from trial that had been accorded to the principal leaders of the military junta. The trial of those senior ranking officers of the army and the navy who were in power from 1976 to 1983 began on 22 April 1985. On 9 December 1985, a federal court sentenced the former Major General, Jorge Rafael Videla, and the former Admiral, Emilio Massera, to life imprisonment. General Roberto Viola was sentenced to 17 years in prison, Admiral Lambruschini to eight years, and Brigadier-General Orlando Agosti to four and half years. All these men were convicted for dozens of murders, as well as illegal deprivation of liberty, torture and theft. This was the first time that former Argentinean dictators had been put on trial and convicted. Consequently, the military became concerned that the government was making an ‘attack on their dignity’. Confronting what were still weak democratic institutions, the military, being still in a powerful position, threatened to carry out another coup d’état.
 
The trial included a portrayal of the passive victims who had no social or political commitment during the period of dictatorship (Crenzel 2008; Feierstein 2007). It painted a picture in which the victims were forced to give up their role as active social agents. The victims were harmed by the actions of others, who in this case were the perpetrators. The trial created a judicial framework that was employed to interpret the politics of the conflict. It eliminated any reference to ideologies and political commitment. The crucial point was to determine whether or not crimes had been committed, without asking why they were committed. According to Feierstein (2007), this line of enquiry in the trials resulted in society not asking what the political reasons of the victims and the perpetrators were. The images of the victims were used in the trials to establish and reinforce the guilt of the perpetrators.
 

 
2.2.2 From the early 1990s to the financial crisis of December 2001
 
 The early 1990s were years of limited activity at the institutional level due to the reinforcement and consolidation of the narrative maintained by those in charge of the democratic transition. In the 1990s, this narrative of the past was held by the governments of Carlos Menem (1989–1995/1995–1999). Menem maintained that forgiveness of the crimes was the only way the reconciliation of Argentineans could be achieved. One of the most criticized measures of Menem’s administrations was the pardon he granted to Jorge Rafael Videla, Emilio Massera, Leopoldo Galtieri, and other leaders of the 1976–1983 dictatorship, as well as to a number of leaders of armed political organizations, on 29 December 1990 on the grounds of ‘national reconciliation’. This action sparked protests by nearly 50,000 people in Buenos Aires. Former president Raúl Alfonsín called it ‘the saddest day in Argentine history’. The pardon was granted after a politically motivated uprising by a section of the military on 3 December 1990, an uprising that Menem forcefully put down.
 
President Carlos Menem began implementing a policy of privatization and, after a second bout of hyperinflation in 1990, invited economist Domingo Cavallo to come up with a solution. Cavallo imposed a fixed Peso-US dollar exchange rate in 1991 (Boyer et al. 2004). He also adopted far-reaching market based policies, dismantling protectionist barriers and business regulations, while accelerating the pace of privatization (Azpiazu and Schorr 2004). In this environment of economic recovery, political leaders, the media, and institutions were more concerned with the country’s promising future than with looking for reparative justice.
 
In 1995 the journalist and human rights activist Horacio Verbitsky published a confession by the former navy Captain Adolfo Scilingo in his book El Vuelo (‘The Flight’).
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