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1) Currently, it is taking place a significant process of institutionalization of what a number of English speaking intellectuals have come to name as "Cultural Studies," and this very Conference is just one more example of such a process of institutionalization. 

2) Cultural Studies may be seen as both a field of intellectual practices, and a transnational social movement. That is, a transnational movement whose membership is made of intellectuals. In a certain way, I am using the category intellectuals in a broad sense, to include artists, scholars, and theoretically informed social activists. But, at the same time, I am using this category in more restricted terms, not to name any kind of artists, scholars, or social activists, but only those who are in diverse ways committed to the critique of currents forms of hegemony, committed to de-legitimize established relations of power, and to advancing towards the construction of more just forms of social life (in a comprehensive meaning, to include both what some name the public spheres, and what some name the private domains).  

3) This field of practices and transnational social movement is, as any other, in permanent construction,  which means that it is a social space of disputes and negotiations about meaning between different projects. 

4) The implicit and explicit agendas of these intellectual projects, as those of any other social agents, are informed by certain social representations. For social representations I mean specific forms of interpretation and symbolization of aspects of social experience, which organize the perception of experience, and in turn influence social agents' interpretations and practices. Social representations inform social practices, and social practices condition representations. A significant kind of representations are those of identities, both of self-attributed and alter-attributed identities, the social making of both the "We," and the "Other/s." In the case of this social movement the "we" also involves what is and what is not Cultural Studies. Problems involved in the construction of the field may be fruitfully thought from Michel Foucalt's reflections about academic "disciplines" and "societies of discourse" as mechanisms of control and delimitation of discourses. Foucault has proposed that "disciplines" are a mechanism that defines what may be studied and what may not, and in what ways, that is a mechanism that creates systems of inclusion and exclusions. In his fruitful view "societies of discourse" define who may speak, and to whom, that is the authorized subjects and the circulation of discourses. It is necessary to highlight that current debates, conflicts, and negotiations, regarding representations of the field of Cultural Studies, involve not less than these kinds of significant matters: who and to whom, and what and how.

5) One of the arenas of dispute within this field of practices is the construction of the canon. If we accept the idea that Cultural Studies is a transnational social movement, then the construction of the cannon involves several concomitant problems. A significant group of these problems are associated to the existence of different social contexts, and different kinds of academic, artistic, and other kind of institutions within which we develop our practices.  These different social and institutional contexts contribute to building different kind of intellectual traditions. The practices resulting from those different contexts, institutions and traditions relate among themselves in transnational spaces that are marked by relations of power. These relations of power are associated, not solely, nor simply, but also to the existence of different languages, and to associated hierarchies, and powers of dissemination (including those directly associated to the practices of "cultural industries," like publisher houses), in the global arena. As someone has already said: globalization speaks English.

6) The case is that the institutionalization of so called "Cultural Studies" in the English speaking world, has also given place to the social construction of certain representations of the idea of "Latin American Cultural Studies" among intellectuals who work in English. And, since naming institutes existence, it now results that it seems that Latin American Cultural Studies exists. And not just that, but also that also exist certain representations of the idea of Latin American Cultural Studies that are increasingly being institutionalized. Where? mainly in the English speaking world, by who? by English speaking intellectuals and some students from Latin America that are educated in English speaking institutions, within the codes established by the English speaking cannon, who, in turn, "discover" the existence of Latin American Cultural Studies in Latin America. But, have they actually discovered Latin American Cultural Studies in Latin America? or Are they constructing them?

7) There has been an alarm indicator that has blinked several times: those from Latin America that have been chosen as the paradigm of Latin American Cultural Studies by English speaking intellectuals and their students educated in English have spoken in the following terms: 


Jesús Martín Barbero, for instance, has said: "I did not begin to speak of culture because of ideas that came from abroad. It was reading the work of [José] Martí, and [José María] Arguedas that I discovered [the significance of] culture, and with it the process of communication that I had to study. I did not have to think of the media, the media was there: in the parties ["fiesta"], at home, in the "cantina", in the stadium. The first author that gave me a contextualization for this was Gramsci. After this, during a study trip, I discovered the work of Thompson, Raymond Williams, and William Hoggart, the three fathers of British Cultural Studies. I knew of them by the end of the 70s." Having said this he comments about the importance of Merleau Ponty and Paul Ricoeur and concluded his declaration stating: "We had done Cultural Studies well before this label appeared"  (Barbero, 1997: 52).  


In a similar vein, Néstor García Canclini has stated: "I became involved in Cultural Studies before I realized this is what it was called" (1996: 84).  


Nevertheless, there are some colleagues who are devoted to find out that the kind of Cultural Studies that are practiced in Latin America --which, again, I prefer to name as Latin American Studies in Culture & Power-- are a byproduct of those initiated in the Birmingham School of Cultural Studies. 


Allow me a digression at this point, please. This passionate seeking for the English influence reminds me of a commentary Néstor García Canclini made me a few years ago, after participating in a panel about his book Hybrid Cultures held during an International Congress of the Latin American Studies Association. We met just after that panel, in which I was not present, and he told me me about it. He expressed his surprise regarding a question made to him at that panel. The question was about the influence of the idea of hibridity of Hommi Bhabha on his own work. His answer was that he had not read Bhabha at that time. I wonder whether Bhabha was anytime asked about the influence of García Canclini on his work. And I assume that the answer is negative. The issue is that wherever Bhabha was born, he writes in English, and García Canclini writes in Spanish. And there are certain language hierarchies in this global world, which are of course associated to colonial and postcolonial histories, a matter that Walter Mignolo has cleverly analyzed in his most recent book (2000), as well as in some former articles. 


Relations of power do exist, and Latin American intellectual contexts have been marked by the co-presence of intellectual production from various origins in several languages. English, French, German, and Italian thinking traditions have circulated and have been re-appropriated in Latin America. And this is perhaps a very special characteristic of Latin American intellectuals. Because of our colonial and postcolonial history we have been both exposed and open to intellectual production in all those colonial languages, as well as in Spanish and Portuguese. Through these two later languages we not only have get acquainted  with ideas from Spain and Portugal, but particularly from other countries in Latin America.

Sometimes, also "thanks" to these colonial languages, we have also take advantage of intellectual contributions from Africa and the Arab world, as I will illustrate later on in this talk. In such a complex context, the ideas of the Birmingham School and its reappropriation in the United States, have also been significant for many Latin American intellectuals.


Before going ahead, I want to state clearly that I am obviously not closed to transnational learning, and the building of forms of transnational cooperation. Otherwise, I wouldn't be here, I wouldn't be part of the Editorial Board of two Cultural Studies journals published in English, I wouldn't publish myself in English, I wouldn't read literature in English, nor would I take part in working networks made of colleagues from all over the world. I do believe actively in the building of transnational forms of cooperation between progressive agents in every possible arena. I am not proposing a nationalistic position, my proposal does not respond to any kind of Latin American essentialism, because I don't believe that any kind of Latin America essence exists. The position I am expressing is one of critical reflection and self-reflection, critique and self-critique, consciously oriented to the development of transnational forms of intellectual cooperation. 

8)  Llet me go back to the issue of the institutionalization of both "Cultural Studies"and "Latin American Cultural Studies" in the U.S.. As a consequence of the impact of this institutionalization in the English speaking world, we are currently witnessing the birth of diverse forms of institutionalization of "Estudios Culturales" in Latin America too. Up to now, this has been particularly significant among scholars from Departments of Communication Studies, and from Studies in the Arts, and only in a lesser extent among those from Departments of Literature and the Social Sciences. This phenomenon is one of the reasons why I personally have decided to take a stake in this process. In my view this phenomenon, the current trends towards the institutionalization of "Estudios Culturales" in Latin America involves both problems and opportunities. I will further comment about these problems and opportunities later on, but before I want to argue a little about how this institutionalization is taking place.

9)  Significant indicators of the institutionalization of "Latin American Cultural Studies" are, for example, the creation of several Doctorate programs in the field in the US, the creation of one journal (Travesia, the Journal of Latin American Cultural Studies,  published by Carfax, London); the proliferation of specific small conferences in the US, and the UK; and the inclusion of specific panels in large conferences, as for example in the International Congresses of the Latin American Studies Association (an international organization based in the US, 30% of whose membership is from Latin America). 

10) In connection with this process in the English speaking world, in diverse Latin American countries there have also been some initiatives to create graduate courses in the field, as well as to organizing small conferences, and offer seminars in graduate programs, all of which use the label of "Estudios Culturales," that is: the translation into Spanish of the already made label of "Cultural Studies." Not a few of these initiatives take as a pioneer reference the experience of the Birmingham Centre of Cultural Studies, which, as it is known, is the same reference acknowledged by every Cultural Studies practitioner in the English speaking world. Jointly with this, many of these initiatives also acknowledge as founder forefathers the names of Raymond Williams and Stuart Hall. The problem is that except for a few cases, most of these initiatives tend to ignore the significance of certain Latin American intellectual traditions which have developed independently of those initiatives in English, but which share with them some of their most significant characteristics: are transdisciplinary or non-disciplinary, address issues of Culture and Power, are contextually grounded, and are oriented to social intervention towards de-stabilizing established relations of power. 

11) With regard to the institutionalization of so called "Latin American Cultural Studies" in the English speaking world, I want to state: First, Latin America doesn't exist, at least not a sort of more or less homogeneous unit; and second "Latin American Cultural Studies" as a field does not exist in Latin America. This is primarily an English told story, one it is that dangerously entangled with the story of Area Studies, and thus with forms of colonial and imperial powers. What does exist in that part of the planet usually named as Latin America is a very broad diversity of intellectual traditions that can be read as equivalent to what in the English speaking world has come to be named as Cultural Studies. I prefer to name that broad diversity of intellectual tradutions as Latin American Studies in Culture & Power, which obviously is not an incidental name, but a chosen one. I choose this name because it may contribute to institute the field with a certain emphasis, an emphasis that is at the same time a positioning regarding conflicts in the transnational making of the Cultural Studies movement, which I'd also prefer to name as Culture & Power, but perhaps it's already too late to propose this. 

12)  If what our English speaking colleagues are seeking in Latin America are their peers, not their followers, then the focus has to be made on a diversity of intellectual practices that are not necessarily  related to the English speaking tradition of Cultural Studies, nor to its canonical research interests, forms of intervention, and significant authors and published works. If our English speaking colleagues, or their Latin American born students educated in English, only seek to identify the influence of such or such other English written Cultural Studies work in the work of Latin American intellectuals they wont be able to see the specificities and rich diversity of the field in Latin America. Worst, in sucha way they would only contribute to building mirroring images of themselves, clones. They will loose the opportunity of learning from difference, of learning from a diversity of intellectual traditions in Culture & Power that are rooted in specific social contexts. Attention to the plural in contextS, because, as said, Latin America doesn't exist, I mean it is not an homogenous entity. 

13) A necessary digression about the idea of Latin America, and about how diverse is that thing that is named Latin America. The idea of Latin America is a social construction. The idea, not the expression itself has a history associated to the anticolonial movements of the nineteenth-century, which funded the new states upon the system of exclusions of the colonial period, and the traces of those exclusions are still there affecting large populations of indigenous peoples and descendants of the African imported slaves, as well as the low strata of mestizo populations. The idea of Latin America came some time later in 1865, when first appeared in th ework of the Colombian intellectual José María Torres Caicedo, and it was in certain way a consequence of French diplomacy work trying to dispute U.S. supremacy in the region. But in addition, contemporary Latin America includes a large variety of national societies, each of them built by subsming intranational differences, and each of them with a particular political and social history. How to compare the case of Southern Cone societies with a relatively small presence of indigenous populations, and still engaged in the consequences of the years of repression and State terrorism with the case of Mexico with a significant indigenous population and so many years of a formal democracy controlled by the Institutionalized Revolution Party, and, in addition being Mexico so far from God, and so close to the United States (as a former Mexican president once said)?. How to compare any of these cases with those of Bolivia, Ecuador, and Guatemala, within which indigenous populations make about half of national population? How to compare any of these cases with the case of Puerto Rico, with a sort of colonial relationship with the U.S.,  and about half of its population living in the U.S.? How to compare the Puerto Rican case with the case of Cuba? How to compare any of these cases with the different cases of Centro American societies? How to compare these cases with that of Colombia marked by the violence of drug trafficking, guerrilla groups, and paramilitary forces? How to compare this with oil sponsored Venezuelan democracy? But, moreover, How to assume that any of these cases may be regarded as nationally homogenous? How to think of Latin America as an entity? and How to think of Latin American Cultural Studies as a sort of specific "race" of Cultural Studies? 

14)  Let me now go back to what I was arguing about the institutionalization of so called Latin American Cultural Studies as a source of  both problems and opportunities. I have already pointed out what I perceived as the most significant problems: 

1) In the first place, the development of certain tendencies in Latin America to adopt the name of the field as a direct translation of the name in English, which has two associated consequences: a) the associated importation of English and U.S. cannons of Cultural Studies without much work of contextualized interpretation of those cannons and the subsequent effort of recontextualization; b) the associated result of leaving aside significant and fruitful intellectual traditions from Latin America. 

2) In the second place, the association between the idea of Cultural Studies and the tradition of Area Studies that has been developed mainly in the U.S., but also in Western Europe. This has three main associated consequences: a) the naturalization of the idea of Latin America, and the obstacles this implies in order to learn about significant differences between different social contexts within Latin America; b) the construction of a representation of a supposed Latin American tradition in Cultural Studies which would be more or less homogeneous itself (as it results from any nationalistic construction), and which more or less would replicate the cannon of the Cultural Studies that are made in English; and c) the institutionalization of the ignorance regarding other Latin American traditions, those in difference, marked by circumstances associated to local contexts (What is known about what is produced in universities outside the capitals and/or more cosmopolitan cities of Latin America?), specific political conjunctures, and social differences based on ideas of gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, or others. 

15) I will now discuss the opportunities. I think that the current institutionalization of Cultural Studies in the English speaking world is also creating opportunities for us, who live and develop our practices in diverse contexts in Latin America, because it is opening the room for the conscious construction of a field. That is for creating spaces and forms of collaboration not only transnationally, but even locally. With regard to these opportunities I will point out the following:

a) The transnational institutionalization of the Cultural Studies as a field constitutes a Call for transdisciplinary initiatives, that has effects even at specific local levels in Latin America. Nevertheless, I also have to say that this is not at all new in Latin America, that this is precisely one of the salient common specificities of our varied contexts. In any case, the already existent traditions of thinking and working across disciplines are being reinforced by the transnational influence of the Cultural Studies movement. 

b) Not only that, but the very consciousness of the possibility of naming a field, which --again-- institutes it, is also reinforced, or perhaps even motivated, as a consequence of this kind of transnational dialogue. 


But, then it comes the issue of how to name this field, how tracing its borders, how telling its historIES (not just its history), what kind of research questions, what ethical and political interests to highlight. Here it is precisely where the debates begin. How to participate consciously in the transnational making of this social movement, in the building of this field of intellectual practices? 


It is precisely as a response to those outlined problems, and taking advantage of these 

mentioned opportunities that I am currently pushing ahead two transnational initiatives. First, since early 1999 I have been coordinating a Latin American Working Group on Globalization, Culture and Social Transformations. This group currently has about 18 members from 8 countries, and it is sponsored by the Latin American Council for Social Sciences. It has already held its first annual meeting and produced a first book (still in press), and it is currently working towards the second meeting and book. The other initiative is more recen, I have invited a group of more than twenty colleagues to produce a book entitled  "ESTUDIOS LATINOAMERICANOS SOBRE CULTURA Y PODER ("ESTUDIOS CULTURALES LATINOAMERICANOS"?)." The colleagues in this group come from several Latin American countries, and from the U.S.. As a first step in the preparation of that book, some of the members of this group have come to this Conference to participate in a Session with the same more or less the same title of the book in preparation. This talk of mine today, have been enriched by the advancement of the works of several of them, and will be the seed of my Introduction to the book. What I am trying to mean is that problems and opportunities are there, and we are moving ahead, to intervene transnationally in the establishing of the field.

16)  In order to talk about the diversity of practices in Latin America that may be consider conversant with what is named as Cultural Studies in the English speaking world, it may be useful to sketch out what I assume most of us would agree regarding what Cultural Studies would be about: 

a) Cultural Studies are about Culture and Power, about the politics of culture, and the socio symbolic of power. In this field culture is not regarded as an object, or an artifact, it is not regarded as a name, but as an adjective. From this point of view there are not objects that are cultural and others that are not-cultural. Instead, there are different perspectives from which to interpret social life: a perspective that highlights Culture & power is a possible and significant one. From this point of view culture is a battleground, it is a matter of conflicts about meaning, between social agents. 

b) Cultural Studies are oriented to the critique of power. 

c) Cultural Studies are oriented to intervention. Nevertheless, not to any kind of intervention, but to intervening towards de-stabilizing established relations of power, to empower populations and individuals in disadvantageous positions, to build more just social forms of life. 

d) To achieve the former, Cultural Studies needs to be contextually grounded, contextually specific, contextually related. Which, by the way, has the following corollary: there should be significant differences between the characteristics of Cultural Studies here and there, whatever "here" and "there" designates in any place and moment, but I'm obviously trying to highlight the differences between the ways Cultural Studies are mainly developed in the context of institutions in England and the United States (which also implies different contexts), and the ways in which they are variedly developed in the great diversity that is usually encompassed under the label of Latin America. 

e) But, Cultural Studies are contextually specific and related not only with regard to the matters that we study, but also with regard to our own practices. In this sense, Cultural Studies need to be self-reflective. Who are the subjects that speak (I mean: we as authors, teachers, practitioners), from within which institutional contexts we do it, pursuing what kind of interests.

f) Cultural Studies are transdisciplinary, or non-disciplinary. Cultural Studies transgress discipline borders, de-stabilize disciplines, permanently builds new fields of meaning. In this sense, transdisciplinarity and non-disciplinarity cannot be constructed as a limitative reference to academic disciplines. It has to be seen as also encompassing practices outside the academy; and not only those in "the arts," or in the media and entertainment industries, but also in social movements and any other forms of social intervention oriented by any form of reflection regarding Culture and Power.

17)  If you feel that Cultural Studies might broadly be characterized by these six factors that I have just enumerated, then the field of so called Latin American Cultural Studies is currently more ample and diverse than it is often assumed, as I will try to illustrate in a moment.


Significantly, the genealogies of the works of those contemporary Latin Americans that make the equivalent of the field of Cultural Studies share some important marks with those of our English speaking colleagues, as well as with those of non-English speaking Europeans. The marks of several varieties of Marxism, Structuralism, and Semiotics, as well as those of Feminism also characterize Latin American Studies in Culture & Power, or if you like Latin American Cultural Studies. Nevertheless, the genealogies of Latin American Studies in Culture & Power are also related to the teaching practices of some significant Latin American intellectuals. The importance of some of them for the field have already been accepted by colleagues working in English, as for example that of Angel Rama, Antonio Candido, and Fernández Retamar. But there are at least two other names whose significance to the field have not been recognized yet, I am thinking for example in Paulo Freire (from Brazil), Orlando Fals Borda (from Colombia), about whose contributions I will comment later on. 

18)  It is too difficult, close to impossible, to draw the contours of the field in Latin America. First, and as already said, because Latin America is a name that encompasses too many diverse contexts. This diversity is vast even if we were only concerned with what is done in those academic institutionss that work in the official state languages: Spanish and Portuguese. But, to consider only those kinds of institutions implies ignoring one of the dimensions of the system of exclusions built upon ethnic differences and associated languages hierarchies within Latin America. 


It is necessary to highlight that to do this would mean to leave aside of any consideration what is said, practice and written in languages different from the two official state languages that are exclusively used --except for a few exceptions-- in Latin American universities. This means to leave aside of any consideration what is said, written, and practiced for example by Quechua, Maya, and Aymara, intellectuals, just to name the indigenous languages that counts with several million speakers. Leaving aside the practices of those intellectuals is particularly significant because a good part of what is said, written, and practiced by these intellectuals in these languages is very relevant in terms of culture and power, in terms of non-disciplinarity, in terms of critique to hegemony and established relations of power, in terms of the social building of subjectivities and the self construction of agency. Let me just mention the example of the Academia de Lenguas Mayas, as a tool to build Mayan subjectivities. This means that when anyone speaks about Latin American Cultural Studies without taking into account such kinds of social productions is both taking a partial image for the whole and, at the same time, legitimizing ethnic or racial discrimination. 


But the problem does not ends there. Because thinking of Latin America only in terms of Spanish and Portuguese speaking intellectuals also means to leave aside what is said and written in the Creole and official languages of French, Dutch, and English speaking Caribbean. What happens, for instance, with the significant work of the Jamaican Rex Nettleford? just to mention an author who is well known in the English speaking Cultural Studies world, but no so well known in Latin America. More difficulties: Would any of you have any doubt that Puerto Rico is part of Latin America? I guess not. But the case is that half of the Puerto Rican population live in the United States, that a significant part of Puerto Rican intellectuals live in the U.S. and write in English, and that they move back and forth between the island and the continent, and that they intervene in both lands. Therefore, what to say of Puerto Rican Cultural Studies? Are they made in Spanish? or in English? or in both languages?. Then, How would you draw the contours of the field of so called Latin American Cultural Studies?

19)  In addition, the difficulties to draw the contours of an entity that we might name Latin American Cultural Studies, or, as it is my choice Latin American Studies in Culture & Power, do not derive only from the diversity of social and institutional contexts about which I have been talking up to now. There are other difficulties that are associated to the fact that Cultural Studies is still a project which is also marked by other two kinds of differences. First, differences between practices developed in, or from, scholar contexts, and in, or from outside the academy. Secondly, it is the fact that divisions between academic disciplines still exist, and that the Cultural Studies project in academic institutions is being constructed by intellectuals who have been educated and work in disciplineD Departments, like Literature, Modern Languages, different Arts, different Social Sciences, Communication, History, Philosophy, etc, etc. 

20)  In view of all those mentioned difficulties to assume that a single individual may have a sense of the field as a whole in that large and diverse piece of planet named Latin America is just a non sense. Having said this, I will only try to offer a few discrete images of this diversity as I see it today. But before, I have to say that my point of departure is from what some people would call the Social Sciences, even when I feel particularly uncomfortable with the word "science," and that I am not very familiar with the practices of my colleagues who come from literature, the arts, communication studies, and other points of departure of our transdisciplinary ambitious project, none with many practices that take place outside the academy.

21)  Not surprisingly the variety of work orientations that we may find in Latin America corresponds in certain ways to the variety of social contexts and conjunctures, as well as to the different social insertions and kind of practices of involved intellectuals. Although the relationship between the production of discourses and these factors is not at all mechanic, certain forms of relation may be argued. Let me now present some images of the field: 

a) Although, I am interested in making more visible the work of some colleagues that I believe are less known by the English Speaking Cultural Studies world, I will nonetheless begin with the very well known cases of Néstor García Canclini and Jesús Martín Barbero. The works of both of them regarding consumer cultures and citizenship, the cultural politics of diverse socio-communicational issues, the media and entertainment industries, and other subjects through which they have repeatedly call our attention to the relevance of transnational dimensions of contemporary life --particularly but not only in urban settings--- are well known. These works of them are clearly linked to everyday life experiences with the media and entertainment industries (as Barbero himself has pointed out in a statement of him that I quoted earlier in this talk). But, it seems to me that their obstinate interest in cultural policies has not received within the Cultural Studies world the attention that it deserves, although they have insisted enough. Such a thing has perhaps happened because this interest of them mainly circulates through a different kind of circuits, more policy oriented, like their regular practices seeking to influence cultural policy making in their respective countries, and in others of Latin America, or their interventions before Latin American summits of Ministers of Culture, and policy making advise to UNESCO, and regional intergovernmental bodies. A good example of this kind of policy oriented work of them have been their involvement in a Project sponsored by the Andrés Bello Intergovernmental Agreement devoted to promote the creation of a Latin American Cultural Space. This Project has been coordinated by the Chilean Manuel Garreton, and also gathers the contribution of Lourdes Arizpe, Rodolfo Stavenhagen, and other intellectuals. Significantly, García Canclini has in more than an opportunity stated that a concern for cultural policies has been a characteristic of so called Latin American Cultural Studies. 

b) Néstor García Canclini and Jesús Martín Barbero, as well as the mentioned Mexican anthropologist Lourdes Arizpe are part of the Working Group sponsored by the Latin American Council for Social Sciences, which I earlier put as an example of current forms of transnational collaboration between Latin American intellectuals in the field of Culture & Power. Lourdes Arizpe has also a worldwide known experience in the field of cultural diversity and its significance for democracy. Let me briefly told you about the work of other members of this group. Gustavo Lins Ribeiro is a Brazilian anthropologist who among other issues has worked about transnational activism through Internet, a field of experience that he knows from inside. Gioconda Espina is a Venezuelan feminist who works in and about the intersections between Feminism, Sociology, and Psychoanalysis. Ana María Ochoa from Colombia, and Angel Quintero Rivera from Puerto Rico, work from different perspectives about music, society, and entertainment industries. Yolanda Salas from Venezuela has a long term work about representations of the national hero Simón Bolívar in "popular consciousness," her work is critical to understanding the popularity of our current president in Venezuela. Nelly Richard works about feminist debates, cultural theory, and the Chilean experience of building democracy after Pinochet are probably known by many of you. 

c)  Elizabeth Jelin is also a member of our Latin American Working Group, and also a well known intellectual in international circles, but I believe no so much by Cultural Studies communities. I think this may perhaps be because of the sometimes too "culturalist" construction of hegemonic representations of the field, but if we think in terms of Culture & Power her work immediately acquires relevance for the field, particularly her ongoing Project on Colective Memory and Repression in Argentina. I'm sure I don't need to remind you that Argentina is a country well known for dictatorship and State terrorism, and later on for the sustained activities of organizations of relatives of victims of repression, and other kinds of human rights organizations. Significantly, the Memory Project shows diverse forms of articulation with concerned social agents. Significantly too, her project has served to create a network with similar projects in other Southern Cone countries: Uruguay, Brazil, Chile Paraguay and Peru. As it is known state terrorism and repression has also been a hard experience in these other countries. This project has among other objectives both conducting research and training researchers in the field of memory studies, 

d) A project of a related matter, but different characteristics, has been developed in Venezuela by the Red de Apoyo por la Justicia y la Paz (Network of Support for Justice and Peace). This is a project that was established by a group of intellectuals and grassroots leaders in order to respond to police abuse, including murder. Unfortunately, police abuse occurs in almost every country, but Venezuela has a particularly bad record for a country that has not been ruled by a dictatorship since 1958, recent reports from Amnesty International illustrates this too well. The perspective of this group integrates research, education, communication campaigns, legal and psychological assistance, and lobbying for policy making. Among other activities they organize literary workshops through which individuals from economically poor neighborhoods write their memories, in a process through which they empower themselves and tell their peers and other citizens about police abuse and other violations of their human rights. Interestingly, Soraya El Achkar, a member of the leader team of this project, and also one of the contributors, to the book we are preparing about Latin American Studies in Culture & Power has explained to me that their work has been particularly inspired by the proposals of Paulo Freire, a Brazilian intellectual about who most of you have surely had news and about whom I will comment in a moment. She says they took from Freire his proposals of dialogical liberation of silence, which she defines as a form of cultural politics intervention.

e) It is not surprising to find out that the works of so many Puerto Rican intellectuals deal with the politics of identities and cultural differences both through research essays and through creative writing (if we may accept such a established difference). Significant examples of research works which titles are so suggestive that I may avoid making further comments in this moment are, for instance, the book by Arlene Dávila (1997) published in English Sponsored Identities: Cultural Politics in Puerto Rico; two articles published by Juan Flores in Puerto Rico in Spanish, which titles translated into English are "Pan-Latin, trans-Latin: Puerto Ricans in the new New York" (1997), and "Light colonialism: diversions of a Puerto Rican discourse" (1999), and his book in English From Bomba to Hip Hop: Puerto Rican Culture and Latino Identity; the article published in Spanish by Marvete Pérez "The air bus: politics, political status, nationalism, and citizenship in Puerto Rico" (1996); and the article by Agutín Lao, published in English "Islands at the Crossroads: Puerto Ricanness Traveling Between the Translocal Nation and the Global City" (1997). Significant examples of creative writing are the novels by Rosario Ferré about family life in Puerto Rico that discuss issues of Puerto Rican identity. These novels were first written and published in English, and after this translated into Spanish by the very author and published in this language. Esmeralda Santiago has also two novels first written in English and then translated into Spanish which deal with issues of Puerto Rican experience in New York. Only the first of these novels was translated into Spanish by herself. Interestingly, she included a Foreword in this Spanish edition in which she elaborates about  the issue of living in two languages and at the same time in none of them. She takes this reflection to discuss issues of Puerto Rican identity outside the island, particularly in New York (1).

f)  Not surprisingly the practices of many intellectuals from the Andean countries of Bolivia, Peru and Ecuador are in diverse ways linked to the indigenous peoples experiences and their grassroots movement, or to the contemporary implications and significance of the particularly traumatic colonial experience of these societies. In this later sense the work of Anibal Quijano about the "coloniality of power" is well known in Latin America and elsewhere, but I am afraid no so much within the world of Cultural Studies, although it is a work in Culture & Power. From different perspectives the practices and writings of Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui and Xavier Albó are closely related to the historic and contemporary experiences of indigenous peoples in Bolivia, they are not only engaged in writing but in action with  indigenous peoples' organizations, and Culture & Power are unavoidable keywords to give account of their practices. Many other intellectuals in Bolivia, Peru and Ecuador work with similar perspectives.

g) In a similar vein, Jesús "Chucho"" García, an Afro-Venezuelan intellectual that it is also a member of the mentioned Latin American Working Group, has many years developing a significant work with Afro-Venezuelan communities in Venezuela. As you may know Venezuela is a country with a considerable population of African ancestry. "Chucho" García has published several research books on the history of slavery and other historical and cintemporary experiences of Afrovenezuelan populations, which even took him to do research in Africa too. But, more importantly he has developed several interesting initiatives with these communities, including the production of a series of CDs with their music, the advancement of some experiences of local development projects, and the constitution of a network of Afrovenezuelan organizations, all this based on representations of a postulated AfroVenezuelan identity, from which he and they have also struggle against racial discrimination, and for the effective recognition of their citizenship rights. When I asked Chucho about the inspiring sources of his practice, he mentioned the important influence of the already mentioned Paulo Freire, and Orlando Fals Borda. But, he also stressed the influence in his practice of some African intellectuals, like Amilcar Cabral and his ideas of cultural resistance, Amadou Hampate Ba regarding the concept of living tradition, and Chaink Anta Diop about identity. He says he thinks that "Culture is a process that permits to construct, legitimate, and deconstruct [...]. After passing through a process of re-appropriation of our own culture, the revision of our own historical processes, the processes of exclusion, we can assume critical consciousness and struggle for the effective acknowledgement of our citizenship, this is the politics of culture in the public realm." (interview June 11, 2000)

22) The influence of Paulo Freire have been pointed out by two of the above mentioned contemporary Latin American intellectuals, and that of Fals Borda by at least one of them. 

I would like to finish this paper with a few remarks about these two intellectuals, because they constitute significant references in the genealogy of current practices in Culture & Power in Latin America. They have been inspiring references for many Latin American  intellectuals in developing our own forms of "to study with" diverse kinds of populations living situations of discrimination, or in developing our own forms of intervention towards changing established relations of power. Epistemologically, ethically and politically, they are unavoidable references. 

a) The impact of Paulo Freire's  work has been so important at a worldwide level that I might  perhaps assume that most of you already know about the importance of his work. 


 The influence of his work has been so amazing that the Mexican intellectual Carlos Núñez Hurtado has stated that a good part of all current liberational practices in Latin America and beyond, be they educational, cultural, social, or political, have had its origin or have revised their orientation as a consequence of Freire's work and ethical commitment ([1997]1998, 16-17). Similarly, in the Publisher's Foreword to the 1993 English edition of his Pedagogy of the Oppressed it is stated "This is the twentieth anniversary of the publication in the United States of Pedadgogy of the Oppressed. Since the original publication, this revolutionary work has gone into more than a score of printings and sold over 500,000 copies worldwide." (1993, 9).


Nevertheless, I prefer to run the risk of being redundant, and at least to highlight the importance of his work from a particular point of view, one that I consider his most significant contribution because it constitutes both a critique and an alternative to established epistemological, ethical and political foundations of scholar research. 


It is possible that some of you associate the name of Paulo Freire (1921-1997) just to popular education, or even only to literacy campaigns for adults, and to nothing else. Adult literacy campaigns has effectively been the kind of activity to which he has directly devoted most of his time, and the context in which he begun to develop his approach. Nevertheless, the most important and distinctive features of his approach to adult education, and in the opinion of many (including mine) also the secret of its success, have been both the relationship between theory and practice, and what based on his own words I would term as his "with the subject dialogical approach." Or said it in  his self-reflecting words: "my experience as an educator with the people, using a dialogical and problem-posing education" (Freire [1970] 1993, 22; italics are mine, D.M.).


Freire's practice has not been made solely of his books, but particularly of his practice applying and continuously revising his ideas in numerous practical situations in several countries of the world, which given the character of his ideas means learning in those many situations in so many countries. In this sense, his books only express his reflections about his own learning process as well as a system of propositions for others' learning, or in his own words "none of the few books I have written up to now has been anything else than a certain kind of report [...] of experiences [...]" ([1977] 1982: 237). I will mention here only some of his most important books. His first book was Educaçao como prática de libertade, written in 1965 during his exile in Chile, first published in Brazil in 1967, and published in Spanish in 1969. This book was based on his experience in adult literacy campaigns in Brazil between 1961 and 1964, when a military coup interrupted his work, and he was jailed and later on exiled to Chile. Probably his most famous book was Pedagogy of the Oppressed, published in 1970 in Portuguese and immediately in Spanish, also in 1970. This book was his first book to be published in the United States, what happened in 1973 (Shaull  [1973]1993, 13). Another important book of him was Cartas a Guiné-Bissau. Registros de una Experiencia em processo, published in 1977 both in Portuguese and Spanish, which gives account of his experience of cooperation with the literacy program of the revolutionary government of Guinea-Bissau between 1975 and 1976. An experience that he has repeatedly affirmed that was one of cooperation and not one of technical experts, because "who is called to teach something must first to learn, in order to be able to keep learning once he or she begins to teach." ([1977] 1982:16). 


In 1992 he published Pedagogia da esperança: um reecontro com a pedadogia do oprimido, translated into Spanish in 1993, in which he revisits his first book and self criticizes some of his ideas. Particularly important is his revision of the idea of conscientizaçao, which he found it contradictory with his own ideas because it suggests that there is one already has a critical consciousness and one who does not have it. Also very important in this more recent book is the self-critique of his gender biased vocabulary of that former book. With regard to this he clearly stated that his language in that book was "machista," that he would ask the  publisher houses to correct this vocabulary, "because it cannot be said that this is a minor problem, because it truly is a major problem [...] The discrimination of women, expressed  and made through "machista" discourse, and embodied in specific practices, constitutes a colonial form to treat women, incompatible with any progressive position, of men or women, it does make any difference [...]. To change the language is part of the process of changing the world." (1999 [1993]: 64).


Significantly for the purpose of this talk, in the first chapter of Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Freire clearly states: 

"This book will present some aspects of what the writer has termed the pedagogy of the oppressed, a pedagogy which must be forged with, not for, the oppressed (whether individuals or peoples) in the incessant struggle to regain their humanity. This pedagogy makes oppression and its causes objects of reflection by the oppressed, and from that reflection will come their necessary engagement in the struggle for their liberation. And in the struggle this pedagogy will be made and remade." ([1970]1993, 30; italics in the original).


With regard to the relationship between theory and practice, in the same book, Freire states: 

"I shall start by reaffirming that humankind, as beings of the praxis, differ from animals, which are beings of pure activity. Animals do not consider the world; they are immersed in it. [...] But, human activity consists of action and reflection: it is praxis; it is transformation of the world. And as praxis, it requires theory to illuminate it. Human activity is theory and practice, it is reflection and action. It cannot, [...], be reduced to either verbalism or actvism" ([1970]1993, 106; italics in the original).


And he later on adds:

"The leaders cannot treat the oppressed as mere activists to be denied the opportunity of reflection and allowed merely the illusion of acting, whereas in fact they would continue to be manipulated --and in this case by the presumed foes of manipulation." ([1970] 1993, 107)


Paulo Freire has elaborated a fertile reflection on, and developed a lifelong practice of, studying with "subaltern" social groups, which is closely associated to the ideas of both praxis, and of dialogical approach, both of them crucial concepts of his work and life. His life and work have been illuminating for many of us in Latin America and beyond. I have myself been early involved in some experiences with indigenous peoples in the North East region of Argentina in the early 1970s that were based on his proposals. I have since then kept the idea that I have to study with. I have sometimes managed to do it, but I have not always been able to do it, and therefore more recently developed the proposal of studying the hegemonic global-local articulations of power. 

b) I will briefly comment about some significant contributions of the Colombian sociologist Orlando Fals Borda, whose name is strongly associated to the idea of Participatory Action Research (PAR)  (2)  


Although the impact of Fals Borda work has perhaps been less notable in intellectual milieu than that of Paulo Freire, it has nonetheless been amazingly important. As an indicator of it, one may take into account what happened in the Eight Participatory Action Research World Congress held in Cartagena in 1997. This Congress was held with the intention of assessing the experience of two decades of PAR approach which was launched to the world in the first Congress held also in Cartagena, in 1977. With an expected attendance of 400, it resulted in a massive meeting of over 1,500, including hundreds of Colombian students from many cities, and over two hundred international participants, not only from Latin America, but also from Africa, Asia, Europe, Canada and the United States, many of whom were related to PAR experiences. 


Fals Borda headed the first sociology department in Colombia between 1959 and 1967, when he decided to abandon the university for a life of independent research and activism. But before, with Camilo Torres, also serving at the time at the same sociology department, Fals Borda spearheaded two key reform processes (later on to be manipulated for entirely different purposes): the Agrarian Reform, and the Juntas de Acción Comunal, or local community boards. Fals Borda's writings of that time included several landmarks of Colombian and Latin American Sociology, such as the trend-setting La Violencia en Colombia  (1962, with German Guzman, Camilo Torres, and Eduardo Umana Luna), the much debated Ciencia Propia y Colonialismo Intelectual (1968, which has gone through nine editions), and Capitalismo, Hacienda y Poblamiento en la Costa Atlántica (1976), a work which already born the fruits of his search for a methodology of action research that were to take him through a long journey, ending in his being recognized as the world leader of the PAR movement. 


A constant that could be said to define his work of the past twenty years, however (and besides his unfailing involvement in public, intelectual life at all levels in Colombia and elsewhere), it has been his passion for PAR, a methodology which he is largely credited for developing, along with a handful of other people. This methodology seeks to articulate the production of knowledge with social change. Central to PAR philosophy --and as a radicalization of earlier Freirean approaches-- is the belief that every person and community has a self-knowledge that has to be taken as a key element in designing any research and political work. According to the PAR approach, the articulation of expert and local knowledge can produce a synergistic. His investigative and political work in the Atlantic Coast in the 1970s and 1980s provided the fertile ground on which PAR was developed. His Historia Doble de la Costa (published between 1979 and 1986) gives an account of this experience.


Fals Borda further refined and popularized the PAR approach through publications in various countries and with colleagues from various parts of the world, including South Asia, which, again, tell us about the international scope of his work. These publications included among others Conocimiento y poder popular: lecciones con campesinos de Nicaragua, Colombia y México (1986), and Action and knowledge: breaking the monopoly with participatory action research (1991, with Anisur Rahman). Institutionally, this work took him through a period of intense collaboration with the Consejo Latinoamericano de Educación de Adultos --the institutional home of the highly politicized popular education approaches in the continent-- which he headed in the 1980s. 


Fals Borda has repeatedly stated that the PAR approach is "a process of intelectual creation and endogenous practice of the peoples of the Third World. In the case of Latin America its emergence and meaning are closely associated to the economic, social, and scientific context of the region from the 1960s." Among other sources of this approach Fals Borda points out the theory of dependence, the theology of liberation, the dialogical approach of Freire, the theory of exploitation, and a reinterpretation of Marxian and Gramscian thesis about intelectual "commitment." (1987: 14; my translation)


It is meaningful to discuss the very concept of his book Conocimiento y poder popular: lecciones con campesinos de Nicaragua, Colombia y México.

This book was part of a coordinated program developed with populations in those three countries with the sponsorship of the International Labor Office, as well as of several public and private organizations in each of those countries. This book has been conceived both as a report of the experiences, and as a "devolution" (among others) to the populations with which it was produced. In this sense, it has been conceived to serve as a support material in training experiences with popular leaders. 


As said, this book has been conceived as a "devolution" (a give back). Remarkably, the idea of "devolution" is an important and integral element of the way of "to study with" proposed by the PAR approach. Fals Borda states that devolution is an obligation, and that it is an aspect of the participatory research praxis (1987, 112). He also stresses that the devolution of knowledge and techniques, cannot be reduced to publishing books or booklets, but it has to adopt many other forms, including diverse communicational forms and other communal projects and activities (1987, 114). Like in the case of Freire, the ideas of praxis and of a dialogical approach are also significant elements of Fals Borda's work. In his view, in a PAR praxis it is not enough to integrate theory and practice, but also knowledge from several sources have to be combined (1987, 44). An important element of the approach is the insistence on the need of breaking with "relationships of subordination" and connected forms of knowledge production (i.e., the subject-object relationship). He also insists on the rule of promoting the "potential redundance" of the intellectuals, and on building symmetric relationships of cooperation. He also emphasizes that the PAR approach is not compatible with the time pressures of writing a dissertation and other academic pressures (1987, 64)


As in the case of Freire, the discussion of Fals Borda's work take us again to the question of praxis and their contexts. In this regard, it seems useful to reflect about praxis in relation to institutional contexts, about our own practices and their relations with certain institutional contexts, about how appropriate these contexts are to allow us "to study with," or about how to change them to make it possible. 

c)  I have not brought the teaching experiences of Fals Borda and Freire to suggest that we have to replicate them, aspects of which one might not necessarily share, but because they have undoubtedly been inspiring references for many Latin American intellectuals in the process of creating our own ways of "to study with," and/or in developing our own forms of intervention toward changing established relations of power.

_______________________
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