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THE MAIN topic of this book is the colonial difference in the formation and
transformation of the modem/colonial world system. Immanuel Wal
lerstein's (1974, 1980, 1989) seminal and controversial study is my starting
point and the colonial difference my departing point. A corollary and conse
quence of it constitute the second topic, the emergence of the Americas and
their historical location and transformation in the modem/colonial world
order, from 1500 to the end of the twentieth century. The modern world
system was described and theorized from inside itself, and the variety of
colonial experiences and histories were attached to it and look at if from
inside the system. However, it has an advantage over the chronology of the
early modern, modern, and late modern periods I adopted in The Darker
Side of the Renaissance (Mignolo 1995a, 2). And the advantage is the spatial
dimension imbedded in the modern world system that is lacking in the
linear conception of modern Western history. The spatial dimension of the
system shows its external borders where the colonial difference was and still
is played out. Until the middle of the twentieth century the colonial differ
ence honored the classical distinction between centers and peripheries. In
the second half of the twentieth century the emergence of global colonial
ism, managed by transnational corporations, erased the distinction that was
valid for early forms of colonialism and the coloniality of power. Yesterday
the colonial difference was out there, away from the center. Today it is all
over, in the peripheries of the center and in the centers of the periphery.
The colonial difference is the space where coloniality of power is enacted.
It is also the space where the restimtion of subaltern knowledge is taking
place and where �order thinking is emerging. The colonial difference is the
space where local histories inventing and implementing global designs meet
local histories, the space in which global designs have to be adapted,
adopted, rejected, integrated, or ignored. The colonial difference is, finally,
the physical as well as imaginary location where the coloniality of power is
at work in the confrontation of two kinds of local histories displayed in
different spaces and times across the planet. If Western cosmology is the
historically unavoidable reference point, the multiple confrontations of two
kinds of local histories defy dichotomies. Christian and Native American
cosmologies, Christian and Amerindian cosmologies, Christian and Islamic
cosmologies, and Christian and Confucian cosmologies among others only
enact dichotomies when you look at them one at a time, not when you
compare them in the geohistorical confines of the modem/colonial world
system. The colonial difference in/of the modern/colonial world is also the
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place where "Occidentalism," as the overarching imaginary of the modern/
colonial world, was articulated. Orientalism later and area studies more re
cently are complementary aspects of such overarching imaginary. The end
of the cold war and, consequently, the demise of area studies correspond to
the moment in which a new form of colonialism, a global colonialism, keeps
on reproducing the colonial difference on a world scale, although without
being located in one particular nation-state. Global colonialism reveals the
colonial difference on a world scale when "Occidentalism" meets the East
that was precisely its very condition of possibility-in the same way that,
paradoxically, Occidentalism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was
the condition of possibility of Orientalism.
Border thinking (or "border gnosis" as I explain soon) is a logical conse
quence of the colonial difference. It could be traced back to the initial mo
ment of Spanish colonialism in the Andes and Mesoamerica. In the Andes,
the by now classic critical narrative in images by Amerindian Guaman Poma
(Waman Puma), Nueva cor6nica y buen gobiemo, at the end of the sixteenth
and the beginning of the seventeenth century (Murra and Adorno 1980), is
an outstanding exemplar. As I already analyzed in The Darker Side of the
Renaissance (1995a, 247-56; 303-11), the fractured locus of enunciation
from a subaltern perspective defines border thinking as a response to the
colonial difference. "Nepantla," a word coined by Nahuatl speaker in the
second half of the sixteenth century, is another exemplar. "To be or feel in
between," as the word could be translated into English, was possible in the
mouth of an Amerindian, not of a Spaniard (see Mignolo 199Sb). The colo
nial difference creates the conditions for dialogic situations in which a frac
tured enunciation

is

enacted from the subaltern perspective as a response to

the hegemonic discourse and perspective. Thus, border thinking is more
than a hybrid enunciation. It is a fractured enunciation in dialogic situations
with the territorial and hegemonic cosmology (e.g., ideology, perspective).
In the sixteenth century, border thinking remained under the control of
hegemonic colonial discourses. That is why Waman Puma's narrative re
mained unpublished until 1936 whereas hegemonic colonial discourses
il e Bar
(even when such discourses were critical of the Spanish hegemony, k
tolome de las Casas) were published, translated, and highly distributed, tak
ing advantage of the emerging printing press. At the end of the twentieth
century, border thinking can no longer be controlled and it offers new criti
cal horizons to the limitations of critical discourses within hegemonic cos
mologies (such as Marxism, deconstruction, world system analysis, or post
modern theories).
The decision to frame my argument in the modem/colonial world model
rather than in the linear chronology ascending from the early modern to the
modern to the late modem was prompted b y the need to think beyond the
linearity in the geohistorical mapping of Western moderniry. The geohistori-
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cal density of the modem/colonial world system, its interior (conflicts be
tween empires) and exterior (conflicts between cosmologies) borders, can
not be perceived and theorized from a perspective inside modernity itself
.
(as IS the case for world system analysis, deconstruction, and different post

�odem perspectives). On the other hand, the current and available produc
tion under the name of "postcolonial" studies or theories or criticism starts

from the eighteenth century leaving-aside a crucial and constitutive moment
of modemity/coloniality that was the sixteenth century.
The main research for this book consisted in conversations-conversa
tions of several kinds, with students in and out of class, with colleagues
and students in Latin America and the United States, with undergraduate
students, with colleagues and graduate students at Duke and outside of
Duke, and with all sorts of people outside academia, from taxi drivers to

�edical doctors, from female servants in Bolivia to small-industry execu

tives, and all those who have something to say about their experiences of

local histories and their perception of global designs. These were not "inter
views," just conversations, casual conversations. Although I did not plan it
as a book from the beginning, I did plan writing articles on a set of issues
that, as I have explained in the introduction, emerged around 1992. Conver
sation as research method was decided on during the spring semester of
1994. I had finished the manuscript of The Darker Side of the Renaissance in
the summer of 1993 and I was not ready to start another long and involved
research project, nor did I have a clear idea of what I wanted to do next.
Furthermore, I was appointed chair of Romance Studies, and we all know
that administrative duties are not conducive to research projects.
Thus, I decided that for the next three to four years I would devote myself
to conversations and writing about issues on coloniality and globalization,
projecting the sixteenth century, or the early global period, to the nineteenth
and the twentieth century. By conversations I do not mean statements that
can be recorded, transcribed, and used as documents. Most of the time the
most influential conversations were people's comments, in passing, about
an event, a book, an idea, a person. These are documents that cannot be
transcribed, knowledge that comes and goes, but remains with you and in
troduces changes in a given argument. Conversations allowed me to pursue
two parallel tasks: to entertain a dialogue with intellectuals in Latin America

�articularly in the Andes and Mexico; and to tie research agendas with teach�
_
what you will read was previously delivered and discussed
�ng goals, smce
g�aduate seminars at Duke and in Latin America, and in undergraduate
m

semmars at Duke. The book is the journey of these conversations, and my

ac

�o�ledgment goes mainly to the people who guided my thinking with
�

therr WISdom, altho gh I cannot quote what they said, and perhaps they do
not even remember H. An anonymous rumor is what constitutes the "data"
of this book beyond, of course, the bibliography I cite at the end. But it is
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also an indirect conversation with Immanuel Wallerstein and Samuel Hun
tington. In the first case, I deal with his concepts of modem world system
(1974) and its geopolitics and geoculture (1991a), in the second case, with
Samuel Huntington (1996) and his concepts of civili.zation, the clash of
civilization (to which border thinking is a way out) and, above all, of "Latin
American civilization." I contest on the bases of the spatial history of the
modem/colonial world and of the Latin American/U.S. relations since 1848
and 1898. In short, my conversation with them is from the perspective of
the humanities in dialogue with the social sciences. Indirectly, this book has
been written under the conviction that the humanities lost their ground
after World War II and did not respond to the increasing influence of the
social and natural sciences. "Cultural studies" filled that gap dispersed in
several posts and ethnic and gender studies. The "Sokal affair," in Social
Text, was possible precisely because of the absence of a strong philosophy

holding together the humanities in "confrontation" with the natural and the
(hard) social sciences. If the Kantian university was based on reason, the
Humboldtian university was based on culture and the neoliberal university
on excellence and expertise, a future (or posthistorical; Readings 1996, 11934) university shall be envisioned in which the humanities will be rearticu
lated on a critique of knowledge and cultural practices. It is from this perspec
tive, from the perspective of the humanities, that I enter into indirect dia
logue with the social sciences through Wallerstein and Huntington. But I
am also pursuing this dialogue from the perspective of Latin American
thought, as I introduce it here through Anibal Quijano, Enrique Dussel,
Silvia Rivera-Cusicanqui, Salazar Bondy, Rodolfo Kusch, and Nelly Richard,
among others. This dialogue also results last but not least, from the Latino/
a/American contributions in the United States, such as those by Gloria An
zaldua, Norma Alarcon, Frances Aparicio, jose Saldivar, David Montejano,
Rosaura Sanchez, jose Limon, and Gustavo Perez-Firmat, among others. It
is finally from the double perspective of the structure of knowledge (human
ities and social sciences) and of the sensibilities of particular geohistorical
locations in the formation and transformation of the modem/colonial world
that I engage (in) this dialogue.
The first experience in this direction was a two-week seminar I taught at
the Institute for Social Research at the Universidad de Puebla, Mexico, in
the summer of 1994. The topic was the "postcolonial reason," an embryo of
what is now chapter 2. Raul Dorra, Luisa Moreno, and Marisa Filinich, who
were running a workshop within the Institute for Social Research, invited
me. My first thanks go to them and to Alonso Velez Pliego, director of the
institute. Enrique Dussel gave one of the seminar lecLUres on colonization
and the world system, one of the first versions of an article that has recently
been published under the title "Beyond Eurocentrism: The World System
and the Limits of Modernity" (Dussel 1998a). Not only have we remained
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in touch since that encounter but my own reflections--as the reader will
soon see-became very much framed by Dussel's on the articulation of mo
dernity, coloniality, and the world system.
The piece that initiated the mediations that ended up in this book was
"The Postcolonial Reason: Colonial Legacies and Postcolonial Theories,"
first prepared for the conference on "Cultures and Globalization," organized
by Fred jameson, Masao Miyhosi, et al., which took place, at Duke Univer
sity in November 1994. Rewritten in Spanish, the article was published in
Brazil (Mignolo 1996a), in Germany (Mignolo 1997c), and in Venezuela
(Mignolo 1998). I mention these reprints for one reason, which is related
to the subaltemization of knowledge. If you publish in English, there is less
�eed for reprinting because of the wider circulation. If you publish in Span
Ish, normally publications do not go beyond the local circuit. Rewritten
again in English, this piece became "The Post-Occidential Reason" and is
now chapter 2 of this book.
The seminar in Puebla was the first of a long list of talks and seminars I
gave in Latin America (Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia). The list of
people I should thank here is too large and I will limit myself to thank,
first, the participants in all those seminars, graduate students and colleagues.
Second, I would like to thank personally those who invited me and with
wh �m I engaged in longer and more sustained conversations. In Argentina,

Ennque Tandeter and Noe Jitrik, at the Universidad Nacional de Buenos
Aires; Laura and M6nica Scarano and Lisa Bradford, at the Universidad de
Mar del Plata; Mirta Antonelli, at the Universidad de Cordoba; and David
Lagmanovich, and Carmen Pirilli, at the Universidad de Tucuman. In Bo

�

livi�, I am n great debt to Javier Sanjines for introducing me to many great
.
BohV1an thmkers for whom coloniality, far from being a question of the past,
is alive and well in the Andes today. In Bolivia also juan Carlos Mariacca and
Ricardo Kaliman invited me to the first jomadas de Literatura Latinoame
ricana (in 1993) and to lecture at the Facultad de Humanidades of the Uni
versidad de San Andres. This visit to La Paz indeed oriented a great deal of
this book. In Colombia Carlos Rincon and Hugo Nifto allowed me to have
personal experiences and conversations with colleagues and graduate stu
dents in Bogota and Cartagena de Indias. In Brazil I am in debt to jorge
Schwartz and Ligia Chiapini for inviting me on a couple of occasions to
participate in workshops and lectures at the center Angel Rama and at the
Institute for Advanced Studies, at the University of Sao Paolo; to Ana Lucia
Gazolla, who organized a "tour" through Rio de janeiro, Bahia, Minas Ge
rais, and Sao Paolo, in May 1995; to Juan Carlos Olea and to Rebecca Barriga
.
for askmg me to teach a seminar at El Colegio de Mexico in May 1997.
From all these seminars with colleagues and graduate students I learned,

�

st a �d fore�ost, to gauge local histories with global designs: to weigh local
h tstones and mterests in Latin America and the United States--to continue
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reflecting on my own personal location as a Latin American (Hispanic) and
Latin Americanist in the United States (Mignolo 1991); to measure the ex
tent to which the end of the cold war was transforming "Latin American
Studies," a scholarly project engrained in global designs (e.g., area studies);
to ponder how "Latin American thoughts" (a philosophical enterprise
whose main concern was to define and relocate

an

identity that was being

allocated by the new colonial empires, parallel to [Latin) American nation
building) were also changing with the end of the cold war. Consequently, I
also learned how the disciplines in the "human sciences" can no longer
remain as the intellectual arbiter of global designs detached from local his
tories. And, finally, I learned how much globalization was creating the condi
tion for building from knowledges suppressed from local histories; how
much such building, facing the unavoidable spread of modem and Western
epistemology, had to work on the border in order to be successful, since a
divisive frontier and the affirmation of "authenticity" would contribute to
the suppression of knowledge in the internal and external frontiers of the
modern world system.
What I also learned through this experience was the suspicion, mainly in
the Southern Cone and in Colombia, about coloniality and postcoloniality.
The fact that the independence of most Latin American countries was·
achieved at the beginning of the nineteenth century meant that the focus of
discussion became modernity, and not coloniality; postmodernity, and not
postcoloniality. I make an effort, in the book, to understand why things are
as they are and to distinguish the "colonial period" (an expression that refers
to Spanish and Portuguese colonization, mainly) from the "colonialiry of
power" that is well and alive today in its new guise of "global coloniality." I
also picked up the suspicion, in several places, that cultural studies and
postcoloniality were imperial fashion being imported to Latin America. This
suspicion talks directly to the question of Latin American studies and Latin
American thoughts during the cold war that I just mentioned. What drew
my attention, however, was that the suspicions were expressed by the same
people, sometimes by their followers, who in the 1970s were the enthusiastic
supporters and mediators in introducing Derrida, Lacan, Foucault, the
Frankfurt School, Raymond Williams, et al. T his seemed to me a very reveal
ing case for understanding the coloniality of power and knowledge in Latin
America, where Europe still holds its hegemonic epistemological position,
while the United States, particularly since 1898, became more of the "impe
rial other." I was surprised again in Brazil, in contrast with my experience
in Latin American countries, when I found a critical but also more generous
propensity to receive and evaluate "foreign" theories, be they from Europe
or from the United States. Perhaps the towering figure of Milton Santos had
something to do with the kind of conversations I was engaged in. It was not
by chance that the name of architect, environmentalist, and theoretician of
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globalization Milton Santos was brought to my attention in Bahia, after one
of my lectures. His views as well as those of other participants in conferences
and books edited by him have been influential in chapters 3 and 7.
At Duke, the main conversations that were decisive in shaping the book
occurred around graduate and undergraduate seminars, and two interna
tional and interdisciplinary workshops, "Globalization and Culture" (No
vember 1994) and "Relocation of Languages and Cultures" (May 1997).
The workshop, organized by Fredric Jameson and Masao Miyoshi, with the
collaboration of Ariel Dorfman, Alberto Moreiras, and myself, was very in
fluential in the overall conception of the book. Chapter 7 is the version of
a paper I read at that conference; and an early version of chapter 2 appeared
in the "Workshop Reader," in a mimeograph version. The second workshop,
organized by myself with the participation of a large steering committee
composed of colleagues and graduate and undergraduate students, was
equally important for all I have to say in this book, about language, transna
tionalism, and globalization (chapters 5, 6, and 7). The colleagues and grad
uate and undergraduate students with whom I discussed the issues related
to the conference topics are Miriam Cooke, Leo Ching, Eric Zakim, Moha
dev Apte, Catherine Ewin, Teresa Vilar6s, Lynn james, Helmi Balig, Alejan
dra Vidal, Gregory P Meyjes,Jeanjonassaint, Chris Chia, Ifeoma Nwankwo,
Meredith Parker, Benjamin B. Au, and Roberto Gonzalez. Chapter 5 is a
developed version of an article I wrote before, which

was

the platform of

the second workshop.
Two parallel teaching experiences occurred between the fall semester of
1994 and the spring semester of 1997. First, Bruce Lawrence, who was the
director of "Globalization and Cultural Changes," one of the units of Focus
(an interdisciplinary program for first-semester freshmen at Duke), passed
the torch on to me. I directed and taught in the program from 1994 to 1997.
Since each Focus unit is composed of four seminars, and therefore, four
professors, a graduate student assistant, and a graduate student in charge of
English composition, and since the program is built on a constant flow of
interactive conversations between students and instructors, I have enor
mously benefited from this experience-not only because I gained more
"knowledge" but mainly because it was a learning experience to discuss
issues on globalization with students coming right from high school. My
recognition and thanks then go to colleagues and graduate students partici
pating in this experience: Bruce Lawrence, Marcy Little, Miriam Cooke, Bai
Gao, Orin Starn, Michael Hardt, Sybille Fischer, Silvia Tendeciarz, Freya
Schiwy, and Pramod Mishra.
In 1994, Miriam Cooke and 1 forged a three-year seminar on colonial
legacies and postcolonial theorizing. Miriam was in charge mainly of North
Africa and the Middle East and I was in charge of Latin America, including
the Caribbean and the Latino/a question in the United States. Beyond that
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geohistorical configuration, we decided to focus the first seminar o

guage, the second on space, and the third on memory. Unfortunately, Mmam
was on sabbatical and I had to teach the second seminar, on space, by myself.

However, the experience of conceiving mentally the seminar and coteaching
two of them, not only taught me a lot about areas of the world of which I
knew little, but it established a fruitful dialogue whose consequences are
evident throughout the book. I am indebted to Miriam Cooke again for
organizing and inviting me to a workshop on Mediterranean studies, in Tu
nisia, where I had the chance, over three days, to listen to the presentations
of Tunisian intellectuals and to converse with them outside the conference
room.
After finishing the 'three-year seminar, I cotaught, in the fall semester of
1997 and the spring semester of 1998, an undergraduate and a graduate
seminar with Irene Silverblatt on modernity, coloniality, and Latin America.
Beyond all the beauties of these seminars, to which the students largely
contributed, the most striking experience for me was the difference in how
you address undergraduate (juniors and seniors, mainly) and graduate stu
dents on the same topic, because the seminar was exactly the same but at
different levels. Both seminars, in addition, were part of the program in Latin
American cultural studies.
Finally, in the spring semester of 1998, Enrique Dussel and l cotaught a
seminar on alternative forms of rationality. This seminar, together with long
conversations before classes and in different conversational settings, was
indeed a crucial experience for the formulation of "border thinking" in this
book, as well as for restating my previous debts and differences with Dussel's
enormous intellectual contributions to several of the issues discussed in this
book. This seminar was decisive for the changes I introduced in chapter 3,
which had been previously published as an article (Mignolo 199Sc). Eliza
beth Mudimbe-Boyi (who unfortunately left Duke in the fall of 1994) and
thenJeanJonassaint brought la Francophonie close to home and to my own
interests. Jonassaint brought it literally close by bringing key figures from
the Francophone and Caribbean intelligentsia to Duke over the past three
years.
Through all these years, the active participation of graduate students was
indeed as beneficial as the dialogue with my own colleagues. I cannot men
tion the names of all the graduate students taking these four seminars, but
I would like to thank them collectively. I would like to mention, however,
the names of those students whose dissertations were closely related to some
of the issues discussed in this book and that have influenced my own per
spectives. Chronologically, Juan Poblete showed me a new panorama on
the politics of language and literature in nineteenth-century Chile. From
Veronica Feliu I learned to further evaluate the difficulties in writing "from"
here "about people" down there, particularly because Veronica, who partici-
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pated in the political performance by women in Chile at the end of the 1980s,
wrote a dissertation about it in the middle of the 1990s. Jose Munoz, who
was already at the end of his graduate student years when I came to Duke,
brought to me a new perspective on identity politics with his reflections on
ethnic and sexual disidentification. Ifeoma Nwankwo brought in her per
spective as a Jamaican in the United States and taught me to think about
the differences between Afro-Caribbeans and Afro-Americans. Chris Chia
showed me how important Gloria Anzaldua was for a Chinese graduate
student who came to Duke in the early 1990s; and how to write about North
American cultural history from an "outsider" perspective. From ZilkiaJaner
I learned to think in more detail about the national colonialism in Puerto
Rico and from Lucia Suarez to conceive interlanguage connections among
Caribbean women writers, in English, French, and Spanish. With Pramod
Mishra I have entertained long conversations on his view on southern U.S.
culture and literature mixed with his autobiographical stories from Nepal
and India. I owe much to Shireen Lewis for writing a dissertation on "Negri
tude," "Antillanite," and "Creolite," which displayed a panorama of almost
a century of Afro and Afro-Caribbean intellectual production, and so thanks
are due for the conversations we had during the process. Fernando Gomez
made me think about the difference between writing "utopias" in Europe
and Franciscans "planning" utopias in the New World. Finally, I am thankful
to Marc Brodzinski and Doris Garroway for organizing a wonderful confer
ence on postcoloniality and the Caribbean. This conference showed in its
own development that the Caribbean, far from being a repeating island, is
a complex historical configuration of competing colonialisms in the movable
structure of the modern/colonial world system.
Outside of Duke two conversational experiences were prominent in the
final shape of the book. One entails the discussions within the Latin Ameri
can Subaltern Studies Group, which I joined in February 1994. Chapter 4
is a direct illustration of my debt to the group. The second I owe to Kelvin
Santiago and Agustin Lao for graciously inviting me to join the working
group on the coloniality of power. Discussions and conversations with mem
bers of the group occurred in the past year, and have very much impinged
on the final version of the manuscript. Regarding individuals outside of
Duke, I continue to thank, for what they write and what they say, Norma
Alarcon, Frances Aparicio, Fernando Coronil, andJose Saldivar. I thank Ro
berto Femandez-Retamar first for his intellectual generosity; for being the
only Spanish-American intellectual! know for whom the Haitian Revolution
was a crucial event in the shaping of Caribbean and Latin American moder
nity/coloniality; also for making it possible for me to continue our conversa
tions in Cuba, inJanuary 1998; and for making it possible for me to entertain
conversations with other Cuban intellectuals. My personal acquaintance
with Michel-Rolph Trouillot came late, in March 1998, although his work
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on the Haitian Revolution was already part of my own reflections. However,
I had three occasions of listening and talking to him since then and the final
corrections of this manuscript. In these conversations I perceived connec
tions between his project and mine that I was not aware of by just reading
his work, chiefly his latest book, Silencing the Past (1995). I kept them con
stantly in mind while making the final corrections. Eduardo Mendieta and
Santiago Castro-G6mez entered also in the domain of conversations in the
past two years, but both have contributed with their training in philosophy
to a discussion that

was

mainly-with the exception of Enrique Dussel

between literary and cultural critics, anthropologists, historians (including
historians of religions), and sociologists. Ramon Grosfogel taught me how
to look at dependency theory in the context of the world system and to
rethink Puerto Rico in the colonial horizon of modernity.
Last but not least, I owe much also to colleagues and friends at Duke
whom I have not mentioned yet: Ariel Dorfman for many reasons but mainly
for writing Heading South, Looking North (1998) and for telling me, before
it was finished, stories about his bilingual experience. My thanks go to Gus
tavo Perez-Firmat for writing Next Year in Cuba (1995) and for constantly
expressing his doubts about what I write about. In chapters 5 and 6 I deal,
in argumentative style, with problems that Dorfman and Perez-Firmat
framed in seductive and powerful narratives. Discussions in the Marxist
Working Group, lead by Fred jameson and Michael Hardt, have also been
instrumental to understand and to work out the question of Marxism in the
Americas and the compatibilities and incompatibilities between North and
South Marxism. In this book, I pursued this issue through jose Arico's re
flections on Marxism and Latin America.
I am also indebted to Gabriela Nouzeilles and Alberto Moreiras for our
long and recursive conversations that, among other things, ended up in the
publication project and soon to be published journal Nepantla: Views from
South; to Teresa Vilar6s for bringing a plurilingual and plurinational Spain to

Duke; to Cathy Davidson for opening up the conversation between "(North)
American" and "Latin American Studies"; to Karla Holloway and Rick Pow
ell for opening up a new perspective on Afro-American issues in this country,
and to Rick particularly for his effort to show the connections of black North
American with black Latin American art; and to Andrea Giunta, in the same
vein, for making me aware of the links between development ideologies,
dependency theory, on the one hand, and art production, museums, and
international exhibits sponsored by private institutions in Latin America
after the 1960s, on the other. I also wish to thank leo Ching, who guided
me through some basic readings about colonialism and japan's entry into
contact with the modem/colonial world system; john Richards, for making
me part of o�e of his obsessions, expressed through working and reading
groups, on the current meaning and possibilities of world and/or universal
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history; Sucheta Mazundar, who brought China into contact with the Ameri
cas for me; Eric Zakim, who participated in one of the seminars I cotaught
with Miriam Cooke and connected, in the seminar as well as in his published
works, the jewish with the (post) colonial question; and jean Sullivan-Beals,
for her support and for helping to put together the first draft of the manu
script, and Avital Rosenberg, for her patience in putting together the final
version.
Pramod Mishra reappeared in the last stage of the book, reading the last
version of the manuscript and contributing his expertise as a writer, his
colonial experiences from Nepal, and his skill as instructor of English com
position. Valentin Mudimbe and Nick Dirks were kind enough to make me
believe that the manuscript was promising when they saw the first version.
Finally my thanks go to Mary Murrell, at Princeton University Press, for her
enthusiasm and professionalism.

LOCAL HISTORIES/GLOBAL DESIGNS
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On Gnosis and the Imaginary of the Modern/Colonial
World System

In the sixteenth century, Spanish missionaries judged and ranked human
intelligence and civilization by whether the people were in possession of
alphabetic writing. T his was an initial moment in the configuration of the

colonial difference and the building of the Atlantic imaginary, which will
become the imaginary of the modern/colonial world. Translation was the

special tool to absorb the colonial difference previously established. Border

thinking as we shall see, works toward the restitution of the colonial differ
,

enc.u.hat coloniaLtr@,Slation (unidirection-;;r.as today's globallz;tion) at

templed to ..E:_ase. In the sixteenth century, the colonial difference was lo
cated in space. Toward the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the

nineteenth century, the measuring stick was history and no longer writing.

"People without history" were located in a time "before" the "present." Peo

ple with history could write the history of those people without. At the

beginning of the twentieth century, Max Weber transformed this lack (of

alphabetic writing, of histor y ) into a celebration of the possession of true
knowledge, an Occidental achievement of universal value. I have had this
overall picture in mind during the process of writing this book, as I was

conceiving subaltern knowledges and border thinking as the response to

Weber from the end of the twentieth century. Weber never mentioned colo
nialism, was unaware of the colonial difference and did not reflect on the
fact that he was providing such a celebratory picture at the highest moment
of European expansion and capital accumulation in the history of the mod

em/colonial world system. I would like to remind the reader of the initial

sentences of the introduction to Weber's Protestant Ethics and the Spirit of
Capitalism ([1904) 1992) that provoked the reflections evolving into the
book the reader has in her hands:
A product of modem European civilization, studying any problem of universal

history, is bound to ask himself to what combination of circumstances the fact
should be attributed that in Western civilization, and in Western civilization
only, cultural phenomena have appeared which

(as we like to think) lie in a line

of development having universal significance and value.
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Only in the West does science exist at a stage of development which we recog

nize to-day as valid.... In short, knowledge and observation of great re.finement

have existed elsewhere, above all in India, China, Babylonia, Egypt. But in Baby

lonia and elsewhere astronomy lacked-which makes its development all the
more astounding-the mathematical foundation which it first received from

the Greeks. The Indian geometry had no rational proof. ... The Indian natural

sciences ... lacked the method of experiment.(Weber

[1904) 1992, 13)

Weber was blind to the colonial difference and to the subaltemization of
knowledge built into it. It is difficult to imagine at the end of the twentieth

century a book or a master thought that would continue the tradition of

Spanish missionaries in the sixteenth century. French and German philoso

phers after the Enlightenment, and European social scientists at the begin

ning of the twentieth century. Sociologist and political scientist Samuel Hun

tington has recognized that people from "other" civilizations and with

"other" forms of knowledge are claiming a gnoseology that they have been

taught to despise (this is the particular topic of chapter 7). Weber provoked
in me a reflection on coloniality and epistemology, although I had no inten

tion, initially, of writing such a book as this on the topic. This book, however,

is not just a collection of articles, even though part of the material in each

chapter has already been published. Each chapter has been substantially

rewritten in view of the overall argument. Looking back, the seed of the

book was actually planted in a debate published by Latin American Research

Review in 1993, on colonial discourse, postcoloniality, and Latin America,

prompted by a review article authored by historian Patricia Seed (Seed

1991). I closed my response to the article with a long paragraph I would

like to repeat here, this time in thematic parallel with Weber's assertion:

When Barbadian poet Edward Kamau Brathwaite recounts the story of his

search for a rhythm that would match his living experience in the Caribbean,

he highlights the moment when skipping a pebble on the ocean gave him a
rhythm that he could not find by readingjohn Milton. Brathwaite also highlights

a second and subsequent moment when he perceived the parallels between the
skipping of the pebble and Calypso music, a rhythm that he could not find in

listening to Beethoven.' If Brathwaite found a voice and a form of knowledge at

the intersection of the classical models he learned in a colonial school with his

life experience in the Caribbean and consciousness of African people's history,

his poetry is less a discourse of resistance than a discourse claiming its centrality.

Similar claims could be found indirectly in the writings of Jamaican novelist
and essayist Michelle Cliff, who states that one effect of British West Indian

colonial discourse is �that you believe absolutely in the hegemony of the King's
1 I am refe�ng here to Brathwaite

(1992). His general position regarding poetic practices

in colonial situations has been aniculated in Brathwaite (1983, 1984).
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English and the form in which it is meant to be expressed. Or else your writing

is not literature; it is folklore and can never be art.... The anglican ideal

Milton, Wordsworth, Keats-was held before us with an assurance that we were

unable, and would never be enabled, to compose a work of similar correct
ness....No reggae spoken here"

(Cliff 1985).

While Thiong'o, Lamming, and

Brathwaite simultaneously construct and theorize about alternative centers of

enunciation in what have been considered the margins of colonial empires, La

tinos and Black Americans in the United States are demonstrating that either

the margins are also in the center or (as Thiong'o expresses it) that knowledge

and aesthetic norms are not universally established by a transcendent subject

but are universally established by historical subjects in diverse cultural centers.

Chicano writer Gloria Anzaldua, for instance, has articulated a powerful alterna-

tive aesthetic and political hermeneutic by placing herself at the cross-road of
three traditions (Spanish-American, Nahuatl, and Anglo-American) and by cre

ating a locus of enunciation where different ways of knowing and individual
and collective expressions mingle (Anzaldua

1987). . . . My concern is to under

score the point that "colonial and postcolonial discourse" is not just a new field

of study or a gold mine for extracting new riches but the condition of possibility

for constructing new loci of enunciation as well as for reflecting that academic

"knowledge and understanding" should be complemented with "learning from»

those who are living in and thinking from colonial and postcolonial legacies,

from Rigoberta Menchli to Angel Rama. Othenvise, we

ru� �tQ!!lOt

ing mim�ortation of theories, and internal (cultural) colonialism rather

thi!_n promoting new forms of cultural critique andTntellectu�d poiffical
em�tions-o( making_ cOI�d_pQStColOnial studies a flefclOf Study
instead -of a liminal and_critical locus of enunciation.The ''native point of�ewn

als�ludes intellectuals.In the apportionment of scientific labor since World
War II, which has been described well by Carl Pietsch (1981), the Third World

produces not only "cultures" to be studied by anthropologists and ethnohistori
ans but also intellectuals who generate theories and reflect on their own culture
and history. (Mignolo

1993a, 129-31)

The situation is no different for natural scientists in Africa or Latin

America, since intellectual achievements need material conditions, and sat

isfactory material conditions are related to the coloniality of power. "Think

ing from" was an expression and an idea that kept on haunting me, and I
discussed it in seminars and attempted to develop it in some of my published

articles after that date (see, for instance, Mignolo 1994; 1996a). "Border
thinking" was the second expression that began to gain a life of its own.

Although "border" is an overused word (e.g., border writing, border culture,
border matters), none of the �ussions I read using the word dealt with
knowledge and understanding, _epistemology and herrneneutics�s.e_tw.o

si_d� 91' !_he intellectual frontiers of European modernity.lMy own idea of
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"border thinking," which l modeled on the Chicano/a experience, also owes

much to the idea of "African gnosis" as it has been introduced by Valentin
Mudimbe in his study on the invention of Africa (Mudimbe 1988). Border
thinking, as I conceive it here, is unthinkable without understanding the

colonial difference. Furthermore, it is tM recognitio�ecgJQnial differ
ence from subalternperspectivesthat demands border thinking.

But let me add a few additional elemen�plain wilatTiiave in mind

and what this book is all about. Compare my initial quotation from Weber
with the following quotation by Tu Wei-ming [1985)1996):

Historically, the emergence of individualism as a motivating force in Western

society may have 'been intertwined with highly parti cularized political, eco

nomic, ethical, and religious traditions. It seems reasonable that one can en
dorse an ins ight into the self as a basis for equality and liberty without accepting

Locke's idea of private property, Adam Smith's and Hobbes' idea of private inter
est, john Stuart Mill's idea of privacy, Kierkegaard's idea of loneliness, or the
early Same's idea of freedom.

([1985) 1996, 78)

Now, Tu Wei-ming's is not just another contribution along the lines offritjof

Capra's Tao of Physics (1975). Tao of Physics was and still is an important

argument to show that the differences between "modem physics" and "East
em mysticism" are historical and "superficial" rather than ontological. Be

yond both of them we find a human capacity for logical articulation and

sophisticated thinking, which failed to underline the colonial difference im

plied in the very naming of them. "Modern physics" retained in Capra's book

the hegemonic weight of Western sciences, whereas "Eastern mysticism"

retained the exotic connotations constructed by several centuries of Occi

dentalism. Tu Wei-ming defines himself as a Confucian practitioner, while
Capra is a believer in the universality (non historical) of the Western concept

of reason. And what Tu Wei-ming is contributing to it is precisely to redress
the balance between equal epistemological potentials that have been subor

dinated to each other by the coloniality of power and the articulation of the

colonial epistemic difference.

T he two last sentences of Tu Wei-ming's introduction to his classic Confu

cian Thoughts ( 1985 ) reveal in an elegant way the epistemological limits

of Western thought and its epistemological potential, as sustainable knowl
edge and not as a relic of the past to be "studied" and "fixed" from the

perspective of Western disciplines. As sustainable knowledge, the epistemo

logical potential of Confucian legacy dwells in the possibility of showing the
limits of modem epistemology, in both its disciplinary and its area studies

dimension. As such, there is no longer the possibility of looking at "transla

tion" or "information" from "other cultures," by which it is implied that
"other cultures" are not scientific and are knowable from the scientific
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approaches of Western epistemology. Tu Wei-ming is clear, in the preceding

passage, in implying that_ll post-Occidental stage is being thought out

and that such a stage is.AJJ_Qint of no .retu�nd of the erasure of the colonial
epistemic difference from the perspective of what has

fOrm

�a

subaltern

of knowledge:-Gn the other hand,Th'Wef-ming couldbe criticized

from the perspective of Chinese leftist intellectuals for supporting the uses

of Confucianism, in China , to counter the ideology of Western capitalism

with an ideology of Eastern capitalism. Or he could also be criticized
for using Weber's own logic to criticize Protestant ethics from the perspec

tive of a Confucian ethics (Wang 1997, 64-78). Both cases, however, enter
a new player into the game, albeit not the ideal player for all the coaches

involved. We could imagine similar scenarios, in the future, in which

subaltern religions will take the place left empty by the historical collapse

of socialism. And that they could be used to justify capitalist expansion
beyond the West and to counter Christianity and the Protestant ethics upon

which Western capitalism built its imaginary and its ideological force. This

possibility does not prevent Confucianism and other forms of subaltern
knowledge from being enacted with different purposes. Once "authentici

ties" are no longer an issue, what remains are the marks left by the colonial
difference and the coloniality of power articulating both, the struggle for

new forms of domination (e.g., Confucianism and capitalism) and struggles

for new forms of liberation. I accentuate "liberation" because I am arguing
here from the perspective of the external borders of the modem/colonial
world system. And we all know that "emancipation" is the word used for

the same purpose within the internal borders of the modern/colonial world
system.

ln any case, the point I would like to make could be stressed by Tu Wei

ming's elegant and deadly sentence at the end of the introduction to Confu
cian Thought:
The nine essays, written over a fairly long period of time for a variety of pur

poses, are in the kind words of Robert C. Neville, "attempts at transmss
i ion and
interpretation, Confucius' own self-understanding." However,

these attempts,far

from transmitting and interpreting the Confucian conception of selfhood, suggest
ways of exploring the rich resources within the Confucian tradition so that they can
be brought to bear upon the difficult task of understanding Confucian selfhood as
creative transformation. [ 1985) (1996, 16)
If Confucianism offers the possibility of desubalternizing knowledges and

expanding the horizon of human knowledge beyond the academy and be

yond the Western concept of knowledge and rationality, this possibility is

also open to forms of knowledge that were hit harder by the colonial tem
pest, including the knowledge of Amerindians and Native Americans. Vine
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Deloria] r., as intellectual and activist has been insisting (since the 1970s)
on the cracks (or the colonial difference) between Native American knowl
edge and the structure of power in the hands of Anglo-Americans. Deloria

has been criticized for essentializing the difference by presenting it in dichot

omous terms. I do not have the time here to dispel a form of criticism when

it comes from a postmodem leftist position that is just blind to the colonial
difference. Of course, America is not a two-sided struggle between Anglo

and Native Americans. The force of the national ideology in scholarship and,

as a consequence, the lack of comparative works (that will place Native

Americans in the context of Amerindians in Latin America, Aborigines in

New Zealand and Australia, but also in comparison with Islam and Hindu

ism) hide the fact that what really matters is the colonial difference. As
Deloria (1978) argues, "world views in collision" have been a fact of the

past five hundred years and they have been in collision in the sixteenth

century and today. However, neither of the world views in collision remained

the same and they were not just between Anglos and Native Americans.

World views in collision have been many, at different times around the

planet. That is precisely the geohistorical density of the modem/colonial

world system and the diachronic contradictions of its internal (conflicts be

tween empires within the same world view) and external borders (world

views in collision).

In chapter 7 I return to this topic by a different route: the future of a

diverse planetary civilization beyond the universalisation of either Western

neoliberalism or Western neo-Marxism. However, I need to state now that

my references to Wei-ming and Deloria were not done with the intention of
proposing that Confucianism or Native American religions are alternatives

to Protestantism. They were made to suggest, quite to the contrary, that
Protestant ethics was not necessarily an alternative to neither Confucianism
or Native American religions (Deloria, 1999; Churchill 1997), and, above

all, to stress one of this book's main arguments. If nation-states are no longer

conceived in their homogeneity, if production of commodity is no longer

attached to one country (e.g., think of the many places involved in the car

industry), then we should no longer conceive Confucian or Protestant ethics

or Native American religions as homogeneous systems either. Therefore,

the relationships between faith and knowledge, a distinction we owe to the
modern and secular conception of epistemology, needs to be rethought. That

is mainly the reason I compared Tu Wei-ming and Deloria with Weber. Al
though I would enroll myself among the second possibility if I had no other

thoice. The good news is that we have other choices, even the possibility of
choosing to think in and from the borders, to engage in border thinking as

a future epistemological breakthrough. Tu Wei-ming and Deloria are not

._interpreting, translating from the Western hegemonic perspective, or trans
mitting knowledge from the perspective of area studies. Their analytic and
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critical reflections (rather than "religious studies") are engaged in a powerful

exercise of border thinking from the perspective of epistemological subal

ternity. Alternatives to modern epistemology can hardly come only from

modem (Western) epistemology itself.

II

Let me explain my notion of border thinking by introducing "gnosis" as a
term that would take us away from the confrontation-in Western episte

mology, between epistemology and hermeneutics, between
and
ideographic "sciences"-and open up the notion of "knowledge" beyond
cultures of scholarships. Gnosis and gnoseology are not familiar words nowa

�

days within cultures of scholarship. The familiar words are those like epistemology and hermeneutics, which are the foundations of the "two cultures,"
sciences and the humanities. Indeed, hermeneutics and epistemology are
more familiafOeeause they have been articulated in the culture of scholar

� � has been recast in
<:
�
as also been recast

ship since the Enlightenment. Since the ,
secular, rather than in biblical terms, an �

and displaced from its original philosophical meaning (referring to true
knowledge, episteme, as distinclfrom opinion, doxa, and located as a refiec
QOn_Q_n._scientific knowledge}.rffermeneutics was assigned the domain of
meaning and human under
sta�g
! Thus, the two cultures discussed by
_ ,...�
.--....
Snow (Snow 1959) came into oeing as a reconversion of the field of knowledge in the second phase of modernity, located in northern Europe and de

veloped in the three main languages of knowledge since then (English,
French, German). This frame is central to my discussion throughout this
book. Gnosis was part of this semantic field, although it vanished from the

Western configuration of knowledge once a certain idea of rationality began
to be formed and distinguished from forms of knowledge that were
considered dubious. Gnosis indeed was appropriated by the Gnostics (Jonas 1958),
a religious and redemptive movement opposed to Christianity, from
which

comes the bad press received by "gnosticism" in the modem colonial world
(from the Renaissance to the post-cold war). However, this is not the
geneal
ogy I am interested in.
Although the story is more complex, the following summary intends to
map my use of gnosis and gnoseology. The verb gignosho (to know,
to recog
nize) and epistemai (to know, to be acquainted with) suggest
a different
conceptualization of knowledge and knowing. The difference,
in Plato's
work, between doxa and episteme is well known, the first
indicating a type
of knowledge guided by common sense and the latter a more
second-order
knowledge, a systematic knowledge guided by explicit logical
rules. Gnosis
seems to have emerged as a response to the need to indicate
a secret or
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hidden kind of knowledge. Greek philologists, however, recommend not to
establish a rigid distinction between gnosis and episteme but to look at spe
cific uses of them by specific authors.
Now, the Oxford Companion of Philosophy links gnoseology with the Greek
word for "knowledge" and, therefore, does not make a clear distinction
with episteme. But here an important and modern distinction is introduced
as far as gnoseology refers to a kind of knowledge that is not available

�

�

to sense expe ence-knowledge either atta ned by mys tic contemplation
.
.
or by pure logical and mathemaucal reasonmg. Interestmgly enough, the
Oxford Companion of Philosophy reveals its own location when it clarifies
that gnoseology is an archaic term and has been superseded by epistemology,
(in the modern, post-Cartesian sense of reason and knowledge), and
by metaphysics, a form and conceptualization of knowledge that has
become (in Heidegger and Gadamer, for instance) linked with meaning and
hermeneutics. Thus, gnoseology in the early modern colonial world became
a term to refer to knowledge in general, while epistemology became re
stricted to analytical philosophy and the philosophy of sciences (Rorty

1982). In German the word Erkenntnistheori, in French theorie de la connais
sance, and in Spanish teoria del conocimiento became expressions equivalent
to gnoseology. Ferrater Mora ([1944) 1969), for example, distinguished
in Spanish "teoria del conocimiento" from "epistemologfa" by the fact that
the latter refers to scientific knowledge while the former to knowledge in
general.
It is interesting to note that Valentin Y. Mudimbe employed gnosis in the
subtitle of his book The Invention of Africa: Gnosis, Philosophy and the
Order of Knowledge (1988). This book emerged from a request to write a
survey on African philosophy. How do you, indeed, write such a history
without twisting the very concept of philosophy? Mudimbe states the dis
comfort he found himself in when he had to survey the history of philosophy
as a disciplined kind of practice imposed by colonialism and, at the same
time, to deal with other undisciplined forms of knowledge that were reduced
to

subaltern

knowledge

by

colonial

disciplined

knowing

practices

called philosophy and related to epistemology. The "African traditional sys
tem of thought" was opposed to "philosophy" as the traditional was opposed
to the modern: philosophy became, in other words, a tool for subalternizing
forms of knowledge beyond its disciplined boundaries. Mudimbe intro
duced the word gnosis to capture a wide range of forms of knowledge that
"philosophy" and "epistemology" contributed to cast away. To seize the
complexity of knowledge about Africa, by those who lived there for centu
ries and by those who went to Westernize it, the knowledge produced
by travelers in the past and by the media in the present, underlining at the
same tinie the crucial relevance of the "African traditional system of
thought," needed to conceptualize knowledge production beyond the two

THE
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cultures. He noted that gnosis etymologically is related to gnosko, which in
ancient Greek means "to know." But, more specifically, Mudimbe notes, it
means "seeking to know, inquiry, methods of knowing, investigation, and
even acquaintance with someone. Often the word is used in a more special
ized sense, that of higher and esoteric knowledge" (Mudimbe 1988, ix).
Mudimbe is careful enough to specify that gnosis is not equivalent to either
doxa or episteme. Episteme, Mudimbe clarifies, is understood as both
science and intellectual configuration about systematic knowledge, while
doxa is the kind of knowledge that the very conceptualization of epis
teme needs as its exterior: episteme is not only the conceptualization of
systematic knowledge but is also the condition of possibility of doxa; it is
not its opposite.
Following the previous configuration of the field of knowledge in Western

memory, I will use gnoseology as the discourse about gnosis and I will un
derstand by gnosis knowledge in general, including doxa and episteme. Bor
der gnosis as knowledge from a subaltern perspective is knowledge con
ceived from the exterior borders of the modern/colonial world system, and

border gnoseology as a discourse about colonial knowledge is conceived at
the conflictive intersection of the knowledge produced from the perspective

of modern colonialisms (rhetoric, philosophy, science) and knowledge pro
duced from the perspective of colonial modernities in Asia, Africa, and th
Americas/Caribbean. Border gnoseology is a critical reflection on knowledge
production from both the interior borders of the modem/colonial world

system (imperial conflicts, hegemonic languages, directionality of transla
tions, etc.) and its exterior borders (imperial conflicts with cultures being

\

colonized, as well as the subsequent stages of independence or decoloniza
tion). By interior borders I mean, for instance, the displacement of Spain

from hegemonic position by England, in the seventeenth century, or the

entry of the United States. in the concert of imperial nations in 1898. By
exterior borders I mean the borders between Spain and the Islamic world,

along with the Inca or Aztec people in the sixteenth century, or those be
tween the British and the Indians in the nineteenth century, or the memories

of slavery in the concert of imperial histories. Finally, border gnoseology
could be contrasted with territorial gnoseology or epistemology, the philoso

phy of knowledge, as we know it today (from Descartes, to Kant, to Husser!
and all its ramifications in analytic philosophy of languages and philosophy
of science): a conception and a reflection on knowledge articulated in con
cert with the cohesion of national languages and the formation of the nation
state (see chapter 6).
"Gnosticism," said Hans jonas (1958, 32), was the name for numerous
doctrines "within and around Christianity during its critical first century."
The emphasis was on knowledge (gnosis) with salvation as the final goal. As
for the kind of knowledge gnostic knowledge is, jonas observes that the
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term by itself is a formal term that doesn't specify what is to be known or the
subjective aspect of possessing knowledge. The difference with the gnostic
context can be located in the concept of reason.
As for what the knowledge is about, the associations of the term most familiar
to the classically trained reader point to rational objects, and accordingly to
natural reason

as

the organ for acquiring and possessing knowledge. In the

gnostic context, however, "knowledge" has an emphatically religious or supra
natural meaning and refers to objects which we nowadays should call those of
faith rather than of reason....Gnosis meant pre-eminently knowledge of God,
and from what we have said about the radical transcendence of the deity it
follows that "knowledge of God" is the knowledge of something naturally un
knowable and therefore itself not a natural condition....On the one hand it is
closely bound up with revelationary experience, so that reception of the truth
either through sacred and secret lore or through inner illumination replaces
rational argument and theory....on the other hand, being concerned with the
secrets of salvation, "knowledge" is not just theoretical information about cer
tain things but is itself, as a modification of the human condition, charged with
performing a function in the bringing about of salvation. Thus gnostic "knowl
edge" has an eminently practical object. Qonas

1958, 34)

We are obviously no longer at the beginning of the Christian era and

salvation is not a proper term to define the practicality of knowledge, and
neither is its claim to truth. But we need to open up the space that epistemol
ogy took over from gnoseology, and aim it not at God but at the uncertainties
of the borders. Our goals are not salvation but decolonization, and transfor
mations of the rigidity of epistemic and territorial frontiers established and
controlled by the coloniality of power in the process of building the modern!
colonial world system.
But since my focus is on forms of knowledge produced by modern colo
nialism at the intersection with colonial modernities, border gnosis/gnoseol
ogy and border thinking will be used interchangeably to characterize a
powerful and emergent gnoseology, absorbing and displacing hegemonic
forms of knowledge into the perspective of the subaltern. This is not a
new form of synchretism or hybridity, but an intense battlefield in the
long history of colonial subalternization of knowledge and legitimation of
the colonial difference. By "subalternization of knowledge" I intend,
through this book, to do justice and expand on an early insight by the Brazil
ian "anthropologian" (as he called himself, instead of "anthropologist")
Darcy Ribeiro.

"Anthropologian" was indeed a marker of subaltern

ization of knowledge: an anthropologist in the "Third World" (Ribeiro was
writing at the end of the

1960s and in the middle of the cold war and the

consolidation of area studies) is not the same as an anthropologist in the
First World, since the former is in the location of the object of study, not in
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the location of the studying subject. It is in this precise tension that Darcy
Ribeiro's observation acquires its density, a density between the situation
being described and the location of the subject within the situation he or
she is describing:
ln the same way that Europe carried a variety of techniques and inventions to
the people included in its network of domination ...it also introduced to them
its equipment of concepts, preconcepts, and idiosyncrasy which referred at the
same time to Europe itself and to the colonial people.
The colonial people, deprived of their riches and of the fruit of their labor
under colonial regimes, suffered, furthermore, the degradation of assuming as
their proper image the image that was no more than the reflection of the Euro
pean vision of the world, which considered colonial people racially inferior be
cause they were black, Amerindians, or "mestizos." Even the brighter social
strata of non-European people got used to seeing themselves and their commu
nities as an infrahumanity whose destiny was to occupy a subaltern position
because of the sheer fact that theirs was inferior to the European population.
(Ribeiro

1968, 63)

That colonial modernities, or "subaltern modernities" as Coronil

(1997)

prefers to label it, a period expanding from the late fifteenth century to the
current stage of globalization, has built a frame and a conception of knowl
edge based on the distinction between epistemology and hermeneutics and,
by so doing, has subalternized other kinds of knowledge is the main thesis
of this book. That long process of subalternization of knowledge is being
radically transformed by new forms of knowledge in which what has been
subalternized and considered interesting only as object of study becomes
articulated as new loci of enunciation. This is the second thesis of this book.
The first is explored through a cultural critique of historical configurations;
the second, by looking at the emergence of new loci of enunciation, by
describing them as "border gnosis" and by arguing that "border gnosis" is
the subaltern reason striving to bring to the foreground the force and creativ
ity of knowledges subalternized during a long process of colonization of the
planet, which was at the same time the process in which modernity and the
modern Reason were constructed.
By "colonial differences" l mean, through my argument

( and

l sh ould

perhaps say "the colonial difference"), the classification of the planet in
the modem/colonial imaginary, by enacting coloniality of power, an ener
gy and a machinery to transform differences into values. lf racism is the

matrix that permeates every domain of the imaginary of the modern/colonial
world system, "Occidentalism" is the overarching metaphor around which
colonial differences have been articulated and rearticulated through the
changing hands in the history of capitalism (Arrighi

1994) and the chang

ing ideologies motivated by imperial conflicts. The emergence of new areas
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of colonization that had to be articulated within the conflictive mem
ory of the system (e.g.,

France's colonization

of North Africa four

hundred years after the Spanish expulsion of the Moors from the Iberian
Peninsula).
In my own intellectual history, a first formulation of border gnosis/gno
seology could be found in the notion of "colonial semiosis" and "pluritopic
hermeneutics," which 1 introduced several years ago (Mignolo 1991) and
which became two key notions in the argument and analysis of my previous
book on coloniality in the early modem period (Mignolo 1995a). Colonial
semiosis (which some readers found to be just more jargon, although the
same readers would not find "colonial history" or "colonial economy" ex
travagant) was needed to account for a set of complex social and historical
phenomena and to avoid the notion of "transculturation." Although I do
not find anything wrong with the notion of transculturation, and while 1
endorse Ortiz's corrective of Malinowski's "acculturation," 1 was trying to
avoid one of the meanings (indeed, the most common) attributed to the
word: transculturation when it is attached to a biologicaVcultural mixture
of people. When Ortiz suggested the term, he described Malinowski's accul
turation as follows:
Acculturation is used to describe the process of transition from one culture to

another, and its manifold social repercussions. But transculturation is a mor e
fitting term. I have chosen the word transculturation to express Lhe highly var
ied ph enomen a that come about in Cuba as a result of Lhe extremely compl ex
transmutation of culture Lhat has taken place here, and wilhout a knowledge of
which it is impossible to understand the evolution of Lhe Cuban folk, either in

the economic or in the institutional, legal, ethical, religious, artistic, lingui st ic,
psychological, sexual or other aspects of its life. (Oniz [1940) 1995, 98)
Ortiz conceived the entire history of Cuba as a long process of transcultura
tion. And he summarized this idea in the following dictum: "The whole
gamut of culture run by Europe in a span of more than four millenniums
took place in Cuba in less than four centuries" (Ortiz (1940] 1995,
99). Ortiz was interested in defining a national feature of Cuban history. I
am more interested in critically reflecting on coloniality and thinking
from such an experience, than in identifying national (or subcontinental,
e.g., "Latin American") distinctive features. This is the main reason why
I prefer the term colonial semiosis to transculturation, which, in the first

definition provided by Ortiz, maintains the shadows of "mestizaje." Colonial
semiosis emphasized, instead, the conflicts engendered by coloniality at
the level of social-semiotic interactions, and by that l mean, in the sphere
of signs. In the sixteenth century, the conflict of writing systems related
to religion, education, and conversion was a fundamental aspect of coloni
ality (Gruzinsky 1988; 1990; Mignolo 1995a). Colonial semiosis attempted,
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although perhaps not entirely successfully, to dispel the notion of "culture."
Why? Because culture is precisely a key word of colonial discourses classify
ing the planet, particularly since the second wave of colonial expansion,
according to sign system (language, food, dress, religion, etc.) and ethnicity
(skin color, geographical

locations). Culture became, from the eigh

teenth century untill950 approximately, a word between "nature" and "civi
lization." Lately, culture has become the other end of capital and financial
interests.
While Ortiz defined transculturation mainly in terms of contact between
people, he suggested also that tobacco and sugar, beyond their interest for
the study of Cuban economy and historical peculiarities, offer, in addition,
certain curious and original instances of transculturation of the sort that are
of great and current interest in contemporary sociological sciences (Ortiz
( 1940] 1995, 5). This kind of transculturation is closer to my own notion
of colonial semiosis. Let's explore why. In the second part of the book, and
after exploring in detail tobacco's features in comparison with sugar, Ortiz
explores the historical aspects of both and observes:

Tobacco reached the Christian world along with the revolutions of the Renais
sance and the Reformation, when the Middle Ages were crumbling and the
modern epoch, with it s rationalism, was beginning. One might say that reason,
starved and benumbed by Lheo logy, to revive and free itself, needed the help of
som e harmless stimulant Lhat should not intoxicate it wit h enlhusiasm and Lhen

st up efy it wilh illusions and bestia lity, as happens with the old alcoholic drinks
Lhat lead to drunkenness. For this, to help sick reason, tobacco came from

America. And wilh it chocolate. And from Abyssinia and Arabia, about Lhe same
time, came coffee. And tea made its appearance from the Far East.

T h e coincidental appearance of t hese four exotic products in Lhe Old World,
all of them stimulants of Lhe senses as well as of the spirit, is not wilhout inter
ests. It is

as

thoug h Lhey had been sent to Europe from the four corners of the

earlh by Lhe devil to revive Europe when "the time came,» when that continent
was ready to save the spiritu ality of reason from burning itself out and give the
senses their due once more. (Ortiz 11940) 1995, 206)
I am not interested in discussing here the historical validity of Ortiz's asser

tion but in looking at transculturation from the realm of signs, rather than
from that of people's miscegenation, and in displacing it toward the under
standing of border thinking and the colonial difference. When people's
blood enters in the definition of transculturation, it is difficult to avoid
the temptation to understand miscegenation and biological mixtures. It is
not the blood or the color of your skin but the descriptions of blood mixture
and skin color that are devised and enacted in and by the coloniality of
power that counts. Blood mixture and skin color, as far as I can ascertain,
do not have inscribed in them a genetic code that becomes translated into
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a cultural one. Rather, the descriptions made by those living organisms who
can make descriptions of themselves and of their surroundings (Mignolo
1995a, 1-28) are the ones that establish an organization and a hierarchy of
blood mixture and skin color. In this regard, the notion of transculturation
is not relevant so much because it describes a given reality as it is because
it changes previous descriptions made by living organisms making descrip
tions of themselves (and sometimes following "disciplinary" norms in order
to get such descriptions "right"). Transculturation offers a different view of
people interaction. It is, in other words, a principle to produce descriptions
that changes the principle in which similar descriptions have been made
up to the point of its introduction in cultures of scholarship's vocabulary.
Instead, the encounter of exotic products coming into Europe from the
four comers of the world to enter in a new social and gnoseological setting
is a good image of transculturation without mestizaje. What is missing in
Ortiz's analysis is coloniality, and it is missing because for Ortiz the main
question is nationality. Thus, colonial semiosis frames the issue within but
also beyond the nation in the sense that nation-states are firmly established
in the horizon of coloniality: either you find a nation-state that becomes an
empire (like Spain or England) or one undergoing uprisings and rebellions
to become autonomous, working toward the foundation of a nation (e.g.,
the Americas at the end of eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth
centuries).
Perhaps some of the resistance to colonial semiosis from people who will
readily accept colonial history or economy is due to the fact that colonial
semiosis goes together with pluritopic hermeneutics. And this, for sure, not
only complicates the matter but also introduces more obscure jargon. Some
times, however, jargon is necessary, for how would you change the terms,
and not only the content, of the conversation without it? I needed the com
bination of these two notions to move away and not get trapped by the
opposite danger: the platitude of colonial economy or colonial history start
ing from the surface of what is "seen" and avoiding the risks of looking for
what Rolph-Trouillot called the "unthinkable" in the Haitian Revolution.
Thus, it is not always the case that jargon is unnecessary, and often uncom
mon words show us the invisible. In any event, pluritopic hermeneutics was
necessary to indicate that colonial semiosis "takes place" in between conflict
of knowledges and structures of power. Anibal Quijano (1997) has devel
oped the notion of "coloniality of power," a phenomenon I just described
as a "conflict of know ledges and structures of power." My understanding of
coloniaiity of power presupposes the colonial difference as its condition of
possibility and as the legitimacy for the subalternization of knowledges and
the subjugation of people.
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Ill

Coloniality of power is a story that does not begin in Greece; or, if you wish,
has two beginnings, one in Greece and the other in the less known memories
of millions of pe�ple in the Caribbean and the Atlantic coast, and better
known memories (although not as well known as the Greek legacies) in the
Andes and in Mesoamerica. The extended moment of conflict between peo
ple whose brain and skin have been formed by different memories, sensibili
ties, and belief between 1492 and today is the crucial historical intersection
where the coloniality of power in the Americas can be located and unraveled.
Quijano identifies coloniality of power with capitalism and its consolidation
in Europe from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries. Coloniality of
power implies and constitutes itself, according to Quijano, through the fol
lowing:
l. The classification and reclassification of the planet population

the concept of "culture" becomes crucial in this task of classifying and
reclassifying.
2. An institutional structure functional to articulate and manage
such classifications (state apparatus, universities, church, etc.).
3. The definition of spaces appropriate to such goals.

4. An epistemological perspective from which to articulate the
meaning and profile of the new matrix of power and from which the
new production of knowledge could be channeled.
This is, in a nutshell, what for Quijano constitutes the coloniality of power
by way of which the entire planet, including its continental division (Africa,
America, Europe), becomes articulated in such production of knowledge
and classificatory apparatus. Eurocentrism becomes, therefore, a metaphor
to describe the coloniality of power from the perspective of subaltemity.
From the epistemological perspective, European local knowledge and his
tories have been projected to global designs, from the dream of an Orbis
Universalis Christianus to Hegel's belief in a universal history that could be
narrated from a European (and therefore hegemonic) perspective. Colonial
semiosis attempted to identify particular moments of tension in the conflict
between two local histories and knowledges, one responding to the move
ment forward of a global design that intended to impose itself and those
local histories and knowledges that are forced to accommodate themselves
to such new realities. Thus, colonial semiosis requires a pluritopic herme
neutics since in the conflict, in the cracks and fissures where the conflict
originates, a description of one side of the epistemological divide won't do.
But that is not all, because while the first problem was to look into the
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spaces in between, the second was how to produce knowledge from such
in-between spaces. Otherwise, it would not have been a pluritopic herme
neutics, but a monotopic one (i.e., a persepective of a homogenous knowing
subject located in a universal no-man's-land), describing the conflict be
tween people made of different knowledge and memorie s . "Border thinking"
is the notion that I am introducing now with the intention of transcending
hermeneutics and epistemology and the corresponding distinction between
the knower and the known, in the epistemology of the second modernity.
To describe in "reality" both sides of the border is not the problem. The
problem is to do it from its exteriority (in Levinas's sense). The goal is to
erase the distinction between the knower and the known, between a "hy
brid" object (the borderland as the known) and a "pure" disciplinary or
interdisciplinary subject (the knower), uncontaminated by the border mat
ters he or she describes. To change the terms of the conversation it is neces
sary to overcome the distinction between subject and object, on the one
hand, and between epistemology and hermeneutics on the other. Border
thinking should be the space in which this new logic could be thought out.
In chapter 1, I explore Abdelkebir Khatibi's concept of "an other thinking"
as a response to this problem. In chapter 6 I explore the possibility of "an
other tongue" following Alfred Arteaga's expression.

IV

This book came into existence when I realized that today's emergence of
"border thinking" was a consequence of the modem world system, as origi
nally described by Imannuel Wallerstein (1974), and expanded and compli
cated later on by Eric Wolf (1982),janet L. Abu-Lughod (1989), Giovanni
Arrighi (1996), not to mention the debates on the very idea of "world sys
tem" that took place in the past twenty years, of which the journal Review
(published by the Ferdinand Braude! Center at Binghamton) has been a
visible medium (see Review 15, No.4, [1992), for instance). I began to piggy
back on modern world system analysis and, in doing so, I followed the
example of Edward Said on the one hand and the South Asian Subaltern
Studies Group on the other. In both cases, there was piggybacking on Michel
Foucault, first, and Karl Marx and Antonio Gramsci, second, whose debates
on colonialism were located in a "universal" domain of discussion, promot
ing it from the more local and descriptive site it occupied until the 1980s.
But then, why am I not piggybacking on South Asian subaltern studies, or
on Said's Orientalism, or even on German critical theory or French post
structuralism, which have more clout in cultural studies and postcolonial
debates than modern world system theory? And why the modern world
system model or metaphor that has been much criticized and looked at with
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suspicion by many within the social sciences, and went almost unnoticed
within the humanities?
One of the possible answers to this question is at the same time my justi
fication to start with this paradigm: the modern world system model or
metaphor has the sixteenth century as a crucial date of its constitution,
while all the other possibilities I just mentioned (Said, Guha, critical theory,
poststructuralism) have the eighteenth century and the Enlightenment as
the chronological frontier of modernity. Since my feelings, education, and
thinking are anchored on the colonial legacies of the Spanish and Portuguese
empires in the Americas, to "begin" in the eighteenth century would be to
put myself out of the game. This is also an answer to Valentin Mudimbe,
who asked me once, "What do you have against the Enlightenment?" The
Enlightenment comes second in my own experience of colonial histories.
The second phase of modernity, the Enlightenment and the Industrial Revo
lution, was derivative in the history of Latin America and entered in the
nineteenth century as the exteriority that needed to be incorporated in order
to build the "republic" after independence from Spain and Portugal had been
gained (see chapter 3).
Border gnosis or border thinking is in this book in dialogue with the
debate on the universaVparticular, on the one hand, and with Michel Fou
cault's notion of "insurrection of subjugated knowledges," on the other. Fur
thermore, border thinkinglgnosis could serve as a mediator between the two
interrelated issues I am introducing here: subjugated knowledges and the
universaVparticular dilemma. A link between Foucault's notion of subju
gated knowledges and Darcy Ribeiro's subaltern knowledges allows me to
reframe the dilemma of the universaVparticular through the colonial differ
ence.
In his inaugural lecture in the College of France (1976), Foucault intro
duced the expression "insurrection of subjugated knowledges" to describe
an epistemological transformation he perceived at work in the fifteen years
or so previous to his lecture. He devoted a couple of paragraphs to specify
his understanding of subjugated knowledges: "By subjugated knowledges I
mean two things. On the one hand, I am referring to the historical contents
that have been buried and disguised in a functionalist of formal systematiza
tion" (81). By "historical content." Foucaull was referring to something that
has been buried "behind" the disciplines and the production of knowledge,
that was neither the semiology of life nor the sociology of delinquency but
the repression of the "immediate emergence of historical contents."
His second approach to subjugated knowledges was expressed in the fol
lowing terms:
I believe that by subjugated know ledges one should understand something else,

something which in a sense is altogether different, namely, a whole set of know!-
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edge that has been disqualified as inadequate to its tasks or insufficiently elabo
rated: naive knowledges, located low down on the hierarchy, beneath the re
quired level of cognition of scientificity. I also believe that it is through the
re-emergence of these low-ranking knowledges, these unqualified knowledges
(such as that of the psychiatric patient, of the ill person, of the doctor-parallel
and marginal as they are to the knowledge of medicine-that of the delinquent,
etc.) which involve what I would call a popul ar knowledge [!e savoir des gens]
though it is far from being a general common sense knowledge, but on the con
trary a particular, local, regional knowledge, a differential knowledge incapable of
unanimity and which owes its forces only to the harshness with which it is opposed
by everything sun;ounding it-that is through the re-appearance of this knowl
edge, of these local popular knowledges, these disqualified knowledges, that
criticism performs· its work. (Foucault [1976] 1980, 82; emphasis added)

Foucault was certainly aware of the disparity between the kinds of knowl
edges he was confronting, academic and disciplinary knowledge, on the one
hand, and nonacademic and popular knowledge on the other. He was also
aware that he was not attempting to oppose the "abstract unity of theory" to
the "concrete multiplicity of facts" (83). Foucault was using the distinction
between disciplinary and subjugated knowledges to question the very foun
dation of academic/disciplinary and expert knowledge without which the
very notion of subjugated knowledge would not have sense. He called gene
alogy the union of "erudite knowledge and local memories" and specified
that what genealogy really does is to "entertain the claims to attention of
local, discontinuous, disqualified, illegitimate knowledges against the claims
of a unitary body of theory which would filter hierarchies and order them
in the name of some true knowledge and some arbitrary idea of what consti
tutes a science and its objects" ([1972-77) 1980, 83).
My intention in this introduction and throughout the book is to move
subjugated knowledge to the limits of the colonial difference where subju
gated become subaltern knowledges in the structur� of col�niality of power. ·
.
.
And I conceive subaltern knowledges m tandem With OcCldentahsm as the
overarching imaginary of the modem/colonial world system: Occidentalism
is the visible face in the building of the modem world, whereas subaltern
knowledges are its darker side, the colonial side of modernity. This very
notion of subaltern knowledges, articulated in the late 1960s by Darcy Ri
beiro, makes visible the colonial difference between anthropologists in the
First World "studying" the Third World and "anthropologians" in the Third
World reflecting on their own geohistorical and colonial conditions. Allow
me to repeat, with a distinct emphasis, Ribeiro's paragraph quoted already
on page 13:
In the same way that Europe carried a variety of techniques and inventions to
the people included in its network of domination

...

it also introduced to them
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its equipment of concepts, preconcepts, and idiosyncrasy that referred at the same

time to Europe itself and to the colonial people. The colonial people, deprived
of

their

riches and of the fruit of their labor under colonial regimes, suffered,

furthermore, the degradation of assuming as their proper image the image that
was no more than the reflection of the European vision of the world, which
considered colonial

pe ople

racially inferior because they were black, (Amer)

Indians, or mestizos.... Even the brighter social strata of non-European people
got used to seeing themselves and their communities as an infrahumanity whose
destiny was to occupy a subaltern position because of the sheer fact that theirs
was inferior to the European population. (Ribeiro 1968, 63; emphasis added)

Although the introduction of "subaltemity" by Antonio Gramsci pointed
toward a structure of power established around class relations in the modem
(industrial) Western societies, ethnoracial relations (as I suggested) were
crucial for the establishment of class relations structured around labor, the
exploitation of the Amerindians, and the increasing slave trade from sub
Saharan Africa. On the other hand, a hierarchical relation and consequently
a subalternization of knowledge occurred at a different level, the level of
religion. Christianity established itself as intolerant to judaism and Islam as
well as to the "idolatry" of the Amerindians, whose extirpation became a
major goal of the church in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Duviols
1971; MacCormack 1991). Christianity became, with the expulsion of]ews
and Moors and the "discovery" of America, the first global design of the
modem/colonial world system and, consequently, the anchor of Occiden:
talism and the coloniality of power drawing the external borders as the colo
nial difference, which became reconverted and resemantized i n the late eigh
teenth and early nineteenth centuries with the expansion of Britain and'
France to Asia and Africa. Global designs are the complement of universal.
ism in the making of the modern/colonial world.
Today, a world history or a universal history is an impossible task. Or
perhaps both are possible but hardly credible. Universal histories in the past
five hundred years have been embedded in global designs. Today, local his
tories are coming to the forefront and, by the same token, revealing the local
histories from which global designs emerge in their universal drive. From
the project of the Orbis Universalis Christianum, through the standards of
civilization at the tum of the twentieth century, to the current one of global
ization (global market), global designs have been the hegemonic project for
managing the planet. This project changed hands and names several times,
but the times and names are not buried in the past. On the contrary, they
are all still alive in the present, even if the most visible is the propensity
toward making the planet into a global market. However, it is not difficult
to see that behind the market as the ultimate goal of an economic project
that has become an end in itself, there is the Christian mission of the early
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modern (Renaissance) co lonialism
modernity, and the development

, the civilizing mission of the secularized
and modernization projects after World

War II. Neoli beralism, with its emphasis on the market and consumption,

a question of economy but a new form of civilization. The impos
lack of credibility of universal or world histories today is not
advanced by some influential postmo dem theory, but by the economic and
social forces generally referred to as globalization and by the emergence of
forms of knowledge that have been subaltemized during the past five hun
dred years under global designs I just mentioned-that is, during the period
of planetary expansion I call here modem colonialisms and colonial moder
nities. To simplify things, I refer to thi s double edge as modemit y/co lon iali ty.
The coexistence and the intersection of both modern colonialisms and colo
nial modernities (and, obviously, the multiplication of local histories taking
the place occupied by world or universal history), from the perspective of
people and local histories that have to confront modem colonialism, is what
I understand here as "col onia lity, " quite si mp ly, the reverse and unavoidable
side of "modernity"-its darker side, like the part of the moon we do not
see when we observe i t from earth.
The overarching, and necessary, concept of coloniality/modernity implies
is not ju st

sibility

or

the need, indeed, the strong need, for building macronarratives from the

goals of this
from the perspective of coloniality are not the coun
terpart of world or universal history, but a radical departure from such global
pr ojects. They are neither (or at least not only) revisionist narratives nor
narratives that intend to tell a different truth but, rather, narratives geared
perspective of coloniality. And this is one of the main

book.

Macronarratives

toward the search for a different logic. This book is intended as a contribu
tion to changing the terms of the conversation as
suaded

by Trouillot's

well

as its content

(pe r

insistence on the issue) to displace the "abstract uni

versalism" of modern epistemology and world history, while leaning toward
an alternative to tot alit y conceived

as a network of local histories and multi
ple local hegemonies. Without such macronarratives told from the historical
experiences of multiple local histories (the histories of modemity/coloni
ality), it would be impo ssibl e to break the dead end against which modem
epistemology and the reconfiguration of the social sciences and
the humanities since the eighteenth century have framed hegemonic forms
of knowledge. Western expansion since the sixteenth century has not only
been a religious and ec, onomic one, but also the expansion of hege
monic forms of knowledge that shaped the very conception of economy and
religion. That is to say, it was the expansion of a "representational" concept
of knowledge and cognition (Rorty 1982) that I will be attempting to dis
place from the perspective of emerging epistemologies/gnose ologie s, which
I exp lo re and conceive as border gnosis/gnoseology and link to modernity/
colonality.

THE MODERN/COLONIAL WORLD SYSTEM

23

v

The book is then a series of in terco nnected essays on the imaginary of the
modem/colonial world system. I use imaginary in the sense of Edouard Glis
sant. Following the translator of Poetique de Ia relation ([1990)1997), I read
Glissant not to mean by imaginary "the now widely accepted lacanian sense
in which the Imaginary is cont ra sted with the Symbolic and the Real." For
Glissant the imaginary is all the ways a culture has of perceiving and con
ceiving of the world. Hence, every human culture will have its own particu
lar imaginary" (Wing 1997). In a terminology already introduced in the
Darker Side of the Renaissance (Mignolo 199Sa), the imaginary of the mod
ern/colonial world is its s elf-description, the ways in which it described itself
through the discourse of the state, intellectuals, and scholars. I also submit,
and discuss throughout the book, "Occident al sm " as the overarching meta
phor of the modern/colonial world system imaginary. It is fitting that an
updated article published by Wallerstein in 1992 is titled "The West, Capi
talism and the Modem World-System." By "border thinking" I mean the
moments in which the imaginary of the modern world system cracks. "Bor
der thinking" is still within the imaginary of the modern world system, but
repressed by the dominance of hermeneutics and e pistemology as keywords
i

controlling the conceptualization of knowledge.

But let me tell you first how I do conceive of the modem/colonial world
system in this book. I do not discuss whether the "world syst em" is five
hundred or five thousand years old (Gunder Frank and Gills 1993; Dussel
1998a; 1998b). It is important for my argument to make a distinction be
tween the "world system" Gunder Frank and Gills theorize and the "mod
em/colonial world system," whose imaginary is the topic of this book. This
imaginary is a powerful one, not only in the sociohistorical economic struc
ture studied by Wallerstein (1974; 1980; 1989) and what he calls "geocul
ture" (Wallerstein 1991a), but also in the Amerindian imaginary.
"Imaginary" shall be distinguished from "geoculture." For Wallerstein,
the geo cult ure of the modem world system shall be located between the
French Revolution and May 1968 in France (as well as around the world)
is defined in terms of France's intellectual hegemony-a most interesting
lo cation of the geoculture of the modern world system, since its economic
history as the history of capitalism (from Venice and Genoa, to Holland and
England) (Arrighi 1994) does not include France, as a special chapter of
this narrative. France, then, provided the geoculture of modernity since the
French Revolution, although France's participation in the history of capital
ism was marginal (Arrighi 1994). On the other hand, Wallerstein stated that
there is no geoculture of the system unt il the French Revolution. How can
we describe then the Christian global and gee-ideological perspective from
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the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries? I prefer, therefore, to think in

terms of the imaginary of the Atlantic commercial circuit, which is extended,

and thus includes what Wallerstein calls "geoculture," to the end of the

twentieth century and is resemantized in the discourse of neoliberalism as

a new civilizing project driven by the market and the transnational corpora
tions. In my argument, the imaginary of the modern/colonial world system
is the overarching discourse of Occidentalism, in its geohistorical transfor
mation in tension and conflict with the forces of subalternity that were en
gendered from the early responses of the Amerindian and African slaves to
it, to current intellectual undoing of Occidentalism and social movements
looking for new paths toward a democratic imaginary.
Laguna writer leslie Marmon Silko includes a "five hundred year map"
at the beginning of her novel, The

Almanac of the Dead

(1991); (fig. 1), and

the first sentence of the Zapatista declaration from the lacandon Forest in
january 1994 reads "we are the product of 500 years of struggle"

(EZLN,

CG 1995). October 12 is commemorated by Spaniards and officially in the
Americas as the day of the "discovery." Amerindians have recently begun to
commemorate October 11, instead, as the last day of "freedom." I suppose
that a similar image can be created, if it is not yet at work, among the Afro
Caribbean and Afro-American population.
Glissant's use of the concept of "imaginary" is sociohistorical rather than
individual. Spanish philosopher jose Ortega y Gasset, concerned with the
same question of the density of collective memory, conceived every act of
saying as inscribed in a triple dimension: the ground ("suelo"), the under
ground ("subsuelo"), and the enemy ("el enemigo") (Ortega y Gasset 1954).
The underground is what is there but is not visible. The Christian T/0 was
invisibly inscribed since the sixteenth century in every world map where
we "see" fourth continents. We may not "know" that the fourth continents
are not "there" in the world map but the symbolical inscription "fourth" in
the tripartite Christian division of the world in Asia/Shem, Africa/Ham, and
Europeljapeth began to be accepted in and since the sixteenth century. And
we may not know that the Americas were considered the daughter and the
inheritor of Europe because it was, indeed, a fourth continent but not like
the others. Noah did not have four sons. Consequently, the Americas became
the natural extension ofjapeth, toward the West. The imaginary of the mod
ern/colonial world system is not only what is visible and in the "ground"
but what has been hidden from view in the "underground" by successive
layers of mapping people and territories.

However, I'm not arguing for the "representation" of the invisible or for

"studying" the subalterns. To argue in that direction would be to argue from
the perspective of a "denotative" epistemic assumption that I rejected in my
previous book. (1995a; 16-28) and that I continue to reject here. Denotative

epistemic assumptions are presupposed in what I call here "territorial episte-
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Figure l. Leslie Marmon Silko's map reinstalled the colonial difference by introducing the tempo

ral dimension within a spatial co nfigu ration, showing in a transnational perpective the history of
the modem/colonial world system from a panicular local hist ory. As we know, Amerindians did
not make a strict distinction between space and time. The "five hundred year map" joins Amerin

dians' and Native Americans' claim for memory, for land, for human dignity, for the desubaltemi
zalion of knowledge, and for erasure of the colonial difference. (From Leslie Mannon Silko. 1982.

Almanac of the Dead. New York: Simon and Schuster, Inc.)

mology" and which is, i n terms of Ortega y Gasset, "the enemy." Ortega y
Gasset assumed that every act of saying was a "saying against." In my argu
ment this is not a necessary restriction. It would be more accurate to say
that every act of saying is at the same time a "saying against" and a "saying
for." This double movement will acquire a complex dimension when viewed

at the intersection of local histories and global designs, and at the intersec
tion of hegemonic and subaltern grounds and undergrounds. From this per
spective, recent discussions on the "facts" and "fictions" component of Ri
goberta Menchu's (1984) narrative fall within a denotative and territorial

epistemology. Rigoberta Menchu's story is no less "fact and fiction" than any
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other known narrative from the Bible to The Clash of Civilizations. The better
question would be: What are the ground, the underground, and the enemy
of these or other narratives? To argue in this direction requires a change
of terrain: to move, first, from a denotative to an enactive epistemology,
and, second, to move from a territorial to a border epistemology which
presupposes an awareness of and a sensibility for the colonial difference.
Rigoberta Menchu argues from an enactive and border epistemology Her
critics are located instead in a denotative and territorial epistemology. This

tension between hegemonic epistemology with emphasis on denotation and

truth, and subaltern epistemologies with emphasis on performance and

transformation shows the contentions and the struggle for power. It also

shows how the exercise of the coloniality of power (anchored on denotative
epistemology and the will to truth) attributes itself the right to question
alternatives whose will to truth is preceded by the will to transform-a will
to transform, like in Rigoberta Menchu, emerging from the experience of

the colonial difference engrained in the imaginary of the modern/colonial
world since

1500.

janet L. Abu-Lughod

(1989) described the world order between A.D. 1250
1350 in eight dominant commercial circuits, extending from Peking to
Genoa (fig. 2). At this point I am interested in two aspects from this map.
and

One is the fact that during that period, Genoa, Bruges, and Troyes were in
the margins of the commercial circuits, dominated by circuit viii. This is one

of the reasons why Spaniards and Portuguese were interested in reaching

China, but there is no record of the Chinese being irresistibly attracted by
Christendom as it was emerging in the West after the failure of the Crusades.
My second point of interest is that figure 2 completely ignores what figure

3 shows. The map shown in figure 3 includes two more commercial circuits

"hidden" from Eurocentric narratives. The first commercial circuit had its
center in Anahuac, in what is today Mexico, and extended toward today's

Guatemala and Panama in the south and to today's New Mexico and Ari
zona in the north. The other had its center in Tawantinsuy u , in what is
today Peru, and extended north toward present-day Ecuador and Colom
bia, east to present-day Bolivia and south to the northern part of today's

Argentina and Chile.

Enrique Dussel (1998a) has suggested that, given the world order de
scribed in figure 2, the fact that it was the Spaniards and not the Chinese or
the Portuguese who "discovered" America responds to an obvious historical
logic. China was in a dominant position. Therefore, even if Chinese naviga
tors reached the Pacific coasts of America before the Spaniards, it was not

an event to be qualified as the most important since the creation of the
world, as historian L6pez de G6mara did toward

1555. The Portuguese did

not need to try the Atlantic route because they had been controlling the

coast of Africa, from north to south, and around to the Indian Ocean, with
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Figure 2. The eight commercial circuiiS in the thirteeth century in a multicentered world, according
to Janet L. Abu-lughod. Notice that although Abu lughod writes at the end of the twentieth cen
-



tury, the Atlantic and the "Americas" are not in the picture of the scholar because they were not in

the picture of those living in the thirteenth century from Genova to Adend and to Peking; &om

Palembang to Karakorum. (From janet l. Abu lughod 1989. Before European Hegemony. Copyright
-

.

© 1989 by Oxford University Press. Used by permission of Oxford University Press, lnc.)

easy access to Malaca, Canton, and Peking. It is not by chance that Colum
bus went first to the court of Portugal, and only after his plans were rejected

did he approach Isabelle and Ferdinand of Spain. What Columbus did, in

this context, was to open the gates for the creation of a new commercial

circuit connecting circuit I, in Abu-Lughod's map, with the one in Anahuac

and the other in Tawantinsuyu. I am retelling this well-known story because
it is the story that connects the Mediterranean with the Atlantic, begins to
displace the commercial forces (mines and plantations) to the latter, and
lays the foundation of what is today conceived as the modern world system.

Now the inception of a new commercial circuit, which would be the founda

tion of Western economy and dominance, goes together with a rearticulation

of the racial imaginary, whose consequences are still alive today. Two ideas

became central in such rearticulation: "purity of blood" and "rights of the
people."

The "purity of blood" principle was formalized at the beginning of the

sixteenth century, in Spain, and established the final "cut" between Chris-
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tians, jews and Moors (Sicroff 1960; Netanyahu 1995, 975-80, 1041-47;
Harvey 1990, 307-40; Constable 1997). At the same Lime, it created the
concept of "converso." While the expulsion of the Moors demarcated the
exterior of what would be a new commercial circuit and the Mediterranean
became that frontier, the expulsion of the jews determined one of the inner
borders of the emerging system. The converso instead opened up the border
land, the place in which neither the exterior nor the interior frontiers apply,
although they were the necessary conditions for borderlands. The converso
will never be at peace with himself or herself, nor will he or she be trustwor
thy from the point of view of the state. The converso was not so much a
hybrid as it was a place of fear and passing, of lying and terror. The reasons
for conversion could as easily be deep conviction or sheer social conve
nience. Whatever the case, he or she would know that the officers of the
state would be suspicious of the authenticity of such a conversion. To be
considered or to consider oneself a jew, a Moor, or a Christian was clear. To
be a converso was to navigate the ambiguous waters of the undecided. At
the time, the borderland was not a comfortable position to be in. Today, the
borderland is the place of a desired epistemological potential (see chapters
1, 5, 6, and 7) and the "discomfort" generated by Rigoberta Menchu.

While "purity of blood" rearticulated the three religions of the book and
the field of force in the Mediterranean, later it was adapted to the Spanish
colonies in the Americas too, and it was carried over the republican period.
My interest here in underlining "purity of blood" is due to the fact that in
the Iberian Peninsula in the sixteenth century the Atlantic was organized
according to a different and opposed principle: the "rights of the people,"
which emerged from the Valladolid early debates between Gines de Se
pulveda and Bartolome de las Casas on the humanity of the Amerindians
and was followed up by the long debates in the School of Salamanca on
cosmopolitanism and international relations (Hoffner 1957; Ramos et al.,
1984). Contrary to "purity of blood," which was a punitive principle, "rights

of the people" was the first legal attempt (theological in nature) to write
down a canon of international law, that was reformulated in a secular dis
course in the eighteenth-century as the "rights of men and of the citizen"
(Ishay 1997, 73-173). One of the important differences between the two
("rights of the people" and "rights of men and of the citizen") is that the
first is at the heart of the colonial, hidden side of modernity and looks for
·the articulation of a new frontier, which was similar neither to the Moors
nor to the jews. The second, instead, is the imaginary working within the
system itself, looking at the "universality" of man as seen in an already
consolidated Europe, made possible because of the riches from the colonial
world flowing west to east, through the Atlantic.
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The "Rights of the People" had another important consequence in build
ing the imaginary of the modern world system, which would be revealed
after the declaration of the "rights of men and of the citizen." "Rights of
the People" was a discussion about Amerindians, and not African slaves.
Amerindians were considered vassals of the king and servants of God; as
such they, theoretically, could not be enslaved. They were supposed to be
educated and converted to Christianity. African slaves were not in the same
category: they were part of the Atlantic "commerce" (Manning 1990, 2337) rather than natives of a New World where complex social organizations
have been achieved, as in Anahuac and Tawantinsuyu. However, and per
haps because of the difference

in

status, Amerindians failed in their revolu

tionary attempt. The most well known revolt, that of Tupac Amaru, in the
eighteenth century was unsuccessful. The Haitian Revolution, which antici
pated the movements of independence in Spanish America, was successful
but "silent" in the self-description of the modern world system (Trouillot

1995) for which only the independence of New Englanders from England
and the French Revolution counted.
The extension of the Spanish domain in the Americas, as can be seen in
figure 4 (Wolf 1982, 132) significantly changed during the nineteenth cen
tury. Its shape was transformed first with the independence of Spanish
American countries and, second, with the displacement of the frontier be
tween the United States and Mexico when Mexico lost its northern territo
ries in 1848 and then Cuba and Puerto Rico in 1898. The modern/colonial
world system was profoundly altered at the end of the nineteenth century.
The United States (a former British colony) became a leading power, and
japan detached itself from China and was admitted to the family of nations
abiding by the standards of civilizations. By the beginning of the twentieth
century (as shown in fig. 5; Huntington 1996), the imaginary of the "mod
ern" world system reduced the "West" to practically just English-speaking
countries. On the other hand, a complementary perspective from the hidden
side of "coloniality" (fig. 6, Osterhammel 1997) underlines the colonized
areas of the world, instead of underlining the "West." These two maps (figs.
5 and

6), suggest once more that modernity and coloniality are looked at

separately, as rwo different phenomena. There could be no other reason why
Wallerstein conceived a "modern" and not a "modem/colonial" world sys
tem, and why all his more recent analyses are done from within the history
of the "modern" (Wallerstein 199la), which he locates in the French Revo
lution.
At this point, a new and crucial turn in the imaginary of the modern/
colonial world system shall be mentioned. If the sixteenth and the seven
teenth centuries were dominated by the Christian imaginary (whose mission
extended from the Catholics and Protestants in the Americas, to the jesuits
in China), the end of the nineteenth century witnessed a radical change.
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Figure 4. The Spanish Empire, until 1848, extended through almost all the Ameri
cas (From Eric�· Wo olf . 1982. Europe and the People without History. Berkeley: The
:
.
.
Umverslty
of Califomta Press. Used by pe rmission of The University of California
Press.)

"Purity of blood" was no longer measured in terms of religion but of the
color of people's skin, and began to be used to distinguish the Aryan "race"

��

:

from other " ces' and, more and more, to justify the superiority of the
Anglo-Saxon race . ab �ve all the rest (de Gobineau 1853-55; Arendt [1948)

�0). I submtt that the turning point took place in 1898 when the

1968, 173

V.S.-Spamsh War was justified, from the U.S. perspective, with reference to
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�tes was already ?n the
�anbbean

Figure 5. By 1920 hegemony has moved North and West as the United S

way to becoming the new imperial country. Central and South Amenca and the

(roughly "Latin America") became "marginal" in the imaginary of the modern/coloma! world.

(From Samuel P. Huntington. 1996. The Clash of Civilians and the Remal1ing of the World Order.
Used by permission of Simon and Schuster.)

the superiority of the "white Anglo-Saxon race" whose destiny was to civilize
the world (Mahan 1890; Burgess 1890, vol. 1; Fiske 1902b) over the "white
Catholic Christians and Latins," a term introduced by the French political
intelligentsia and used at that time to trace the frontiers in Europe as well
as in the Americas between Anglo-Saxons and Latins. A significant tum of
events took place whose consequences for today's racial and multicultural
discourse in the United States cannot be overlooked. Not only did W.E.B.
DuBois write

The Souls

of the Black Folk ([1905]1990) in the initial years

of the twentieth century when racial discourse on white supremacy was
justifying U.S. imperial expansion, but also t h e year 1898 became the anchor
for the U.S. perspective on "Latinos" continuing until today. I have argued
elsewhere (Mignolo, forthcoming) that 1898 provided the ideological and
historical justification to recast 1848 and the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo
between the United States and Mexico in an ideological discourse that was
still not available a t the time (Oboler 1997).

THE MODERN/COLONIAL WORLD SYSTEM

�
�
E:-:::;:;*:1
t::.:�:J
�
fq-;}..:d

33

lrilish Te<riloty
French Terr�ory
German Terrilory

Belgian Tenilory
Netherlands Terrilory

l'

Portuguese Twrilory

Spanish T.,.,;lory
llol;on Terr�ory

Figure 6. By the same years (beginning of the twentieth century), a look from the colonial
perspective helps also in understanding the colonial difference. In contrast with figure 4,
Spanish territory has been reduced to Spain itself. British and French territories reversed
the sixteeth to mid-nineteeth century modern/colonial map: territorial possessions are now
located in Africa and Asia, not in America. "British" territory in the Americas, as drawn on
the map, is no longer British at the time but independent United States. (From Jurgen
Osterhammel. 1997. Colonialism: A Tlleorelical Overview, used by permission of Markus
Wiener Publishers.)

The changes in the modem/colonial world imaginary

I have in mind

throughout this book are illustrated in figures 7, 8, and 9. The reader should
make an effort to "see" beyond the maps the colonial differences, framed in
the sixteeth century and reframed ever since until the current scenario of
global coloniality.

VI

There are, finally, several differences

I would like to underline between the

terminology and assumptions of the modern world system model or meta
phor and my own conception of the modern/colonial world system. In the
first place, I conceive of the system in terms of internal and external borders
rather than centers, semiperipheries, and peripheries. Internal and external
borders are not discrete entities but rather moments of a continuun in colo
nial expansion and in changes of national imperial hegemonies. The emer-
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Figure 7. The cold war redrew the map of the early modem/colonial world and displaced th
colonial difference from the dichotomy between Occident and Orient to North and South. The
North-South geopolitical distinction is curious since Australia and Argentina are so f�r South as
you can get, but the colonial difference has been l ocated, this time, in First and Th1rd Worlds.
. the 19 20s ee fi
These developments explain again why "Latin America" began to fade away ��
:
5). (From Martin W Lewis and Karen E. Wigen. 1997. Tile Myth
A n rque
Metageography. Berkeley: The University of California Press. Used by permtSSJOn of The Umvers1ty
of California Press.)
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gence of a new commercial circuit centered in the Atlant � and in lusive of

�

�

both Spain and its domain in the Americas and the Phthpp nes ts

�

�ne of

the basic changes triggering a new imaginary. If Islam was situated m the
exteriority of the commercial circuit, the Americas were located halfway
between the otherness of the Amerindian and the African slaves, on the one
hand, and the Spanish and Creole (born in America fro

� Spanish �escent)
� Spam were
�m. Leop�ldo
Soon, they became tts mar

population, on the other In the sixteenth century, R ssta an

�

two powerful Christian centers.

Zea (1957) described how Russia and Spain became borders (hts expressiOn)
of the West: "border countries where Western habits and customs are
blurred and mingle with non-Western ones" ([1957] 1 92, 103). For Zea,

�

.
the increasing secularization of the hegemonic Western tmagmary
relegated

Russia and Spain to the fringes of the West:

Russia because of her Byzantine orthodoxy and Spain because of her Catholi
cism did not take the path pursued by the West, when she began to follow a
new trend, renouncing her Christian past as an experience she had undergone
but had no desire to repeat. During this phase Russia had to readjust to the new

.
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0 Ca-.wuNUIBIIJr

0 liMlit-f.�Figure 8. The cold war also witnessed massiv
e decolonization that radically transformed the
face
of the world as depicted in figures 5 and 6.
A new form of colonialism, nonterritorial, arose
in
the West (or "free world ), in wich power
was no longer visible and measured in territorial
posses
sions. A new form of colonialism
arose in the East (or "Communist bloc�), leavin
g a zone of
nations in between (or "unaligned nations�). (From
Samuel P. Huntington. 1996. Tile C ash
ema
g
the
Order. Used by permission of Simon and Schuster.)
"

ilizations and the R

kin of

World

trend, become Westernized, and abandon that part of the past which no longer
had any meaning for Western man. (Zea 1992, 104)
The Marxist-Leninist revolution in 1918 redrew the borders and the place
of the Soviet Union in the modern world system and began a colonialism of
its own. Although 1 do not pursue this line of thought in this book, it is
important to mention it not only as an explanation of my understanding of
"borders of the modern/c0lonial world system" but also because in 1959
Cuba entered into the reconfiguration initiated by the Russian Revolution
and forced a redrawing of the geopolitical map of the Americas. It is also

�mportant to keep in mind that the Russian Revolution brought the emerg
mg Soviet Union into a new relation with western Europe through the incor
poration of Marxism, all the while maintaining its memory and its "differ
ence" with the secular imaginary of the core countries of western Europe

l
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(Wallerstein 199l a, 84-97). The "speed with which Russia was assimilated
into European international society increased at the end of the seventeenth
century" (Gong 1984, 101), but by the end of the nineteenth century, two
positions (Westerners and Slavophiles) disputed Russia's rela ion toEurope.
�
. was both
Westerners considered Russia European, whereas to Slavophtles tt
European and Eastern, "with native principles of life which had to be
worked out without influence from Western Europe" (Gong 1984, 106).
Similar considerations could and should be pursued in other borders, like
the Ottoman Empire, japan, China, and Islamic countries. Border� install in
.
the imaginary of the modern/colonial world system an other l�gtc, log1c

�

that is not territorial, based on center, serniperipheries, and penphenes.

The decision to frame my argument in the modern/colonial world model
rather than in the linear chronology ascending from the early modern, to
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the modern, to the late modern (as I did in The Darker Side of the Renais
sance) was prompted by the need to think beyond the linearity of history

and beyond Western geohistorical mapping. The geohistorical density of the
modern/colonial world system, its interior (conflicts between empires) and
exterior (conflicts between cosmologies) borders, cannot be perceived and
theorized from a perspective inside modernity itself (as is the case for world
system analysis, deconstruction, and different postmodern perspectives).
On the other hand, the current and available production under the name of

"postcolonial" studies or theories or criticism starts from the eighteenth
century, leaving aside the crucial and constitutive moment of modernity/
coloniality that was the sixteenth century.
Starting from the premises of world system analysis, I move toward a
perspective that, for pedagogical purposes, I specify as modem/colonial
world system analysis. If we bring to the foreground subaltern studies also
as a perspective, as Veena Das suggests (Das 1989), then modern/colonial
world system analysis introduces the subaltern perspective articulated on
the basis of memories and legacies of the colonial experience, that is, the
colonial experiences in their historical diversity. At this point the concept
"coloniality of power," introduced by Anibal Quijano (1992, 1997, 1998) is
displaced, shifting from a "modern world" to a "modern/colonial world."
Once coloniality of power is introduced into the analysis, the "colonial dif
ference" becomes visible, and the epistemological fractures between the Eu
rocentric critique ofEurocentrism is distinguished from the critique ofEuro
centrism,

anchored

in the

colonial difference-being

articulated

as

postcolonialism-and which I prefer (because of the singularity of each co
lonial history and experience) to conceive and argue as post-Occidentalism
(see chapter 2). Thus, the geopolitic of knowledge becomes a powerful con
cept to avoid the Eurocentric critique of Eurocentrism and to legitimize
border epistemologies emerging from the wounds of colonial histories,
memories, and experiences. Modernity, let me repeat, carries on its shoul
ders the heavy weight and responsibility of coloniality. The modern criticism
of modernity (postmodernity) is a necessary practice, but one that stops
where the colonial differences begin. The colonial differences, around the
planet, are the house where border epistemology dwells.
There is, finally, another clarification to be made. Within the discussion
among theoreticians and historians adhering to modern world system,
the "origins" of capitalism and the "origins" of the modern world system
constitute a point in question. Giovanni Arrighi's discussion of the non
debate between Ferdinand Braude! and Immanuel Wallerstein (Arrighi

1998, 113-29) is about the origin of capitalism that Braude! locates in thir
teenth-century Italy. When Wallerstein takes 1500 as a reference point, it is
not clear whether he is referring to the origin of capitalism or to the origin
of the modern world system, which implies, but goes beyond, capitalism.
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une tradition, une religion, une croyance, une origine, jusqu'a se reduire a une
figure rudimentaire de la memorie que la civilization continue d'effacer inelucta
blement. (Beji

1997, 46)

The triumph of cultural passions is very revealing of the disappointments that
people experience when confronted with the promises made in the name of

civilization. The West is today confronted with the nostalgic revival of identity
that presents itself as the true face of humanity. The word culture discloses, more
and more, a sense of being human where each identity, to avoid being dissolved
by globalization, closes itself on a given tradition, a given religion, a belief, an
origin, to the point of re du cing itsell, as identity, to a rudimentary figure of
memory that civilization continues to erase relentlessly.

(1997, 46)

The notion of "culture mondiale" introduced by Beji (1997, 47) has to be
translated as "worldly culture" and not as "global culture," which will be a
translation complicit with Beji's notion of civilization, technology, progress,
and homogeneity. "Worldly culture," which for Beji is a new form of civiliza
tion (and I would say a post-Occidental notion of civilization), distinguishes
itself from the concept of civilization associated with modernity in that
"worldly culture" does not imply a "universal reason." "Worldly culture"
would be, in my own argument, the outcome of border thinking rearticulat
ing, from the subaltern perspective of "cultural reason," the "universal rea
son of civilization." In a previous article I have attempted to express a similar
idea under the concept of the "postcolonial reason" (1994, 1996a, 1997a)
and, in chapter 2 of this book, as "post-Occidental reason," that I also ex
plore under the heading of border thinkinglgnoseology.
The tensions between culture and civilization staged by Beji, parallel my
own concept of subaltern knowledge in the constitution of the modern/
colonial world system. Her concept of "worldly culture" parallels my own
of border thinking as, precisely, the multiplication of epistemic energies in
diverse local histories (different spaces and moments in the history of capi
talism; Arrighi 1994) and its unavoidable obscure companion, the history
of colonialism (still to be written from the perspective I am displaying here).
In the obscurity of the company, in the cracks between modernity and colo
niality, dwells the colonial difference(s). Beji's "culture" parallels my own
"local histories" and, therefore, "worldly culture" could be translated to my
vocabulary as the rearticulation and appropiation of global designs by and
from the perspective of local histories. let me offer you another quotation
from Beji where my own notion of border thinking from the subaltern per
spective becomes the episternic potential that remaps colonial difference(s)
toward a future "culture mondiale" (worldly culture). Here the hegemony
(face) of civilization and the subalternity of cultures would become the mul

tiple diversity of local histories (without faces) but no longer subaltern to
global designs.
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pologist Ulf Hannerz (l987a) thinking precisely of globalization from the
perspective of "peripheral cultures" (Hannerz 1991) and, furthermore it

�

has been the "normal" procedure in modem epistemology to delocalize c n
cepts and to detach them from their local histories (e.g., "logocentrism,"
"archaeology," "capitalism," "cogito," etc.). By a different route, Glissant ar
rives at a� image and description of the future similar to that of Hele Beji,
a perspective of a worldly culture as a new civilization without hegemony:
What will historical consciousness be then, if not the chaotic pulsing towards
these meetings of all histories, none of which can claim (thanks to the inherent
qualities of chaos) to have an absolute legitimacy?... I call creolization the
meeting, interference, shock, harmonies and disharmonies between the cultures
of the world, in the realized totality of the earth-world.... Creolization has the
following characteristics: the lightning speed of imeraction among its elements;
the "awareness of awareness" thus provoked in us; the reevaluation of the vari
ous elements brought into contact (for creolization has no presupposed scale
of values); unforeseeable results. Creolization is not a simple cross breeding that
would produce easily anticipated results. (Glissant 1998, 4)

If Creolization is not a "cross breeding," it is because it is conceived not as
�ybrid but, on e again, as a rearticulation of global designs from the perspec
�
tive of local hiStories. The local history Glissant is talking about and from
is the colonization of the Caribbean. He is thinking from the colonial differ

ence. And from the colonial difference hybridity is the visible outcome that
does not reveal the coloniality of power inscribed in the modem/colonial
world imaginary.
I conclude this discussion with Renato Ortiz because while Ortiz's distinc

tion between "globalization" and "worldness" is similar to Glissant's (and
also close to Beji's distinction between culture and civilization), he does not
foresee a future in Creolization-a future of a "wordly culture" without one
face, but with many of them. I explore this difference in more detail in
chapter 3. I would like to note here, however, the differences between decol
onization in Tunisia in the late 1950s, the fact that Martinique is, still a
French "protectorate" after the wave of decolonization after World War II
and that Br azi 's comp ex decolonization and subsequent nation-buildin

�

�

�

took place dunng the nmeteenth century. Ortiz, contrary to Beji, is thinking

�

m s t a century after decolonization in Brazil. His own approach to global?
anon has been shaped by both a local history and a colonial language

(Portuguese) distinct from Beiji's.
But Ortiz has another aspect in common with my argument. His is a critic
of the limits of the notion of world system, particularly when it comes to
the notion of "culture." Ortiz ([1994) 1997, 23-98) is correct in pointing
out that the notion on "geoculture" introduced later by Wallerstein (l99la)
ts

restricted to the geoculture of the system. That is, it leaves in the dark
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other cultural manifestations or dimension. Wallerstein himself will agree
with Ortiz's appraisal that this is precisely the meaning Wallerstein attrib
butes to geoculture: the geoculture of the modem world system and not as
the culture of the world. But in any case, Ortiz's debate with Wallerstein
from Brazil and in Portuguse (and translated into Spanish) is more a process
of building his own argument than engaging in a dialogue with Wallerstein.
What his argument amounts to is the need to distinguish between "globali
za�ao" and "mondiali�a�ao" (globalization and worldness).
From here Ortiz moves to differentiating, on the one hand, economic
and technologic globalization from cultural worldness and, on the other, to
distinguish between the restricted meaning of geoculture, in Wallerstein,
and a world cultural diversity beyond and betwixt the geoculture of the
modem world system. The establishing of these different levels allows Ortiz
to disentangle, when thinking about capitalism in China and japan, the level
of globalization (economic, technologic) from the level of worldness. The
Confucian intellectual legacy offered, for instance, a model for the adapta
tion of local culture to the global economy different from the training of
workers in England after the industrial revolution. In this respect, the "tradi
tional" European societies were less prepared for the advent of capitalism
than the "traditional" societies in China or japan. This comparison allows
Oniz to remap the concept of modernity and apply it to the multiplication
of modernity as illustrated by the displacement of capitalism to East Asia.
This move, in Ortiz's argument, is crucial since it represents the view of an
intellectual in the "Third World" sensitized and attentive to the fractures of
the geoculture of the modern/colonial world system when it enters in con
flict with the diverse geocultures of the world. This is Ortiz's strength. His
weakness is his blindness to the colonial difference. Ortiz's criticisms of
Wallerstein's notion of geoculture have been argued from the very perspec
tive of modernity itself, not of coloniality. Coloniality doesn't enter in his
argument. Like in Wallerstein, modernity is the center and coloniality is
relegated to the periphery of the history of capitalism. But coloniality is not
a protagonist. Ortiz is more concerned with the transformation of life-style
by what he calls "world modernity." "World modernity" (Ortiz [ 1994 I 1997,
99-144), much like Beji "worldly culture," is not a European or North Atlan
tic modernity but is precisely worldly.
But contrary to the views of Beji and Glissant, Ortiz's worldly modernity
is deprived of the memory of colonial differences and the forces, still at
work today in the mass media, of the coloniality of power. Ortiz focuses his
attention on examples such as airports or malls around the world and, from
this vantage point, attempts to dismantle the easy opposition between global.
homogeneity and local heterogeneity (as well as other common opposi
tions). The argument-and sometimes the celebration of "world moder
nity"-is indeed against the defense of national values and cultures. The fact
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that Ortiz overlooks the colonial difference leads him to draw his "world"
examples mainly from the United States, japan, and Europe. Argentina and
Brazil may enter the picture, but as a point of comparison, not as the location
of the coloniality of power. For that reason, Africa, Asia, and the Caribbean
are largely absent from his examples and statistics. For the same reason

:

when capitalism is considered, Ortiz's main examples are China and japan

but not Algeria, Indochina, India, or even the Caribbean. Finally, and with
the purpose of locating the different arguments, I would like to add that

Ortiz's concern with epistemology is located in his departure from world

system analysis. His is a signal contribution on the limitations of the social
sciences when transposed from their place of "origin" to the colonial world.
But Ortiz does not reflect critically on this issue (see my chapters 4 and

6), as other sociologists do (Quijano 1998; Lander 1998a; 1998b). In Larin
American intellectual and academic production, this is a significant differ
ence between intellectuals caught in the net of European legacies (like Ortiz
himselO and intellectuals like Quijano, Dussel, and Rivera Cusicanqui for
whom coloniality is a starting point of their intellectual production.
From this perspective, let's go back to the question of modernity. If, as
Quijano and Dussel claim, modernity is not a European phenomenon, then
modem colonialism has different rhythms and engery according to its spatial
and historical location within the modem/colonial world system. Global
designs thought out and implemented from the local history of Europe, first,
and then the North Atlantic in the twentieth century were influential in the
making of colonial modernities in different localities and temporalities of
the modem/colonial world system. This book is not a new history of the
modem/colonial world system but a series of reflections on the question of
knowledge in the colonial horizon of modernity. My main aim is to make
an epistemological point rather than to tell the story anew.

Vlll

The book's architectonic is the following: by staning with and depaning
f�om the modern world system metaphor and introducing parallel expres
Sions such as modemity/coloniality, modem/colonial world system, coloni
ahty at large I intend to stress that there is no modernity without coloniality,
that the coloniality of power underlines nation building in both local

lus:ories of nations that devised and enacted global designs as well

as m those local histories of nations that had to accommodate themselves
to �lobal designs devised with them in mind but without their direct partici
patiOn. Thus, two pervasive and simultaneous topics that run through
the book are subalte� n knowledges and border thinking, in their complex
.
at different stages of the modern/colonial world
and dtverse mtersecuons
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system. The Americas, for example, were part of the system from its very
inception; the Islamic world, on the contrary, was cast out at the very incep
tion of the system , while India came into the picture in the late eighteenth
century; China and japan, for their part, were never colonized in the way
the Americas and India were, and their very existence and tardy entrance
into the picture not only make the picture more complex, but also create
new possibilities for thinking from and about the exterior borders of the
system. President Clinton's 1998 visit to China was a preview of such possi
bilities.
Chapter 1 is devoted to developing in more detail the basic concepts and
scenarios I have introduced thus far. The three chapters in Part Two revolve
around the ratio between geopolitical configurations and knowledge pro
duction. Chapter 3 starts a dialogue with postcolonial theorizing, bringing
"Occidentalism" and "post-Occidentalism" into the picture, post-Occiden
talism serving as a local and overarching concept in the imaginary of the
modern/colonial world system on which postcolonialism and post-Oriental
ism depend. Chapter 4 brings the overall discussion of chapter 2 to the
Americas and their place in the modem/colonial world system, articulated
by overlapping imperial conflicts and their relations with Amerindians
and with African slavery and its legacy. It attempts to remap the Americas
in the modem/colonial world system, rather than to reproduce it in the
national imaginary, be it in Bolivar or the early version of the Monroe
Doctrine. Chapter 4 brings the previous discussion to an epistemological
terrain and explores, on the basis of subaltern studies, the tensions between
local histories and global designs at the epistemological level. While in Part
One the argument is underlined by the ratio between geopolitical configura
tions, knowledge, and the coloniality of power, Part Two focuses on lan
guage, knowledge, and literature (as a transdisciplinary site of knowledge
production). In chapter 5 I focus on the crisis of national languages and
literatures in a transnational world. Chapter 6 expands the same argument
in the domain of epistemology and discusses the complicity between the
hegemonic languages of the modern/colonial world system and the social
sciences. Both chapters constantly bring to the foreground the dialectics
between subaltern knowledges and border thinking. In chapter 7 I recon
struct the larger picture in which the issues discussed in chapters 5 and 6
take place. In it I discuss the role of "civilization" and "civilizing mission"
in the modern/colonial world system. I consider border thinking at the inter
section of the "barbarian" and the "civilized," as the subaltern perspective
appropriates and rethinks the double articulation of "barbarian" and "civi
lized" knowledge.
All in all, this is an extended meditation that started from the recognition
of any critique of modernity from inside modernity itself (e.g., postmoder
nity, deconstruction, world system analysis) and, above all, of its limits. That
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is why I start and depart from world system analysis (as well as from postmo
dernity and deconstruction). The internal variability of "differela/nce" can
not transcend the colonial difference, where deconstruction has to be sub
sumed and transformed by decolonization. In other words, the transcending
of the colonial difference can only be done from a perspective of subalternity,

from decolonization, and, therefore, from a new epistemological terrain
where border thinking works (see the end of chapter 1, where I explore this
idea through the work of Khatibi and Derrida). Border thinking can only be
such from a subaltern perspective, never from a territorial (e.g., from inside
modernity) one. Border thinking from a territorial perspective becomes a
machine of appropriation of the colonial differela/nces; the colonial differ
ence as an object of study rather than as an epistemic potential. Border
thinking from the perspective of subalternity is a machine for intellectual
deconolonization.

_______

Part One

________
_

IN SEARCH OF AN OTHER LOGIC

-------

C HA PTE R 1

-------

Border Thinking and the Colonial Difference

IN MARCH 1998, I participated in a workshop jointly organized by the Uni

versity of Tunisia and the Mediterranean Studies Group, from Duke Univer
sity. The subject of my talk, which is a recurrent theme of this book, was
the mapping of the racial foundation of modemity/coloniality. Basically, I
explored the reconversion and formalization of the "purity of blood" princi
ple in sixteenth-century Spain (and, therefore, in the Mediterranean), which
locked a long-lasting history of conflicts between the three religions of the
Book and, parallel to it, the legal-theological debates, in the School of Sala
manca, of the "rights of the people"-debates that turned around the vexing
question of the location of Amerindians in the natural order of things and,
therefore, in the Atlantic. The joint exploration of "purity of blood" with
the "rights of the people" allowed me to put my finger on a crucial moment
in the construction of the imaginary of the modem world system (e.g., the
moment of emergence of a new commercial and financial circuit linking the
Mediterranean with the Atlantic) and, at the same time, to look at it not
only from the interiority of its formation and expansion but also from its

exteriority and its margins. I was assuming, with Quijano and Wallerstein
(1992) and Dussel ([1992) 1995; 1998a), that the particular moment I was
looking at marked at the same time the emergence of a new world system
and also of modemity/coloniality. In other words, the historical coexistence
between the expulsion of the jews and the Moors from Spain and the "dis
covery " of America was at the same time a landmark for both modem colo
nialism and colonial modernities-that is, of modemity/coloniality.
This historical logic was so obvious to me (as it would be to those working
within world system theory or on the history of Spain and of Latin America)
that I did not pay attention to the fact that most of my audience was from
North Africa, and the history of Maghreb is significantly different from the

history of Spain and (Latin) America. At the end of my talk I was asked a
question, by Rashida Triki, art historian from the University of Tunisia,
about precisely this coupling of modemity/coloniality. I did not understand
the question very well and, obviously, I did not answer it, even if I did spend
a few minutes talking around the question I did not fully understand. After
the session was over, I approached Rashida and asked her to formulate the

question and, finally, I understood! The misunderstanding was in our re
spective presuppositions: Rashida was thinking the history of colonialism,
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from the perspective of French (and modem, post-Enlightenment Euro
pean) history, while I was looking at the "same" scenario from the perspec
tive of Spain and (latin) American history

that is, from the perspective of

-

a national history marginalized from post-Enlightenment Europe (Spain)
and a colonial moment (Indias Occidentales, later on latin America), which
was also erased from the construction of the idea of colonialism and the
modem world (post-Enlightenment/ From my perspective it was "natural"

that modernity and coloniality are two sides of the same coin. For Rashida,
coloniality not only came "after" modernity, but it was not easy for her to
understand that for me they are two sides of the same coin-that is, to
understand that from the perspective of the Americas, coloniality is consti
tutive of modernity. The colonial difference is here at work, revealing at the
same time the difference between French colonialism in Canada and the
Caribbean before the French Revolution and Napoleon era, and French colo
nialism thereafter. The colonial difference, in other words, works in two
directions: rearticulating the interior borders linked to imperial conflicts and
rearticulating the exterior borders by giving new meanings to the colonial
difference.
Several years before, I h ad a somewhat similar conversation with the Mex
ican-based Argentinean anthropologist, Nestor Garcia-Canclini, about colo
nialism and modernity in latin America. For Garcfa-Canclini, colonialism
is linked to the colonial period, roughly from early sixteenth century until
the beginning of the nineteenth century. Since this time, what we have is the
beginning of modernity, the nation-building process after several countries
attained independence from Spain or autonomy from Portugal. In this linear
fashion, colonialism structured the past of latin America. Once again, from
that perspective, the "colonial period" is perceived before "modernity," not
as its hidden face. I found a different view articulated by Andean intellectuals
(sociologist Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui in Bolivia; sociologist Anibal Quijano
in Peru) as well as in the Argeminean philosopher Enrique Dussel. Basically,
for Rivera Cusicanqui, the history of Bolivia could be divided in thr�e peri
ods: the colonial period, roughly until mid-nineteenth century; the period
of the republic, until 1952; and the period of modernization (which coin
cides with U.S. politics of progress and modernization in latin America),
until today. However, Rivera Cusicanqui

(1992) does not conceive of these

periods as successive, but as simultaneous: they all coexist today in dia
chronic contradictions, and what coexists is the colonial remora of Bolivian

history, the different articulations of colonizing forces and colonized victims.
Quijano (1992; 1997) talks, instead, of th e coloniality of power. And Dussel

([1992)1995) writes of a planetary and a European modernity whose incep
tion coincides with, and is a consequence of, the "discovery" of America
and the making of the Atlantic commercial and financial circuit.
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COLONlAUTY OF POWER: THE MODERN WORLD SYSTEM
FROM THE COLONIAL PERSPECTIVE

As I explain in the introduction, I start and depart from the modem world

system model or metaphor. As a starting point it simplifies my argument:
the connection of the Mediterranean with the Atlantic through a new com

mercial circuit, in the sixteenth century, lays the foundation for both moder
nity and coloniality. The new commercial circuit also creates the condition
for a new global imaginary built around the fact that the new "discovered"
lands were baptized "Indias Occidentales." The Occident, the West, was no
longer European Christendom (as distinguished from Eastern Christians in

and around jerusalem) but Spain (and by extension the rest of Europe) and
the new colonial possessions. "Occidentalism" was the geopolitical figure
that ties together the imaginary of the modem/colonial world system. As

such, it was also the condition of emergence of Orientalism: there cannot
be an Orient, as the other without the Occident as the same. For this very
,

reason, the Americas, contrary to Asia and Africa, are not Europe's difference
but its extension. This motif did not change when French and German natu
ralists, historians, and philosophers in the eighteenth c entury replaced the

early descriptions of America provided by missionaries, soldiers, and men
of letters with their own impressions: from Buffon to Hegel, America was
conceived as the daughter of Europe and its promised future. Asia and Africa
were the past, America the future. This motif lasted until the second half of
the nineteenth century when "America" (Anglo-America) had really "grown
up" and began to take over the leadership of the world order. One can say
that Spain was the beginning of modernity in Europe and the beginning of
coloniality outside of Europe. This view remains the canonical view today:
there are books about colonialism and about modernity, but they do not
interact-their genealogies are different. The reason for such a division is
either the belief (contested by Quijano and Dussel) that modernity is only
a European business and coloniality something that happens outside of Eu
rope (provided that Ireland is not considered Europe), or the conception
that coloniality is from the national perspective of the colonizing country.
Al ge ra, for example, will seldom be included as part of French national
i

hi stor y, although a history of Algeria, as a nation, cannot avoid France.

In this chapter I explore theoretical responses to and departures from the
modern world system. I make an effort to connect and draw a genealogy of
thinking from local histories subsuming global designs. First, I look into
Anibal Quijano's concept of "coloniality of power" and Enrique Dussel's
"transmodemity" as responses to global designs from colonial histories and
legacies in latin America. The second part is devoted to Abdelkhebir Kha

tibi's "double critique" and "une pensee autre" (an other thinking) as a re-
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sponse from colonial histories and legacies in Maghreb. I also examine
Edouard Glissant's notion of "Creolization," proposed to account for the
colonial experience of the Caribbean in the horizon of modernity and as a
new epistemological principle. These perspectives, from Spanish America,
Maghreb, and the Caribbean, contribute today to rethinking, critically, the
limits of the modem world system-the need to conceive it

as

a modern/

colonial world system and to tell stories not only from inside the "modem"
world but from its borders. These are not only counter or different stories;
they are forgotten stories that bring forward, at the same time, a new episte
mological dimension: an epistemology of and from the border of the mod
em/colonial world system.
I close the chapter by discussing two indirect criticisms of the type of
argument I am proposing. One, indirectly related, is by a sociologist of Marx
ist persuasion and Arabic/Muslim descent, Aziz Al-Azmeh, whose attach
ment to disciplinary principles would make it difficult for him to understand
or accept positions and proposals as those advanced by Quijano, Dussel,
Khatibi, and Glissant. Al-Azmeh doesn't engage personally any of the think
ers I have discussed. I am interested, however, in Al-Azmeh's rejection of the
possibility of cross-cultural understanding that reestablishes the monotopic
principle of modern epistemology and, therefore, casts a doubt about trans
disciplinary perspectives of those introduced by Glissant or Dussel. The sec
on d is jacques Derrida's critique of Khatibi's concept of bilingualism and,
consequently, of double critique. In closing the chapter, I open it up to a
new dimension of thinking from the border of the modem/colonial world
system by bringing into the discussion Du Bois's "double consciousness"
and Gloria Anzaldua's "new mestiza consciousness" grounded in the experi
ence of the borderlands.
The "hidden" aspect of the "modem" world system was recently brought
to light by the Peruvian sociologist Anibal Quijano and by the Argentinian
philosopher of liberation, Enrique Dussel. Quijano came up with the
concept of coloniality, while Enrique Dussel originated the different
but complementary idea of transmodemity. What both concepts share,
however, is a sense that the modem world system or modernity, for that
matter, is being thought out and through from the "other end," that is,
from "colonial modernities." Quijano insists on the fact that, in latin
America, the "colonial period" should not be confused with "coloniality,"
and that the nation building that followed it during the nineteenth
century in most latin American countries (with the exception of Cuba
and Puerto Rico) cannot be understood without thinking through coloni
ality of power. And this is so, precisely, because modernity and coloni
ality are the two sides of the modem world system, although in Wallerstein's
version

this

double

side

was

not

clearly

articulated.

It

was

only

recently, when Quijano and Wallerstein cosigned an article ("Americanity
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as a Concept, or the Americas in the Modern World-System," I992), that
coloniality made its appearance and brought to light the articulation of mo
dernity/coloniality and the relevance of the Americas, and the sixteenth cen
tury in it.
The modem world-system was born in the long sixteenth cenrury. The Americas
as

a geosocial construct were born in the long sixteenth cenrury. The creation

of this geosocial entity, the Americas, was the constitutive act of the modem
world system. The Americas were not incorporated into an already existing capi
talist world-economy. There could not have been a capitalist world-economy
without the Americas. (Quijano and Wallerstein,

1992, 549)

This emendation applies to two of the three basic items that Wallerstein
originally singled out as constitutive of a capitalist world economy: an
expansion of the geographical size of the world, the development of varie
gated methods of labor control for different products and different zones,
and the creation of the relatively strong state machinery in the core states
of the world economy (Wallerstein 1974, 38). The variegated methods of
labor control were tied to the first racial mapping of the modem world sys
tem. The well-known debate of Valladolid-between Bartolome de las Casas
and juan de Sepulveda and, later on, the legal-theological scholarship in the
School of Salamanca devoted to finding the place of the Amerindians in
the chain of being and in the social order of an emerging colonial state
culminated in the enunciation of the "rights of the people" (a forerunner of
the "rights of man and of the citizen") as vassals of the king and servants of
God. labor

was

needed for two reasons: first, to facilitate the massive death

of Amerindians and, second, for the partial implementation of the crown
legislation, helped by the church vigilance over the liberties taken by the

conquistadores with Amerindians under their tutelage.
In what sense is coloniality of power helpful in understanding the current
reconfiguration of the world economy and world imaginary in the
history of Spanish control over the Indias Occidentales and the emergence
of Latin America as a group of countries whose common denominators are
the Spanish and Portuguese colonial legacies? In his 1997 article, Quijano
presents the following argument. "Coloniality of power" and "historico
structural dependency" are two interrelated key words tracing the particular,
local history of Latin America, not so much as an existing entity where
events "happened" and "happen," but as a series of particular events whose
location in the coloniality of power and in the historicostructural depen
dency has made latin America, what latin America has been and is today,
from the colonial period in Peru to Fujimori as the paradigmatic articulation
of neoliberalism. Coloniality of power underlines the geo-econornic organi
zation of the planet which articulates the modern/colonial world system and
manages the colonial difference. That distinction allows Quijano to l in k
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capitalism, through coloniality, to labor and race (and not only class) as well
as to knowledge:
La colonialidad del pode r y Ia dependencia hist6rico-estructural, implican
ambas Ia hegemonia del eurocentrismo como perspectiva de conocimiento....
En el contexte de Ia colonia lidad del poder , las poblaciones dominadas de toda s
las n ueva s identidades fueron tambien sometidas a Ia heg emon!a del eurocen

trismo como manera de conocer, sobre wdo en Ia medida que algunos de sus
sectores pudieron aprender la letra de los dominadores. (Qu ijano

1997, 117)

Coloniality of power and hlstorico-structural dependency: both impl y the he
gemony of eurocentrism as epistemological perspective.... In the context of
coloniality of power, the dominated popul a tion, in their new, assigned identi
ties, were also subjected to the Eurocentric hegemo ny as a way of knowing

([Quijano explains how "Indian" and "Black" were homogenizing identities

es

t ablished by the colonlality of power, erasing the diversity of "Indian" and

"black" identities!) .

A note on "dependency theory" and its mark in the imaginary of the
modem/colonial world system is here necessary for two reasons. One, is the
fact that dependency theory was one of the responses, from Latin America,
to a changing world order that in Asia and in Africa took the form of "decolo
nization." In the Americas, independence from colonial powers (Spain and
England) was obtained long before in what can be labeled the first wave of
decolonization (U.S. and Haitian revolutions; Spanish American indepen
dence). Dependency theory "preceded"-on the one hand-by a few years
Wallerstein's "modern world system" metaphor as an account from the per
spective of modernity. It was "followed"-on the other hand and in Latin
America-by a series of refiexions (in philosophy and the social sciences)
as an account from the perspective of coloniality. Both Quijano and Dussel
are indebted to the impact of dependency theory in its critique to "develop
ment" as the new format taken by global designs once the "civilizing mis
sion" was winding down with the increasing process of decolonization. Al
though dependency theory has been under attack from several fronts
(Cardoso 1977), it is important not to lose sight of the fact that from the
perspective of Latin America, it clearly and forcefully put in the agenda the
problems involved in "developing" Third World countries. The impact of
dependency theory in Latin American philosophy was remarkable too. Peru
vian philosopher A. Salazar Bondy saw in dependency theory an epistemo
logical provocation and a model to put an end to a long "imitative" tradition
and dependency of Latin America over European philosophy (Salazar Bondy
1969). It was a crucial moment of self-discovery, of understanding philoso
phy in Latin America and the Third World as part of a global system of
domination. In this regard, dependency theory was for philosophy, in Latin
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America, what Father Placide Tempels's Bantu Philosophy (1945) was for
the self-discovery of African philosophy (Mudimbe 1988; Eze 1997, 10-14;
Serequeberhan 1994).
In the preceding pages, I hope to have suggested that the modern world
system looks different from its exteriority as Quijano, followingjuan Carlos
Mariategui, tries to show.1 At the same time, underlining particular local
histories that have been constructed around the density of "Indias Occiden
tales" and "Latin America" (constructions that could be explained through
coloniality of power and as historicostructural dependency), I hope to
have suggested and it will be clear as my argument proceeds, that Occiden
talism was a planetary rearticulation during the sixteenth century, which
continued as the overarching imaginary of the modem/colonial world sys
tem

and

of

modernity/coloniality.

"Indias

Occidentales"

and

"Latin

America" became crucial pieces in that redistribution and, indeed, made
Orientalism possible. However, and paradoxically enough, the emergence of
Orientalism (in Said's analysis; see Said 1978) coincided with the second
stage of modernity as an interimperial transformation of capitalism and the
modern/colonial world system with England and France expanding toward
Asia and Africa. This is also the moment in which "modernity" and "mod

ernization" began to make a difference in an emerging Latin America com
posed by several nations gaining independence from Spain and Portugal. A
few years after the United States of North America gained independence
from England, the French Revolution took place and the Haitian Revolution
followed suit. However, at this moment of transition in the modern world
system, U.S. independence and the French Revolution became the standards
of modernity and modernization, and set the economic, political, and episte
mological standards. Thus, it was clear that "latin America" was not the
Orient but the "extreme Occident," and its own intellectuals, like Domingo
Faustino Sarmiento of Argentina, appointed themselves as the leaders of a
civilizing mission in their own country, thus opening up the gates for a long
history of intellectual internal colonialism, which began to break apart in
1898 when the system reaches a turning point. The United States entered
the planetary scene as the new imperial power, and, in Latin America, a
tradition of "peripheric intellectuals" contesting imperialism and the civiliz
ing mission made its appearance Qose Marti in Cuba, at the end of the
nineteenth century;juan Carlos Mariategui in Peru, in the 1920s-see chap
ter 3). The emergence of "civilizing mission" displacing the "Christian mis
Sion" of early colonalism summarizes this switch in the modern world sys-

1 The reader not familiar wit h juan Carlos Mariategui and the work of Anfbal Quijano since

the late 1960s, should think in terms of something equivalent to the South Asian Subaltern

�es Group. although its focus was not the subahern but colonai lism and ethnicity in Maria

Stu

tegut, from a Marxist perspective, Nietzsche and Sorel (for more details, see chapter 3).
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tern and establishes the first articulation of internal borders, the borders

between two empires in decay (Spain and Portugal), the raising of the British

Empire and French colonialism, and the consolidation of Germany as a third
powerful nation in western Europe. The standards of knowledge and its

exportation were established mainly in these three countries and in these
three languages (see chapter 7).

Whereas Quijano began his intellectual production in the late 1960s in

sociology, Enrique Dussel began writing during the same years but in philos

ophy. Coming from their respective disciplines and trajectories and working

independently of each other, they arrived after 1990 at similar conclusions
and perspectives, as is often the case in Latin America where genealogies
are regularly broken by a new wave of ideas and intellectual production from

the center of the world system (in German, French, and English). In 1992,

Quijano published "Colonialidad y modernidad-racionalidad" (Quijano

1992) and Dussel came out with "Eurocentrism and Modernity" (Dussel
[ 1993) 1995). I n his article, Dussel insists that what is today Latin America
was the first periphery of modern Europe and that the concept of modernity

that was framed after the Enlightenment occluded the role of Europe's own

Iberian periphery, and particularly Spain, in its formation (Dussel [1993)

1995, 67). This occlusion was such that even Wallerstein, who clearly states
that the modern world system began to be articulated in 1500 developing
new economic areas (mines and plantations), is blind to the Spanish contri

bution to the epistemological imaginary of the modem world system:

Geo-cultures come into existence at one moment and, at a later moment, may

cease to hold sway. In the case of the modem world-system, it seems to me that

its geo-culrure emerged with the French Revolution and then began to lose its

widespread acceptance with the world revolution of 1968. The capitalist world
economy has been operating since the long sixteenth century. It functioned for

three centuries, however, without any firmly established geo-culture. That is to say,
from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, no one set of values and basic rules
prevailed within the capitalism world-economy, actively endorsed by the majority
of the cadres and passively accepted by the majority of the ordinary people. Tile
French Revolution, lato senso, changed that. It established two new principles:

(1) the

normality of political change, and

(2) the sovereignty

of the people....

The key point to note about these two principles is that they were, in and of
themselves, quite revolutionary in their implications for the world-system....
It is in this sense that! have argued elsewhere that the French Revolution repre
sented the first of the antisystemic revolutions of the capitalist world-economy,

in a small part a success, in larger part a failure. (Wallerstein 1995, 1163; empha

sis added)

Wallerstein is here also blind to the colonial difference and prisoner of the

very self-imaginary constructed by the intellectuals of the second stage of
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modernization, once France, Germany, and England displaced Spain and

Portugal from the economic and intellectual arena. He is missing the point of

the constitutive character of the Americas for the imaginary of the modern/

colonial world, as Quijano will make clear in an article coauthored with

Wallerstein (Quijano and Wallerstein 1992). Said, with all his contributions

to the politics of cultures of scholarship, fell into the same trap at the very

inception of his definition and contextualization of Orientalism:
Americans will not feel quite the same about the Orient

[!I, which for them is
(China and

much more likely to be associated very differently with the Fa r East

Japan, mainly).Unlike the Americans, the French and the British-less so the
Germans, Russians, Spanish, Portuguese, Italians, and Swiss-have had a long

tradition of what I shall be calling Orienta !ism, a way of coming to terms with
the Orient that is based on the Orient's special place in European Western expe
rience. Tile Orient is not only adjacent to Europe; it is also the place of Europe s
'

t ns and languages,
greatest and richest and oldest colonies, the source of its civilizaio

its cultural contestant, and one of its deepest and most recurring images of the Other.
(Said 1978, 1; emphasis added)

I have no intention of ignoring the tremendous impact and the scholarly

transformation Said's book has made possible. Nor do I intend to join Aijaz

Ahmad (1992) and engage in a devastating critique of Said because the book
doesn't do exactly what I want it to. However, I have no intention of repro

ducing the enormous silence that Said's book enforces: without Occiden

talism there is no Orientalism, and Europe's "greatest and richest and oldest
colonies" are not the "Oriental" but the "Occidental": the lndias Occiden
tales and then the Americas. "Orientalism" is the hegemonic cultural imagi

nary of the modem world system in the second modernity when the image

of the "heart of Europe" (England, France, Germany) replaces the "Christian

Europe" of the fifteenth to mid-seventeenth century {Italy, Spain, Portugal).
It was from the "Indias Occidentales" that the great flowof riches, in gold
and silver, reached Spain and the rest of Europe.. One example suffices to
sustain the argument: between 1531 and 1660 a minimum of 155,000 kilo

grams of gold and 16,985,000 of silver entered Spain legally; the illegal

amount, of course, cannot be calculated (Cespedes del Castillo 1985, 133).

These amounts transformed the economic relations between Spain and the

rest of Europe and also the commerce with the "extreme" Orient. Cespedes
del Castillo observes:
De este modo America hizo posible el n\pido crecimiento del comercio mundial
y determin6 su voh1men. Los grandes beneficiarios de ese trafico fueron los
intermediarios europeos: mercaderes, banqueros, Ia construcci6n naval y otras
industrias.Ademas, una parte de los metales preciosos permaneci6 en Europa,
bien atesorada para usos no econ6micos (haciendo posible el esplendor del arte
barroco en esculrura, orfebreria y vestido), bien acuftada, aumentando asi Ia

58

CHAPTER 1

circulaci6n monetaria, lo que infiuy6 considerablemente en el desarrollo eco
n6mico Europeo. (Cespedes del Castillo

1985, 133)

For this reason, America made the rapid growth of world trade possible, and
determined its volume.The great beneficiaries of such intense trading were the
European intermediaries: merchants, bankers, naval constructions, and other
industries.Furthermore, a great deal of gold and silver remained in Europe and
was directed toward noncommercial uses (which made the splendor of sculp
ture and baroque art possible), although it was contributed to increase the circu
lation of money, which, as it turns out, was influential in the subsequent Euro
pean economic development.

The situation began to change around 1630. Europe went through a pe
riod of depression between 1620 and 1680, and at the beginning of this
period devastating religious wars ravaged the area. Castilian colonial mo
nopoly began to crumble and with it the power and prestige of Seville as a
commercial center of the new Atlantic commercial circuit. During the seven
teenth century, Holland eme rged as a new hegemonic power (Arrighi 1994).
A mster dam , in the seventeenth century at the periphery of the new commer

cial circuit and under the control of Spain, replaced Seville as the world trade
center (Wallerstein 1980, 36-73). Whereas until this period the Atlantic was
the main focus of attention, as was piracy, on the part of the British, the
French, and the Dutch, in the seventeenth century Europeans under Dutch
leadership began to establish themselves in the East Indies. The interest of
the period for my argument, which I expand in chapter 7, is that colonial
mercantile economy was somewhat detached from the hegemonic Christian
ideology still dominant in its Puritan and Catholic conflicts. It was, in other
words, a colonial mercantile economy that would be linked to secularization
and the civilizing mission 150 years later.
It is true, as Said states, that the Orient became one of the recurring images

p

of Euro e's Other after the

eighteenth century. The Occident, however, was

never Europe's Other but the difference within sameness: Indias Occiden
tales (as you can see in the very name) and later America (in Buffon, Hegel,
etc.), was the extreme West, not its alterity. America, contrary to Asia and
Africa, was included as part of Europe's extension and not as its difference.
That is why, once more, without Occidentalism there is no Orienlalism.
Occidentalism was a transatlantic construction pr eci sely in the sense that
the Americas became conceptualized as the expansion of Europe, the land
occupied by the descendants of Japheth whose name has inscribed his own
destinity: "breath," "enlargement," and, as such, they w i l l rul e over Shem
(located in Asia) and Ham ("hot not in wisdom but in willfulness," located
in Africa) (Hay 1 95 7 , 12). During the sixteenth century, when "America"
became conceptualized as such not b y the Spanish crown but by intellectuals
of the North (Italy and France, Mignolo 1982; 1995a, chap. 6), i t was im-
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plicit that America was neither the land of Shem (the Orient) nor the land
of Ham (Africa), but the enlargement of the land of japheth. There was no
other reason than the geopolitical distribution of the planet implemented
by the Christian T/0 map to perceive the planet as divided into four conti
nents; and there was no other place in the Christian T/0 map for "America"
than its inclusion in t he domain ofjapheth, that is, in the West (Occident).
Occidentalism, in other words, is the overarching geopolitical imaginary of
the modem/colonial world system, to which Orientalism was appended in
its first radical transformation, when the center of the system moved from

the Iberian Peninsula to the North Sea, between Holland and Britain. ·
Quijano and Dussel as well as Brazilian "anthropologian" Darcy Ribeiro
(1968; [1969) 1978), have been at pains to find a location "beyond euro
centrism" (Dussel1998a) or "beyond occidentalism" as Coronil (1996) has
recently restated the issue. One of the main concerns of these scholars is
knowledge: Occidentalism-as I said-as the overarching imaginary of the
,

modern world system was, at the same time, a powerful machine for subal
ternizing knowledge (from the early missionaries of the Renaissance to the

philosophers of the' Enlightenment), and the setting up of a planetary episte
mological standard. Quijano addresses this issue explicitly in his article "Co
lonialidad y modernidad-racionalidad" (Quijano 1992) and Dussel does so
in his "Eurocentrism and Modernity" ([1993] 1995) as well as in his book
The Underside of Modernity (l996a). The basic argument in Dussel reads as
follows:
Kant's answer to the question posed by the title of his essay "What Is Enlighten
ment?" is now more than two centuries old: "Enlightenment is the exodus of
humanity by its own effort from the state of guilty immaturity.... Laziness
and cowardice are the reasons why the greater part of the

humanity remains

pleasurably in state of immaturity. ... Today we would ask him: an African in
Africa or as a slave in the United State in the eighteenth century; and an Indian
in Mexico or a Latin American mes!izo, should all of these subjects be consid
ered to reside in a state of guilty immaturity? (Dussel

[1993] 1995, 68)

Of course the answer will be no in most cases, although the fact remains
that today Kant's dictum has all its force in its spirit, and not necessarily in
Kant's precise words. There is no question that Quijano, Dussel, and I are
reacting not only to the force of a historical imaginary but also to the actual
imaginary today. Quijano has a similar perspective on the subal

ity of this

ternization of knowledge when he writes: "At the same time that the colonial
domination was asserting itself, a cultural complex under the name of ratio
nality was being put in place and established as the universal paradigm of
knowledge and of hierarchical relations between the 'rational humanity'
(Europe) and the rest of t he world" (1992, 440). As a sociologist, Quijano
assigns himself the task of analyzing the epistemol ogi cal c rises tha t he l o

-
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cates in the epistemological principle splitting the knowing subject from the
known object. He concerns himself with this paradigm where the accent is
placed on the individual character of the knowing subject, thus suppressing
the intersubjective dimension in the production of knowledge. Quijano es
tablishes a link between the epistemological relation between a subject and
an object, and the economical relation between a subject and its private
property. But what is really relevant in Quijano's analysis of the subalterniza
tion of knowledge is not so much the complicity with modern economic
ideology (either private property in Renaissance mercantilism or in Enlight
enment capitalism), but the fact that once a correlation between subject and
object was postulated, it became unthinkable to accept the idea that a knowing
subject was possible beyond the subject of knowledge postulated by the very
concept of rationality pu.t in place by modern epistemology (Quijano 1992,

442). That is the reason Orientalism was possible, as well as area studies
after World War II (see chapters 2 and 7).

THE LOCAL HISTORIES

OF GLOBAL DESIGNS

This epistemological configuration, regularly located in Descartes, was a
turning point in relation to the epistemology of the Renaissance, signifi

cantly alien to the subject-object distinction. As a matter of fact, the domi
nant tendency in the Renaissance was expressed in the Studia Humanitatis
and its concerns with education, the nature of Man and ethics. Thus, gram
mar, rhetoric, poetry, and history (as rhetorical and ethical enterprise) were
the dominant disciplines (Cassirer, Kristeller, and Randall 1948; Kristeller
1965). In general, Aristotle was not a major figure because of his emphasis
on logic and science (as with the Italian Aristotelian Pietro Pomponazzi

[1462-1525), the Renaissance concept of science was far from the idea that
was to be introduced at a later date by Galileo and, philosophically, by Des
cartes). It was, so to speak, a humanistic conceptualization of science and
philosophy, based in logic rather than in observation and experimentation.
Furthermore, the perception of the Arab world at this time was not a percep
tion that we can call "Orientalism" and not even the perception of the
"Other," but rather the perception of an enemy whose knowledge had the
same foundation: Greek thought. In a letter of November 17, 1370, Petrarch
pronounces to his physician and friend, Giovanni de Dondi, a strong judg
ment against the Arabs:
Before I close this letter, l implore you to keep these Arabs from giving me
advice about my personal condition. Let them stay in exile . . . . l know that
the Greeks were once most ingenious and eloquent men. Many very excellent
philosophers and poets; outstanding orawrs and mathematicians have come
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from Greece. That part of the world has brought forth princes of medicine. You

�

know what ki d of physiciarts the Arabs are. I know what kinds of poets they
are....The mmds of men are inclined to act diff erently; but, as you used to
say, every man radiates his own peculiar mental disposition. To sum up: I will
not be persuaded that any good can come from Arabia. (Cassirer et al.

1948'

142)
In the fourteenth century the Arabs were not the subaltern "Other" the

d;

wo�ld be�ome, relocated from the sixteenth century on with the victory
.
over Islam and the conflation of Arabs with Islam. Padua was
Chnsuamty

a peripheral place in a world order whose commercial circuits (Abu-Lughod

�g. 2 on p�ge 27) extended from Genoa to Peking with Bagh
dad, Alexand �a ' and �a1ro as more "central" locations. It was only the tri

1989, 34; see

.
umph of Chnsnan Spam at the inception of a new circuit, the Atlantic cir

cuit, that will place the "Arabs" in a subaltern position, making them the
Other and contributing to the configuration of the object of study in the
eighteenth century that prompts what Said named Orientalism.
Orientalism, in other words, was a particular rearticulation of the modern/
colonial world system imaginary in its second phase, when Occidentalism,
stru :tured and implemented in the imaginary of Spanish and Portuguese
emp�res, b egan to fade away. But to say it was fading away does not mean
.
that � vamshed. ccidentalism lost the imaginary hegemonic power. How
.
ever: �� Petrarch s . dictum, the value ascribed to Arab knowledge, from a
Chnsnan perspective, became a yardstick to judge and subalternize forrrts

?

�

of knowledge that cannot be justified within the Greco-Roman and Christian
epistemological configuration. The so-called discovery of the New World
was a foundational moment in this respect: while the Studia Humanitatis
wa

� producing an� es�ablishing the rule of knowledge, chiefly in theology,

�

education m an emerging Christian western Europe, the emer
.new w rld" fo� ed a rearticulation of the principle of knowledge
ence
a
of
�
�
c
In th realm of ethics and m the "scientific" (e.g., Aristotelian) aspect of the
�
RenaiSsance.

eth1cs, an

In the domains of ethics, I underline one of Dussel's· basic observa
.
tions:
The first Hispanic, Renaissance, and humanist modernity produced a theoretical
and philosophical reflection of the highest importance, which has gone unno
ticed by so-called modern philosophy (which is only the philosophy of the sec
ond modernity). The theoretical-philosophical thought of the sixteenth century

has

contemporary relevance because it is the first, and only, that lived and ex

pressed the originary experience during the period of the constitution of the
first world-system. Thus, out of the theoretical "recourses" that were available
·

·

·

•

the central philosophical ethical question that obtained

was

the following:
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what right has the European 10 occupy, dominate and manage the recently discovered
cultures, conquered by the military, and in the process of being colonized? (Dussel
1998a,

15)

Dussel is referring here to the discussions in the School of Salamanca on the
"rights of the people," a legal-theological debate forgotten, in the eighteenth
century, when the declaration on the "rights of men and of the citizen" came
into existence. The enormous difference between the two ethical moments
in the imaginary of the modern world system is that in the declaration of
the "rights of men and of the citizen" the colonial question has vanished;
consequently, the concept of man and of the citizen universalized a regional
issue and erased the colonial question. It was precisely a� that intersection,
and due to the erasure of the colonial conflict, that the Haitian Revolution,
which was enacted as an implementation of the rights of man and of the
citizen, was unthinkable, as Trouillot eloquently argued (Trouillot 1995).
And it was unthinkable, I would submit-and suggest that Quijano and
Dussel have been making a similar point from a different perspective-be
cause the eighteenth century redefined the imaginary of the modern/colonial
world system in a way that was consistent with the new imperial power
(Holland, Britain, France). It was self-conceived as a new beginning that
erased-for the future generation-the crucial importance of the Renais
sance and the Reformation. D'Alembert made this point very clear at the
beginning of his "Elements de philosophie" (1759):
If one examines carefully the mid-point of the century in which we live, the
events which excite us or at any rate occupy our minds, our customs, our
achievements, and even our diversions, it is difficult not to see that in some
respects a very remarkable change in our ideas is taking place, a change whose
rapidity seems to promise an even greater transformation to come. . . . Our cen
tury is called ... the century of philosophy par excellence.... The fruit or sequel
of this general effervescence of minds has been to cast new light on some matters
and new sltadows

011

others, just as the effect of the ebb and flow of the tides is to

leave something on the shore and to wash others away. (Quoted in Cassirer 1951,
4; emphasis added)

The turning point was, for D'Alembert, the

d-point of the century in

" mi

which we live" and he was right. The entire theologicolegal debate on coloni
zation and the "rights of the people" has vanished from sight and, today,
postcolonial thinking has promoted an imaginary that "begins" also in the
eighteenth century. This is one of the reasons why it is not obvious for Said
that "Occidentalism" is the condition of possibility of "Orientalism" and
"Orientalism" accepted as an emerging field without preconditions. In the
same vein, we could explain that the South Asian Subaltern Studies Group
attempted to bring Marx into the rewriting of colonial history at the same
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time-and for very understandable historical reasons-to locate the limits
of colonialism in the British colonization of India, toward the end of the
eighteenth century. This is why, once again, Kant's reflections on the En
lightenment is so important to the group leader, Ranajit Guha (Guha 1996).
My first intention here in piggybacking my own analysis on world system
theory is precisely to bring back to the shore memories that have been
washed away and that are so "fundamental" in today's global imaginary. My
second intention is to take advantage of the modern/colonial world system
to locate the emergence of "border thinking" from the colonial difference as
a revolution equivalent to the one described by D'Alambert but happening
in several locations at the same time, responding to an amazing diversity of
local histories and inverting the post-Enlightenment tendency to refer all
kinds of knowledge to "the century of philosophy par excellence" convinc
ingly described by D'Alembert.
My observations on Quijano and Dussel could be complemented by a
significant amount of work being done in African philosophy during the past
three decades, mainly by a new generation of philosophers who assigned to
themselves the task of reading major figures of Western thought (Kant,
Hegel, Marx, Heidegger, Foucault) from the point of view of coloniality. Eze
(l997b) and Serequeberhan (1997), for example, provide a revealing reading
of what is "behind" Kant's "What Is Enlightenment" as well as his theory of
pure and practical reason and the sublime. Eze shows a double movement
in Kant's theoretical reflections: on the one hand, the spatial organization
of people by the color of their skin and their planetary location in the four
continents that Kant developed in his lectures on Anthropology from a Prag
matic Point of View (delivered between 1756 and 1797); and, on the other,
Newton's theories of the natural world applied to the history and morality.
The end result is a search for the transcendental as the ultimate grounding
of reason, knowledge, and philosophy. Kant was able to classify and describe

four races: white (Europeans), yellow (Asians), black (Africans), and red
(American Indians). In the American Indians, the Negroes, and the Hindus
(in which he included Persians, Chinese, and Turks), he also found the
potential for reason, passion, and sensibility that he found in the white Euro
peans. Cit is notorious, incidentally, that when Kant talks about the Ameri
cans he talks about North America, as South America undeniably slides out

of the picture.) Serequeberhan, for his part, discovers the same prejudice in
Kant's "What Is Enlightenment" and in "Idea of a Universal History from a
Cosmopolitan Point of View," both pieces published in 1784. The task Afri
can philosophers assign to African philosophy is complemented by the new
task Continental philosophers assign to Continental philosophy in dialogue
wuh Africans (i.e., Bernasconi 1997), showing the limits ofDerrida's decon

struction from the perspective of African philosophy.
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THE LOCAL HISTORIES OF BORDER THINKING
I turn now to the emergence and epistemological potential of "border think

ing," whose planetary and local historical conditions have been outlined in
the first section and linked to the colonial difference as aniculated in its
variance along the spacial history of the modem/colonial world. By plane
tary and local historical conditions I mean a double movement: on the one
hand, the expansion of the modern world system since the end of the fif
teenth century; on the other, the parallel construction of its imaginary both
from inside and from outside of the system. By local historical conditions I
refer also to both the local histories "within" the modem world system (e.g.,
the local histories of the "metropolitan centers," the local histories of Europe
and the United States, the local histories of Spain and England) and the local
histories of its margins (e.g., the Andes under colonial rule, the indepen
dence of Latin American countries from Spain and nation building under a
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new glo �� order, the local history of India under British rule or of Algeria
and T�ms1a und:r Fr�nch colonialism). I am not, therefore, setting a stage
m whtch local htstones are those of the colonized coumries, or the Third
World, and global designs are located in the colonizer countries of the First

�orl�. Global designs, in other words, are brewed, so to speak, in the local

htstones �f the met�opolitan countries; they are implemented, exported, and
enacted differently m particular places (e.g., in France and Martinique' for

instance, in the nineteenth century).

This description corresponds to the canonical moment of the modem
world system. After the 1970s and more so after the 1990s however it
becomes more difficult to locate global designs in particula

; "countri�"

since transnational corporations are, precisely, undermining the power of
the state (even of the state of developed countries) to produce and "export"
global d�1gns. To the extent that global designs are no longer situated in
one t �mtory (e.g., those of British colonialism), local histories are corres

�

po � dmgly affecte?. In hi � regard, countries that had colonial possessions
unnlt e 1960s (hke Bntam and France) are becoming subject to the trans
_ own local histories in relation to their previous location
ormanon o �e1r

�

:

�

m the colomahty of power. This scenario also applies to the United States.

tod��- The U.S. position in the world order is radically different from the

posm on that, for instance, Spain occupied in the sixteenth or England in

_
�e nmete
:nth century, due mainly to the power of transnational corpora

uo�s and tts consequences: the expansion of capitalist economy to those

regton� of the planet that have been identified, from the local histories where

s "Oriental" and, therefore, not likely to become capi
ca�ttahsm emerged, a
as
_
ahst That was, prec1sely, the entire point made through the "Orientalist"
:
tma ma ry. C� italism was linked to the "Occidental" imagination, not to
_
the . Onen al one. But, of course, it was linked to a certain dimension of
�
an Occidentalism located in northern and western Europe
Occidentahsm:
(France, England, Germany) and the United States, but not to southwestern

�

�

p

Europe Otaly, Spain, Portugal) and their legacy in Latin America.
. 1 needed the preceding geopolitical map to point out the external and
Internal borders of the modern world system in order to locate' in both the
emergence of border thinking. Now I can consider some of the central i eas
a
� nced by Abdelhe ir Khatibi (Khatibi 1983, [1983) 1990), a Moroccan
P 1 osopher, along w1th those of Carribean writer and essa)'l·st' Edouard
.
_
G 1Issant
(Gltss nt [1981 1 1989; [1990) 1997). The main reasons to select
�
. ..
I<hatJbit relaoon to my previous argument are several. First, Khatibi's argu�
rnents bnng t� the foreground the early history of the modem world system

�t

�

d

:::d the co�fhct between the C�ristians and the Moors in the sixteenth ceo
In the Ideology of the Renaissa�ce, w�ich I<hatibi refers to as "Occiden
_
tal�m." Second, he rearoculates this conflict with the second, post-Enlight-

erunent moment of the modern world system: the French colonization of
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Maghreb.
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An Other Thinking
The general ideal of decolonization of knowledge , in Khatibi, is grounded
in two of his crucial concepts: "double critique" and "une pensee autre"
("an other thinking"). In the course of exploring these concepts l will be

defining my own conceptualization of border thinking (border gnosis, or

border epistemology). By so doing, I am not attempting to find t e nly and
?
correct concept that captures the "thing," the (master) empty s1
er that

�
�

will house the entire diversity of particulars. To do so would go agamst my

own conception of border thinking, changing the content, but not the terms,
of the conversation (as I learned from Rolph-Trouillot's "Global Flows, Open
Cultures," a paper presented at Stanford University in May

199� ). l would
�

be falling into a modern, universal view of knowledge and eplstemology,
.
where concepts are not related to local histories but to global estgns,
and

global designs are always controlled by certain kinds of local h1stones. My
.
conception of border thinking emerges not from a umversal
conceptu al ge
.
nealogy that can be traced to Plato (or Aristotle, for that matter), or hnked
to some enlightened philosopher in the eighteenth century and back to some

influential thinker of the present (who more certainly will be linked to a

national genealogy and write in French, errnan, or En� lish), but from the
local histories of Spanish legacies in Amenca. More spee1fically, my concep-

�
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tualization emerges from the imperial conflict between Spain and the United
Stat es, in the nineteenth century, which has generated the physical border
land between Mexico and the United States, but also the metaphorical bor
ders as enacted in the histories of Cuba/United States, Puerto Rico/United

States that basically define the configuration of Latino/as or Hispanics in this

country. However, Spain is also the missing link between Khatibi's double
critique, an other thinking and my own border gnosis. The early expulsion
of the Moors out of the Iberian Peninsula, where they lived for several centu
ries, and across the Mediterranean (Harvey

1990) was in keeping with the

need to find a place for the Amerindians in the planetary, and Christian

order of being, and with the exportation of African slaves to take up the jobs
that Amerindians-as vassals of the king-were not legally allowed to do.
In Khatibi's local history, the West (!'Occident) is defined in opposition to

"notre patrimoine" (!'Islam). However, he is quick to get out of the dichot

omy necessary to set the stage for an other thinking ("une pensee autre")
since, and curiously enough, an other thinking is a way of thinking without

the Other. Since the conflict between Europe and the Arab world goes back
many centuries, Khatibi argues, this conflict becomes a machine of mutual
misunderstanding

(1983, 15)-thus, the necessity of a double critique to

both Occidental and Islamic fundamentalism. A double critique becomes at
this intersection a border thinking, since to be critical of both, of Western
and Islamic fundamentalism, implies to think from both traditions and, at
the same time, from neither of them. This border thinking and double cri
tique are the necessary conditions for "an other thinking," a thinking that
is no longer conceivable in Hegel's dialectics, but located at the border of
coloniality of power in the modem world system. Why? Because Hegel's

dialectics presuppose a linear conception of historical development, whereas
"an other thinking" is based on the spatial confrontations between different
concepts of history. Or, shall I say, "an other thinking" is possible when

different local histories and their particular power relations are taken into
consideration. In this case, Arabic philosopher Ibn Khaldun becomes canon

ical in his difference from German philosophers. Linear progress and pro

gression are not within the scope of a double critique, and a dialectical syn
thesis is no longer recommended once "an other thinking" becomes
available. The epistemological potential of border thinking, of "an other
think ing," has the possibility of overcoming the limitation of territorial

thinking (e.g . , the monotopic epistemology of modernity), whose victory

was possible because of its power in the subalternization of knowledge lo

�ated outside the parameters of modern conceptions of reason and rational

Ity. A double critique releases knowledges that have been subaltemized, and

the release of those knowledges makes possible "an other thinking." In the
case of Khatibi, we are at the intersection of French and Arabic, at the inter-
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section of Western and Arabic knowledge, but not in a happy synthesis that
will lead us to a natural reproduction of Western epistemology.
The second opposition Khatibi attempts to undo (after the opposition
between the Christian West and the Islamic East), and I would say the very
foundation of his need for a double critique, is the postcolonial situation in
the Maghreb. "What did we do," asks Khatibi, reflecting on Maghrebian
intellectuals' attitude in the process of decolonization, "other than repro
duce a rather simplistic version of Marx's thought, on the one hand, and the
ideological theology of Arabic nationalism, on the other?" (1983, 16). A way
out of these dichotomies presupposes a double critique and the search for
"an other thinking" that will go beyond certain limitations of Marxist think
ing, which maintains a geopolitics of knowledge according to the knowing
subject in the First World (the Occident) and the known subject in the
dogmatism and Arabic nationalism: "An other thinking is formulated as a
response to the large questions and issues that are shaking the world today,
to the questions emerging from the places where the planetarization of sci
ence, of technique and of strategies are being disclosed" (13). What emerges
from this formulation is that "an other thinking" is no longer located in
either of the two alternatives into which Orientalism, and later area studies,
organized the distribution of scholarly labor from the eighteenth century to
the cold war. "An other thinking" implies a redistribution of the geopolitics
of knowledge as organized by both Occidentalism (as the overarching imagi
nary and self-definition of the modern world system) and Orientalism (one
particular instance in which the difference from the same was located), along
with area studies and the triumph of the social sciences in the geopolitics
of knowledge. It also entails an effort to escape the domain of Western meta
physics and its equivalent, the theological realm of Islamic thought . "An
other thinking" locates itself in all of these, and in none, in their borderland
(as Gloria Anzaldua frames it).
The potential of "an other thinking" is epistemological and also ethical:

epistemological because it is constructed on a critique of the limitations of
two metaphysical traditions-the Christian/secular Western and the Islamic.
Two historical moments are relevant here: one, the sixteenth century and
the rearticulation of the conflict between Christianity and Islam, through
the "purity of blood" principle (see the introduction); two, the eighteenth
century and the secularization of philosophy and knowledge, the formation
of capitalism, and the rise of French colonialism. Thus, a consequent de
scription of "an other thinking" is the following: a way of thinking that is
not inspired in its own limitations and is not intended to dominate and to
humiliate; a way of thinking that is universally marginal, fragmentary, and
unachieved; and, as such, a way of thinking that, because universally mar
ginal and fragmentary, is not ethnocidal (Khatibi 1983, 19). Thus, the ethical
potential of an other thinking. Dussel, independently of Khatibi, has charac-
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terized modern, instrumental reason by its genocidal bent. He tries to reveal
this in his concept of the "myth of modernity": "Modernity includes a ratio
nal "concept" of emancipation that we affirm and subsume. But, at the same
time, it develops an irrational myth, a justification for genocidal violence.
The postmodernists criticize modern reason as a reason of terror; we criticize
modern reason because of the irrational myth it conceals" (Dussel [1993]

1995, 67). Interestingly, Khatibi and Dussel not only coincide in their cri
tique of modernity without knowing each other, but both define their enter
prise in relation to modernity and to European philosophers (Nietzsche,
Heidegger, Foucault, Derrida for Khatibi; Apple, Marx, Habermas, Levinas
for Dussel). The consequences of coloniality of power and subalternization
of knowledge can be perceived at work from the colonial difference nourish
ing Khatibi's and Dussel's ethical and epistemic reflections. And this is the
situation that "an other thinking" addresses at the same time that it opens
a new perspective for a geopolitical order of knowledge production.
Khatibi's double critique of two kinds of "metaphysics" (Western and
Islamic) has a geohistorical locus of enunciation called "Maghreb." But what
does he mean by this claim to a location and a true being ("tel qu'il est") of

the Maghreb? The Maghreb, far from being constructed as an ontological
site, similar to the idea of the nation, is, on the contrary, thought out as the
location of what I will elaborate as an epistemic irreducible difference. l

�

ant to indicate a geohistorical location that is constructed as a crossing
mstead of as a grounding (e.g., the nation). Located between Orient, Occi
dent, and Africa, the Maghreb is a crossing of the global in itself. On the
other hand, in order to think of the Maghreb as the difference that cannot
be told, and not as an "area" to be studied, we need a kind of thinking

beyond the social sciences and positivistic philosophy, a kind of thinking
that �o es along the diversity of the historical process itself. Such a way
o� thi ki ng should first be attentive, "listening to Maghreb in its plurality
.
(hngmsttc,
cultural, political)"; and, second, it should be attentive to "Ma
ghreb exteriority." This is an exteriority that shall be decentered
from its
dominant determinations in such a way that would make it possible to
think
beyond the ontologization of an area to be studied and move
to a reflection
of the historicity of differences. In this sense,
a double critique is the criti
.
Cism of
e imperial discourses (the exteriority from which the Maghreb
was c nstnuted as an area) as well as of national
discourses asserting identity
and differences articulated in and by imperial
discourses (Khatibi 1983, 39).
At this point, double critique is a crucial strategy to build
macronarratives
from the perspective of coloniality.
As such, these macronarratives are not
redestined to tell the truth that colonial discourses
did not tell. That step
lS already implied in double
critique. Macronarratives from the perspective
of coIomat·Ity are precrsely the places
in which "an other thinking" could be
.
nn.plemented, not in order to tell the truth
over lies, but to think otherwise,

�

�

�

�

�

·

·
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and for "an othe thinking." Khatibi's departure from Derrida and Foucault
takes place, prec1sely, whe language and translation are brought into the
realm of
owledge and epistemology, into the realm of coloniality and the
.
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know1edge,

the French language in which the canon and the tradition

(from Gree e t Rome to France) silenced knowledge production in Arabic.
� .
Here, Khaubt mtroduces a powerful metaphor to descn·be th'ts s1tuanon:
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managed from he local histories and local languages of the "silencing" (e..,
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wnh a longer history than French, with a greater number of speaker

(Fre ch speakers represent 2.1 percent of the population of the world while
�
ra tc spea ers constitute 3.5 percent), and with a legacy of knowled e
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�
��km1 A�a� to Greek philosophy, became epistemologically marginal �n
co 0 1al�ty of power. Until the eighteenth century, Latin and Spanish
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overcoming French. "Silenced societies" even when they
ecenlly, EngllSh
lS
speak, says Khatibi, are not listened to in their difference ("Meme quand

elles par1ent, e11es ne soot pas entendues dans leur difference"

[1983 59])

:e�tence may resonate in a later formulation ("Can the subalte�
:�ea ) of great currency. If Khatibi was not listened to, it may be due to
e �e� fact that he was denouncing in French at the same moment in which
E�� s �as taking the place that French occupied in relation to Arabic Or
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�s It was also due t� the fact that knowledge in the French lang�age
The
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Epistemic Decolonization and the Colonial Difference
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the Chicano/a intellectuals are in between both possibilities: in the nine
teenth century, the United States frontier moved south and circled a large
Mexican population within U.S. territory. In the twentieth century, particu
larly in the past thirty years, massive migration from Mexico is generating,
within the United States, a type of intellectual who thinks in the border,
although his or her situation is different from that of a migrant intellectual
such as Khatibi. This is another type of situation (somewhere in between
that of the Amerindians and Native Americans and that of Khatibi), since
the Chicano/a are such in part because of migration but also in part because
the world moved around them (the southern frontier in the nineteenth cen
tury) or because they descend from immigrants but they are not immigrants
themselves (e.g., Gloria Anzaldua, Cherrie Moraga).
Let's move now to the more complex definition of nomadism and no
madology in Deleuze and Guattari ([1987)1996, 351-423), which is related
to science and to thinking beyond science. I understood that the question
I was asked a couple of times could be summarized as follows: "What

is the difference, after all, between border thinking or border gnosis
and nomadology? And if there is no difference, as I suspect, why not
just go ahead and talk about (or 'apply') nomadology to the issue you
are dealing with?" I felt myself in the same situation as Khatibi when
he articulated his relation to Nietzsche, who
while

inhabiting

it.

For

Khatibi,

instead,

criticized

criticism

of

Christianity
Christianity

was performed from a subaltern (and exterior) Muslim perspective in
the conflictive imaginary of the modern/colonial world system. There
is no universal location from which to talk about Christianity: it is
one thing to deconstruct Western metaphysics while inhabiting it, and it is
quite another to work on decolonization as a form of deconstruction (see
also Outlaw 1997), from the historical exteriority of Western metaphysics;
that is, from those places that Western metaphysics transformed into "si
lenced societies" or "silenced knowledges" (e.g., subaltern knowledges; Ber
nasconi 1997, 186-87). It is one thing to criticize the complicity between
knowledge and the state while inhabiting a particular nation-state (in this
case France), and another to criticize the complicity between knowledge
and the state from the historical exteriority of a universal idea of the state
forged on the experience of a local history: the modem, European, experi
ence of the state. The same argument could be made-as we can see-if we
replace Christianity with language. Thus, nomadology is a universal state
tnent from a local history, while an other thinking is a universal statement
from two local histories, intertwined by the coloniality of power: that is why

one of the first articulations of double critique and "an other thinking" in
.
l<ha1rb·1 lS
an anaIys1s of French MarxtSm and Arabic postcolonial national.
Ism. There is no reduction of "an other thinking" to nomadology
and vice
Versa. Both are entrenched in local histories: nomadology is a universal
his·

·
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tory told from a local one; "an other thinking" is a universal

� istory of the

modern/colonial world system that implies the complementanty of moder
nity and coloniality, of modern colonialism (since 1500 and its int:r nal c n
�
.
flicts) and colonial modernities, in their diverse rhythms, temporahues, With
nations and religions coming to conflict at different periods and in different
world orders.
But I think that the most striking differences between nomadology and

� �

"an other thinking" is similar to the difference between "an o er t inking"
.
and deconstruction along with the importance that Khaubt
attnbutes to
"thinking in languages," "cette parole tierce" (this third wor ). This move

�

is at the same tiflle an effort to delink from the tyranny of Occtdental reason
its sciences and technologies articulated in Occidental languages (from Latin
to French, German, and English) and a critique of Islamic fundamentalism
articulated in Arabic language. Different from Derridean deconstruction,
Khatibi's decolonizing version works in between French and Arabic; that is,
"an other thinking" is thinking in language, in between two langua e� and

�

their historical relations in the modern world system and the colomahty of
power. Translation is again inevitably invoked. But translation is also given
.
a particular function in the structure of thinking and in the producnon of
.
knowledge. As such, there is a risk of which Khatibi is aware, and he explic
itly tries to respond to it. This is the risk, in the structur� of nowled e and
the coloniality of power, of translating French into Arabtc as tmportauon of

�

�

knowledge and Arabic into French as exportation of an "Oriental" exotic
commodity. To that real danger Khatibi responds as follows:
Disons, d'une fa�on descriptive, que le savoir arabe actuel est une interference
confiictuelle entre deux epistemes dont l'une (!'occidentale) couvre !'autre; elle
Ia restrUcture de l'interieur, en Ia detachant de sa continuite historique. A tel
point que le chercheur arabe, rompu au savoir occidental, risque toujours de
ne pas pressenlir de que! lieu il parle, et d'ou viennent effectivement les pro
blemes qui le tourmentent. (Khatibi 1983, 59)
Let's say, in a descriptive manner, that Arabic knowledge is a conflictive interfer
ence between two epistemologies where one (Western epistemology) covers the
other. It [Western epis te mology] restructures Arabic knowledge from its own
interior and detaches it from its historical continuity. To the extent that the Arab
scholar, auached and detached at the same time from Western knowledge, risks
not knowing from which location he speaks, and where the problems that tor
ment him come from.

Translation (Mignolo and Schiwy, forthcoming), from the perspective of �e
Arabic language and knowledge, has two singular moments: the first taking
.
place when Arab intellectuals translated from Gre� k to Arabtc and created
.
.
.
Althe conditions for the future translation from Arabtc mto Spamsh, wtth
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fonso el Sabio and the School of Toledo, in the thirteenth century. Alfonso
e1 Sabio, king of Castile between 1252 and 1284, arrived in a moment of
hope and enthusiasm for Christianity. In the long battle between Christian
ity and Islam in the Iberian Peninsula, which lasted from the eighth to the
fifteenth century, Alfonso el Sabio came to power right after three major
Christian victories against Islam: Cordoba was reconquered in 1236; Valen

cia, in 1238; and Seville, in 1248. Alfonso was instrumental in surrounding
himself with men of wisdom,jews and Muslims, who translated from Arabic
and Hebrew into Spanish, and through Arabic and Hebrew, Greek knowl
edge was recast. But the thirteenth century was crucial also in other aspects
related to translations. Metaphorically speaking, but of real serious conse
quences, the thirteenth century was the moment in which Ibn Sina's (Avi
cenna's) philosophy began to be displaced by that of Ibn Rushd (Averroes).
If both draw from Aristotle, it was the Aristotelian physics pressed onward
by Averroes, rather than the metaphysics explored by Avicenna, that would
be rearticulated later, in the sixteenth century, as a method and form of
objective knowledge designed by Galileo and Descartes (Sardar 1987, 102;
Durand 1969, 45-93). I n this trajectory of translation, of thinking in lan
guages, a form of knowledge became hegemonic in complicity and comple
mentarity with the economic history of the modern/colonial world system:
from mercantilism based on slavery, coupled with a Christian mission, until
its consolidation with the industrial revolution and capitalism, coupled with
the civilizing mission and development (Etienne 1987).
The second aspect of translation for Arabic intellectuals would take place
within the modem/colonial world system, when the original situation was
inverted. First, during the nineteenth century, the "mission civilizatrice"
toward Maghreb demanded translation of French texts into Arabic, and the
goal was not to reinforce Arabic language and Islamic domain in a period of
expansion but, on the contrary, to reinforce the expansion of the new local
and epistemic imperialisms of the modem world system. In other words,
while the first moment of translation took place before European hegemony,
the second took place during European and North Atlantic hegemony.
But what is important for our argument is that the second moment of trans
lation coincided with the restructuration of knowledge in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, along with the emergence of the social sciences

the nineteenth century and their rise to prominence after 1945. Transla
tton at large was, after 1945, related to the rise of the social sciences coupled
wuh area studies in the United States. Khatibi's call for the decolonization
of sociology, in 1980, implies this moment of epistemic
translation and the
tnonolingualism of the social sciences to which Khatibi offers
the alternative
of "an other thinking," a thinking in languages that
intervenes in the social
.
scte
nces as a mirror of the social world in which language is the neutral
tnstrument of an objective and triumphant epistemology.

1�
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Mondialite, Creolization, and the Colonial Difference
The difference between the two positions is obvious: whereas the monolin
guism of the social sciences implies the purity of the language and the trans
parency of the knowing subject describing and explaining a knowable ob
ject, an other thinking is instead the opacity, as Glissant ([1990) 1997, 114)
proposes in a different but parallel argument, across language: "Language
has no mission," Glissant states ((1990)1997, 114), other than the mission
assigned to it by the state and the metaphysical belief in the transparency of
language in the sciences to mirror the reality of the "social" and "natural"
worlds. The spiritual world, in this view, becomes marginal in its irreconcil
able difference with the objectivity claimed by the scientific enterprise. The
end of nationhood's dream about the unity of the language and the purity
of the corresponding culture questions, on the one hand, the confident activ
ities of Western disciplinary knowledge cast in the hegemonic languages o f
the second modernity and opens up, on the other hand, the anachronism o f
such belief, a s Khatibi's thinking i n languages hints.

I have brought Glissant into this argument for two reasons. One is his
habitation in the French language, although he differs from Khatibi in that,
corning from the Caribbean, the alterity of French is Creole and not Arabic
(see chapter 5); second, Glissant, who also thinks from the experience of
coloniality of power, reaches conclusions similar to Khatibi:
It is, therefore, an anachronism, in applying teaching or translation techniques,
to teach the French language or to translate into the French language. It is an
epistemological anachronism, by means of which people continue to consider
as

classic, hence eternal, something that apparently does not "comprehend"

opacity or tries to stand in the way of it. Whatever the craven purist may say
... there are several French languages today, and languages allow us to conceive
of their unity according to a new mode, in which French can no longer be
monolingual. lf language is given in advance, if it claims to have a mission, it
misses out on the adventure and does not catch

on

in the world." (Glissant

[1990] 1997, 119)
I close this third part of the chapter by quoting Khatibi in a paragraph that

echoes Glissant's exploration of Creolization of the languages of the world

and, consequently, the Creolization of epistemology (or gnoseology)-that
is, an other thinking that is a thinking in language:
Une pensee-autre, telle que nous l'envisageons, est une pensee en langues, une
mondialisation traduisantes de codes, des sy stemes et des constellations de si
gnes qui circulent dans le monde et au-dessus de lui. ... Chaque societe ou
group de societes est un relais de cette mondialisation. Une strategic qui ne
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travaille pas activement a transformer ces relais est, peut etre, condomnee a se
devorer, a toumer sur elle meme, entropiquemenl. (Khatibi

1983, 61)

An other thinking, as I conceive it, is a thinking in languages, a globalization
by means of translating different codes, as well as systems and constellations of
signs that go around and under the world.... Each society or ensemble of
societies is a halt and a crossroads of global structuring. Any strategic project
that doesn't address and actively engage these locations is, perhaps, condemned
to be devoured, to tum upon itself, entropically.

Glissant introduced a distinction between "mondialite" (globality) and
"mondialisation" (globalization). In my view, globalization is the dimension
of global designs while globality is articulated in local histories. Globality,
on the othe� hand, reveals local histories in their complexity: the perspective
of the architects of global designs interacting with the perspective of the
"nomad" or "minor designs" (Deleuze and Guattari [1987) 1996, 361), as
well as the emerging perspective of "an other thinking" or the epistemologi

cal Creolization, as articulated from the exterior of the universal history of
the modern world system (Khatibi, Glissant).
Let's go back now to the distinction between "nomadism" and "an other
thinking," which I call the "irreducible difference." The clinamen, "as the
minimum angle, has meaning only between a straight line and a curve, the
curve and its tangent, and constitutes the original curvature of the move
ment of the atom," said Deleuze and Guattari (1996, 361), following Michel
Serres. The clinamen allows for a model of becoming and heterogeneity,

as

opposed to "the stable, the eternal, the identical, the constant" (1996, 361).

�he same perspective allows them to define "minor languages" and "minor
l� teratures." "Ma! or" and "minor" qualify t\Vo different uses of languages, in
literature and sctence: the German of Prague, for instance, "functioned as a
potentially minor language in relation to the German of Vienna or Berlin"
(Deleuze and Guattari [1987] 1996, 104). Such a formulation may look, a t
first glance, a s one "applicable" to French Creole o r Chicano/a English and
Spanish. But such a move will hide the irreducible difference. Glissant and
Khatibi arrive, in fact, at a similar view, but not from a local history of knowl
edge built from the perspective of modernity, as is the case in Deleuze and
�uattari, but from local histories of knowledge built also from the perspec

�

ve of coloniality. It is the coloniality of power and knowledge as articulated
tn languages that lead Khatibi and Glissant to a critique of Western episte
mology and to the articulation of the irreducible difference with their "alias "
'
European th.mk ers pracucmg
· ·
· cnttque
· ·
of modern epistemology.
a monotoptc
Gl.tssant's verst· on of "Creo1·Jzauon of the wor ld" in this context moves along
.
he mes
of Khatibi's "an other thinking": both are complementary and irreUctble to a "nomadic" or "minor science":

�

·

�

CHAPTER 1

78

Creolization is not a synthesis.. . . Creolization is not the simple mechanics of
a crude mixture of distinct things, it goes much farther, what it creates is new,
unheard-of and unexpected.
And this is what is difficult for us to imagine and to accept. We live behind
the formerly fertile certainties of Being and enter into the vari ability of what it
is. The permanence of Being, now so mona!, yields to the movement and change
of what it is. . . .
... creolization opens for everyone the unfenced archipelago of the world
totality (e.g., globality). I see a sign of this in the fact that certain oppressed
communities; such as the Amerindians of Chiapas in Mexico or the Gypsies o f
the former Yugoslavia are motivated t o fight this oppression in the name of an
openness, or a relation, of an intertwining that could be more just and more
balanced. (Glissant 1998; 6, 7)
France, on the one hand, Khatibi
Both perspectives (Deleuze and Guattari in
e, between the Caribbean and
and Glissant between Maghreb and Franc
but irreducible-let me insist-to
France, on the other) are complementary
nce. Their local histories, as you
one another because of the colonial differe
ality, by the internal tensions of
can imagine, are intertwined through coloni
both in the Mediterranean and
the coloniality of power (France and Spain
universal history as the one pro
the Atlantic), but irreducible to a nomadic
structive universalism clai 
posed by Deleuze and Guattari or to the decon
lity of power entrenched m
ing the law of language and erasing the colonia
and
It is this comple enta
language and epistemology (Derrida 1996).
the
m
y
qmckl
e
like to explor
irreducible (colonial) difference that I would
entire book.
next section and take it as the frame for the

�

�

�

BETWEEN DISCIPLINARY NORMS AND COLONIAL MODERNITIES
Perhaps the point I am trying to make could be better argued if we bring to

�

the foreground a social scientist, this time, of Marxist persuasion, Ara id
Muslim descent, and working in the European academy. I am menuomng
all these constituents as relevant for Aziz Al-Azmeh, whose studies on Islam
and modernities were published in the book series Phronesis, edited by Er
nesto Laclau (Al-Azmeh

1993). In a strong argument against the possibility

of cross-cultural conversations and as a response to the tensions created by
the spectrum of Islam in current European affairs

�nd everyday l� f�,

Al

Azmeh positions himself-although indirectly-agamst what Khanbt and

�

�

Glissant propose. However, Al-Azmeh's argument against cul uralis

which he characterizes as based on an organismic and metaphystcal nonon
of culture, as entities defined by analogy to biological systems

(1993, 25)-
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could instead be complemented by Khatibi's concepts of "double critique"

and "an other thinking" and by Glissant's "epistemological Creolization."
Al-Azmeh, emphatically arguing against the rhetoric of "culturalism," states:

The fact remains that the rhetoric of culturalism, a rhetoric of identity which
views di fference as antithesis, can only subsist naturally in the context of reviv
alism .... There is at work a sort of co nc ep tual inedentism, which claims to
be recovering matters occluded by the falsity of actual history, the history of
modernity, the Enlightenment and the world. Matters such as identity, indeter
minacy, subjectivity and authenticity, asserted in the spirit of revanchisme, often
by former Marxists settling accounts with an erst-while philosophical con
sciousness. It is, finally, the same revanchisme that some Third-World intellectu
als are reclaiming

as

a sort of saviour, a continuation of nationalism by other

means. . . . What is normally absent from this celebration of primal innocence
is the fact that its mode of expression and articulation is so much part of moder
nity. (Al-Azmeh 1993, 28).
From this general frame, Al-Azmeh goes on to three components underlin
ing culturalist rhetoric: Western xenophobia, postmodernist xenophilia,
and, finally, retrograde and xenophobic nationalism, including political ls
lamism and Hindu communalism (Al-Azmeh 1 993 ,

28). I am insisting on

Al-Azmeh's position against culturalist rhetoric because I see a risk of a
quick transposition of this kind of argument to Khatibi and Glissant and the
consequent risk of losing sight of the fact that both, Khatibi and Glissant,
could be criticized from a seemingly culturalist rhetoric (the rhetoric of
identity and authenticity), and from an affirmation of the rationality of the
social sciences as a remedy to culturalist rhetoric.

As a matter of fact, Al

Azmeh's final argument against the possibility of cross-cultural conversa
tions is predicated on the fact that the defender of cross-cultural conversa

tion assumes a monolithic, consistent, unified, and ontological concept of

�

cu ture that is alien,

as

we have seen, to Khatibi's "an other thinking" and

Ghssant's "epistemological Creolization."
Now there is a second point I would like to tackle in Al-Azmeh's
argument: the way he establishes a dichotomy between Western epistemol
ogy and culturalist rhetoric. He assumes, on the one hand, that the
trop es and notions of political and social thoughts available today "form

a universal repertoire that is inescapable, a repertoire which, though of
Western origin, has in the past century and a half become a universal
patrimony beyond which political and social thought is inconceivable
except very marginally" (1993, 33; emphasis added). According t

�

Al-A zmeh such a situation was due, through education and legal systems.
.
�-UniVer
sal acculturation," to global forms of communication. This reper.
Otre became "native not only to their points of origin, but worldwide"

�

l99 3, 34), as there is no longer geopolitical location for the universal prin-
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ciples governing knowledge in the social sciences (l come back to this issue
when discussing Wallerstein et aL 1996 in subsequent chapters). To this
globality of epistemology, which is no longer Western, Al-Azmeh opposes
the "discourse of authenticity" that is characterized for its regionalism, for

reaching back into a reworked past, toward a deliberate primitivism and
nativism (see also Gerholm 1994). This primitivism has two components,

according to the author. One is symbolic and specific to each group (e.g.,
songs of Serbian nationalists), while the other is universal as modules of
social and political thought, such as "organismic culturalism." But according
to the author,
No authentic social science or social philosophy is therefore possible, not only be
cause its formal and institutional elements are no longer historically available,
but also because what it implies is the collapse of knowledge into being in the
monotony of sol ipsism and of self-reference. . . .

It goes without saying that the language of primitivism subtends a project of
cultural hegemony and of primitivist social engineering.... Desirous of creat
ing novel and anti-modernist (but only ambiguously so) conditions of social,
cultural and intellectual life, fascistic political groups in the South propound a
culruralism which

i

sconsonant with

their political formation and renewed elite

formation, and which is simultaneously consonant with the international infor
mation system

as

it has come to be in the last

two

decades. (Al-Azmeh 1993,

34; emphasis)

Al-Azmeh underlines, on the one hand, the role of daily exoticism deliv
ered to the countries of origin and nourishing the culturalist advocacy of
right-wing groups. On the other hand, he points out the analogue of foreign
exotica in Western countries, which leads toward forms of ghettoization,
reinforced by "policies of ethnic confinement and by ethnic stratification of
labor" (Al-Alzmeh 1993, 35). The author is interested in calling attention
to what, for him, is an objective complicity "between libertarian postmod
emism and tiers-mondisme in the West, that is conducive to retrogression in
the South and to archaic leadership of Southern people in the North." As a
way out from this unhappy complicity, Al-Azmeh proposes to "understand
other cultures" in the same way we understand madness, the unconscious,
the ancient past, or ethnographic objects-that is, without confining them
to exoticism and taking them for partners in "conversation"(l993, 36). In
order to do so, he suggests that
We need to look at them with the realities of history in view, if we are to go
beyond politely listening and talking at cross-purposes, with due respect for the
right of others to be impermeable to the understanding and abhorrent

to

the

sensibility. Conversation should cease to be a form of cross-cultural etiquette if
it is to preserve any liberating potential. Otherwise, by turning culturalist, it
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will leave t he sett ing of terms to the most ret rograde and violent forces of livid
hatred both in Europe and beyond, and concede to them the claim that they
represent all of us. (Al-Azmeh 1993, 36)

My insistence on "an other thinking" and "epistemological Creolization"
as

different possibilities of border thinking is precisely due to the need of

getting away from the opposition set up by Al-Azmeh, which leads him to
a blind celebration of the social sciences, preserving a hegemonic epistemol
ogy without which "no authentic social science is possible," an epistemology
that rakes authenticity away from culturalist rhetoric in order to appropriate
it for the rhetoric of the social sciences.
The argument I am building in this book is that both positions, as de
scribed by Al-Azmeh, are right and wrong at the same time, since one pre
supposes the other. But to get out of the dilemma that Al-Azmeh has no
choice but to argue (a dilemma that was forced by the very violence of a
universal form of knowledge that provoked the reactive violence of the cui
ruralist rhetoric), a double critique is needed. A double critique, "an other
thinking," would lead to the openness of the "unforeseeable diversity of the
world" and of "unheard and unexpected" forms of knowledge, as argued by
Glissant (1998).
I am not arguing here "against" Al-Azmeh, since his criticism of the cut
ruralist rhetoric I truly endorse. I am indeed bringing to the discussion the
example of Third World intellectuals who embrace the social sciences and
react against dangerous (in their view) forms of culturalist rhetoric, cultural
authenticity, and tiers-mondisme. At the same time, such a position could be
blind to the alternative such as the one Khatibi and Glissant offer. As a
matter of fact, I have heard social scientists sy mpathetic to Glissant's posi
tion, although making clear that Glissant was a "poet and a writer." I do not
see Al-Azmeh in the same group as, say, Fukiyama or Samuel Huntington.
But l see his posirion defending a universality of the social sciences, "an
authenticity of social thought" that is as risky as the "authenticity of the
culturalist rhetoric." What seems to be at stake here are the irreducible dif
ferences as well as the complementarity I underlined earlier, between the
positions of Deleuze and Guattari on the one hand and Khatibi and Glissant
on the other. A formulation by Glissant shows, indirectly of course, the
.
hmas of Al-Azmeh's claim for the "authentic" cross-cultural understanding
as a previous condition for cross-cultural conversation:
If we examine the process of "understanding" people and ideas from the per
spective of Western Lhought, we discover that its basis is this requirement for
transparency. In order to understand and thus accept you, I have to measure
your solidity with the ideal scale providing me with grounds to make compari
sons and, perhaps, judgments .... But perhaps we need to bring an end to the
very notion of a scale. (Giissant [ 1990] 1997, 190)
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The way out for Glissant is the dialectic between transparency (which is how
1 understand "authentic social sciences" in Al-Azmeh's formulation) and

�

�

opacity. If we accept opacity in tandem with a do ble critique, nd with "an

_
other thinking," Glissant's argument situates the trreduCible dtfference that
cannot be appropriated either by the social sciences or by what Al-Azmeh
identifies as culturalist rhetoric:
Ag ree not merely to the right to difference but, carrying this furthe r, agree also
10

t he right to opacity that is not enclosure within an impenetrable autarchy

but subsistence within an irreducible singularity. Opacities can coexist and con
verge, weaving fabrics. To understand these truly one mustfocus on !he texture of
the weave and nbt on the nature of its component. (Glissam

[1990] 1997, 190)

The last part of my argument in this chapter brings jacques Derrida into the

�

picture in his dialogue with Abdelkebir Khatibi. D rrida's Le m nolinguisme
�
_
de !'autre (1996) illuminates another aspect of the meductble
dtfference be
tween a defense of the universal diversity of the social sciences, their delink
ing from the place of origin and their expansion to become a global patri
mony (Al-Azmeh): a universal framing of human history attempts to escape
from the lineal, universal macronarratives of modernity (Deleuze and Guat
tari), albeit remaining blind to the possibility of the need of macronarratives
from the perspective of coloniality (Khatibi, Glissant). What Derrida illumi
nates is the limit of deconstruction of Western metaphysics (in ils variety),
when facing a double critique and "an other thinking" as the irreducible
difference of the coloniality of power and of thinking in languages. The
variety of Western metaphysics (there is not one but several) is, as Derrida
himself states, monolingual. Khatibi, instead, underlines that his, unlike
Derrida's, is a bilingual situ ation related to two (forms oO methapysics, West
ern and Islamic (Khatibi

1983, 57). Such a bilingual situation, which allows

for a double critique and border thinking, places the Arabic language (and
Islamic knowledge in Arabic language) in a new dimension, a planetary
dimension of which Arabic was deprived at least since the sixteenth century.
The bilingual situation in Maghreb is described by Khatibi as follows

(1983, 59-60). The Arab intellectual or scholar is, by necessity, a translator
of a set of disciplines and knowledge that have been formed elsewhere. Al
Azmeh would prefer to think about the planetary patrimony of disciplines
and knowledges, instead of an "original" and its "translations." For Khatibi,
instead, the imposing intellectual and scientific production in the West
makes the bilingual and epistemological situation an asymmetric one, and
knowledge produced in Arabic language a subaltern kind of knowledge. On
the other hand, the fact that Arab intellectuals of the past translated from
the Greek in order to found an autonomous philosophical and scientific
language makes it difficult to accept Arabic as a Oexible language, capable
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of speaking in languages ("parler en langues") and producing knowledge at
the intersection of languages and thoughts that become inscribed in their
own Arabic memory. "An other thinking" becomes, in this perspective, a

translation machine that is at the same time a way of thinking in languages,

a form of globality (in Glissant's expression) that operates by translating
codes and sign systems circulating in, above, and below the world. Now,
this bilingual situation, thought out by Khatibi in the relation between Ara
bic and French,

will be valid for any other planetary bilingual situation,

where speaking in languages is at the same time a way of empowerment and
of decolonization of knowledge (1983, 59-60).
Derrida, instead, takes a different route. I would say, first, that the irreduc
ible difference between both positions is between ajudeo-Franco-Maghreb
ian genealogy (Derrida 1996, 133) and an Occidental genealogy, which is at
the same time Islamic-Arabo-Maghrebian (Khatibi

1983, ll-39). Derrida

has problems speaking about and using the word "colonialism."
Je ne peux pas, a
l encore, analyser de front ceue politique de Ia langue et je ne
voudrais pas me servir trop facilement du mo t "colonialism.» Toute culture est
originairement coloniale. (Derrida

1996, 68)

I cannot analyze str aightforward ly this politic of language here, and would not

like to abuse the word "colonialism." All culture is ori ginally colonial .
I surmise that Derrida's problems with colonialism are related to his resis

tance, and perhaps blindness, to the colonial difference. The question is not,
therefore, the coloniality of universal culture ('Toute culture est originaire
ment coloniale"), but the coloniality of the modern/colonial world system
and, in this case, the colonial difference and the role of France after the
nineteenth century in North Africa. While Khatibi is clearly thinking and
writing from the colonial difference in the modern/colonial world, Derrida
insists on a universal perspective supported by his monotopic radical criti
cism of Western logocentrism understood as a universal category uncoupled
from the modern/colonial world. His argument on the "monolinguisme de

I' autre" misses the point of the colonial world. His argument on the "monol
inguisme de !'autre" misses the point of the colonial difference that supports
Khatibi's entire work. One can say that Khatibi and Derrida are not on the
same side of the colonial difference.

Of course, Derrida is not blind to "Ia guerre coloniale moderne" but insists
that what is at work in it and what it reveals is the "colonial structure of
every culture" (1996, 69). Consequently,
Le monol inguisme de !'autre, ce sera it d'abord cett e souverainete, cette loi venue
d'ailleurs, sans doute, mais aussi et d'abord Ia la ngue meme de la Loi. Et Ia Loi
comme Langue. (Derrrida

1996, 69)
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The monolingualism of the other will be, without a doubt, a kind of sovereignty,
a kind of law coming from elsewhere; but it will also be foremost the very lan
guage of the Law. And the Law

as

Language.

From Khatibi's perspective it is irrelevant whether every culture is colonial.
What is at stake is the complicitous coloniality of the modern world system:
not the universality of the law (as may be the case with the universality of
nomadology) stated from a regional experience (clearly manifested in the
examples and the authors quoted and commented on by D rrida), but the

�

historicity of a particular colonial experience, and the locauon of_ Maghreb
.
first in relation to the Spanish Empire, then to French colomahsm-two

moments of tHe modern/colonial world system. To insist on the colonial
structure of every culture, as Derrida does, means to lose track of the histori
cal perspective in which Khatibi's double critique (an other thinking as a
thinking in language) is situated. Furthermore, the epistemological poten
tial is this time on the side of Khatibi who can talk, at the same time, of

deconstruction and decolonization, of decolonization as a particular kind of
deconstruction. The epistemological potential is underlined by the historical

coincidence between the years in which Derrida articulated the deconstruc
tion project and the years in which political decolonization was taking place

in Maghreb (Khatibi 1983, 47-48). And yet, the question is not to choose
between one or the other but to understand the irreducible difference be

tween both and the epistemological potential of border gnosis (epistemol
ogy) of Khatibi's "an other thinking." Derrida (or Deleuze and Guattari, for

that matter) remains "in custody" of the universal bent of the modern con
cept of reason-a perspective that border thinking is changing as it moves

toward a "fragmentation as universal project (Hinkelammerl 1996, 238),
instead of the reproduction of "abstract universals" (e.g., Language is the
Law· or the war machine is exterior to the state apparatus).
'

CONCLUDING REMARKS
I close this chapter by bringing to the foreground the notion of "double

conciousness" (DuBois [1905]1990), "double vision" (Wright 1993), "new
mestiza consciousness" (Anzaldua 1987), "borderlands of theory." (Calde
r6n and Saldivar 1991), "double translation" (Subcomandante Marcos

1997a). All of these key words belong to the same family as "double critique"
and "Creolization." All of them are changing the perspective, the term rather
than the content ' of the conversation. All of them critically reflect on the
ni
imaginary of the modern world system from t e perspective _ of the c lo
_
olomahty.
modermty/c
of
histones
ality of power and from particular, local
Maghreb from the sixteenth century with the expulsion of the Moors from

�

�

�
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the Iberian Peninsula, to the French colonization at the beginning of the
nineteenth century, to political decolonization in the second half of the
twentieth century (Khatibi). Afro-Americans in the French Caribbean (Glis
sant) and in the United States (Du Bois, Wright) reflect on the local histories
of slavery since the sixteenth century, when slavery became identified with
Africans and with blacks; on being black and (North) American or black
and belonging to Western civilization (Wright); or on the "double rape" (the
colonization of New Spain by the Spanish in the sixteenth century and the
colonization of Mexico by the United States, in 1948; Anzaldua 1987),
which creates the conditions for the emergence of a "new mestiza consciou
ness." Or they reflect on the "double translation" allowing for an intersec
tion between incommensurable (from the perspective of modernity) forms
of knowledge: Marxism modified by Amerindian languages and cosmology
and Amerindian epistemology modified by the language of Marxist cosmol
ogy in a cross-epistemological conversation that is rewriting and enacting a
history of five hundred years of oppression (as in the Zapatistas movement).
What all these key words have in common is their disruption of dichotomies
through being themselves a dichotomy. This, in other words, is the key con
figuration of border thinking: thinkingfrom dichotomous concepts rather than
ordering the world in dichotomies. Border thinking, in other words, is, logi
cally, a dichotomous locus of enunciation and, historically, is located at the
borders (interiors or exteriors) of the modern/colonial world system, as all
the previous cases indicate.
Although I do not go into a detailed exploration of each of these key
words and the particularity of each intellectual project, I return to them
throughout the book. Here I would like to stress, however, that in all these
cases (as well as in others I may not be aware oO, the subalternization of
knowledge in the modern world system seetns to be creating the conditions
for an "otherwise than epistemology" out of several articulations of border
thinking, in its exterior and interior borders. All of these key words partici
pate in a similar epistemological project, linked by their critique of the epi
stemic coloniality of power. All of them can also be linked by their irreduc
ible difference to critical forms of knowledge from the interior perspective
of modernity itself.
When Fanon states, in Black Skin, White Masks ([1952] 1967), that for a
Negro who works on a sugar plantation the only solution is to fight but that
he "will embark on this struggle, and he will pursue it, not as the result of
a Marxist or idealistic analysis but quite simply because he cannot conceive
of life otherwise" (1952, 224), he is not denying Marx's powerful analysis
of the logic of capitalism. He is pointing out the difficulties of jumping from
an analysis of the logic of capitalism to the truth of social solution. Fanon

is calling attention to the force of black consciousness, not just of class
consciousness. And I would guess that Fanon is referring to "Marxist idealis-
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tic analysis," not to Marx himself. In like manner, when Khatibi (1983, 47-

48) criticizes Marx for his blindness to colonialism and for suggesting that
the colonization (and industrialization) of India was the necessary step to
ward the international proletarian revolution, he is not denying the powerful
analysis of the logic of capitalistic economy. At the same time, the recogni
tion of Marx's contribution and its validity today should not obscure the
fact that even if Marx could be dissociated from Hegel and in a certain way
from the core of Western metaphysics (Khatibi 1983, 53), he would still
be grounded on the belief of a total knowledge "mapping the world in an
inexorable dialectic," "in custody" of the tyranny of the universal abstracts
of modern rationality. Thus, the need of "an other thinking" that "is neither

Marxist in the �trict sense of the term, nor anti-Marxist in the meaning that

the right-wing could be, at the limits of these possibilities" (Khatibi 1983,

54). It is coherent with the planetary emergence of border thinking that
Subcomandante Marcos would make almost the same statement fifteen years
later, in Spanish, and in a situation that is neither that of the slave plantations
nor that of the Maghrebien intellectual reflecting on the history of colonial
ism and its aftermath: "The Zapatismo," stated Subcomandante Marcos, "is
and is not Marxist-Leninist. The Zapatismo is not fundamentalist or milen
arist indigenous thinking; and it is not indigenous resistance either. It is a
mixture of all of that, that crystallizes in the EZLN" (l997a, 338-39).
When Fanon mentions that his patient "is suffering from an inferiority
complex" or when he quotes a participant during the Twenty-Fifth Congress
of Catholic Students protesting against the dispatch of Senegalese troops
while, on the other hand, it was known from other sources that one of the
torturers in the police headquarters was Senegalese, and it was known also
what the archetype of the Senegalese could represent for the Malagasy, Fanon
concludes that "the discoveries of Freud are of no use to us here" ([1952]
1967, 104). Certainly Fanon is not denying Freud's contribution, he is just
marking its limit beyond the type of psychological disorders, of a particular
social class of a particular sector of western Europe at the end of the nine
teenth century in a Christian and Victorian type of society. That that type
of social structure and psychological disorder could be revealed in another
part of the planet, particularly where European society was transplanted
without much interference of "native" population, is undeniable. The fact
that the impotence of an Algerian man following the rape of his wife by a
French soldier cannot be easily resolved with the tools provided by psycho
analysis is also rather obvious: the human unconscious as described by
Freud is based on a particular kind of man and woman, in a particular kind
of society, in a particular language structure (German, Indo-European lan
guages) that proved difficult to translate into Arabic, in the tension between
Arabic and French (Fanon [1961) 1963, 249-310). Once again, it is not
Freud's contributions that are in question, but rather the limits of their use-
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fulness that are revealed by revealing the colonial difference. Similar situa
tions abound. Paul Gilroy (1993, 159-60) tells the story told by C.L.R.James
about Richard Wright, in Wright's house in France, showing to James the
numerous volumes of Kierkegaard's work on his bookshelves and saying:
"Look Nello, you see those books there? . .. Everything that he writes in

those books I knew before I had them." James concludes that "What (Dick)
was telling me was that he was a black man in the United States and that
gave him an insight into what today is the universal opinions and attitude
of the modern personality" (Gilroy 1993, 159). In the same spirit Gloria
Anzaldua will say, "I have known things longer than Freud" (Anzaldua 1987,

33), not because Freud's contribution is invalid, but because it cannot be
taken as a hegemonic form of knowledge reproducing the epistemic subju
gation that the coloniality of power enacted in the formation of the modern/
colonial world system.
Briefly, I found in all these examples the sense that border thinking struc
tures itself on a double consciousness, a double critique operating on the
imaginary of the modern/colonial world system, of modernity/coloniality.
As such, it establishes alliances with the internal critique, the monotopic
critique of modernity from the perspective of modernity itself (e.g., Kierke
gaard, Nietzsche, Heidegger, Marx, Freud, Derrida) at the same time that it
marks the irreducible difference of border thinking as a critique from the
the colonial difference. If, as Peruvian sociologist Anibal Quijano argues,
geopolitical coloniality of power and its consequences, historicostructural
dependencies, implies "eurocentric hegemony as epistemological perspec
tive" (1997, 117), "double critique," "an other thinking," "epistemological
Creolization," "double consciousness," and "new mestiza consciousness,"
are all theoretical articulations of border thinking breaking away from "euro
centrism as epistemological perspective." The form that this breaking away
is taking is the irreducible difference established between the monotopic

critique of modernity from the perspective of modernity itself, still "in cus
tody" of the monotopic of abstract universals (e.g., a critique of the imagi
nary of the modern world system from its interior) and the pluritopic and
double critique of modernity from the perspective of coloniality (e.g., a cri
tique of the epistemic imaginary of the modern world system from its exte
rior). lt is precisely this perspective that, in the last analysis, could be articu

lated in the context of the coloniality of power ingrained (but invisible) in

the epistemological imaginary of the modern world system.
Coloniality of power shall be distinguished from the colonial period, in
Latin America extending itself from the early sixteenth century to the begin
ning of the nineteenth, when most of the Spanish-speaking countries and

Brazil gained independence from Spain and Portugal and began to be consti
tuted as new nation-states. Colonialism, as Quijano observes, did not end

With independence because coloniality of power and knowledge changed
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hands, so to speak, and became subordinated to the new and emerging epis
temological hegemony: no longer the Renaissance but the Enlightenment
(as will be seen in chapter 2). The emergence of border thinking is, again,
breaking away from post-Enlightenment instrumental reason, whose cur
rent manifestation is palpable in what Pierre Bourdieu (1998a) calls "the
essence of neoliberalism" and describes as a program for the destruction of
possible collective enterprises that can be considered an obstruction to the
logic of the pure market, in what Franz Hinkelammert defines as the "ratio
nality of the market only" (1996), and in what Subcomandante Marcos La
bels "the fourth world-war" (1997b) and is breaking away as well from its
consequence�the auspicious, advantageous, and helpful deconstruction,
nomadology, Marxist Legacy, and postmodem critique of modernity. Border
thinking brings to the foreground the irreducible epistemological difference,
between the perspective from the colonial difference, and the forms of
knowledge that, being critical of modernity, coloniality, and capitalism, still
remain "within" the territory, "in custody" of the "abstract universals."

______

Part Two

_____
__

I AM WHERE I THINK:
THE GEOPOLITICS OF KNOWLEDGE
AND COLONIAL EPISTEMIC
DIFFERENCES

_
_

-------

CHAPTER 2

-------

Post-Occidental Reason: The Crisis of Occidentalism
and the Emergenc(y)e of Border Thinking

"PosTCOLONIAL REASON"

was the expression I used in the first version of this

chapter (Mignolo I994; l996a; l997c), but I soon realized that "postcolo
nial" criticism and theory was mainly employed by critics and intellectuals
writing in English and in the domain of the British Empire and its ex-colo
nies (Australia, New leland, India). The entireAmericas, including theCa
ribbean, NorthAfrica, and most of the time sub-SaharanAfrica were left out
of the picture. "Post-Occidental reason" appears to be more satisfying for
the geohistorical scenario l was seeking, from the Spanish empire since the
sixteenth century to the emergence of the United States as a new colonial
power toward the end of the nineteenth century. In this period the imaginary
of the modem/colonial world system moved from "lndias Occidentales," the
name allocated by the Spanish crown to the "Western Hemisphere," the
name introduced in the early United States, to relocate theAmericas in the
spectrum of a modem/colonial system dominated until the nineteenth cen
tury by European colonial countries and powers.
In this chapter my aim is to bring border thinking into conversation with
postcoloniality through the colonial difference.Anthony Appiah asked sev
eral years ago whether the "post" in postcolonial was the same as that in
"postmodern" (Appiah 1991). My answer is tied to the modern/colonial
world system I use as a general frame of this book. Consequently, the first
answer is obvious: "post" means the same in both postmodern and postcolo
nial, as far as they are both two sides of the same coin, of the same geohistori
cal configuration. However, the very idea of "post" is entrenched within the
logic of the "modern" side of the imaginary, since "modernity" has been
conceived in terms of progress, chronology, and superseding a previous
stage. In this sense, "post" attached to coloniality follows the same logic.
On the other hand, "beyond" instead of "post" has a spatial connotation

that underlines the side of coloniality rather than that of modernity. This is

perhaps the reason why Enrique Dussel and Fernando Coronil, whose
thoughts are ingrained in local histories of colonial modernities, prefer "be
yond" to "post." "Beyond Eurocentrism" and "Beyond Occidentalism" are
the titles of their articles, titles that carry the weight of an ideological and
political position (Dussel 1998a; Coronil l996). Dussel ([1993) 1995) also
prefers "transmodemity" to "postmodernity." Ramon Grosfoguel, a sociolo-
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gist from Puerto Rico working in the United States, has advanced a similar
interpretation, comparing the uses of the "TimeSpace" category in sociolo
gist and economist thinking from "inside" the world system imaginary and
sociologists and economists thinking from its "periphery." Theories of devel
opment originating in the center "usually assume an eternal TimeSpace
framework. By contrast, most theories emerging from the periphery assume
an episodic-geopolitical TimeSpace framework" (Grosfoguel 1997a, 535).
But this is not all. The colonial difference reveals other dimensions of the
space/time complex beyond Western epistemology, as Vine Deloria noticed.
His observation could find an easy echo in all Amerindian communities
in South America-that one of the main differences between Christianity
and Amerindictn religions is that between "time and space, between time
and places, between a remembered history and a sacred location" ([1990)
1999, ll8).
I also want to distinguish between "postcoloniality" on the one hand and
"post-Occidentalism," "postcolonialism," "post-Orientalism," or their cor
responding "beyond." What they all have in common is the colonial differ
ence in all its spatial historicities in the modern/colonial world. By postcolo
niality I refer in general to different modalities of critical discourse of the
imaginary of the modem/colonial world system and the coloniality of power.
Postmodernity did not detache itself from postcoloniality. Their relation has
been slightly displaced. On the other hand, in each of the different "-isms"

I refer to the particularity of critical discourses within specific local histories.
For instance, post-Occidentalism is ingrained in the local history of the
Americas (Retamar [1974]; 1995 Gruzinsky 1988; Dussel 1993; Coronil
1996); postcolonialism has been used by cultural critics entrenched in the
local histories of the Commonwealth and British colonialism (Barker,
Hulme, and Iversen 1994; Adam and Tiffin 1990; Chambers and Curti
1996), and by post-Orientalism I refer to criticism of the coloniality of power

on and from local histories of what is today the "Middle East" (Said 1978;
Behdad 1994; Lowe 1991). However, I am not positing postcoloniality as an
�mpty signifi�r that can contain and accommodate the rest. Postcoloniality

embedded m each local history and more than an empty signifier is a link
between them all. It is the connector, in other words, that can bring the
diversity of local histories into a universal project, displacing the abstract
universalism of ONE local history, where the modern/colonial world system
IS

was created and imagined (I explore this idea further at the end of chapter
4). In sum, diversality as universal project (see chapter 7).
It is my contention that one of the main contributions of the academic
conversation around postcoloniality and its equivalent, beyond Euro
centrism and Occidentalism, was to relocate the ratio between geohistorical
locations and knowledge production. The imaginary of the modem/colonial
world system located the production of knowledge in Europe. The early
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versions of Occidentalism, with the discovery of the New World, and the
later version of Orientalism, with the ascension of France and Britain to
world hegemony, made non-Western epistemologies something to be stud
ied and described. In the very act of describing Amerindian or Oriental
knowledge and customs, they were detached from the grand Greco-Roman
tradition that provided the foundation of modern epistemologyand herme
neutics. "Modernity" was imagined as the house of epistemology. The cen
tral role that the social sciences began to occupy after World War II was
parallel to the configuration of area studies and extended the geopolitics of
knowledg e production to the North Atlantic. Paradoxically, a colonial object
of description in the sixteenth century (the Americas) became a central geo
historical location for the production of knowledge in the twentieth century.
This cycle is the historical foundation of most of the conversations under
the label of postmodernity, as I further elaborate in this chapter. Thus,
postmodernity is both a critical discourse on the assumption of the imagi
nary of "modemity" and a characterization of the historical present in which
such

a

discourse is possible. Postcoloniality (and its equivalents) is both a

critical discourse that brings to the foreground the colonial side of the "mod
ern world system" and the coloniality of power imbedded in modernity it
self, as well as a discourse that relocates the ratio between geohistorical
locations (or local histories) and knowledge production. The reordering of
the geopolitics of knowledge manifests itself in two different but comple
mentary directions:
l. the critique of the subalternization from the perspective of subal

tern knowledges (e.g., Dussel l996); and
2. the emergence of border thinking (as described in the previous

chapter) as a new epistemological modality at the intersection of West
ern and the diversity of categories that were suppressed under Occiden
talism (as an affirmation of Greco-Roman tradition as the locus of enun
ciation in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries), Orientalism (as an
objectification of the locus of the enunciated as "Otherness"), and area
studies (as an objectification of the "Third World," as producer of cul
tures but not of knowledge).
These two directions establish the main historical framework of my argu
ment throughout the book, as I already discussed it in chapter 1.

OCCIDENTAUSM IN THE COLONIAL HORIZON OF MODERNITY

It has been observed that postcolonial is an ambiguous expression, some
times dangerous, other times confusing, and generally limited and uncon-
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sciously employed (McClintock 1992; Shohat 1992; Radhakrishnan 1993;
Dirlik 1994). It is ambiguous when used to refer to sociohistorical situations
linked to colonial expansion and decolonization across time and space. For
example, Algeria, nineteenth-century United States, and nineteenth-century
Brazil are all referred to as postcolonial countries. The danger arises when
this term is used as one more "post-" theoretical direction in the academy
and becomes a mainstream played against oppositional practices by "people
of color," "Third World intellectuals" or "ethnic groups" in the academy. It
is confusing when "hybridity," "mestizaje," "space-in-between," and other
equivalent expressions become the object of reflection and critique of post
colonial theori�s. for they suggest a discontinuity between the colonial con
figuration of the object or subject of study and the postcolonial position of
the locus of theorizing. Postcoloniality is unconsciously employed when
uprooted from the conditions of its emergence (e.g., as a substitute of "com
monwealth literature" in certain cases, as a proxy of "Third World literature"
in others). Thus, postcoloniality or the postcolonial becomes problematic
when applied to either nineteenth- or twentieth-century cultural practices
in Latin America.
Occidentalism rather than colonialism was the main concern of, first, the
Spanish crown and men of letters during the sixteenth and seventeenth cen
turies and, second, the state and intellectuals during the nation-building
period, which defined the Latin American selfsame in its difference with
Europe and Occident. America, contrary to Asia and Africa, became the
"daughter" and "inheritor" of Europe during the eighteenth century. Post
Occidentalism better describes Latin American critical discourse on colo
nialism. jose Marti's compelling expression "Nuestra America" summarized
the debate among nineteenth-century Latin American intellectuals, at the
moment when the force of the European Enlightenment, which inspired
both the revolutionaries of independence and subsequent nation builders,
was being replaced by the fear of a new colonialism from the north during
the second half of the nineteenth century. The three colonial legacies, Span
ish/Portuguese, French/British, and United States, were clearly described,
some thirty years after jose Marti in Cuba, by jose Carlos Mariategui in Peru,
who saw in the Peruvian school system the "herencia colonial" (Spanish
colonial legacy) and the "influencia francesa y norteamericana" (French and
U.S. influence). Mariategui's distinction between "herencia" and "influen

cia" (the past and the present) is based on the linear historicism of moder·
nity that hides, even today at the end of the twentieth century, the s�
chronic coexistence of different colonial legacies. The Cuban Revoluuon
brought a new perspective to Latin American history and inspired Feman
_
dez Retamar in Cuba (following the path of Marti and Mariategui) to wnte
his canonical piece, "Nuestra America y Occidente" (Our America and Occi-
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dent), in which he introduced the key word post-Occidentalism (Fernandez
Retamar [1974); 1995, Mignolo 1996a; 1996b).
I would submit that, in spite of the difficulties implied in the term postco
lonial and the less familiar post-Occidentalism, we should not forget that
both discourses contribute to a change in theoretical and intellectual pro
duction, that I have described as "border gnosis," linked to "subalternity"
and "subaltern reason." It is not so much the historical postcolonial condi
tion that should retain our attention, but rather the postcolonial loci of
enunciation as an emerging discursive formation, and as a form of articula
tion of subaltern rationality. In this chapter, I propose that the most funda
mental transformation of the intellectual space at the end of the twentieth
century is taking place because of the configuration of critical subaltern
thinking as both an oppositional practice in the public sphere and a theoreti
cal and epistemological transformation of the academy (Prakash 1994). In
this context, I findElla Shohat's description of postcolonial theories compel
ling, and I will add to it post-Occidentalism as a site of enunciation and
"subaltern reasons" as variations:
The term "post-colonial" would be more precise, therefore, if articulated

as

"post-First/Third Worlds theory," or "post-anticolonial critique," as a movement
beyond a relatively binaristic, fixed and stable mapping of power relations be
tween "colonizer/colonized" and " center/periphery. " Such rearticulations sug
gest a more nuanced discourse, which allows for movement, mobility and fluid
ity. Here, the prefix "post" would make sense less

as

"after" than

as

following,

going beyond and commenting upon a certain intellectual movement-third
worldist anti-colonial critique-rather than beyond a certain point in history
colonialism; for here "neo-colonialism" would be a less passive form of ad
dressing the situation of neo-colonized countries, and a politically

more

active

mode of engagement. (Shohat 1992, 108)

Despit e all the ambiguities of the term analyzed by Shohat, she underlines
an important aspect of contemporary theoretical practices identified as post
coloniality, which could be extended to encompass all critical reflection on
divers ity as universal project. Consequently, I suggest that subaltern reason
be understood as a diverse set of theoretical practices emerging from and
resp onding to colonial legacies at the intersection ofEuro/American modern

history. I do not go so far as talking about or looking at the postcolonial as
a new paradigm but of viewing it as part of a larger one, precisely what I
char acterize as border gnosis, an other thinking from and beyond disciplines

and the geopolitics of knowledge imbedded in area studies; from and beyond
colonial legacies; from and beyond gender divide and sexual prescriptions;
and from and beyond racial conflicts. Thus, border gnosis is a longing to
overcome subalternity and a building block of subaltern ways of thinking.
Thus seen, the "post" in postcolonial is significantly different from other
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"posts" in contemporary cultural critiques. I will further suggest that there
are two fundamental ways of critiquing modernity: one, from colonial his
tories and legacies (postcolonialism, post-Occidentalism, post-Orientalism);
the other, the postmodem, from the limits of the hegemonic narratives of
Western history.
I began by making references to Shohat's and McClintock's concerns with
"postcoloniality" because of their publications in the English-speaking
world. But these issues go beyond U.S. academic and political concerns.
In the Andes, the present forces of colonial legacies have been a constant
assumption and a starting point in understanding hidden and overt violence
in the area (Rivera Cusicanqui 1993), in not being afraid of speaking of
"internal colonialism" (instead of the more common "post-beyond-Occiden
tialism" or the more fashionable "postcoloniality"), and in openly and theo
retically articulating scholarship with activism (see chapter 4 for more de
tails). I shall pause to explain in what sense I understand postcolonialiality.
First, I am limiting my understanding of "colonialism" to the geopolitical
and geohistorical constitution of western European (in Hegel's conception)
modernity in its double face: the economic and political configuration of
the modem world as well as the intellectual space (from philosophy to reli
gion, from ancient history to the modem social sciences) justifying such
configuration. Subaltern reason opens up the countermodem as a place of
contention from the very inception of Western expansion (e.g., Waman
Puma de Ayala's Nueva cor6nica y buen gobiemo, finished around 1615),
making it possible to contest the intellectual space of modernity and the
inscription of a world order in which the West and the East, the Same and
the Other, the Civilized and the Barbarian (see chapter 8), were inscribed
as natural entities. Since about 1500, the process of consolidation of western
Europe as a geocultural entity (Morin 1987; Fontana 1994) coincided with
transatlantic travels and the expansion of the Spanish and Portuguese em
pires. Italy, Spain (or Castile), and Portugal were, during the sixteenth and
the first half of the seventeenth centuries, the "heart of Europe," to borrow
an expression that Hegel eventually applied to England, France, and Ger
many toward the beginning of the nineteenth century. I limit my under
standing of postcolonial situations/conditions to any sociohistorical con
figuration emerging from people gaining independence or emancipation
from Western colonial and imperial powers (such as Europe until 1945 or
the United States from the beginning of the twentieth century). Here, the
postcolonial condition is synonymous with neocolonial, the process of
building the nation after colonial independence. Neocolonialism is the polit
ical and economical context in which "internal colonialism" was enacted
(Stavenhagen 1990). Subaltern reason instead precedes and coexists with
postcoloniaVneocolonial situations/conditions.
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One of the first difficulties we encounter in this map of colonial legacies
and subaltern theorizing is that the United States is not easily accepted as a
postcolo niaVneocolonial country and, consequently, as a reality that could

be accounted for in terms of postcolonial theories (Shohat 1992, 102;
McClintock 1992, 86-87). Because of its surface postmodem appearance of

being the place where postcoloniality found a shelter and because of its deep
colonial past, one can say that it all came together in the United States. The
difficulty arises not only because of the differences between colonial legacies
in the United States and, let's say, jamaica, but also because postcoloniality
(both in terms of situation or condition and of discursive and theoretical
production) tends to be linked mainly with Third World countries and expe
riences. The fact seems to be that even if the United States doesn't have
the same kind of colonial legacies as Peru or Indonesia, it is nonetheless a
consequence of European colonialism and not just one more European
country in itself. Due to American leadership in the continuity of Western
expansion, postmodern rather than postcolonial critics would be more easily
linked to the history of the United States. One could say that U.S. colonial
history explains postmodem theories such as those formulated by Fredric
jameson Qameson 1991), where the space of contestation comes from the
legacies of capitalism rather than from the legacies of colonialism. The al
ready classic discussion between jameson and Ahmad could easily be reread
in this context Qameson 1986; Ahmad 1987).
Postcolonial theorizing in the United States, as Dirlik noted, found its
house in the academy among intellectual immigrants from the Third World
Qohn 1996). But, of course, postcolonial theorizing is

not

an invention of

Third World intellectuals migrating to the United States and should not
be limited to this enclave. On the other hand, there is nothing wrong with
the fact that migrating Third World intellectuals found themselves comfort
able in the space of postcolonality. What Third World intellectuals and
scholars in the United States (and I am one of them) contributed to was
the marketing of postcoloniality among an array of available theories and a
spectrum of "post" possibilities. On the other hand, Afro-American studies
in the United States, whose emergence is parallel to postmodem and postco
lonial theories, is deeply rooted in the African diaspora and, consequently,
in the history of colonialism and slavery (Eze 1997a; 1997b). Dirlik has a
point if we interpret his dictum as the marketization of postcolonial theory
within the U.S academy. His point loses its poise when we consider, for
instance, Stuart Hall and Paul Gilroy in England, or we go beyond the U.S.
academy and take seriously Ruth Frankenberg's dictum that in the United
States the question is not the postcolonial (as it is, e.g., for England and
India) but civil rights (Frankenberg and Mani 1993). In this sense, the con

cept of civil rights has not been used to clain1 an identity and, similarly, civil
rights in the United States will have more similarities with post-dictatorships
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in the Southern Cone: neither of them is the locus of subjectivity and iden

tity formation, although both are extremely helpful to understand the politi

cal landscape in the United States and the Southern Cone, contemporary
with the movement of decolonization in Asia, Africa, and the Caribbean.

Once more, the bottom line is the subaltern reason in the geopolitical distri

bution of knowledge that could be explained by colonial legacies and local

critical histories.

Subaltern reason, or whatever you want to call it, nourishes and is nour

ished by a theoretical practice prompted by movements of decolonization

after World War II, which at its inception had little to do with academic
enterprises (Cesaire, Amilcar Cabral, Fanon) and had at its core the question

of race. If Marxist thinking could be described as having class at its core,

postcolonial theorizing could be described as having race at its core. Two of

the three major genocides of modernity (the Amerindian and the African

diaspora in the early modern period; the Holocaust as closing European

modernity and the crisis of the civilizing mission) are, in my understanding,

at the root of colonial and imperial histories-which is to say, at the root of
the very constitution of modernity.The subaltern reason is what arises as a

response to the need of rethinking and reconceptualizing the stories that

have been told and the conceptualization that has been put into place to

divide the world between Christians and pagans, civilized and barbarians,

modern and premodern, and developed and underdeveloped regions and
people, all global designs mapping the colonial difference.

But if one more example from U.S. intellectual history is needed to con

ceive of postmodernity as complementary with subaltern reason, one may
take seriously Cornel West's (1989) argument about the American evasion

of philosophy as a genealogy of pragmatism. By reading Emerson, Pierce,
Royce, Dewey, DuBois,james, and Rorty (among others), West convincingly
suggests that the American evasion of philosophy is precisely the outcome

of a philosophizing out of place-that is to say, of practicing a philosophical
reflection whose foundations were not grounded in the needs of a breakaway

settler colony but rather in the needs of colonial countries. Thus, when West
states that "(p)rophetic pragmatism emerges at a particular moment in the
history of North Atlantic civilization-the moment of postmodernity"-he

further specifies that "postmodemity can be understood in light of three
fundamental historical processes":

1. The end of the European age (1492-1945) that decimated Euro

pean self-confidence and prompted self-criticism. According to West,

"this monumental decentering of Europe produced exemplary intellec
tual reflections such as the demystifying of European cultural hege

mony, the destruction of the Western metaphysical traditions, and the
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deconstruction of North Atlantic philosophical systems." Notice here

the parallel between Cornel West's chronology and the modem world
system frame.

2. The emergence of the United States as the world military and

economic power, offering directions in the political arena and cultural

production.

3. The "first stage of decolonization of the Third World" enacted by

the political independence in Asia and in Africa. (West 1993, 9-11)

Notice also that the three fundamental historical processes that West offers

for understanding postrnodernity could also be invoked to understand post

coloniality. Playing with words, one could say that postmodemity is the

discourse of countermodernity emerging from the metropolitan centers and

settler colonies, while postcoloniality is the discourse of countermodernity
emerging from deep-settler colonies (e.g., Algeria, India, Kenya, jamaica, In

donesia, Bolivia, Guatemala) where coloniality of power endured with par

ticular brutality.1 Notice, too, that if decolonization after 1945 is taken into

account (which mainly places decolonization in relation to the British Em

pire and German and French colonies), then nineteenth-century Latin

America (e.g., Hispanic and Luso America) would not be considered as an
early process of decolonization and its status as a set of Third World coun
tries would not be easily accepted. This is another reason why the postcolo

nial question in Latin America only recently began to be discussed in aca

demic circles in the United States and is still mostly ignored in Latin

American countries, while modernity and postmodernity already have an
ample bibliography in Latin America, particularly in those countries with a

large population of European descent (e.g., Brazil and the Southern Cone).

However, as we shall see, in Latin America dependency theory and philoso
phy of liberation were the critical responses to the colonial difference since
the late 1960s (see chapter 3).

The map presented by West suggests a threefold division of colonial lega
cies: settler colonies; deep-settler colonies; and colonialism/imperialism

without settlements after 1945.Thus, Cornel West states that "It is no acci
dent that American pragmatism once again rises to the surface of North

Atlantic intellectual life at the present moment....The distinctive appeal
of American pragmatism in our postmodern moment is its unashamedly

moral emphasis and its unequivocally ameliorative impulse" (1989, 4). The

emphasis on postmodernity (instead of postcoloniality) in a settler colony
that became a world power helps us to understand the attention that post-

1 l am borrowing the distinction between "settler colonies" (the United Stales, Australia,
New Zealand, etc.) and "deep-settler colonies" (Algeria, Peru, India, etc.) from McClintock

(1992, 88--89).

100

CHAPTER

2

modernity has received in Latin America, particularly in Atlantic continental
coast countries close to Europe and far away from the Pacific coast and
dense Amerindian population. That we are beginning to see articles mixing
postcoloniality and Latin America seems to stem from the fact that postcolo
niality has become an important topic of discussion in academic circles in
the same settler colony that arose to a world power, although the distinction
between the emergence and uses of both postmodemity and postcoloniality
is not always made nor are its consequences evaluated. When Dirlik, for
instance, blatantly and provocatively states "the postcolonial begins when
Third World intellectuals have arrived in the First World academy" (Dirlik
1994, 329), two parallel issues should be addressed: when and where does
the postmodem begin? The answer, following Dirlik's statement, would be:
when metropolitan and settler colony intellectuals frame as "postmodem"
the drastic changes in the logic of late capitalism Qameson), in the condition
of knowledge in the most highly technological societies (Lyotard), or in the
continuation of the critique of modernity in Western metaphysics (Vattimo).
On the other hand, we should be able to distinguish postcolonial theories as
an academic commodity (in the same way that postmodem theories were
and are commodified), from postcolonial theorizing, as critiques subsumed
under subaltern reason and border gnosis: a thinking process in which peo
ple living under colonial domination had to enact in order to negotiate their
life and subaltern condition. Postcolonial theorizing may have "entered" in
the academic market with the arrival of Third World intellectuals to the
United States but certainly did not "begin" then. Postcolonial theorizing as
a particular enactment of the subaltern reason coexists with colonialism
itself as a constant move and force toward autonomy and liberation in every
order of life, from economy to religion, from language to education, from
memories to spatial order, and it is not limited to the academy, even less to
the U.S. academy!

RESPONSES FROM THE EXTERNAL MARGINS OF THE WEST

Let's tum then to the "post-Occidental question" in Latin America. If one
looks back to the deep-settler colonies in Latin American countries with
a large indigenous population, concerns with issues that today would be
identified as postcolonial discourses coexisting with neocolonial conditions
can be found after the Russian Revolution, and different manifestations can
be singled out: intellectuals like jose Carlos Mariategui in Peru (around
1920) and Enrique Dussel in Argentina (from the 1970s on) as well as phi
losophers such as Leopoldo Zea and Edmundo O'Gorman (from 1960 to
today) in Mexico.
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In 1958 Zea published America en la historia, in which "Occidentalism"
was at the core of his concerns. lea's problematic was rooted in a long
lasting tradition among Hispanic American intellectuals since the nine
teenth century: the conflictive relationship with Europe and, toward the
end of the nineteenth century, with the United States-in other words, with
Occidentalism. Zea portrayed both Spain and Russia as marginal to the West.
Two chapters are called, significantly, "Espana al margen de occidente"
(Spain at the margin of the West) and "Rusia al margen de occidente" (Russia
at the margin of the West). One can surmise that deep-settler colonies (type
b) in neocolonial situations in Latin America have some similarities with the
transformation of Russia into the Soviet Union, although almost a century
elapsed between Latin American decolonization and the Russian Revolution.
One obvious similarity that Zea points out comes from the marginal moder
nity of Spain and Russia during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
There are, however, enormous differences because of the separate era in
which each historical process occurred and because of the fact that, while
in Latin America decolonization took place in former deep-settler Spanish
and Portuguese colonies, some interacting with deep indigenous cultures
(e.g., the Andes [Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, Colombia] and Mesoamerica [Mex
ico, Guatemala) and others) dealing with slavery as forced migrations, the
Russian Revolution took place at the very heart of the empire. Both Spain
and Russia had a similar relationship with "Eurocentrism," to which Zea
devotes a chapter of his most recent book (Zea 1988), locating them in the
foundation and aftermath of Cartesian and Hegelian conceptualizations of
"reason," as well as in Marx and Engels' inverted Hegelianism as a socialist
utopia materializing not in Europe but in its margins. Historical inheritances
and their revolutionary implementations in the Soviet Union are not, how
ever, linked to colonial legacies and postcolonial thinking, for reasons I will
soon describe.
During the same years that Zea was writing his America en Ia historia,
Edmundo O'Gorrnan (1961; Mignolo 1993b) was dismantling five hundred
years of colonial discourse building and manipulating the belief that
America was discovered when, as O'Gorrnan clearly demonstrates, there was
no Ame1ica to be discovered in the first place, and, for those who were
already living in the lands where Columbus arrived without knowing where
he was, there was nothing to be discovered at all. Certainly, neither Zea nor
O'Gorman paid much attention to the contribution of people from Amerin
dian descent to the constant process of decolonization. However, there is a
common dictum today among indigenous social movements, in both the
Americas and the Caribbean, that "Columbus did not discover us." While
two key concepts for Zea and O'Gorman in their postcolonial theorizing
were "Occidentalism" and "Eurocentrism," Mexican-American scholar jorge
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Klor de Alva critically examined the meaning of the term "colonialism" and
its misapplication to latin America:
The first part of my thesis is simple: Given that the indigenous populations of
the Americas began to suffer a devastating demographic collapse on contact
with the Europeans; given that the indigenous population loss had the effect,

by the late sixteenth century, of restricting those who identified themselves as
natives to the periphery of the nascent national polities; given that the greater
part of the mestizos who quickly began to replace them fashioned their selves
primarily after European models; given that together with Euro-Americans (cri

ollos) and

some Europeans

(peninsulares)

these Westernized mestizos made up

the forces that defeated Spain during the nineteenth-century wars of indepen
dence; and, finally, given that the new countries under criollo/mestizo leader
ship constructed their national identities overwhelmingly out of Euro-American
practices, the Spanish language, and Christianity, it is misguided to present the
pre-independence non-native sectors as colonized, it is inconsistent to explain
the wards of independence as anti-colonial struggles, and it is misleading to
characterize the Americas, following the civil wars of separation, as postcolo
nial. In short, the Americas were neither Asia nor Africa; Mexico

is

not India,

Peru is not Indonesia, and Latinos in the U.S.-although tragically opposed by
an exclus ionary will-are not Algerians. (Klor de Alva

1992, 3)

Klor de Alva formulated this thesis, as he himself makes clear, based on

his

inquiries into the construction of identities of contemporary U.S. Latinos
and Mexican Americans. Furthermore, although he doesn't make

this point

as clear, his conception of "the Americas" excludes the Caribbean (EngUsh,
French, Spanish), whose consideration would radically change the picture
of the colonial and the postcolonial, since the French and English Caribbean
are not the same type of colonies as the Spanish Caribbean. Basically, Klor
de Alva's idea of "the Americas" is purely Hispanic and Anglo-American.
Nevertheless, his effort to detach the Spanish/Portuguese from the British/
French/Dutch invasion of the Americas and the Caribbean looks to me like
a sheer semantic game, similar to the argument that Spanish nationalists
used to enact in order to save Spain from the brutalities of the conquest or
to emphasize the civilizing (i.e., Christian) mission of the crown and the
missionary orders. But even if "colonization" is misapplied to Latin America,
we should not lose sight that we are talking about European and Western
expansion ("Eurocentrism" and "Occidentalism" in terms of Zea and O'Gor
man), and we should not lose sight of the internal colonial conflicts, mainly
between Spain, England, and Holland toward the end of the seventeenth
century, when Seville was no longer the center of global commerce and Am
sterdam took its place. The change of hands in colonial power should be
kept in mind if we are to understand the transformations and, at the same
time, the continuities from the early modern/colonial period (Spain, Portu-
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gal, Renaissance) to the modern/colonial period (Holland, England, France,
Enlightenment).
Moreover, colonialism is a notion denoting and describing colonial expe
riences after the eighteenth century (the stages of mercantile capitalism and
the industrial revolution, according to Darcy Ribeiro

I 1968)) and, conse

quently, the Spanish and Portuguese expansion toward the Atlantic and the
Pacific, mainly during the sixteenth and the first half of the seventeenth
centuries, cannot properly be called as such. Klor de Alva underlines the
anachronism of colonialism applied to historical events and processes in an

imprecise "Latin America" under Spanish and Portuguese banners. While I

sympathize with Klor de Alva's effort to avoid academic colonialism by re
framing Spanish and Portuguese in a conceptualization that mainly emerged
from the experiences of decolonization of British and French colonialism, I
also feel uncomfortable with his argument because it falls next to an unwrit
ten and officialist discourse of postimperial Spain, in which the term "vice
royalty" is used to avoid the political (and negative, from the Spanish per
spective) implications of the term "colonialism."
To echo Klor de Alva's concerns of avoiding academic colonialism (a con
cern I have also found in several latin American countries, where I lectured
on issues of coloniality and postcoloniality, and of which l will make refer
ences throughout this book), by framing latin American colonial and cul
tural histories in the vocabulary of English and Commonwealth criticism,
it would be necessary to regionali.ze colonial legacies and postcolonial theo
rizing, to avoid the trap of the epistemology of modernity, in which colonial
languages (such as English, French, or German) in complicity with theoreti
cal and academic discourses produce the effect of universal knowledge for
the sheer fact that the knowledge produced in the languages of late colonial
powers has indeed the right to be exportable to every corner of the planet.
The commodification and exportability of knowledge are perhaps the reason

for Klor de Alva's discomfort with using colonialism and postcolonialism in
and about Latin America.

What really remains as paradigmatic examples of subaltern/colonial criti
cism in Latin America is located in the Caribbean (part of it belonging to
the Commonwealth), in Mesoamerica, and in the Andes. Zea and O'Gorman,
although living in Mexico, were detached from these epistemological loca
tions. The Caribbean contribution to postcolonial theorizing is already well
known, basically because a good deal of writing is in English and French
(e.g., George Lamming, Aimee Cesaire, Frantz Fanon, Edouard Glissant,
Raphael Confi.ant), the dominant languages of the modern/colonial period.
The Spanish Caribbean contribution is less familiar (Fernandez Retamar,
Jose Luis Gonzalez), since Spanish a s the dominant language of the early
modem/colonial period lost its prestigious place as a "thinking language"

'With the fall of Spain and the rise of England and France (Mignolo l995a;
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1995b). It should be remembered, however, that while colonial legacies in
the Caribbean are entrenched with the African diaspora, in Mesoamerica
(mainly Mexico and Guatemala) and the Andes their profile is obtained from
the long-lasting Interaction between dense Amerindian populations and
Spanish institutions and settlements.
In the late 1960s two Mexican sociologists, Pablo Gonzalez Casanova and
Rodolfo Stavenhagen, proposed the concept of "Internal colonialism" to ac
count for the relationship between the state and the Amerindian population
since Mexico's independence from Spain In 1821.

As one could expect, the

concept was criticized from a scientific-oriented sociology, as if the needs to
which Gonzalez Casanova (1965) and Stavenhagen (1965) were responding
would have been solely disciplinary! The vigor of the concept shall be situ
ated in mapping the social configuration of nation building in the Spanish
ex-colonies, rather than in whether or not it fulfills the demands of a disci
plinary system of control and punishment. However, since the concept has
been criticized from the hegemonic disciplinary perspective, it vanished
from the scene, and few will remember it as an early manifestation of postco
lonial theorizing in Latin America. More precisely, "internal colonialism," a
concept introduced by Third World sociologists to account for the social
realities of their country and region, carries the trace of the colonial differ
ence, the subaltern reason.
Certainly, the need of further elucidation of "internal colonialism" should
not be denied. For instance, when the concept is used in the context of U.S.
history, the differences between North and South colonial legacies (as it
was pointed out earlier) cannot be ignored. In fact, who in U.S. national
communities are in subaltern positions: Native Americans, Asian Ameri
cans, Mexican Americans? And in Argentina, are Italian communities in the
same subaltern positions as Amerindian communities? Be that as it may,
"internal colonialism," as used by Gonzalez Casanova and Stavenhagen in
Mexico and, more recently, by Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui (1984; 1993) in the
Andes, is clearly applied to the double bind of the national state after inde
pendence: on the one hand, to enforce the colonial politics toward indige
nous communities and, on the other, to establish alliances with metropolitan
colonial powers. Chiefly, in nineteenth-century Mesoamerica and the Andes,
the question was to break the ties with Spanish colonialism and to build a
nation with the support of England and France, and this is perhaps the main
profile of neocolonialism in the ex-Spanish and Portuguese colonies. Above
all, "internal colonialism" is relevant in Rivera Cusicanqui's work (as well
as

in other Bolivian intellectuals, such as Xavier Al b6 [ 1994)) to understand

ing a society in which more than 50 percent of the population is of Amerin
dian descent, speaks Aymara or Quechua, and maintains a socioeconomic
organization inherited from Inca and Aymara legacies, which coexisted for

five hundred years with Western people and institutions. The concept of
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class and

ethnicity. In Rivera Cusicanqui's conception, one explanation of the crisis
in Andean social sciences and their failure to understand social movements
such as "Shining Path" was due mainly to their blindness to ethnicity, colo
nial legacies, and "internal colonialism" (Rivera Cusicanqui 1992).

A CUBAN PERSPECTIVE ON POST-OCCIDENTALISM

Occidentalism as the overarching imaginary of the modem/colonial world
system can be understood in Coronil's proposal:
To t he extent that "the West" remains assumed in Said's work, I believe that
Said's challenge, and the a mbiguity in his discussion of Orientalism, may be
crea t ively approached by problemat izi.n g and linking the two entities that lie at
the center of his analysis: the West's Orientalist representations and the West
itself.
1 would like to take a step in this direction by relating Western representations
of

"

Otherness" to the implicit constructions of "Selfhood" that underwrite

them. This move entails reorienting our attention from the problematic of "Ori
entalism," which focuses on the deficiencies of the West's representations of the
Orient, to that of "Occidentalism," which refers to the conceptions of the West
animating these representations. It entails relating the observed to the observers,
products to production, knowledge to its sites of formation. (Coronill996, 56)
On the other hand, as the overarching imaginary, "Occidentalism" works in

reverse: from the "Orient" to the "West," so to speak. When "Occidentalism"
is related to modernization, it can be perceived as a model to follow or as
an evil t o kill. These two perceptions are at work in China and have been
analy zed recendy by Xiaomei Chen (1995; Keping 1994). A similar perspec
tive could be located in Latin America where Occidentalisrn can either pro
vide the model for modernization or be the colonial evil that reproduces
colonization. Thus, following on the steps of Coronil, I also propose to look
at Occidentalism from inside the modern world system as well as from its
exteriority (in Levinas's sense). The modern/colonial world sy stem is and
ha been made in these constant double interactions. Such a perspective is
�
twtce as important from the (Latin) American perspective since the Ameri
c s have never been considered part of the Orient or the Other, but an exten
�
Sion of the same, as I have already mentioned in the introduction and will
pursue in the following chapter (Mignolo 1995c; 1996b).
Post-Occidentalism was introduced, as 1 have already mentioned, by
Cuban intellectual Roberto Fernandez Retamar in 1976. In introducing the
term, he was assuming that Occidentalism was the key word in Latin Ameri-

CHAPTER 2

106

can cultural history. Occidentalism, contrary to Orientalism, was created
from the very beginning as the extension of Europe, not as its otherness:
"Indias Occidentales" (the legal expression used by the Spanish crown all
through its possessions from the continent to the Philippines) set the stage
for the relationships between Europe and what would later become the
Americas, the "extreme Occident." Thus, the constant tension between the
extreme Occident as the "empty" continent where Europe extended itself,
and the Amerindians, already inhabiting the "empty" continent. Thus, Fer
nandez Retamar recognizes that "Amerindians and Blacks far from being
foreign bodies in 'our America' (e.g., Latin America) because they are not
Western, they belong to it with full right, with more right than the foreign
and outcast agents of the civilizing mission" (Fernandez Retamar [1974]
1995). Thus the exteriority of the colonial difference.
Fernandez Retamar makes a link between this observation and Marxism,
since Marxism emerged as the critical voice of capitalism, which, for him,
is equivalent to Occidentalism. For Fernandez Retamar, Marxism is no
longer an Occidental ideology but a post-Occidental one. What is interesting
to note here is his assumption-from the Cuban and Caribbean experi
ence-that Marxism allows going beyond Western imaginary. In fact "Amer
indians and Blacks," crucial in the Caribbean experience, were not much so
in the European context in which Marxism originated. The crossing-over of
colonialism and capitalism in Latin America allows Fernandez Retamar to
propose post-Occidentalism as a Marxist category although incorporated to
the colonial history of Amerindian exploitation and African slave trade.
Post-Occidentalism could have been linked to "internal colonialism" and to
"dependency theory." However, the isolation impinged by colonial geohis
torical distribution, complemented with the scientific distribution of knowl
edge located in the metropolitan centers, made of the local histories and
knowledge a curious and sometimes folkloric incident in the larger map of
global designs.
There are two issues here that need to be untangled. One is the distinction
between neocolonial situations and the other between neocolonial dis
courses and post/OccidentaVcolonial criticism. My first inclination would
be to define "neocolonial situations and discourses" as a configuration aris
ing from the liberation of colonial rules and the different stages of the mod
ern period, such as the independence of Anglo- and Hispanic America at
the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries,
respectively, as well as the decolonization of Indonesia and the Algerian or
the Cuban Revolution-that is to say, neocolonial situations and discourse

�

types (a), (b), and (c). This may be too schematic for certain tastes, b t it
helps in sorting out some of the confusion and ambiguities of the express10n.
Post/OccidentaVcolonial criticism as subaltern theorizing, by contrast,
mainly emerges in the aftermath of decolonization after World War II and
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parallels new forms of neocolonialism and dictatorship. Furthermore, it is
the critical consciousness on colonialism and neocolonialism that created
the conditions for subaltern theorizing. Now, if subalternity (understood as
theory building and cultural critic) emerges from different types of colonial
and neocolonial legacies, then post/Occidentalism/colonialism and post
modernism are countermodem moves responding to different kinds of colo
nial legacies and neocolonial states that have in common the process of
Western expansion identified as modernity/coloniality/Occidentalism.
The reader could object, at this point, by saying that postmodernity is
not a particularly Anglo-American or even a European phenomenon but of
peripheral modernities as well. Using similar logic, one can argue that the
same observation could be made about post/Occidentalism/colonialism, say
ing that it is not just an issue of modernity and colonized countries between
1492 and 1945 but rather a global or transnational issue. Modernity is both
the consolidation of empire and nation/empires in Europe, a discourse con
structing the idea of Occidentalism, the subjugation of people and cultures,
as well as the counterdiscourses and social movements resisting Euro-Amer
ican expansionism. Thus, if modernity consists of both the consolidation of
European history (global design) and the silenced critical voices of periph
eral colonies (local histories), postmodernism and post/Occidentalisrnlcolo
nialism are alternate processes of countering modernity from different colo
nial legacies and in different national or neocolonial situations: (1) legacies
from/at the center of colonial empires (e.g., Lyotard); (2) colonial legacies
in settler colonies (e.g., jameson in the United States); and (3) colonial lega
cies in deep-settler colonies (e.g., Said, Cusicanqui, Spivak, Glissant, Alb6,
Bhabha, Quijano). In other words, postmodernity and post/Occidentalisrnl
colonialism are both parts of subaltern reason and an extended critique of
subalternity.
It is my contention that post/OccidentaVcolonial theorizing allows for a

decenter ing of theoretical practices in terms of the politics of geohistorical
locations (Mignolo 1995; see also chapters 2 and 4), and the distinction
between post/OccidentaVcolonial discourses and theories becomes difficult
to trace. Cultures of scholarship become part of a political domain of dis
courses, and social concerns, coupled with knowledge oriented toward
emancipation/liberation. Thus, it would have been difficult to conceive
Fanon as a post/OccidentaVcolonial theoretician in the late 1950s. His dis
course, attractive and seductive as it was (and still is), was not part of the
conceptual framework that, at the time, was seen in terms of theoretical

discourse in the academy. Theory in the humanities was conceived then
tnainly in terms of linguistic models and in the social sciences, in terms of
t e covering law model. Fanon became a post/OccidentaVcolonial theoreti
Ctan once the academy conceptualized a new kind of theoretical practice,

�
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invented a name to distinguish it from others, and placed it within a specific
academic battlefield.
"Theory" (in quotation marks) becomes necessary to distinguish between
an inherited concept of theory (from the social sciences, linguistics, and
semiotics and sometimes from the transposition from the natural to social
sciences and the humanities) and a type of self-reflective and critical practice
in the academy. There are two takes in the use of the term theory that I
would like to point out, comparing "critical theory" with post/OccidentaV
colonial theorizing and the emergence of subaltern reason.
In the first take, Craig Calhoun described the use of critical theory by
Frankfurt Schoo\ philosophers as a displacement of the canonical concept
of theory in philosophy, by adapting it to the social sciences:
They challenged the presumed absolute identity of the individual as knower
embodied famously in the Cartesian cogito

("I

think,

therefore I am"). Influ 

enced by Freud, Romanticism, and thinkers of the "dark side" of Enlightenment

like Nietzsche and Sade, they knew the individual person had to be more com
plex than that, especially if he or she was to be the subject of creative culture.
They also say the individual is social in a way most ordin ary theory did not,
constituted by intersubjective relations with others, all the more important
where they furthered a sense of non-identity, of the complexity of multip le in
volvements with others, that enabled a person to reach beyond narrow self

identity. (Calhoun 1995a, 16)
But perhaps more important to my purpose is Calhoun's observation that
most of the early key Frankfurt theorists were jews (Calhoun 1995, 17).
Here we touch on a crucial issue in the formation of subaltern reason and
post/OccidentaVcolonial theorizing: the inscription of the coloniaVsubaltem
experience of the theoretician in his or her theoretical practices, similar to
the inscription of the jewish experience in Frankfurt early critical theory
(e.g., Horkheimer and Adorno's reading of thejews' experience against the
Enlightenment ideals, [ 1947) 1995, 168-208). Calhoun's reading of the con
nection between the ethnicity of the theoretician and the building of critical
theory is the following:
Most of the early key Frankfurt theorists were jews. If this did not produce an
acute enough interest in politics of identity to start with-most of them coming
from highly assimilated families and assimilating further themselves in the
course of their studies--the rise of Nazism and broader anti-Semitic currents
broug ht the issue home. Faced with the question why jews were not just one
minority group among many-for the Nazis certainly but also for most of mo
dernity-Horkheimer and Adorno sought the answer in a characteristic way:
Anti-Semitism represented the hatred of those who see themselves as civilized,
but could not fulfill the promises of civilization for all those who reminded
them of the failures of civilization. (Calhoun 1995a, 17)
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Jn a sense, then, critical theory as practiced by the Frankfurt School theoreti

cian is, like post/OccidentaVcolonial theorizing, a kind of "barbarian theo
rizing": a theoretical practice by those who oppose the clean and rational
concept of knowledge and theory and theorize, precisely, from the situation
they have been put in, be they jewish, Muslim, Amerindian, African, or
other "Third World" people like Hispanics in today's United States. But not
only that: the link between theory and ethnicity in the early Frankfurt
School detected by Calhoun is also similar to the awareness of being a "Third
World" philosopher, like Leopoldo Zea or O'Gorman, who have to write
(using Zea's title of his latest book) from "marginalization and barbarism"
(Zea 1988). Zea and O'Gorman placed themselves at the margin of the disci
pline, as historians and philosophers, although the ethnic question did not
reach their own thinking. Frankfurt philosophers were at the center stage
of disciplinary, epistemological, and theoretical transformations, although
the ethnic question was inscribed in their thinking and transformed theoret
ical practices into "critical theory." Zea and O'Gorman contributed, nonethe
less, to value thinking "from marginalization and barbarism"-or, as Kusch
would say, from the "philosophical location" where location is not only geo
graphic but historical, political, and epistemological (1978, 107-14). In
other words, they contributed to show the limits of civilization and the rise
of "barbarian" Qewish, marginalized postcolonial, female, Afro-European or
American, Amerindian, homosexual, etc.) theorizing.
In the second take, Mary john (1996), unlike Craig Calhoun, looks at
the inscription of the subject position in "doing theory" in France in the
1960s, and also at the radical transformation of doing theory since the late
1970s. That radical transformation comes mainly from the awareness that
theory is where y o u can find it. There is no geographical or epistemological
location that holds the property rights for theoretical practices but "the
philosophical location," in Kusch's terms (see chapter 3)-that is, the start
ing point and the road orienting our thinking with alterity constantly
intervening, suggesting, or showing at the same time the unthink
able (Kusch 1978, 109). john, like Calhoun, looks for the inscription
of subjectivity at the intersection of feminism and postcoloniality, in
whatever form this intersection can manifest itself. The awareness and the
inscription of feminism and postcoloniality in John's concept of "doing the
ory" is equivalent to the awareness ofjewishness in the Frankfurt School's
"critical theory." But it is more: it is also an awareness that the very concept
of theory, linked to the modem reason, cannot be accepted, rehearsed, and
applied to feminist concerns and postcolonial issues. If John's disbelief is in
the dichotomy between linking theories to their context of origin or taking
them in their universal scope and making them travel to illuminate alien
contexts, then the question remains that the very concept of theory is inter
pellated Qohn 1996). What I am arguing in this chapter and the rest of
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concept of theory from its modern
the book is that we should delink the
or to make sense of unconnected facts
epistemological version (to explain
deconstruct reified conceptual net
or data) or its postmodern version (to
ntaVcolonial theorizing, in my un
works). One of the aims of post/Occide
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rizes in the concept of double consciousn
izing I envision and argue for is
1993). As such, one of the versions of theor
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religio
or
al
hies, nation
relation to which sexual relations, social hierarc
ries. Hegel's allegorical
catego
ern
subalt
are
ices
prejud
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and self-consciousness nar
with the embodied reflection on consciousness
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ct languished; the disposition
My natural elasticity was crushed; my intelle
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At the moment that Douglass reflects on his experience and tells the story
he is no longer a slave, and one could say that he possesses a "consciousnes�
that exists for itself," while Covey becomes the representative of "a con.
sciousness that is repressed within itselP' (Gilroy 1993, 60). At thIS pomt,
Doug1ass 1s in a position to understand both the slave and the master from
·

·

the perspective (a�d e�erience) of the slave, while Covey lacks the experi
f the slav� m hts understanding of the relationship between both.

ence

?

Hegel s allegory ts located on the side of Covey, not Douglass. Douglass
thinks from the experience of the subaltern who has liberated himself from

�

that pos tion and ca� analyze slavery as a form of subalternity from that
)erspectlve. By so domg, Douglass introduces the perspective of the slave
.
!
the analysiS of the relation master/slave. Bur now the questions asked
mto

�

and sues raised are no longer those of understanding a disincorporated
c� nsc ousness and self-consciouness, but that of understanding from the
�
.
histoncal expenences made possible by the very concept of Reason that
.
Hegel was trymg to elucidate in his Phenomenology of the Spirit.
.
di

We all know that the concept of Reason introduced by Rene Descartes

� n?t only have philosophical and metaphysical import, but was a crucial

pnnople to develop and manage the larger spectrum of society (Taylor 1989
285-3 4). Consequently, one should expect that new forms of rationali
emergmg fro� subaltern exp�riences, will not only have an impact in philos

rr:

?

ophy and soctal thought but m the reorganization of society. Thinking from
.
subalt�rn expe�ences shoul� �ontribute to both self-understanding and pub
.
he pohcy, cr t � � the conditton for precluding subalternity. Thus, it seems
�
t�at the posstblh
ttes of theorizing colonial legacies could be carried out in

�

different directions: from a strictly disciplinary location, from the location of
someone for whom colonial legacies are a historical but not a personal matter
and, finally, f �om the site of someone for whom colonial legacies are en�
trenched m his or er own history and sensibility, like slavery for Douglass.

�

Some of the confusiOn and ambiguity of the term today is due I believe to
.
the vano�s possibilities of engaging oneself in postcolonial c iticism. I m
al o convmced that the opposite prejudice is the common belief that persons
w 0 arefrom some place in the heart of the empire have the necessary compe

;

�

�
� nce to t�eorize, no matter where they are at because theorizing is taken to
: �e _umversal practice of the modern reason. This prejudice is anchored
�. n t e ��eological distribution of knowledge in the social sciences and the

umanllles, parallel to the geopolitical distribution of the world into First
Second, and Third. Or, to put it another way, while subaltern reason disclos
a change of terram regard.mg Its very foundation as a cognitive political
d h ��retical practic , m dern reason speaks for the foundat on of th
�
�
m?es and the soctal sctences during the nineteenth century, grounded
in enatssance and Enlightenment (rather than colonial) legacies. In this
se e, subaltern reason is both postmodern and postcolonial.
·

���
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�

·
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AREA STUDIES AND THE WESTERN DISTRIBUTION OF
KNOWLEDGE AND CULTURES
I owe the preceding insight to Carl Pietsch

(1981). Pietsch traced the divi

sion of social scientific labor related to First, Second, and Third Worlds
between

1950 and 1975, a time in which social scientific labor was reorga

nized according to a new world order and, coincidentally, a time in which

the emergence of colonial discourses and the foundations of postcolonial

theories are now being located. Colonial discourses and theories were

not yet an issue at the time Pietsch wrote his article, which was mainly
devoted to the social sciences. The period chosen by Pietsch is also relevant
for the implied connections between decolonization and the emergence of
the cold war, which brought Russia/the Soviet Union back into the picture
on the fringes of Western modernity as the Second World. Pietsch's thesis
is simple: Western anxiety due to the emergence of socialist nations and,
above all, the Soviet Union prompted the division of the world into three
large categories: technologically and economically developed countries that
are democratically organized; technologically and economically developed
countries ruled by ideology; and technologically and economically underde
veloped countries. The foundation of such a distribution cannot necessarily
be bonded to the properties of the objects classified but rather to the site of
enunciation constructing the classification: the enunciation is located in the
First World and not in the Second or the Third. Since the classification
originated in democratically developed and capitalistic countries, it natu
rally became a First World decision and the measuring stick for subsequent
classifications. My first assumption, in this context, is that postcolonial criti
cism strives for a displacement of the locus of theoretical enunciation from
the First to the Third World, claiming for the legitimacy of the "philosophi
cal location."2
My assumption can be better understood if we pursue Pietsch a little
further. The thrust of his argument lies in the fact that the academic redistri

bution of sciemific labor

is

not parallel with the political and economical

relocation of cultural worlds. Or, as Pietsch explains:
Terms evoking ethnocentrism, condescension, imperialism, and aggression
were systematically replaced by apparently neutral and scientific terms-euphe
misms. Not only did former colonies become "developing nations" and primi1 I was told on a couple of occasions that

I should not talk about First, Second and

Third

Worlds because such entitles never existed. I would like to emphasize that I am not talk·
ing about the entity, but the conceptual division of the world, which, as such, existed and

still exists, even when the configuration of the world is no longer the one that prompted th e

distinction. I feel the need to apologize for introducing this note, but at the same time I cannot
avoid it.
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tive tribes become "Lraditional people," the War and Navy Departments of the
United States Government were transformed into the "Defense" Depart
ment. ... It would have been simply impossible to explain the need for foreign
aid and vast military expenditures in a time of peace with categories any more
differentiated than those marshaled under the three worlds umbrella. (Pietsch
1981, 575)

From an epistemological perspective, the classic distinction between tradi
tional and modem societies was relocated and redistributed. The modern
world was divided in two: the First World was technologically advanced,
free of ideological constraints, utilitarian thinking, and thus natural. The
Second World was also technologically advanced but encumbered with an
ideological elite that prevented utilitarian thinking and free access to sci
ence. The traditional Third World was economically and technologically
underdeveloped, with a traditional mentality obscuring the possibility of
utilitarian and scientific thinking. Thus, the epistemological distribution of
labor was part and parcel of the ideological distribution of the world and
the reconceptualization of science, ideology, and culture:
Western social scientists have reserved the concept

of culture for the mentalities
of traditional societies in their pristine states. They
have designated the socialist
societies of the second world the province of ideolog
y. And they have long as
sumed-not unanimously, to be sure-that the
modem West is the natural
haven of science and utilitarian thinking. Consist
ent with this scheme, one clan
of social scientists is set apart to study
the pristine societies of the third world
(anthropologists). Other dans-economists, sociolo
gists, and political scien
tists-study the third world only insofar as the
process of modernization has
already begun. The true province of these
latter social sciences is the modern
world, especially the natural societie
s of the West. But again, subclans of each
of these sciences of the modern world
are specially outfitted to make forays into
the ideological regions of the
second world. Much as their fellow econom
ists
sociologists, and political scientists
who srudy the process of modernization
the third world, these studen
ts of the second world are engaged in area studies
.
What distinguishes their area
is the danger associated with ideology, as oppose
d
to the now innocent othern
ess of traditional cultures. But the larger contra
st is
between all of these area specia
lists, whether of the second or third world,
and
.
. 1"mary
the d"tsctp
generahsts who study the natural societi
es of the first world.
(Pietsch 1981, 579)

�

1 quoted Pietsc
h at length because of the substantial
redistribution of the
Ord
d er. of th.mgs and of th e h uman sctences
smce the nineteenth century,
:scnbed by Michel Foucault
(1966; 1969), and because it helps to clarif
l e locatio n of
postcolonial and postmodern theor
etical practices at the close
0f the
twentieth century, following the collap
se of the three-world order and
·

·

;
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one substantial characteristic
the end of the cold war. One can surmise that
tical enunciation articulated
theore
of
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Thus, the ideology of the civilizing mission
.
worlds
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My second assumption is that the locus of postmodern
opposition to the
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must remember,
There is no reference to literature in Pietsch's article. One
World coun
Third
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product
however, the enormous impact of literary
Mahfouz,
Naguib
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Rushdi
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tries (e.g., Garcia Marquez, Assia Djebar,
do
literary
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Michelle ClifO. The fact that such an impact
social
the
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of knowledge. It also
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Third World's high
the
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imprint
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explains why magical realism became
are also taken as
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n of theoreti
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tion
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crumb
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Let's rethink now the distinction between coming
ing literature a�d
(includ
rses
discou
lonial
from (Gilroy 1990-91). If postco
countries with colorual
theories) are associated with people (coming) from
of the locus of intellec·
legacies, it is precisely because of the displacement
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tual production from the irst to the Third World. However, while literary
.
output can eastly be attnbuted to the cultural production of the Third
World, theory is more difficult to justify because-according to the scientific

� �

is bution of labor analyzed by Pletsch-the locus of theoretical produc
.
uo � IS the Ft �t rather t an Third World. My third assumption is that postco

�

lomal theoreucal pracnces are not just changing our vistas of colonial pro
cesses; they are also challenging the very foundations of the Western concept

of knowled?e a �d under�tanding by establishing epistemological links be
tween geohtstoncal locauons and theoretical production.

(beingfrom, com
b�ng at) and the locus of enunciation, I am emphasizing that
.
enunciation
are not given but enacted. I am not assuming that only

By insisting o � the links between the place of theorizing

.
mgfrom,

loct of

and

people coming from such and such a place could do X. Let me insist that I

�

am n �t castin� �e argument in deterministic terms but in the open realm
.
of logiCal posstbtltues, of historical circumstances and personal sensibilities.
I am suggesting that for those whom colonial legacies are real (i.e., they

hurt), that they are more (logically, historically, and emotionally) inclined

�

�

than others to heorize t e past in terms of coloniality. I am also suggesting
.
that postcolomal theonzmg relocates the boundaries between knowledge,
the kn?� and the knowing subject (which was my reason for stressing the

comphct :tes of postcolonial theories with "minorities"). While I perceive
the locano� of the knowing subject in the social economy of knowledge and

understanding as the �ain contribution of postcolonial theorizing, I also
.
beheve that the descnpnon
or explanation of the known is the main contri
bution of postmodem theories.

THE RATIO BETWEEN KNOWLEDGE AND
ITS GEOHISTORICAL LOCATION

� mov� n.ow to particular cases of countermodemity and differential loci of

�unctatl?n, where the differences are related to comingfrom different colo
ntal legactes and being at different geocultural locations.
Enrique Dussel, an Argentinian philosopher associated with the philoso
phy of liberation, has been articulating a strong countermodern argument.
I quote from the beginning of his Frankfurt lectures:
· 1s,
Modernny
· wr
many (for jllrgen Habermas or Charles Taylor for example)
r
'
an essenna
· 11Y or exclusively European phenomeno
n. In these lectures, I will
argue that mo dem1ty 1s, m fact,
a European phenomenon ' but one constituted
.
m a dil
·
a ecucal
relation with a non-European alterity that is its ultimate content
·
Modem·ty
1 appears when Europe affirms itself as the "center� of a World
history
.
.
that 1t maugurates; the "periphery� that surround
s this center is consequently
'

·

·

·
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pan of its self-definition. The occlusion of this periphery (and of the role of
Spain and Portugal in the formation of the modem world system from the late
fifteenth to the mid-seventeenth centuries) leads the major contemporary think
ers of the "center� into a Eurocentric fallacy in their understanding of moder
nity. If their understan ding of the genealogy of modernity is thus partial and

provincial, their anempts at a critique or defense of it are likewise unilateral
and, in part, false. (Dussel (1993) 1995, 65)

The construction of the idea of modernity linked to European expansion,
as forged by European intellectuals, was powerful enough to last a ost
.
five hundred years. Postcolonial discourses and theones began effecuvely

�

to question that hegemony, a challenge that was unthinkable (and perhaps
unexpected) by those who constructed and presupposed the idea of moder
nity as a historical period and implicitly as the locus of enunciation-a locus
of enunciation that in the name of rationality, science, and philosophy as
serted its own privilege over other forms of rationality or over what, from
the perspective of modern reason, was nonrational. I would submit, conse
quently, that postcolonial literature and postcolonial theories are con
structing a new concept of reason as differential loci of enunciation. What
does "differential" mean? Differential here first means a displacement of
the concept and practice of the notions of knowledge, science, theory, and
understanding articulated during the modern period.3 Thus, Dussel's region
alization of modernity could be compared with Homi Bhabha's, both speak
ing from different colonial legacies (Spanish and English respectively):
"Driven by the subaltern history of the margins of modernity-rather than
by the failures of logocentrism-l have tried, in some small measure, to
revise the known, to rename the postmodem fro m the position of the postcolo
nial" (Bhabha 1994, 175; emphasis added).
I find a noteworthy coincidence between Dussel and Bhabha, albeit with

some significant differences in accent. The coincidence lies in the very im
portant fact that the task of postcolonial reasoning (i.e., theorizing) is not
only linked to the immediate political needs of decolonization (in Asia, Af
rica and the Caribbean) but also to the rereading of the paradigm of modem
reas n. This task is performed by Dussel and Bhabha in different, although

�

complementary ways.

�

l A revealing example of what I am trying to articulat e is Norma Alarc6n's co nterreading o
�
.
jean-Luc Nancy's theoretical allocatmg of meanmg. Whtle Nancy allocates meanmg to Chican
culture by reading it from the space where ethnicity and language do not mterfere with his
own discourse (e.g., the total absence of reference to the Maghreb in French language and
culture), Alarc6n's discourse is a necessary relocation from the space in which ethnicity and

language dislocate the production of knowledge and understanding (Aiarc6n 1994; Nancy

1994).
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After a detailed analysis of Kant's and Hegel's construction of the idea of
Enlightenment in European history, Dussel summarizes the elements that
constitute the myth of modernity:
(l) Modem (European) civilization understands itseU as the most developed,
the superior, civilization; (2) This sense of superiority obliges it, in the form of
a categorical imperative,

as

it were, to "develop" (civilize, uplift, educate) the

more primitive, barbarous, underdeveloped c ivilizations; (3) The path of such
development should be that foUowed by Europe in its own development out of
antiquity and the Middle Ages; (4) Where the barbarians or the primitive op
poses the civilizing process, the praxis of modernity must, in the last instance,
have recourse to the violence necessary to remove the obstacles to moderniza

tion; (5) This violence, which produces in many different ways, victims, takes
on a n almost ritualistic character: the civilizing hero invests his victims (the
colonized, the slave, the woman, the ecological destruction of the earth, etc.)
with the character of being participants in a process of redemptive sacrifice; (6)
From the point of view of modernity, the barbarian or primitive is in a state of
guilt (for, among other things, opposing the civilizing process). This allows
modernity to present itself not only as innocent but also as a force that will
emanci pate or redeem its victims from their guilt; (7) Given this "civilizing"
and redemptive character of mode rnity, the suffering and sacrifices (the costs)
of modernization imposed on "immature" peoples, slaves, races, the "weaker"
sex, et cetera, are inevitable and necessary. (Dussel (1993) 1995, 75)

The myth of modernity is laid out by Dussel to confront alternative inter
pretations. While Horkheimer and Adorno, as well as postmodernist think
ers such as Lyotard, Rorty, or Vattimo, all propose a critique of reason (a
violent, coercive, and genocidal reason), Dussel proposes a critique of the
Enlightenment's irrational moments as sacrificial myth not by negating rea
son but by asserting the reason of the other-that is, by identifying postcolo
nial reason as differential locus of enunciation. The intersection between
the idea of a self-centered modernity grounded in its own appropriation of
Greco-Roman (classical) legacies and an emerging idea of modemity from
the margins (or countermodernity) makes clear that history does not begin
in Greece, and that different historical beginnings are, at the same time,

anchored to diverse loci of enunciation. This simple axiom is, I submit, a
fundamental one for and of postsubaltern reason. Finally, Bhabha's project

�o rename the postmodern from the position of the postcolonial also finds

tts

niche in postsubaltem reason as a differential locus of enunciation.

While Dussel redraws the map of modernity by including in its geography
the expansion of the Spanish and Portuguese empires after 1500 and revises
the Enlightenment narrative by bringing in the phantom of colonial stories,
Bhabha works toward the articulation of enunciative agencies. Dussel's pro-
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cultural differences under colonialism, Bhabha is clearly underscoring Fa
non's locus of enunciation: "He [Fanon) too speaks from the signifying time
lag of cultural difference that I have been attempting to develop as a structure
for the representation of subaltern and postcolonial agency" (Bhabha 1994,
236). This is not the occasion to comment on time lag and its relation to
"the representation of the subaltern." I am more comfortable with time lag
and postcolonial agency. In other words, the denial of coevalness that Fabian
(1983) identified as a strategy of colonial discourse to undermine other cul
tures by locating them in a lower scale in the ascending march of (European)
civilization and progress is being contested (i.e., by denying the denial of
coevalness), precisely by postcolonial agencies and postcolonial theorizing.
The aftermath of the Enlightenment project that Bhabha critiques in Fou
cault is also underlined by Paul Gilroy (1993) in his critique of]urgen Ha
bermas and Marshall Berman. Gilroy claims, in opposition to the belief in
the unfulfilled promises of modernity, that the history of African diaspora
and, consequently, a reassessment of the role of slavery in the construction
of modernity, "require a more complete revision of the terms in which the

modernity debates have been constructed than any of its academic partici
pants may be willing to concede" (Gilroy 1993, 46). The decentered and
plural configuration of modern subjectivities and identities embraced by
Gilroy runs against Berman's belief in the "intimate unity of the modern self
and the modern environment" (Gilroy 1993, 46). Bhabha and Gilroy join
Dussel in their critique of the construction of modernity in postmodem
thinking. What differentiates their postcolonial theorizing are their colonial
legacies: Spanish and Latin American for Dussel; African diaspora, French,
German, and British empires for Gilroy; British Empire and the colonization
of India for Bhabha.
Santiago Castro-G6mez (1996) expressed serious reservations about my
c�mparison of Dussel and Bhabha as critics of the coloniality of power from
different local histories. In my view, Castro-G6mez's reservations are based
on a misunderstanding of what I take as "postcoloniality," in part due to the
manner I built the argument in articles published in Spanish (Mignolo
1996a; l996b; l997a; 1997c), and in part to his own "progressive" concep
.
tion of postcolonial theorizing. For Castro-G6mez the names of Edward
Said, ayatri Spivak, and Homi Bhabha are the paradigmatic stages of post

?

coloma! theories and all theorizing under that heading has to be measured
r:om the perspective of its "last stage." That is, Castro-G6mez maintains a
hnea r, progressive, and modernist conception of knowledge production. My

com panson b
etween Bhabha and Dussel was done precisely to counter such
a perspective and to accentuate the ratio between geohistorical locations
and knowledge production. I am not blind to the fact that Bhabha and Spivak
are "better known" and "more popular." But it is precisely that difference
·

which should be interrogated in relation to the coloniality of power and
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knowledge. It is not my intention to take anything away from the contribu
tions made by Spivak and Bhabha. It is my intention to get away from the
modern/colonial world system imaginary regarding the production and con
ceptualization of knowledge, which in the case of Castro-G6mez under

mines its own solidarity with postcoloniality.
There is, however, one point in Castro-G6mez's argument that deserves
careful attention. For him, Said, Spivak, and Bhabha advance a postcolonial
argument whereas Dussel should be understood as a countermodem one.

Castro-G6mez starts from Michel Foucault's critique of the order of knowl
edge and underlines the fact that the modem episteme starts from the as
sumption that knowledge cannot be conceived as representation of the prop
erties imbedded in the object. Knowledge also depends on the formal
conditions located in the cognitive structure of a transcendental subject, the
knowing subject. Castro-G6mez takes advantage of Foucault's uncovering

the paradox of modem epistemology according to which the knowing sub
ject is part of the knowledge production but, as transcendental subject, can
not be represented in the same way that the object of knowledge is. As it is
known, Foucault explains the emergence of the human sciences upon this

paradox. Castro-G6mez concludes by stressing that knowledge, in the con
ceptualization of modem epistemology (and I mean by "modem" interiority
the exercise of the coloniality of power in drawing the colonial difference),

was founded on the projection of an empirical western European subject,
white, male, heterosexual, and from the middle class, to a transcendental
knowing subject (1996, 1S4-SS). He further stresses that the illusion of

observing and capturing a totality is only possible under the condition of
the blindness regarding the observation of one locus of observation. Thus,
modem epistemology, which was able to subahernize other forms of knowl
edge, built itself assuming a universal perspective of observation and a privi
leged locus of enunciation (ISS) .

As the reader who has followed my argument to this point can imagine,
I cannot but endorse Castro-G6mez's rendering of a crucial aspect of modem
epistemology, through Foucault's analysis. As far as he links Foucault with
Umberto Maturana and Francisco Varela visibly in the last sentence of the
previous paragraph, I agree with Castro-G6mez since Maturana and Varela

have been a guide for my theoretical reflection since the 1970s (Mignolo
1978; 1991, 199Sa). Castro-G6mez's critique of latin American philosophy
is anchored in the paradox of modem epistemology. He observes that one

limitation of the human sciences and of modem philosophy was their inca
y
deepl
indeed,
was,
pacity to disclose that the universality of their discourse

anchored in the sociocultural particularity of the observers as knowing sub
e
�
of
something
that
again,
once
ject (1996, 1S5). I have the impression,
�n
sort is the point I am stressing in this book, and that I have stressed
Ul
Castro-G6mez
by
on
commented
them
of
some
previous publications,
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his article. So, what is the point and where is the difference? Let's follow
Castro-G6mez's argument a little bit further since he introduces the case of
postindependence intellectuals, in latin America, which will constitute a
leading thread of the argument in chapter 3.
If modern epistemology narcotized its own locus of enunciation and pro
jected an idea of knowledge as universal designs from particular and hidden

local histories, what happens when global epistemological designs enter in
other, colonial, local histories? Castro-G6mez takes the example of Do

mingo E Sarmiento and juan B. Alberdi-thinkers, essayists, and politicians
of great influence in nineteenth-century Argentina and in Spanish America
as well. Castro-G6mez correctly points out that Sarmiento and Alberdi estab

lished a differential locus of enunciation (Mignolo 199Sa, 316-37) from the
periphery but within the epistemology of modernity. I said "correctly" be
cause it is precisely the reason why independence in latin America went
together with internal colonialism. Castro-G6mez proposes to describe posi

tions such as those established by Sarmiento and Alberdi as "second degree
observations" in the sense that they open up the possibility of several loci

of observation and enunciation, even though they remain faithful to the
philosophy of the Enlightenment they try to emulate. However, the limita
tions of Sarmiento and Alberdi are the same limitations of modern episte
mology: the blindness or the incapacity to observe themselves observing
themselves (Castro-G6mez 1996, 1S6; Mignolo 1991, 3S7-9S; 199Sa, 128). To make this possible, Castro-G6mez posits, we need a "third degree

of observation," that is, "an observation of the order of knowledg
e from
which European observations observe themselves-a possibility that
will
require an epistemological break with that very order" (1997, 1S6),
that is,

with the order of modern epistemology. This, indeed, is Castro-G6
mez's
cruci l point. Here is where he locates postcolonial reason and
�
postcolonial
t�mkmg. The difference rests in the fact that I attribute a postcolon
ial posi
tiOn to Argentinian philosophers Kusch and Dussel
and to a Mexican philos
opher of history, Zea, a position that Castro-G6mez sees
as countercolonial,
s�cond-degree observations rather than postcolonial,
third-degree observa
tions.
This point remains valid for some of the discussion in
this chapter and in
the following one. There is a differenc
e, however, between Sarmiento and
Alberdi, on the one hand, and Kusch, Dussel,
and Zea on the other. Whereas
the former took Europe as
a model for the future of latin American, the
latter took it as a hindrance. If
both are different loci of enunciation Sar
miento and Alberdi proposed it as a
local continuation of a universal d ign.
I<usch, Dussel, and Zea, instead,
proposed a differential locus of enunciation
as an affirmation of
the difference, even if they remained within the episte
�ological foundation to whose content they objected. Thus,
postcolonial
tty as a critical discourse on the imaginary of the
modem/colonial world

�
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system could be understood at two levels, as I specified at the beginning of
the chapter: a critique of subaltern knowledges (second-order observation);
and postcolonial reason as border thinking (third-order observation).
Clearly, Kusch, Dussel, and Zea contributed to the first but not Sarmiento
and Alberdi.
One question remains, however: although one can find epistemological
articulation in Latin America closer to what Castro-G6mez labels third-de
gree observation (like in Fanon or Glissant), in Spanish America that step
has not been clearly devised from the 1960s to the 1990s. Why is this so?
Why is it that Castro-G6mez's suggestion to identify postcolonial thinking
and postcoloni�l reason as a third-degree observation can be found in En
glish and French but not in Latin American philosophy? Is it that Latin
American philosophy, which is written in Spanish and within Spanish intel
lectual legacies, keeps sliding to the margin of modernity since the second
half of the nineteenth century? Is Castro-G6mez's correct theoretical obser
vation not to overlook one aspect of the history of the modern/colonial
world system in which language and knowledge maintain, until today, an
articulation of the coloniality of power and knowledge that is still en
trenched in the epistemology of modernity? I return to these questions in
chapters 5, 6, and 7.
Up to this point, my observations have focused mainly on language, eth
nicity, and the geopolitics of knowledge. I have not addressed the question
of gender in the coloniality of power and knowledge. I close this chapter by
bringing gender to the foreground, and return to it in chapters 5 and 6.

GENDER AND THE COLONIALITY OF POWER

I conclude by opening up the discussion to emerging domains of subaltern
metatheoretical inquiry and the critique of the patriarchal dimension of the
coloniality of power. I have been limiting the discussion to loci of enuncia
tion and geohistorical categories. This is the terrain in which colonial legac
ies and postcolonial theories have been mainly discussed in the recent past.
Concepts such as First and Third Worlds, West and East, margin and periph
ery, and Spanish or British colonialism, are all geohistorical categories.
When I elaborated on what I think is an epistemological breakthrough, I
did so assuming that one of the motivations of postcolonial theorizing is the
geohistorical location of the production and distribution of knowledge. The
politics and sensibilities thus formed are comparable, in my argument, with
the politics and sensibilities of gender, race, or class configuration. In all
these cases, the production of knowledge and the need for theories are no
longer driven by an abstract and rational will to tell the truth, but also (per-
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haps mainly) by ethical and political concerns with structure of domination
and of human emancipation. It should be added that if production of knowl
edge was always driven toward human emancipation (as the Renaissance

and Enlightenment projects claimed), one should make the qualification
that postcolonial theories promote "liberation" both social and epistemic.

And, we should add, knowledge production is not only for the liberation of

subjugated people, but also for the self-liberation of those who live and act
within the structure of belief of modernity and colonialism, two sides of the
same coin. Emancipation

as

liberation means not only the recognition of

the subalterns but the erasure of the power structure that maintains hegem
ony and subalternity.
Thus, we have the important chronological distinction introduced by Sara
Suleri that cuts across geocultural categories. By highlighting "English

India," she is able to bring the colonial and the postcolonial (situations,
discourses) under a new light:
If English Indi a represents a discursive field that includes both colonial and
postcolonial narratives, it further represents an alternative to the troubled chro
nology of nationalism in the Indian subcontinent. As long as the concept of
nation is interpreted as the colonizer's gift to its erstwhile colony, the unimagin
able community produced by colonial encounter can never be sufficiently read.
(Suleri 1992a, 3)

What should retain our attention in

this quotation is the fact that the chro

nological rearticulation of coloniaVpostcolonial

is

anchored in the conniv

ance between language and empire. To say "English India" is similar to say
ing "Hispanic America" or "Anglo-America," and the conceptualization of
geocultural categories is very much connected to imperial languages.
Furthermore, Suleri brings to the foreground the connections between
geocultural categories and gender, sexuality, and the politics and sensibilities
of geocultural locations (Suleri 1992a; 1992b). Suleri's arguments join those
of other critics of gender and colonialism such as Trinh Minh-ha (1989) and
Chandra Mohanty

(1988). Their writings contribute very much to redirect

ing postcolonial theoretical practices toward the encounter with issues
raised by women of color as well as with those theorizing borders (e.g.,
Anzaldua [1987]; Saldivar [1992); and African diaspora [e.g., Gilroy 1993)).
From this perspective, Suleri sees two major issues haunting the future of
cultural criticism and postcolonial theorizing: one is the realignment of the
polarities ("East-West," "colonizer-colonized," "us-them," etc.) in which
early postcolonial theorizing was founded; the other is the question of the
articulation of gender and the postcolonial condition:
If the materialiry of cultural criticism must now locate its idiom in the produc
tive absence of alteriry, it must realign its relation to the figure of gender. The
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met
figurative status of gender poses a somewhat uncritical discourse reliant on
dictates
that
biologism
aphors of sexuality, or does it merely reify the sorry

traditional decodings of the colonial encounter? Since the "feminity" of the
colonized subcominent has provided Orientalist narratives with their most pre

vailing trope for the exoticism of the East, contemporary reading of such texts
is obliged to exercise considerable cultural tact in the feminization of its own
discourse. In other words, a simple correlation of gender \vith colonizer and
colonized can lead on ly to interpretive intransigence of a different order,
through which an attempt

lO

recognize marginality leads to an opposite replica

tion of the uncrossable distance between margin and center. The taut ambiva
lence of colonial complicity, however, demands a more nuanced reading of how
equally ambivalently gender functions in the tropologies of both colonial and
postcolonial narratives. (Suleri 1992a,

15)

Introducing gender and feminism into colonial cultural studies confirms the
epistemological breakthrough being enacted by postcolonial theorizing in
at least two different and complementary directions: one, by discovering the

complicities between modernity and the violence of reason and by recov
ering the suppressed secondary qualities from the domain of knowledge; the
other, by opening up scholarly work and academic pursuit to the public
sphere (Moya 1997; Mohanty, Russo, and Torres 1991). The strength of post

colonial theorizing (as well as other theoretical practices transforming
knowledge-as-representation into knowledge-as-enactment, and of erasing
the subject/object destruction) resides in its capacity for epistemological as
well as for social and cultural transformation. It is helping, furthermore, to
redefine and relocate the task of the humanities and the cultures of scholar
ship in a transnational world-that is, to take the humanities and cultures
of scholarship beyond the realm of modernity and their complicity with
national and imperial states (see chapter 6).

-------

C HA PTE R 3

-------

Human Understanding and Local Interests:
Occidentalism and the (Latin) American Argument

IN THE FALL OF 1997 Irene Silverblatt and I cotaught an undergraduate semi
nar on "Modernity and Coloniality in LatinAmerica." In the spring of 1998
we repeated the seminar at the graduate level, as one of the core courses for
the Latin American Cultural Studies certificate. Between the two seminars
we changed the title slightly. In the spring of 1998 the title was "Modernity,
Coloniality and Latin America." We realized that the first title presupposed
a fixed and existing entity where "things" like modernity and coloniality

happened "inside" it or "to it," while our argument was oriented toward
showing that "LatinAmerica" is indeed part of the geopolitical process today
described as modemity/coloniality. "lndias Occidentales," later on America
and then LatinAmerica, was twice constitutive of modernity from its partic
ular colonial difference. First, in the sixteenth century, the "discovery" of
America was constitutive of the formation of the modem/colonial world.
Second, during the early nineteenth century, theAmericas were constitutive
of the second stage of modemity/coloniality.Although "history" emphasized
the French Revolution, the Enlightenment, and the formation of the modem
nation-states, decolonization in the Americas goes hand in hand with the
shorter history of modernity (from the eighteenth century to today). That
ts, during the period that India began to be colonized by England and North

�

Afr ca was falling under French colonialism, the Americas witnessed a long
penod of decolonization from England (the United States), France (Haiti),
and S ain (Argentina, Mexico, Colombia, Chile, Peru, Ecuador). Here you

�

have, m a nutshell, a variegated spectrum of the variances of the colonial
difference in the modern/colonial world.
The chapter's goal is to map this process-not to describe it in detail' but
to identify moments, historical events, social movements, and ideas that
shaped the image of the Americas, of the twoAmericas, of the Americas and
the Caribbean, in the colonial horizon of modernity. This process, of making
and unmaking the Americas, is part of the larger one, the formation and
transformation of the modern/colonial world system, of imperial allocation
of cultures (e.g., territorializing people in relation to their language and their
locanon
.
. the planet) and subaltern relentless relocation. The most telling
m
case-in the geopolitical arena-is that of the United States moving from a
subaltern position in the world order, at the beginning of the nineteenth
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century, to an imperial force during the twentieth century. In this regard, the
argument develops keeping in mind the density of geohistorical locations in
the making of the modem/colonial world. For instance, decolonization in
India took place in 1947 and in North Africa between the end of the 1950s
and the beginning of the 1960s. In Latin America decolonization at the be
ginning of the nineteenth century occurred in a different world order, with
the ascending imperial power of England and France after the Napoleonic
defeat. Therefore, theories of decolonizaton by Indian or North African in
tellectuals who were born shortly before or shortly after decolonization were
prompted by a historical and emotional experience significantly different
from Latin American intellectuals who theorize decolonization between a
century and a century and a half after decolonization. Furthermore, it
should be remembered, the Americans were considered, from the colonial
European perspective, as its extension rather than as its difference (as was
the case with Africa and Asia). The Haitian Revolution in the early nine
teenth century and the significant reconfiguration of the modern/colonial
world system in 1898 set the state for both the location of Hispanic/Latinos
today in the United States and for the rethinking of people of African de
scent, in the Americas, beyond the United States. Last but not least, the
Zapatistas uprising in 1994 in a long chain of Amerindian protests since the
sixteenth century added to the complexity of the map of coloniality of
power, decolonization, and struggle with the colonial difference in the
Americas, which 1 try to remap in this chapter.
Consequently I navigate through dates, events, and thinkers in the nine
teenth and twentieth centuries, assuming that their conflicting and diverse
local histories are all entrenched in colonial legacies, in building the imagi
nary of the modern world system, and dealing with the colonial difference.
In the first part of the chapter, I explore the imaginary that made of the
Americas the "Western Hemisphere" and divided it into two languages and
two "races." Bolivar, Jefferson, and Chilean intellectual Francisco Bilbao are
the main protagonists of this first part. I move then to Marxist Peruvian
intellectual jose Carlos Mariategui, who rearticulated, in the early twentieth
century, the previous debate from a Marxist perspective and brought Amer
indian cultures, which had been absent in the nineteenth-century debates,
into the picture. Focusing on the Argentinean polemical thinker Rudolfo
Kusch, I discuss his contribution of a particular kind of border thinking
in the 1970s, articulating Amerindian with western European categories of
thought (including Heidegger, Nietzsche, and Hegel). I do not pursue, but
I would like to state, that the reflections initiated by Kusch could now be
followed by an emerging Amerindian intellectuality, which was absent until
the 1970s. Finally, I pause on Cuban anthropologist Fernando Ortiz and his
concept of transculturation

for several reasons: first, because he began to
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think "about" the border of the nation in terrns of "mestizaje" and the border
of cultures in terms of the transculturation of objects and commodities in
the modern/colonial world system; second, because he introduced into the
homogenous Creole imaginary of Latin America the contribution of Afro
Americans in Cuba and the Caribbean; and, third, because his notion of
transculturation of the social (and more particularly of the national) did not
challenge-indeed, maintained the purity of-disciplinary discourse. This
tension in Ortiz allows me to introduce Afro-Caribbean thinkers, like Edou
ard Glissant and Frantz Fanon, both of them reflecting from the experience
of slavery rather than from a particular discipline, and joining DuBois, who
introduced the concept of "double consciousness" in the early twentieth
century. "Double consciousness," taken to the level

of disciplinary founda

tion, introduces an epistemological fissure that 1 am attempting to describe
as border thinking.

RETELLING A STORY ALREADY WELL KNOWN

I am telling this story with Aymara intellectual and political activist Fausto
Reinaga's observation in mind: "The Andean Republics, Ecuador, Peru, Bo
livia, Chile and Argentina were born as a consequence of 500 years of khes
waymara [ Quechua and Aymara) war against the Spanish invaders. The so
called 'independence war' was an episode sixteen years long" (Reinaga 1969,
159). This silenced story has continued from independence until today. The
Zapatistas, as I have already mentioned, began the first declaration from
the lacandon Forest by referring to five hundred years of oppression. This
silenced but present background, which includes the Haitian Revolution,
should be kept in mind as the hidden side of the Creole intellectual's nine
teenth-century aspirations of modernizing Latin America. I return to this
background in chapter 7 in order to analyze indigenous movements in the
context of currem globalization.
This chapter expands on chapter 2, using as its starting point Quijano's
and Wallerstein's thesis on the Americas in the imaginary of the modem
colonial world system. "Americanity" is a concept that developed at least
two centuries after the "discovery " and was consolidated after the indepen
dence of the state of New England, New Spain, the Viceroyalty of Peru, and
New Granada from England and Spain respectively. At that point, the places
known by their inhabitants as Tawantinsuyu in the south, Anahuac in the
north, and Abya-Yala in the center, were rebaptized "Indias Occidentales."
One of the reasons for this name was Columbus's belief that he reached the
Indies and the later Vespucci's hy pothesis that the lands reached by Colum
bus were a New World. As it is well known, it was a German man of letters
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and cosmographer, Martin Waldseemuller, who belonged to the Gimnasio
Vosgense (the name assigned to a humanist circle in the city of Saint Die,
Lorene), who suggested the name "America" in honor of Amerigo Vespucci.
However, what is of interest is the gender transformation suggested by Wald
seemt1ller in order to fit a "fourth" continent in the world picture of the
time, which was, basically, a Christian world picture. In the fifteenth century,
among all known cosmologies (Islamic, Chinese, Aztec, Inca), the Christian
cosmology was the only one to conceive the world divided in three conti
nents (Asia, Africa, and Europe) and to assign to each continent one of
Noah's sons Qaphet, Shem, Ham) (Hay 1957). The Spanish crown could not
callindias Occidentales "America" because it was not interested in continen
tal identity but in the administration of the colonial possessions, and the
colonial possessions were both Indias Occidentales (today the Americas and
the Caribbean) and Indias Orientales (the Pacific islands with the Philip
pines as its center).
"America," interestingly enough, is a name that became the territorial
identification not for the Spanish crown, or for the Spanish in the Indias
Occidentales, but for the Creole population and intellectuals, born in
"America" from Spanish descent and leaders of the independence during
the nineteenth century. It was also the Creole population and its intellectuals
who initiated a process of self-definition as "Americans" with all its possible
variations ("Spanish," "Indo," "Latin"), as we will see. The importance of
the discourse of geocultural identity lies in the fact that it filled a space that
was broken in the process of conquest and colonization. As I have argued
elsewhere (Mignolo 1996d), the conquest and colonization generated forms
of "saying out of place": the relation the indigenous population felt with the
place from which their saying had been articulated through the centuries
(cosmology, memories, social relations, labor, etc.) was broken. Their saying
became a "saying out of place" in their relationship with the colonizers; and
it became also "out of place" in their own communities because of their
knowing that foreign elements had been introduced in their space. For the
Spanish, their saying was equally "out of place" in the sense that they were
alien and foreign to the knowledge, cosmology, people, and memories they
were describing when they described the Amerindian populations. On the
other hand, their own memories in the new land were also "new," and quite
different from the memories Castile and Castilian historians were invoking
to build their territoriality (i.e., the process of constructing a place formed
by geographical boundaries and common memories). The emergence of the
"Creole" population and its intellectuals filled that empty space, building
on a new territoriality that became, through the years, named "Latin

America": a territoriality whose geographical contours are, more or less.
continental South America, and the common memories based on Spanish
colonization of Indias Occidentales, which lead to the inclusion of Puerto
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Rico, Santo Domingo, and Cuba, with the same language as continental
Spanish America. On the other hand, and in an inverted relation, Brazil is
inclu ded in Latin America not because of the language (as in the case of the
islands), but because it is continental!
The end result is that the current image of (Latin) America has been
mapped on the colonial legacies of the first modernity (e.g., the early mod
em period of the "Annales" historians), mainly the sixteenth century when
the Atlantic commercial circuit was established-the economical foundation
of the modern world system, but a forgotten and silenced component, once
the history of the second modernity (mid-seventeenth to World War I ap
proximately) became entrenched with national historiography and domi
nated by England, France, and Germany. Thus, for instance, while any single
history of "Latin America" will begin with 1492, the "Indian Question," and
the beginning of African slavery (which forced an important reconversion
of the very concept of slavery, since prior to this it was not common to
identify slavery with Africa), "Anglo-American" history will begin in 1600
(Slotkin 1973; 1985; Stephanson 1995). This date (1600) is not, however,
the "starting" date for Native American intellectuals for whom 1492 is still
relevant (e.g, the "Five Hundred Year Map" of Marmon Silko, Almanac of
the Dead, 1991; see my introduction). The reason is simple: Native Ameri
cans are not bound to the Anglo (British America) national history for which
the "beginning" is the time of the Pilgrims' arrival. In any event, what is
crucial to keep in mind for the geopolitical formation and transformation
of the "Americas" are the differences between 1600 and 1776 in the colonial
history of Anglo-America, on the one hand, and the British colonization of
the Caribbean islands on the other. The year 1655 is a significant date in
the history of the Caribbean, when England conquered Jamaica and broke
up the Spanish design to control the entire Caribbean. From then on, until
the Utrecht Treaty in 1713, when a Spanish colonialism in decline was able
to retain Puerto Rico, Cuba, and Santo Domingo (the eastern part of Hispan
iola-the western part, Saint Domingue, was under French control), the
colonial history of the Caribbean is the history of new emerging powers
(Holland, England, and France) taking over and establishing themselves in
the plantation economy. But also the year 1655 marks an important differ
ence with north, continental "America": England never took possession of
the continent in the same way that it took possession of Jamaica or the
Spaniards took possessions of the Caribbean, Mesoamerica, and the Andes.
This difference would establish a closer parallel between England and
France, in the Caribbean, from the point of view of colonization. And this
difference would also be at the heart of situating Afro-Americans in the
Caribbean and their relation to London, and to Afro-Americans in the conti
nental United States.
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You may wonder why l have insisted so much on dates. 1 have
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The imbrication of the three concepts (three realities?) (the West, capitalism,
and the modern world system) reached its apogee in the nineteenth century.
But how even do we delimit this nineteenth cenrury? 1815-1914?; or 17891917?; or 1763-1945? Or even 1648-1698? Within any of these time-frames,
but particularly as we narrow them, there seemed little doubt for most peo ple
in most parts of the globe that the "West" (or "Europe") had "risen," and that

it was exercising, particularly after 1815, effective politic al and economic do
main over the rest of t he world, at le ast until this dominance began to recede
in the twentieth century. (Wallerstein 1 992, 561-62)

These are indeed dates that mark the contours of the "modem" but not the
"modern/colonial" world system. None of those dates implies the Americas,
not to mention China,Japan, or any country of the Islamic world or of North
and sub-Saharan Africa. I have provided some of the significant dates at the
intersection of modernity/coloniality for the local histories of the Americas.
I could have provided other dates as well: 1804 and the Haitian Revolution;

1868 and the Meiji Restoration, for japan, which dismantled an old politi

cal order and prepared japan for its request to be accepted into the family
of nations ruled by the standard of civilization, at the end of the nineteenth
century (Gong 1984; Najita 1974); or 1930, when in China the debate on
modernization and Occidentalism rearticulated the relation between China
and the West (Howlland 1996; Kang and Xiaobing 1997). Although neither

China nor japan was properly "colonized" in the sense that the Americas
or India or Africa was, the coloniality of power was at work. The modern
world system was constituted as such in its articulation of its exteriority
and its different form of hegemonic leadership or direct and open domina
tion. The articulation of the modem/colonial world system, in its diverse

local histories, is not only a question of economic transactions and net
West
works, but also of its imaginary. Discussion around "modernization as
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MODERNITY, COLONIALITY, AND (LATIN) AMERICA

about as a
The idea that there is such a thing as "Latin America" came
"original"
complex process in the nineteenth century. This process was not
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to the Creole population but a necessity at the crossroads of imperial con
()icts. There are several studies about who first came up with the idea and
the name of Latin America (Ardao 1980; 1993; Rojas Mix 1992). Although
these studies mainly focus on intellectual discourses of the time (and I fol
low the same pattern in this chapter), it is also clear in their analyses (and
I hope to maintain it in my own), and as it is also historically known, that
the geopolitical configurations of the subcontinent imaginary and the name
were not the inventions of enlightened Latin American intellectuals in
search of their identity, but also of a new configuration of an imperial field of
forces: Spain and Portugal in decay; France and England in their hegemonic
imperial stage; and the United States, with a clear perspective of their "mani
fest destiny" and project of their future imperial power. "Latin American"
identity, as any other geopolitical and ethnic identity, was the result of a
double discourse: the discourse of imperial state allocation of identity filter
ing down to civil society, and the discourse of relocation produced from the
sectors of the civil society (e.g., intellectuals, social movements) dissenting
with the former. "latin America" was a postcolonial identity, within the
liberal dominant forces in the modern world system during the nineteenth
century. In the historical context I described in the preceding section, the
United States was also within a "postindependence" mentality. Postcolonial
nations after 1950, contrary to postindependence nations in the early nine
teenth century, defined themselves on the conflicting horizons of decoloni
zation and Marxism (Beji 1982; Chatterjee 1986; 1993), while postindepen
dence nations articulated themselves within the liberal ideology of the
modem world system. "Decolonization" as final horizon was still not avail
able in the nineteenth century.
If the differences between U.S. independence from England and that of
latin American countries from Spain and Portugal are clear in several re
spects, it should also be emphasized that the United States constituted itself
as an independent nation from a rising empire (Britain), whereas Latin
American countries obtained their independence from two empires in decay
(Spain and Portugal). Between 1820 and 1830, two symptomatic events took
place north and south of the American continent. While several Spanish
An:erican countries obtained independence between 1810 and 1821, the
Unned States negotiated the possession of louisiana with the French gov
ernment, and between 1812 and 1819 Florida was annexed to the states of
the union. All this took place while Bolivar in South (and later on Latin)
A�erica was planning a congress in Panama (in 1826) to work on the legal
Untty of the American Confederation (and Bolivar was indeed thinking
erica from t e extreme south to the extreme north). And, no doubt,
.
.
ohvar
of the new world order when he decided to hold
had the nght VlSion

;;m

�

the Congress in Panama. He foresaw the opening of a canal, or a series of
canals, that would connect the Atlantic with the Pacific and become, with
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time, the center of the planet. He went on to imagine that if the world needed
a capital city, Panama should be it because of its strategic position connect
ing Europe with America and Asia and bringing to "such a happy region the
tributes from the four parts of the globe" (Blanco y Azpurua, Documentos
para la historia del Libertador, vol. 6). The Panama Congress was, indeed, a
new idea: a congress of new nations was something without precedent since
the rise of nation-states, as Benedict Anderson

([1983), 1990) has shown

us. Postindependence should be understood then as (economic, political,
epistemological) rearrangements of the coloniality of power, and the emer
gence of new projects in conflictive tension with global design.
In fact, if Boli'{ar was original in imagining an American confederation
and in having an American congress in Panama, he was not so original in
seeing the Panama canal as a strategic point in the future of the global world
order. The year of

1823 has a particular significance from the perspective of

the United States, when the convergence of the Monroe Doctrine with the
ideology of the Manifest Destiny brought about the idea of a Pan-American
ism (see my subsequent comments on Du Bois and Pan-Africanism). A
united America was also envisioned, but under the hegemony of the United
States. The difference between Bolivar's idea in the south and the proclama
tion of the Monroe Doctrine in the north was that while the latter was the
proclamation of a number of states that had recently gained independence
from a leading empire (Britain), Bolivar's vision relied on an idea of
"America" based on a set (and not just one) of Spanish American indepen
dent republics that had recently gained independence from an empire in
decay. From Bolivar's perspective, given his admiration for the United King
dom, an imperial project was not in his horizon. There was no design equiva
lent to the Monroe Doctrine or the Pan-American idea linked to it. Why the
United States emerged with the idea of a "manifest destiny" and the Spanish
American republics with an idea of unity that

is

more "defensive" than "of

fensive" could be explained in relation to the imperial powers from which
independence was obtained. From the historical standpoint of today, it is
clear that between

1820 and 1830 the future historical paths of the two

Americas, Anglo and Latin, were being decided. Before then, roughly from

1500 to 1800, the differences between the two Americas were the differences
dictated between the Spanish and British empires in the modem/colonial
world system. Language and race, as we will see, were two crucial compo
nents in the articulation of the modem/colonial world system imaginary.

The commonality of the difference, however, lies in the way that, at the

beginning of the nineteenth century, "America" was appropriated by intel
iectuals of the emerging states as different from Europe but still within the
West. As Quijano and Wallerstein (1992) have pointed out, the "Americas,"
contrary to Asia and Africa, were constituted as part of the modern/colonial
world system. The old Spanish colonial territories conceptualized as Indias
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Occidentales, and the fourth continent imagined as "America" within the
Christian division of the planet in three continents before

1500, which dom

inated the geopolitical imaginary of the modern/colonial world until the end
of the eighteenth century, began to change due to the emergence of a new
community of intellectuals (the New World intellectuals) for whom
"America" and its future should become autonomous from Europe. That is
to say, political independence was accompanied by a symbolic independence
in the geopolitical imagination. President Thomas jefferson wrote in

1808

that the common interests between the independent United States and the
emerging social movements in the Spanish colonies were the goals of exclud
ing European influence from "this hemisphere" (Whitaker

1954, 28). "This

Hemisphere" will soon become the "Western Hemisphere." That is, "West
em" but at the same time independent from "Europe." local histories (in
this case, the rise of national histories) came together with the projective
articulation of global designs. Jefferson was extremely clear in

1811 about

the need for a double articulation of local histories, with global designs
replacing an outdated world order:
What, in short, is the whole system of Europe towards America but an atrocious
and insulting tyranny? One hemisphere of the earth, separ ated from the other
by wide seas on both sides, having a different system of interests flowing from
different climates, different soils, different production s, different modes of exis
tence....
History ... furnishes no example of a priest-ridden people maintaining a
free civil government.... But in whatever governments they end, they will be
American governments, n o longer to be involv ed in the never-ceasing broils of
Europe. The European nations constitute a separate division of the globe; their
localities make them part of a distinct system; they have a set of interests of their
own in which it is our business never to engage ourselves. America has a hemisphere
to itself. It must have a separate system of interest which must not be subordinat.ed
to those of Europe. (Whitaker 1954, 28-29; emphasis added)

However, jefferson was reacting to a degraded concept of America by Euro
pean intellectuals and scientists from Buffon to De Paw (Gerbi

[1955)1982,
315-37). One can recognize here a general principle that will be incor
porated, a decade later, into the Monroe Doctrine in the problematic sense
of "America for the Americans" as the spirit of Pan-Americanism. Within
Pan-Americanism the Isthmus of Panama acquired, toward

1850-60, a mean

ing that could not have been dreamed by Bolivar. By then the United States

had not only annexed louisiana and Florida, but also Te xas in 1845,
and with the Guadalupe-Hidalgo Treaty of 1848, moved the frontier to the
south. What is today New Mexico, Arizona, California, Nevada, Utah, and
a part of Colorado became part of the United States. This last annexation
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had a particular relevance in relation to previous ones: the Guadelupe
Hidalgo Treaty was a conflict between new emerging nations and not between
a new emerging empire the (United States) and a decaying one (Spain),
as it was, for instance, in the case of Puerto Rico and Cuba in 1898. From
today's standpoint,

1848 was decisive for the imaginary configurations of the

two Americas and of "latinidad" in the United States (the emergence of
a Chicano/a consciousness within the larger context of latino/as in the
United States) and, therefore, the reconfiguration of the Anglo and latin
Americas (Oboler

1997, 31-54). In 1857, Senator Buchanan restated the

Monroe Doctrine in the new spirit of the Manifest Destiny nourished by all
the previous annexations. Regarding the Isthmus of Panama as a subconti
nental divide, an idea perceived already by Lopez de Velasco (cosmographer
of Philip the Second) toward 1570, Buchanan stated that it was the destiny
of the Saxon race to extend itself through all the North American continent,
as the Isthmus marked the southern frontier. He was projecting a massive
migration toward the south and therefore projecting that Central America
would have in a short period of time a significant Anglo-American population
and that such a population will carve the future of the indigenous people,
by which term he was not referring to Amerindians but rather to the Creole
population (e.g., Spanish descendants) in Nicaragua (Torres Caicedo
in Ardao 1980,
In

1869,

197).

1898 the apparently good intentions of the Monroe Doctrine toward

latin America vanished when the United States went beyond continental
expansion, and began to conceive of itself as a future imperial power. The
Isthmus of Panama, seen by Bolivar as a crucial geopolitical location, became
also crucial for the United States in a new world order in which European
imperial powers were expanding all over the globe. Cuba and Puerto Rico
were strategic islands, from the military point of view, to control the Carib
bean, and the United States took advantage of the belated independence

1988; Herwig
1976). From the point of view of my argument, 1898 and 1848 redraw the

movements from Spain in both islands (Rodriguez-Beruff

early division between Anglo and latin America. Although the part of the
population labeled "Hispanics" or "latino/as" today in the United States
could originate from any place in Latin America or Spain, the fact of the
matter is that basically the imperial relations between the United States,
Mexico, Puerto Rico, and Cuba are at the historical core of an ethnic conflict,
regardless of the place of origin of those called "Hispanics" or "Latino/as."
ln other words,

1848 and 1898 are turning points in the colonial horizon

of modernity, which muddled the clear division between latin and Anglo
America, maintaining people in specific territories and attributing to them a
set of fixed cultural properties (Romero, Hondagneu-Sotelo, and Ortiz 1997;
Bonilla, Melendez, Morales, and Angeles Torres

1998).
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COLON1ALITY AND THE MODERN WORLD SYSTEM

2, Jorge Klor de Alva made an interesting point
his efforts to differentiate latin America from Africa and Asia, in their

As we have seen in chapter
in

respective relationships with Spain, France, and England: the independence
in latin America (or the equivalent of what is called decolonization after
World War II) was not achieved by "indigenous" Amerindians but by "indig
enous" Creoles, the population of Spanish descent born and raised in conti
nental South America. The same argument can indeed be extended to the
independence of Anglo-America. Native Americans, in the North, like Am
erindians in the South, did not participate in the decision-making process
leading to independence from Spain and England. However, Anglo-Ameri
cans did not "Creolize" themselves as Latin Americans did. There are, then,
several aspects to be considered when comparing decolonization in the first
part of the nineteenth century and the second part of the twentieth century
as different moments in the articulation and rearticulation of the modern
world system. In this context, Klor de Alva's argument is inconsequential
since it is not a semantic but a historicostructural problem: both moments
of decolonization are part of the colonial horizon of modernity or, if you
wish, of the colonial structure and imaginary of the modern world system.
Consequently, while nineteenth-century intellectuals, in latin America, had
the U.S. independence and the French Revolution as their horizon, twenti
eth-century intellectuals in Asia and Africa were in the middle of the cold
war (Fanon

[1964) 1988, 108-10), which was their general frame of refer

ence. Therefore, what were latin American intellectuals thinking during the
cold war more than a century after early nineteenth-century decolonization
and fifty years or so from the end of the Spanish dominion in America, and
the transfer of Cuba and Puerto Rico, in

1898, about a new form of colonial

ism, generally identified as "imperialism"?
To answer this question I'll go back first to the Chilean dissident philoso
pher and essayist Francisco Bilbao

(1823-65), born in the troubled years of

the war for independence in Spanish America. Decolonization at the begin
ning of the nineteenth century could not have been undertaken with a na
tional-state project in mind, since nation-states as known today were not

(1992, 67) talks about "national libera
1820 and 1920, we should keep
in mind the changes between these two dates: "Before 1884 the word nacion
available. When Benedict Anderson

tion movements in the Americas" between

simply meant <the aggregate of the inhabitants of a province, a county or
kingdom> and also <a foreigner>" (Hobsbawn

1990, 15). Reading Bolivar's

"Carta de Jamaica" 1815, (a significant crossing of imperial locations), the
"nation" was conceived as the ensemble of "Americanos meridionales"
(South American) under the Spanish ruler and not as singular nation-states.
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No revolutionary intellectual in the United States at the end of the eigh
teenth century or in latin America at the beginning of the nineteenth could
have written what Frantz Fanon wrote about the pitfalls of national con
sciousness or about national culture (Fanon

1961): both were in the future,

to be constructed, to be made available. As Hobsbawn has described, it is
only at the end of the nineteenth century that a self-conceptualization of
the nation-state took place (Hobsbawn

1990). For that reason, Bolivar's idea

of an American Union is what takes, until the first half of the nineteenth
century, the place of the national consciousness. A "Creole" republic, as
opposed to the alternative of a "Creole" monarchy, occupied the discourse
of American intellectuals of the time. There is a second reason why indepen
dence in the Americas was not like decolonization in Asia and Africa in the
geopolitical world order of the cold war pointed out by Klor de Alva: the
fact that America, as implied in the previous section, was constructed as the
extension of Europe, and of Occidentalism, and not as its opposite. jefferson
did not hesitate in defining the location of the America in the Western Hemi
sphere.
But let's go back to Bilbao

(1823-65). One year before his death he pub

lished Evangelio Americano, a fascinating essay in which he explored the
differences between America and Europe, between the revolution of the
states of New England and the Spanish colonies, the rise of the United States,
the Spanish colonization, and the difficulties in maintaining the revolution
ary spirit of independence in building the new republics. In the language of
the time, Bilbao spoke heavily of race to characterize different groups of
people. He spoke, chiefly, of the black race, the Indian race, the Creole race
(referring to those born in America of Spanish descent). Thus, he talked
also about the Franks in Gaul or the Normans in England, the Aztecs in
Mexico, and the Incas in Peru. On the basis of these characterizations he
observed something peculiar to the Americas:
Todos los ejemplos que Ia historia nos presenta de invasiones de razas y conqui
SLaS, son, puede decirse, uniformes en cuanto al resultado.La raza invasora que
triunfa, se instala, se apodera y divide Ia tierra, y ella y sus descendientes se
constituyen soberanos.... En ese fen6meno hay, puede decirse, una identifica
ci6n entre el conquistador y Ia tierra conquistada. En La colonizaci6n espaflola
en particular, sucede que Ia raza dominante gobierna, administra, explota, no
como si fuese cosa propia o Ia misma patria, sino como cosa ajena que puede
perder y de Ia que es necesario sacar el quilo.... Mas Ia America no fue consi
derada como una agregaci6n de territorio sino como una exploLaci6n.... Ex
istfa profunda diferencia entre el espanol de nacimiento y el americana, aunque
descendiente de espanol.No se verifica este fen6meno en Ia India con los hijos de
los ingleses. Son ingleses, no asiciticos. (Bilbao [1864] 1988, 138-39; emphasis
added)
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Ail the historical examples of conquests and racial invasions are, one could say,
uniform in their final results. The invading and triumphant race appropriated
and divided the Land and the descendants of this race constituted themselves
as

sovereign of this land.... There is in that phenomenon, one could say, an

identification between the conqueror and the conquered land. ln the Spanish
conquest, particularly, it happened that the dominant race governed, adminis
tered, exploited, but not

as

if all these things were their own or belonged to

their own country, but-on the contrary-as something that it was not theirs
and that they could lose in any moment....T herefore, America was not consid
ered as a territorial addition but as exploitation.... There was a deep difference
between those born Spanish and those born Americans, even when the latter
descended from the former.The situation is completely different in India with the
children of the British population. They are British, not Asiatic.

Bilbao's observation in

1864 was repeated, several decades later (in 1924)

by the Peruvian intellectual and essayist of Marxist persuasion, jose Carlos
Mariategui. Mariategui also remarked that independence from Spain was not
a social movement coming from the "indigenous" but from the "indigenous"
Creole population. For them, the French Revolution (and also the indepen
dence of the colonies in New England) was a source of inspiration (Maria
tegui

[1924] 1991, 360). Neither Bilbao nor Mariategui mentioned the Hai

tian Revolution (1804), a Revolution that could have been taken as a model
by Amerindians, if Amerindians could have been in a position to revolt after
the failed uprising of Tupac-Amaru (Valcarcel

1947; Valcarcel and Florez
1981). When this panicular element is coupled with the fact that, first, inde

pendence was gained without having a model of nation-state to follow (like
India in

1947 or Algeria in 1962), and, second, that decolonization in Africa

and in Asia coincided with a series of dictatorial regimes in Latin America,
the postcolonial argument takes a different route. Furthermore, the path the
postcolonial argument takes will depend on the moment of local history and
colonial legacy in which it is grounded: in the Andes (Jose Carlos Maria
tegui) it will be different from the Spanish Caribbean (Fernando Ortiz), and
this differs from the French (Edouard Glissant) and the English Caribbean
(George Lamming), as well as from the North African (Khatibi).
Now we are in a position to address the question of the concern of latin
American intellectuals in the twentieth century vis-a-vis decolonization. Ani
ibal Quijano, whose very concept of coloniality of power owes much to
Mariategui, characterized one of the major lines of his thought as a tension
between Marxism and the indigenous question in Peru. A second line was
Mariategui's intellectual enthusiasms for thinkers such as Nietzsche or Sorel,
not a lway s accepted by intellectuals claiming themselves as Marxists. Qui
jano explains the actuality of Mariategui in part through tensions set up in
a local history in which he was living, experiencing, and observing the capi-
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talist society on which, while different from Marx's specific society, Marx
based his work and analysis. Colonialism and racism were not crucial com
ponents of Marx's analysis of capitalism from "inside" and also, as Marxist
intellectual jose Aric6 (1988) showed, Marx failed to understand Bolivar's
project, a project that remains today exemplary in Latin American official
as well as oppositional histories. I would suggest, following Quijano's expla
nation, that the actuality of Mariategui today is due to the fact that his think
ing moved from local histories to global designs (like Marxism), and not the
other way around. In so doing, he encountered (like Fanon in Peau noir,

masque blancs, 1952) the limits of Marxism in the domain of colonialism
and racism. All these tensions put Mariategui at odds with both nationalist
Peruvians and international Marxists: Haya de la Torre, a Peruvian intellec
tual and politician, accused Mariategui ofEurocentrism due to his introduc
tion of Marxism and the notion of social class to reflect on the national
history of Peru, while European Marxists suspected him of mysticism for
the attention he paid to the indigenous question and for the fact that he
attempted to present Marxism as a myth to the indigenous population. Mari
<itegui took the first step toward a dialogue that Subcomandante Marcos (and
other urban intellectuals) found in the form of translation: the Zapatismo as
such emerged at the moment in which Marxist cosmology is transformed
by the translation of indigenous cosmology into it, and indigenous cosmol
ogy is transformed by the translation of Marxist categories into it (Mignolo
forthcoming).
In other words, as an intellectual from the margin of the modem colonial
world system, Mariategui worked within Marxist global designs at the same
time that he encountered its limits in the local history. The fruitful and
persuasive tension that Quijano later perceived could be recast in terms of
the epistemological potential of border thinking lived by Mariategui as a
tension, and theorized by Subcomandante Marcos and the Zapatista move
ment (Mignolo 1998; see also my concluding remarks on translation in this
chapter). It was from that very border between Western and Amerindian
cosmologies that Mariategui's work emerged. Mariategui, like Fanon, was a
thinker of the border; Bilbao was a thinker of the margins. This is one of
the crucial differences between postcolonial thinking in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. The former intellectual production sustained itself in
the conflict between local histories of colonialism and racism and the new
path opened up by U.S. independence and the French Revolution. Bilbao in
Chile and, later, Cuban revolutionary intellectual jose Marti (1853-95) saw
a double danger: the expansion of the United States toward the south, the
intervention of France in Mexico, and the constant presence of England in
the South American economy. Marti's interests in the indigenous question,
which was more a concern with the history of ancient civilization, was re
lated to the definition of "Our America" rather than being a move toward a
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dialogue \vith the indigenous population of his time. Certainly, for Marti in
Cuba the indigenous question was not as pressing as for Mariategui in Peru.
But, above all, the times were different: Bilbao was concerned with building
the republic; Marti with obtaining Cuba's independence from Spain. Maria
tegui, in the 1920s, a century after the independence of most Spanish-Ameri
can countries and a few years after the Russian Revolution, was in a position
to reflect critically both on the history of Spanish colonialism and on the

history of nation building in Peru (as well as other Spanish American coun
tries during the nineteenth century). His sensibility toward the indigenous
question

was

the first move I know of, however, toward the emergence of

border thinking in the local history of the Andes and in the making of Latin
America, this time between colonial legacies and local national designs.
In this sense, Mariategui was specifically speaking of an "Indo-Spanish"
America. That is, he was not concerned either with Brazil or with the non
Spanish Caribbean, even if Spanish colonialism left its traces in the islands,
which became, in the seventeenth century, British, Dutch, or French posses
sions. Mariategui, as is common in any intellectual works with geopolitical
content or implications, thought about the world from the burning experi
ence of Spanish colonial legacies in Peru and the Andes:
The nations of Spanish America they all move in the same direction. The solidar
ity of their historical destiny is not an illusion created by pro-American litera
ture. These nations have a brotherhood relation not only in their rhetoric but
also in their histories. They proceed from a common matrix: Spanish conquest,

by destroying indigenous cultures and

au tochthonous

social formations, im

posed a homogeneous pattern in the ethnic, political and moral aspect of Span
ish America. (M arhitegui [1924) 1991, 360)

We should not conclude from this quotation that Mariategui was in support
of Spanish colonization. On the contrary, he was once again perhaps the
most violent critic, up to his time, of the crimes and exploitation of Spanish
colonialism. He was here just recognizing the basic facts in the making of
the local histories of areas with dense indigenous populations like Peru,
Bolivia, Mexico, Ecuador, and Guatemala.
Mariategui was, because of the vantage point of a century elapsed since
independence, in a position to ask an epistemological question: "Is there a
thinking which is particularly Hispanic American?" And he responded in
the negative. For him, it was obvious that there existed a German and a
French "way" of thinking in Western culture, but not an Hispanic American
Way. He expanded on his negative answer by saying:
La producci6n intelectual del continente (by which, of course, he meant the

part of the continent which was under Spanish colonialism! carece de rasgos
propios. No tiene contornos originales. El pensamiento hispano-americano no
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es generalmente sino una rapsodia compuesta con motivos y elementos del pen
samiento europeo ... El espiritu hispano-americano esui en elaboraci6n.El con

tinente, Ia raza, estan en formaci6n tambien. Los aluviones occidentales en los

cuales se desarrollan los embriones de Ia cultura hispano o latino-americana

( ... ) no han conseguido consusranciarse ni solidarizarse con el suelo sobre el cual
Ia colonizaci6n de America los Ita depositado. (Mariategui [1924] 1991, 366)

The intellectual production of the continent is far from having a well-defined

profile. It lacks original contours. Hispanic American thought is no more than
a song composed with motifs and elements from European thought. ... The

Hispanic American spirit is in progress. The continent and its racial formation
are also in their formative process. The Western inundation from where the

embryos of the Hispanic or Latin American cultures develop ... has not yet

reached its point of accommodation and solidarity with the soil on which the
colonization of America deposited them.
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coinciden. Las diferencian el idioma y Ia raza; pero las comunica y las manco

muna Ia misma emoci6n hist6rica.La America de Waldo Frank es tambien, como

nuestra America, adversaria del Imperio de Pierpont Morgan y del Petr6leo.

En cambio,la misma emoci6n hist6rica que nos acerca a esta America revolucio

naria nos separa de Ia Espana reaccionaria de los Borbones y de Primo de Rivera.

Que puede enset'tamos la Espana de Vasquez de Mella y de Maura . . . ? Nada;
ni siquiera el metodo de un gran Estado industrialista y capitalista.La civiliza

ci6n de Ia potencia no tiene sede en Madrid ni en Barcelona; la tiene en Nueva

York, Londres, en Berlin.(Marilitegio [1924) 1991, 369-370)

The intellectual work of the new !hero-American generation should and ought
10

establish solidarity \vith the intellectual work of the new Yankee generation.

Both generations coincide in their interest. Language and race differentiate
them, but there is a common historical sensibility that establishes a common

ground among them. Waldo Frank's America is, like our America, against Pier
pont Morgan and the oil empires.

Instead, the same historical sensibility that gets us close to Waldo Frank's

revolutionary America cuts us off from the Borbones and Primo de Rivera's

reactionary Spain. What can the Spain of Vasquez de Mella y de Maura teach

u�. - -? Nothing. It can't even teach us the method of a capitalist and great indus

tnal state. The civilization of potency doesn't have its office in Madrid or Barce

lona. It has it instead in New York, London, and Berlin.

Alliances, in the last analysis, are not established by languages or traditions

�
�
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BORDER THINKING AND THE TRANSFORMATION OF KNOWLEDGE
(OR, HOW TO BENEFIT FROM AMERINDIAN CATEGORIES OF THOUGHT
AND AFRO-CARIBBEAN EXPERIENCES WI THOUT CONVERTING THEM
INTO EXOTIC OBJECTS OF STUDY)
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"scientific culture" (or with "cultures of scholarship," as I develop in chapter
6 and 7). Habermas, interpreting Husser!, states:
What ultimately produces a scientific culture is not the information content
of theories but the formation among theorists themselves of a thoughtful and
enlightened mode of life. The evolution of the European mind seemed to be aiming

at the creation of a scientific culture of this sort. Afte r 1933, however, Husser!
saw this historical tendency endangered. He was convinced that the danger was
threatening not from without but from within. He attributed the crisis to the
circumstanc e

that the most advanced discip lines, especially physics, had degen

erated from the status of true theory. (Habermas

[ 1968) 1971, 302;

emphasis

added)

By locating the problem in the "evolution of the European mind," Husser!
distances himself-according to Habermas-from possible trivial accusa
tions of building a "European mind," equivalent to, say, fascist genetics or
Soviet physics. However, Husserl's "European mind" was a geohistorical lo
cation of the problem similar to those raised in colonial geopolitics of knowl
edge, such as "Latin American or African philosophy." Husser! was referring
to a community of interests defined by history, language, tradition, and self
construction of the very idea of science and knowledge, which, as Schelling
and Habermas (among others) delineated, "began" in Greece. But of course,
the same "beginning" cannot be claimed for a "(Latin) American," "African,"
or "Asian" mentality. Or at least a similar claim (often made in Latin Ameri
can philosophy) is not as transparent as Husserl's claims could be: Greece
is

indirectly related to memories and the past in Latin America, whose "be

ginning" has to be located in the violence of coloniality. Human interest
shall be defined in that conflictive horizon of understanding: the coloniality
of power and the colonial difference of colonial modernities.
This is one part of the story that gets lost in Habermas's argument. The
other is the manner in which Habermas demonstrates that knowledge with
�ut interests is an impossibility, and that the natural sciences' self-descrip
tton as objective knowledge detached from human interest was a positivistic
self-description that favored the instrumental reason and the use of knowl
edge for social management rather than for creativity, intellectual pursuit,
and human "emancipation" (Habermas's use of a post-Enlightenment
Word), or for human "liberation" as Enrique Dussel and other Third World
thin kers will prefer. Nevertheless, there are two theses in Habermas's argu
me t that are helpful in linking knowledge, interest, and emancipationllib
�
eratwn. One thesis sustains that "in the power of self-reflection (and Ha
bermas is thinking here of academic disciplines, of natural and social

SClences as well as of the humanities), knowledge and interests are one"

�

[1968] 1971, 314). The other thesis states that "the unity of knowledge and
Interest proves itself in a dialectic that takes the historical traces of suppressed
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dialogue and reconstructs what has been suppressed"

([1968) 1971, 315). Both

theses link knowledge with emancipation. But emancipation from what?
From authoritarianism, of course, in a relentless march of "mankind's evolu
tion toward autonomy and responsibility," or "we all" learned from the En
lightenment: "only in an emancipated society, whose members' autonomy
and responsibility had been realized, would communication have developed
into the non-authoritarian and universally practiced dialogue from which
both our model of reciprocally constituted ego identity and our idea of true
consensus are always implicitly derived"

([1968) 1971,315, 314).

At this point of his analysis, Habermas has lost track of his beginning:
Horkheimer's critical take on the notion of theory and its connection be
tween critical theory and oppression, as was the case with the jews in Ger
many, 450 years after their expulsion from Spain at the "beginning" of the
modern/colonial world system and of the colonial differences. Habermas

forgot also to pursue further Husserl's idea of the "European mind" forming
a community, a scientific culture that will be linked [0 "a thoughtful and

enlightened mode of life." The formation of cultures of scholarship and of
intellectual pursuit linked with "enlightened mode of life" beyond the "Eu
ropean mind" had, all along the configuration of the modern/colonial world
system, a complicated history ln fact, what could a scientific culture be

beyond the "European mind" (from its formation in the Renaissance
through the Enlightenment) since the hegemonic epistemological imaginary

of the modern world system, particularly its scientific authority and credibil
ity, was so powerful as to make Fernando Ortiz emphasize, several times,
that his study of slavery was objective and nonpassionate. Ortiz was making
this observation just after his return to Cuba from his advanced studies

abroad. However, the force of local histories that the thinker inhabits (in
the case of Mariategui, Ortiz, Du Bois) and the distance of the "scientific"
model of knowledge he or she adopts end up, in creative thinkers, defining
a community of interest that in the case I'm analyzing could be described as
"knowledge and interest in local colonial histories."

ln this book my argument goes in the last direction: the distinction be
tween local histories and global design makes it possible to understand

Schelling's (and Habermas's) project in a local history in which the univer
sality of their interest was taken for granted and was the foundation of global
designs. The very structure of the modern world system goes together with

is
a changing imaginary in which the universal (logically and historically)
the
on
its aim: there is a long-lasting discussion in Christian philosophy
o
problems of the "universals" (Beuchot 1981) which became the epistem
This
world.
logical foundations of the practical project of Christianizing the

complicity made it possible first to conceive Christianity, and knowledge
under Christian philosophy, as a global project, and, second, with the secu
y
larization of the world, knowledge became attached to Reason and Theor
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(instead of to God) and supported a new global design, the civilizing mis
sion. The exportation of epistemological global designs filled the space of
knowledge as the civilizing mission became central in the domain of educa
tion (Gonzalbo Aizpuru

1990; Viswanathan 1989; Osorio Romero 1990).

Within local histories of colonial mercantilism (sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries) and colonial capitalism (late eighteenth to twentieth century), in
Latin America, Asia, and Africa, the explicit connections between knowl
edge and interest is more difficult to hide: the links between knowledge and
interests are motivated by the need for liberation, for decolonization, instead

of emancipation. That is, knowledge is linked to liberation and decolonization

from the subaltern perspective,

as emancipation was during the nineteenth cen

tury in Europe. There cannot be knowledge detached from interest from a

subaltern perspective since all subaltern perspective is "critical" in the sense
that Horkheimmer and Khatibi gave to the word. By questioning the emanci
pation view linking knowledge and interest, as argued by Habermas, I am
not questioning the validity of his argument in the local history he is quarrel
ing with. My point is that his argument implicitly and nonintentionally dis
qualifies other possibilities of linking knowledge with interests from a subal
tern position for which Habermas's discussion is tangentially relevant.

In an early article, Angel Rama (1926-83), the Uruguayan literary and
cultural critic who extended Ortiz's notion of "transculturation" to the liter
ary field, traced an anatomy of Latin American literary and cultural contri
bution, as a region of the Third World. The article in question was written
for a meeting, in Geneva, whose goal was to examine Latin American cul
tural history in relation to the Third World and to universal history. Rama's
analysis is most useful to summarize my argument up to this point, as well
as to chart what follows (Rodolfo Kusch, Ortiz, and the concept of "trans
culturation," Du Bois's notion of "double consciousness," Glissant et al.'s
"Creolite," and Anzaldua's "new mestiza consciousness").
The first point of interest is that the Third World is in this instance a
geopolitical reference, rather than the imperial dangers of the United States,

184 7 and the Guadalupe Hidalgo
1848, as well as the French invasion of Mexico in 1861,which had

as was evident in the war with Mexico in
Treaty of

a great deal to do with the adaptation of the name of "Latin America" (Ardao

� 980; 1993; Rojas Mix 1992). Both events were Francisco Bilbao's concern
In the e ond half of the nineteenth century Underlining two dates, 1810,
_
ohvar s Ideal, and 1910, the Mexican Revolution, Rama stressed the Span

��
�
t�h American Creole intellectual identification of Latin American particulari
�Ies. He recognized, after the work ofMariategui, the plurality of Latin Amer

� �an culture, an aspect that would have been more difficult to recognize for
Bilb ao. Bilbao described the Americas as a unique configuration in the his
to :y of umankind. With celebratory and emphatic prose, Bilbao stated that
z
nenher m the ancient Orient nor in Europe could be seen such a vast span

�
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of land "dominated only by two races, with two languages, with two reli
gions, and one political structure" (Bilbao I 1862] 1988, 273). This apocalyp
tic vision set the stage for a long-lasting tradition, reaching to Angel Rama,
in which "latin America" is defined by the expansion of the ideology of the
independence, mainly by a Creole mentality. It is precisely this imaginary
that Angel Rama reproduced in 1965 when he stated:
Ni las culruras africanas tienen posibilidad visible de desarrollo aut6nomo den

tro del continente americano, ni las culturas indigenas pueden cubrir el salto
en el ti emp o necesario para akanzar y superar a las culturas europeas acriolla
das. Estas han ocupado America y allf se mantienen s61idamente. Tanto las primeras
como las segundas estan destinadas a morir, y solo pueden insertar elementos pro
pios dentro de esta cultura europea americana, u occidental y atlantica, como se
quiera: es para to africano e l ejemplo de la poesia Cubana, desde Marti a Guillen;
es para to indigen a peruano, Ia novela indge
i nista en sus muy diversos ejemplos
y niveles. (Rama

[1965) 1993, 3:62)

Neither did the African cultures have the possibility of auto nomous develop
ment in the American continent, nor would the indigenous culture be abl e to
fill the necessaryjump in time t o reach and to go beyond European "Creolized"
cultures. These latest ones had occupied America and maintained themselves
s olidly grounded in iL Instead, African and indigenous cultures are destined to
disappear, and can only survive by inserting elements proper to each culture
within this Euro-American culture, Occidental and Atlantic, or whatever you
would like to call it: such is the case, for the African culture, poetry in Cuba,
from Mart\ to Guillen, and for the indigenous culture in Peru, the indigenous

novel in its variety

of forms and levels.

Readers familiar with Rama's contribution in the 1970s and early 1980s
(Rama 1996; Moraiia 1997) may be surprised by such statements, uncharac
teristic of a thinker of Marxist persuasion and one of the most distinguished
literary and cultural critics of the second half of the twentieth century, to
gether with Antonio Cindido (1995) and Roberto Schwarz (1992) in Brazil,
Fernandez Retamar (1981) in Cuba, or Cornejo Polar (1994) in Peru. I am
not quoting it to develop a critique ad hominem but because I believe the
paragraph describes a common belief, even among Creole intellectuals, in
Spanish America, of Marxist persuasion. And when I say Creole I do

�ot

only mean blood related to Spaniards, but, mainly, the legacy of Spamsh
colonialism as worked out to define a (latin) American imaginary out of
that tradition and in confrontation with Europe, the United States, the his
tory and consequences of African slavery, and the long-lasting repression of
Amerindian communities. It is in this context that the latest work ofRodolfo

Kusch, Argentinian philosopher of German descent, acquires enormous rel
evance. I devote the following section to Kusch and the Amerindian ques-
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tion stated by Rama and, in the following one to the Afro-American question
by exploring the writing of Cuban anthropologist Fernando Ortiz and Afro
Ame rican thinker W.E.B Dubois, French Caribbean writer and essayist
Edouard Glissant, and Chicana writer and essayist Gloria Anzaldua.

Thinking from the Ruins

of Amerindian

Categories

To grasp better the implications of Rama's dictum, it would be helpful to
start with a parallel between indigenism and Indianism. "Indigenism" is
defined as a set of cultural and political practices, by Creole intellectuals as
well as non-Amerindian organizations (such as nongovernmental organiza
tions, or NGOs), in defense and alliance with Amerindians (or "indigenous"
Amerindians). lndigenism covers a wide spectrum of political persuasions,
from the state politics of integration to oppositional intellectuals who per
ceived in Amerindian communities the future of the social revolution. "Indi
anism," instead, is defined by the belief that "lo indio" (difficult to translate
into English with the neutral pronoun "lo") is characterized by its pre-Co
lumbian configuration. Such a belief could be shared by Amerindians as well
as by non-Amerindians. Indianism when assumed by Amerindian people in
their long history of upheaval against external and internal colonialism, has
been perceived as a symbolic restitution of the past in view of a better future.
I would like to advance an argument that I will make later and to suggest
that "the Zapatismo,"

in

Mexico, has defined a space beyond both indi

genism and Indianism and such a new space, which I called elsewhere "the
Zapatistas's theoretical revolution," (Mignolo 1997d; forthcoming) is an at
tainment and at the same time a coming into being of border thinking: a
new space coming out of a double translation, a translation of Marxism into
Amerindian cosmology and Amerindian into Marxist cosmology, involving
in the process both Amerindian and urban-Creole intellectuals. Of course,
Rama did not have the chance to witness this third crucial moment in his
genealogy marked by the early independence in

1810 and the Mexican revo

lution in 1910. In the 1990s, the failure of the Mexican Revolution has its
continuation in the Zapatistas who have also introduced a new discourse
and have given a new meaning to "Indianity." But it is certainly what is being
articulated, although from a different perspective, by Creole intellectuals
who can look at the limits of Indigenism and Indianism at the crossroads of
globalization (Mires 1991; Varesse 1997) and the emergence of Amerindian
intellectuals (Rappaport [1990) 1998; Varesse 1996b).
I would argue that Rodolfo Kusch's work, since and after America profunda
0963), is not only a contribution to a reconfi.guration of Indianity, in the
common work of Amerindian and Creole intellectuals, but also a contribu-

150

CHAPTER 3

tion toward a new epistemological landscape from which Amerindian cate
gories have been ignored or taken as objects of study, not as "energy" for
thinking. Kusch makes it possible to start from the assumption that the
name "philosophy" may be of Greek origin (and in that sense, it marks a
"beginning") but "thinking" has no origin in any particular culture: there is
no beginning for "thinking," although there are beginnings of the names
that "thinking" has taken in the history of human beings (see Dussel [ 1992)
1995 and Mignolo 1995a; 1995b, for similar attempts). Furthermore, we
should keep in mind that for historical reasons related to education there is
not yet in regions of Latin America with a dense Amerindian population a
significant and public cultural production of transnational impact (with the
exception of Rigogerta Menchu in Guatemala) by intellectuals from Amerin
dian descent (with the exception of people like Fausto Reynage, Roberto
Choque, and Fernando Untoja in Bolivia; or Demetrio Cujti Cuxil in Guate
mala), as it is the case in the United States, where literary, artistic, and intel
lectual activists have had a long trajectory and a visible presence (Deloria
1999; Coltelli 1990). In this regard, Kusch's latest work has a more telling
dimension.
But before we take up Kusch's work, let me outline the context in which
his thoughts were shaped, as well as how my own descriptions of Kusch's
ideas are being articulated. This caution is necessary because of the contro
versial political figure that Kusch was in Argentinian circles and still is in
the history of Latin American philosophy. No doubt, this was due in some
part to his proximity to Martin Heidegger (of whom Kusch was a critic
rather than a blind follower). Kusch's thinking was at the edge of a pro-Nazi
attitude, which, one can surmise, was already at its inception in the early
nineteenth century a romantic ideologue for whom]. G. Herder's ideas of
the "national" and the "popular" were not only translated in political but
also in metaphysical and ideological terms. The romantic legacy incarnated
in the early Kusch and his celebration of "barbarism" (a book written shortly
before the fall of]uan Domingo Peron (Kusch 1953) has its immediate con
tinuation in America profu nda, in which Kusch articulates his ideas in the
context of Aymara civilization and colonial legacies. Arturo A. Roig, an Ar
gentinian philosopher of leftist persuasion, who-like Kusch, though for

different reasons-has been a victim of the military government that took
over in 1976 (Kusch was fired from the university that very year and died

in 1979; Roig returned to the university after 1984 following the return of
democracy in Argentina), harshly criticized Kusch's philosophy as a redu�
tion of (Latin) American identity to a metaphysics of the "land," the inertlll
of the flora, which, according to Roig, Kusch matched with the passivity of
the feminine as a complement to the celebration of the illiterate peasan t,
.
perceived as the root and the authenticity of (Latin) America. It is from thJ.S
standpoint, according to Roig, that Kusch found his way to read Heidegger
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"a ':Americaine" without avoiding the pattern toward a fascist ideology
(Ro1g 1993, 82-84). I am persuaded that Roig's reading of Kusch, if not
completely wrong, is completely misleading. In the following pages I look
into the positive aspects of Kusch's philosophy and to a new reading of his
work, beyond America profunda, which is where his critics seem to have
stopped reading.

When Kusch began writing, anthropologists had not yet recogniz
ed
the implications of the scene of writing or the complex, complicitous
relationship between the anthropologist and his informant or
between
the anthropologist and his audience; nor did they recognize the frac
tures created by the informant's narrative being addressed to the anthropolo
gist instead of to the people of his or her community. However, when anthro
pologists did become aware of the ethical and political issues involved
in
practicing anthropology (i.e. , "writing culture"), the context in which
their
reflections took shape was basically that of the North American anthro
pologist doing fieldwork in Asia, Africa, or Latin America-that
is,
contexts in which the informant's culture was alien to the anthropo
logist.
Kusch, however, found himself in quite a different situation
. The people
and communities he contacted, both historically and at that
time, were
simultaneously "they" and "we" vis-a-vis himself. The Andean
people and
cultures he was trying to understand were foreign to his
Argentinian
urban, middle-class background, yet "they" were also "we": (Latin)
Ameri
cans. And Kusch's "selfsame" was also his "other," in that he
had grown
up amid the fragments of the European tradition at the
colonial periphery.
(Whether the Andean people would have considered themsel
ves American
�nd counted Kusch as one of them is a different question.) The point here
IS that Kusch found himself
on shifting ground, even groundless ground,
and his entire intellectual life thereafter was directed
toward understanding
"America" as a locus of enunciation, which he
conceived as a conflictive
politics of difference. He viewed himself as a
member of the middle class
and as a philosopher on the margins of
the West, whereas he viewed the
Andea people as central to American culture,
although displaced by mar
�
.
gmahzm
g economic and political forces of Western culture. To Kusch,
"the
est" �eant (Hegel's� Europe and the United
States. Thus, his work (up
0 Am�nc a profund
a) Is marked by the constant tension of identifying an
Amen can" locus of enunciation
.
In his first volume of essays, La
seducci6n de Ia barbarie (1953), Kusch
traced what was unique
ly, specifically American to the landscape, a land
sca e that had been
considered, from a "civilized" perspective, a wilderness
�
r St�e o! anticivilizatio
n (see chapter 8). In positing this landscape as "seucttve, Kusch suggests somet
hing similar to what Roberto Fernandez Re
tamar, speaking from
a Caribbean rather than an Andean locus, would
later
tenn the "seduc
tion" of Caliban:

�
..

�
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we,
rather Caliban. This is something that
Our symbol then is not Ariel ... but
u
partic
with
see
isles where Cali ban lived,
the mestizo inhabitants of these same
an,
Calib
ved
s, killed our ancestors, ensla
lar clarity: Prospero invaded the island
lf understood. What else could Cali
himse
make
to
and taught him his language
he has no other-£0 curse him, to
ban do but use that same language-today
him? I know no other metaphor more
wish that the "red plague" would fall on
reality.... What is our history, what is
expressive of our cultural situation, our
re of Caliban? (Fernandez Retamar
our culture, if not the history and cultu
( 1973] 1989, 14)
Kusch continues along the same lines
In America profunda (Deep America),
Aymara languages and knowledges,
of thought, connecting the Quechua and
and Peru, with the much older tradi
via the lands and mountains of Bolivia
Empire. This is when Kusch realized
tions of a powerful and extertsive Inca
ci6n de la barbarie was inadequate
that his conception of nature in La seduc
for which he was striving. He needed
for the apprehension of the "America"
their descendants), not just the
to understand the indigenous people (i.e.,
d to understand how these people
landscape. More to the point, he neede
nature. Kusch approached this new
understood and related themselves to
of both a (Western) philosopher
task he set for himself from the perspective
an descent, realizing that if one's
and a middle-class Argentinian of Germ
migration must bring about a differ
thought is grounded in one's place, then
dless ground from which to think
ent configuration, since it creates a groun
d later elaborate as the "place of
and speak-an irtsight that Kusch woul
philosophy" (1978).
description of walking around
America profunda opens with Kusch's
Inca Empire and later an im
the
of
r
the streets of Cuzco, once the cente
colonial Peru. Since indepen
of
on
portant place in the Spanish administrati
o has become a major Peru
Cuzc
ry),
dence (i.e., the early nineteenth centu
's sensibility as a person
Kusch
past.
vian city with a complex and conflictive
ndants of the Span
desce
by
lated
born and raised in a country basically popu
s is reflected in
grant
immi
pean
ish colonizers or nineteenth-century Euro
as
arable smell that he identifies
his observations on the filth and the unbe
i
elf and his class the cleanliness assoc
the stench of America. He sees in hims
of
sides
two
the
s
-thu
zation
civili
ated with the ideas of progress and
a:
Americ

e

e
lay rs, its Messianic roots and its divin
On the one hand, America with its deep
citi
the progressive, Westernized
wrath at the surface layer, and, on the other
nt human experience. One is
ancie
an
zens. Both are like the two extremes of
,
fear of extermination, and the other
bound to the stench and brings with it the
ssi
s toward a limitless, although impo
conversely triumphant and clean, point
,

ble, triumph.
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But this same opposition, instead of appearing tragic, has an outlet that makes
a dramatic interaction possible, like a kind of dialectic, which later we call

�gocytosis.lr deals with the absorption of the clean things of the West by the

p

thmgs of Amenca, like a kind of equilibrium or reintegration of what is human
in these lands. (Kusch 1963, 17; my translation)
for Kusch, America no longer seemed to be a place constructed in opposi
tion to Europe, but rather a place where an extended (and colonial) Occident
coexisted with the Amerindian-that is, with those ancestral memories life

d the

styles, and thought patterns of Amerindian cultures that had survive

colonial and postcolonial (or neocolonial) periods. The conflictive encoun
ters between Old World Europeans and pre-Columbian peoples of the
Andes, Mesoamerica, and the Caribbean created a (new) world in which the
dialectic of the filthy and the clean, the fetid and the fresh, continued. But

�

fetid or fr sh to whom? At this point, Kusch begins to shift from imaginary
constructiOn t
he

IS

� locus of enunciation, and his sensibility, honed by the place

from, begms to change under the influence of the place from which he

is speaking/writing.
America profunda is divided into two parts. The first is devoted to under

�tanding a re�ort .by an Amerindian intellectual of Inca descent to the Span
ISh nussronanes m charge of extirpating Amerindian idolatries during the

early years of the seventeenth century. The second part, by contrast, is de
voted to the historical and intellectual context of western Europe during the
early modem period and the philosophical thinking that emerged from it.
Kusch plays each part against the other and stresses the sense of estar aqui
(to be here, to be at) that he finds in the report by the Andean intellectual

�

Pacha cuti Yamki, whom Kusch credits with the reinvention of Andean tradi
.
ttons m coloni l times. Kusch by no mearts assumes the "pure" survival of
.
authenttc remams of an Amerindian past. Since by "culture" he means a

�

program for action rather than a collection of objects, what survives and
remat s fr m the Amerindian past are cognitive patterns of dealing with
new SituatiOns, allowing for creativity, resistance, and survival very much

�

?

shaped by the colonial difference. If estar aquf summarizes the remaining
forces of an Amerindian past, ser alguien (to be someone) summarizes the
worldly philosophical attitudes of merchants in the construction of a com
mercral world of objects. Both attitudes coexist and interact in America. This
World of objects (in which human beings built nature) begins to be perceived
as replacement for, rather than an alternative to,
a world of organisms (in
htch nonhuman beings built nature), and the "possession of objects" be
gtn to be perceived as preferable to "participation and interaction
with organrsms " The coexiStence-m Kusch's argument-of the notion "to be
:
h re, WJ.
h that of "to be someone" corresponds to his earlier conception of
t e COeXIStence of the filthy with the clean.

�

�

�

�

�

·

·
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At the end of his book, Kusch returns to his personal experience in Cuzco
to describe the peculiarity of being in America, of an existence blending
both European ways of doing things outside of Europe and Amerindian
cognitive patterns, however disrupted by European people and institutions,
in the remote West (or, as the Spaniards liked to call it, the "Indias Occiden
tales"; see fig. 2). This tension leads Kusch to explore "the wisdom of
America," a notion based on his theory of "cultural phagocytosis" as a two

way process: while Western civilization was transformed at the borders by
Amerindian traditions, those same transformation-producing traditions
have been and continue to be relegated to a secondary (or tertiary) status

by hegemonic promotion of the "civilizing process" during the colonial pe
riod, and of "progress and modernization" during the postcolonial period

(Gyekye 1997, for Africa; Gargand Poinkh 1995, for India). More recently,
the postcolonial intellectual has been able to choose between promoting
civilization/progress/modernization or resisting it and dealing with the com

plexities of a groundless ground. Both options entail confronting the com
plex problems of Occidentalization: namely, the discontinuities of the Euro
pean

and

the

Amerindian

classical

(invented)

traditions.

Kusch's

"phagocytosis" comes close to Ortiz's "transculturation," Santiago's "space
in-between," and my own notion of "border thinking."
In Kusch's formulation, imaginary constructions and loci of enunciation
operate in a specific spatiotemporal context: the Andes, as constructed from
and within a Western discursive formation at the margins of the West and
on the groundless ground of immigrant families. Such a focus permits Kusch
to evacuate the space traditionally occupied by centuries of intellectual colo
nization, leaving it to be filled by self-identifying agencies and by the consti
tution of new loci of enunciation emerging from the fragmented memories

and ruins of ancient Amerindian civilizations, rather than filling it with his

own anthropological discursive representations of the other. Although
Kusch didn't live to see similar development in other writers and scholars
(he died in 1979), the names and the texts of Dornitila Barrios de Chungara

and jose Maria Arguedas, in the Andes, and Rigoberta Menchu, in Mes
oamerica, can be added to the general project Kusch anticipated. Their dis
courses, like Kusch's, represent neither the other nor the community of the

speaker; they are cultural interventions that stake their claims to new places
from which to speak (e.g., local histories and critical claims to the particular)
and, by so doing, contribute to the endorsement of a double consciousness,

a border gnosis, restituting to the subaltern an epistemological potential of
which they have been deprived: to know both the reason of the master and
the reason of the slave, while the master only knows his own reason and
the unreason of the slave. Rather than representations of other agencies or
of preexisting communities, Kusch Menchu, etc. shall be conceived as per
formances inviting participation of members of an already existing commu-
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nity as well as those who wish to become members of an extended commu
nity composed of new loci of enunciation.
My interpretation of these discourses and how they should be theorized
draws on the models (or examples, if you wish) on which Kusch based his
theories. The most familiar of these is the distinction in Peru between the
mountains and the coast, a geographical division that also operates sociolog
ically, historically, and philosophically as a play of borderlands. In the moun
tains, the "to be here" principle of the Amerindian philosophy of life pre
vails. On the coast, "to be someone" is the driving force of the Peruvian
middle class, which lives and practices Western ways of life and beliefs on
the margins of the Western world (especially on the Pacific coast of Peru).
Between the mountains and the coast lies the space of migration to the cities.
Kusch articulates this distinction as follows:
The deep sense of opposition between coast and mountains in Peru is a conjuga
tion of two rhythms of life which embody two of the species' experiences, each
of which struggles silently to prevail. But because the struggle is unequal in
terms of the means utilized and the force of each side, the indigenous struggle
has become encysted within the other [struggle]. his from this perspective that
we have countries like Bolivia and Peru or zones such as the Argentine North
where, underneath the dynamic culture, the ancient stratum breathes like a cyst,
with its ancient communal and collective breath.It is a substratum that remains
ignored, and is registered only within the sphere of folklore or ethnography, but
which offers its silent, measured resistance until it achieves success, no longer
in the direct act of rubbing or contact between cultures, but in the qualities of
weakness and fiction of being (identified), as its antagonist, which wants to
reside on the coasts of America.... Undoubtedly, the indigenous culture consti
tutes a perfectly structured entelechy-as Spengler would say-to an extent
much greater than that of its antagonist. And the solidity of this culture, its
cohesion and persistence, is based on what used to be called to be (located),
which lacks a transcendent reference to a world of essences and exists on that
plane of mere existence within the realm of the species, which lives out its great
history firmly committed to its "here and now" or, as we already stated, in that
margin where the human ends and the divine wrath of the elements begins.
And in this resides its definition as the culture of the mountains or of being
(located) in opposition to its antagonist, the culture of the coast or, better still,
that of the mere to be (identified), as simply to be someone.(Kusch

1963, 166-

68)
A Hegelian synthesis would be expected at this point, following a philosoph
ical analysis in which two poles of a cultural process have been identified.
But if the synthesis is conceived hierarchically, as an elevation (Aujhebung)
of one pole, which of these two poles would prevail? From a European
perspective, "to be someone" would seem preferable, a sign of moderniza-
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tion and progress. An Ameri(can)indian perspective would lean instead to
ward "to be here," privileging a more satisfying way of life. But this position
would still remain within a Hegelian framework, albeit one with inverted
values. Kusch's theory of cultural phagocytosis is formulated as a means of
superseding an inverted Hegelian dialectic:
On the striclly cultural level, rather than on the level of

civilization,

it is only

possible in America to speak of a probable dominion of the to be (loc ated) over
the to be (identified), because the to be (located), as a vision of the world, occurs

in Europe as well .... For all of that, it isn't possible to speak of an elevation,
but [to speak] instead-to the extent that it deals with a new establishment for
the West-of a distention or, better yet, a phagocy tosis of the to be (identified)
by the to be (located), above all, as a to be someone phagocytosed by a to be here.
(Kusch

1963, 171)

Once the terms of a dialectic had been established and the Hegelian model
challenged, Kusch could introduce new approaches to and findings in Euro
pean history similar to the traces of the challenges posed by Amerindian
agencies to the promotion of Western civilization in the Americas. Such
challenges were identified by philosophers and historiographers (e.g.,
Toynbee,jaspers, Spengler) when they perceived the fall of Western civiliza
tion as a "cultural phagocytosis" (in Kusch's terms) of the individual, and
the individualistic philosophy of "to be someone" as the rebellion of the
masses or, as Kusch would say, by the multitudes transforming the notion
of distinct individualities ("to be someone") into that of the "anonymous
one" ("to be here") as well as the Western idea of "human communities"
constructed from a conglomeration of distinct individualities.
I would like to compare Kusch's concept of phagocytosis with Frederick
Douglass's narrative of slavery, in the interpretation provided by Paul Gilroy.
Gilroy reads Douglass's narrative as an alternative to Hegel's master-slave
dialectics and the way we can read Kusch today (see also pp.

110-111). This

comparison is also relevant for the correlation between "indigenism" and
"negritude" that I'll introduce later

in

this chapter. Here is Gilroy's reading

of a particular passage of Douglass's narrative:
In a rich account of the bitter trial of strength with Edward C ovey, the slave
breaker to whom he has been sent, Douglass can be read as if he is systematically

reworking the encounter between master and slave in a striking manner which
inverts Hegel's own allegorical scheme. It is the slave rather than the master
who emerges from Douglass's account possessed of "consciousness that exists
for itself," while this master becomes the representative of a "consciousness that
is repressed within itself." Douglass's transformation of Hegel's metanarrative
of power into a metanarrative of emancipation is all the more striking as it

is

also the occasion for an attempt to specify the difference between a pre-rational,
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spiritual mode of African thoug ht and his own compound oullook-an uneasy
hybrid of the sacred and the secular, the African and the American, formed out
of the debilitating experience of slavery and tailored to the requirements of
abolitionisms. (Gilroy

1993, 61)

Douglass's reversal, in another way, creates at the same time an epistemic
potential for the slave (the subaltern); while the slave knows both the reason
of the master and the reason of the slave, the master only knows his own
reason and the "unreason" of the slave (we could replace here master-slave
with civilization-barbarism). "Phagocythosis" is precisely that moment in
which the reason of the master is absorbed by the slave, and, as in the "Pon
tificial Mundo" of Guaman Poma (see my introduction), subaltern reason
incorporates (phagocytes) another reason to his or her own. That potential,
and that intellectual force, is the privilege and intellectual force of all kinds
of border gnosis, from Douglass to Kusch, from Anzaldua to Khatibi, from
Ortiz to Hall. Similarly, we find it in the borders lived by Afro-Americans,
Amerindians, Arabs,]ews, Chicanos, and others. I am not, of course, advo
cating an apartheid kind of epistemological privilege. I am suggesting that
border gnosis, in its different manifestations, is the future planetary episte
mological and critical localism.
The master-slave dialectics of Hegel is the past; the epistemology of the
present is border gnosis. This epistemology, in its own successful expansion,
has created the condition for the proliferation of border gnosis, new sensibil
ities and new grounds for action. Kusch's imaginary (re)construction of the
idea of "community" goes beyond a celebration of "to be here," because he
sees it not merely as a distinctive feature of Amerindian agencies, but, on
the contrary, as the way in which Amerindians practiced a philosophy of life
and philosophized a life practice that privileges interactions with "living
organisms" (i.e., nature) over "constructed objects" (i.e., the commodifica
tion of nature). The lesson Kusch extrapolates from Santa Cruz Pachacuti,
the Amerindian thinker of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries,
is the coexistence of order and chaos, in contrast to Western modes of
thought, where the main drive is to control chaos and impose order (fig

10).

The idea of community is akin to this general principle, with the life of the
individual striving "to be someone," regulated so as to make him or her
fit into a community that must accommodate the constructed objects of
modernity. Thus, if "to be here" is the challenge that America (as a growing
cultural phagocytosis with unbalanced power relationships) poses to West
ern civilization from its very margins, such a challenge is also part of a larger
process in which the forces of "to be here" are fighting the hegemony of "to
be someone," which Kusch sees not only in the fragments of the European
Renaissance and Enlightenment, but also in the fragments of Marxism and
psychoanalysis. Briefly, the notion of cultural phagocytosis (as the struggle

Fi gure 10. D. joan Santa Cruz Pachacuti's cosmological diagram , presumably in
scribed in the Temple of Coricancha, Cuzco. Pachacuti's diagram is dated toward the

beginning of the seventeeth century. It was reproduced in Relaci6n de Antigaedades

Peruanas (Madrid 1789).
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of a conscious self "to be here") becomes both a crucial key word (a type
of border gnosis) and the springboard for a politics of cultural and social
transformation, which he develops mainly in his last two books (Kusch

1976; 1978). The question is not to celebrate past glories but, rather, how
they can be brought into a planetary present.
Most readings of Kusch (Roig 1993; Castro-G6mez 1996) stop here, in
1963, with America profunda. The next fifteen years are generally left out.
But let's tum first to an earlier, transitional stage of Kusch's reflections on
indigenous and popular cultures. His 1970 book, El pensamiento indigen a y
popular en America (Indigenous and popular thought in America), goes be
yond the philosophical speculations of America profunda and moves toward
articulating an ethnophilosophy grounded on countering modernity and
searching for a politics of cultural transformation. The narrative of his per
sonal experience of walking through the city streets of Cuzco, Peru, with
which America profunda opens, is paralleled in El pensamiento by an ethno
graphic interview that Kusch and his assistants conducted with a father and
son in the Bolivian countryside. The conversation revolves around the need
for an electric water pump, suggested by the ethnographers as a means of
improving productivity, but which arouses the silent opposition of the father
and the more evasively expressed opposition of his son. This conversation
becomes Kusch's paradigmatic example of the arguments against "progress"
and "modernity as (Western) technology" in his later books. In El pensami

ento, however, Kusch uses the interview to ask what it means to practice a
philosophy of life in America, contrasting, as it were, his own philosophical
reflections with the practical effects of the Amerindian father's silent opposi
tion to the electric pump. How should that silence and opposition to mod
ernization be read? What does it mean in the context of "thinking in
America" or "thinking from America" (which, of course, is radically differ
ent from asking whether there is "an American way of thinking," a "Latin
American thought," or, even worse, what "an American way of thinking"
might be or look like)?
This is the moment in which Kusch's concern with the ideology of mod
ernization and development, which were invading Latin America at the time
and have created the conditions for the emergence of "dependency theory"
and "internal colonialism," departs from his early preoccupation and opens
up new perspectives toward understanding epistemological subalternity and

contributes, without naming it such, to the decolonization of knowledge.
Thus, we can explain Kusch's relevance for activists and intellectuals con
cerned with agricultural production in the Andes (Grillo 1993), his affinities
with those who speak about "decolonization of the mind" (T hi ong'o 1981)
and with those who are working on the strategies of modernity in the con
struction of dominating knowledge and epistemology (Apffel-Marglin and
Marglin 1990).
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El pensamiento indigena y popular en America begins by questioning the
practice of philosophy in America and the logic of displaced discursive prac
tices. The suspicion that philosophical practices could not be both articu
lated in universal terms and locally instantiated (i.e., in a given historical,
sociological, or personal dimension), which had been planted in America
profunda and flowered in El pensamiento, is developed in Esbozo de una antro
pologia filosofica (1978). Kusch argues that philosophy is not something
one could practice in Greece or Germany and then export or apply to differ
ent parts of the world, including colonized areas like Asia, Africa, or
America. Heidegger's dasein ("to be there"), for example, was not a technical
term but a coml}lonplace of popular German. By analyzing Heidegger's proj
ect etymologically, Kusch connects it with the decay of the German middle
class during the early twentieth century. Thus, according to this argument,
the circumstances under which "being" found itself in a situation of decay
paralleled those under which bourgeois "feeling" arose in response to the
crisis of the individual and as an attempt to resolve it. Assuming that Heideg
ger's philosophical project was grounded on a social crisis that could be
particularly "felt" in Germany (and perhaps in other parts of Europe), Kusch
concludes that American philosophical practices and projects would of ne
cessity be different, since the American historical situation, sociological
problems, and configurations of human sensibility were not those of Ger
many (or Europe) from where Heidegger was thinking (cf. Cornel West on
the "American" evasion of philosophy in chapter 1 of this book).
Kusch addresses this issue more explicitly in the introduction to the third
edition of El pensamiento (1977). If, as he argues, philosophy as practiced
in Greece or Germany could not be exported or applied to other parts of the
world, then the issue of "universals" should be examined from a different
angle. For Kusch, it is in the self-awareness of certain living organisms
(which at some point in the history of the West became self-conceived as
"human beings") that the principle of minimal rationality (which, of course,
he doesn't label as such, although it is implicit in what he calls "popular
thought") is grounded and poses a challenge to the conversion of differences
into values. The principle of minimal rationality, according to Kusch, is what
allowed "universals" to be simultaneously conceived and repeatedly consti
tuted in different regions and to challenge the conversion of differences into
values and power by assigning universality to one region. That is, whatever
was considered universal was conceived as such only from the privileged
perspective of one (self-privileged) region.
Kusch's development of these ideas entails a departure from Heidegger's
dasein or, in Kusch's terms, "the circumstances in which dasein is located,"
the place, in other words, of dwelling, thinking, and saying. In creating a
parallel. between Heidegger's conditions for thinking to his own place of
thinking and saying, Kusch reads Heidegger's response to the crisis of a

THE LATIN AMERICAN ARGUMENT

161

German middle class in the process of decay. (To anticipate and counter a
likely fervent reaction among Heideggerians to Kusch's or my own simplifi
cation here, I would urge us all to keep in mind that Kusch was concerned
with theorizing the place of thinking and of saying, not with Heidegger's
thought or work per se.) Kusch's explicit focus on the Argentinian middle
class mirrors Heidegger's implicit one on the German (a focus made more
evident by Victor Farias' Heidegger et le nazisme [see Farias 1987; Lacoue
Labarthe 1990)). The point in Kusch's reading of Heidegger's dasein is to
p ut in relief the embodiment of a conceptual apparatus that looks disembod
ied and universal.
Heidegger's 1927 Being and Time is, in Kusch's view, a formidable effort to
rethink centuries of Western philosophy from the perspective of the feelings
engendered by "being there," that is, the place Heidegger was from (includ
ing his social class, ethnic group, education, etc.) and the place where he
was then (as a philosopher in Germany between the wars, observing the rise
of totalitarian regimes in Europe, and using vocabulary and expressions
from the Black Forest region). Kusch's notion of cultural phagocytosis simi
larly emerged from his own awareness of past and present locations: as a
philosopher, member of the Argentinian middle class, of German ancestry,
in constant dialogue with Andean intellectuals of both the university and
the indigenous communities (e.g., yatiris), as well as with the Andean peo
ple. These circumstances clearly informed Kusch's prefaces to the first

(1970) and third (1977) editions of El pensamiento. His allusions in the 1977
preface to such events as the social movements sweeping Cordoba in May

1969, the killing of the leader of the General Confederation of Workers the
following july, and the 1973 return of Juan Domingo Peron to the Pink
House, connect the third edition to the first, where Kusch had laid the foun
dation for his theory of cultural phagocytosis. The search for "indigenous
thought," says Kusch, reflects not a desire to see it excavated scientifically,
but "the need to rescue a thinking style" native to ancient America (the
Andes and Mesoamerica) and still practiced in rural areas as well as on the
periphery of some urban communities (e.g., in Bolivia and on the outskirts
of Buenos Aires, where thousands of people from Bolivia and northern Ar
gentina had emigrated, attracted by the city's industrial modernization).
In other words, Kusch sees a need to reinscribe ancient/traditional An
dean thought in the present as a cultural and political intervention and con
tribution to Argentina's social transformation. Finding such roots (or such
ruins) would be equivalent to Heidegger's identification of dasein as a means
by which to articulate the tensions in popular German-not in the technical
vocabulary of philosophy, but in the linguistic "place of living"-as well as
an equivalent to Heidegger's digging in the roots of Greek and Latin words
t ? elaborate his own thinking. And so it was for Kusch, with one exception:
Slllce he sought his roots in popular Aymara and Quechua, what was at stake
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for him was not the dialectic between "high" and "low" (German), but rather
the space in between the "major" colonizing languages and the "major" lan
guages of the colonized people.

El pensamiento (1970), Kusch compares Heidegger's dasein with the
cancana, whose meaning could be rendered as "being as es
sence in process," and with utcatha (or utatha), which means "to be" in the
In

Aymara term

sense of "to be here" (like the Spanish estar) or, perhaps better, "to be at
home" (uta, home). These Aymara words are reminders of Hegel's

(1955,
1:152) dictum, "Philosophy is being at home with the self, just like the

homeliness of the Greek; it is man's being at home in his mind, at home
with himself." They also reflect Heidegger's correlation between "dwelling"
and "thinking." How can we account for these similarities if not in some
thing similar to what Charles Taylor named "minimal rationalities," on the
one hand, and something similar to what Foucault named "power and
knowledge," on the other? Nevertheless, Kusch sees enormous differences
between Hegel!Heidegger's metaphorical descriptions of thinking in terms
of "being at home" or "dwelling" and similar concepts in Aymara-differ
ences that Kusch attributes to "power and knowledge": the construction of
knowledge by capitalist institutions under colonial conditions, two sides of
the same coin. He relates the similarities, however, to the foundations of
minimal rationality: the self-awareness of self-conscious beings who could
understand and describe themselves in the process of understanding both
the sky as a dome and their own ability to think of the sky as a dome (fig.
4; see also chapter 6). Furthermore, utcatha is related to

utcana, which means

"seat of a chair" but also "mother," in the sense of "the womb from where
women inseminate." Thus utcatha's meaning of "to be h"tre" has the comple
mentary senses of a seat (on a chair), of shelter

(in a house), and of germina

tion (in a womb); hence knowledge and understanding are related to place
and body (not to the mind). Dasei n and

utcatha become, in Kusch's argu

ment, the reference points for two "thinking styles," both of which he is
able to understand by working from the fragments of European civilization
(in Argentina and the Andes) and from the ruins of Andean civilizations
(the Quechua and Aymara languages).
While "America" as an imaginary construction is Kusch's main concern
in America profunda, his focus shifts to the locus of enunciation and the
question of philosophical practices at the margin(s) of Western civilization
in El pensamiento. The risk Kusch took (and the price he paid in the margin
alization of his own work) was to practice philosophy on and at the margins
of philosophy as a discipline, thereby enacting its displacement from within.
Kusch also had to confront a different problem, namely, how to get philo
sophically beyond the legacy of Greek philosophy, as constructed and prac
ticed from the European Renaissance to contemporary Continental philoso
phy, and how to recognize philosophical thinking

as

such "beyond" that
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traditional frame. How was he to recognize, and believe in, the counterpart
of the anonymous (at least in the recognized history of Western philosophy)
Andean yatiri? How was he to extend the principle of minimal rationality
to the point where intellectual success and influence became part of an eco
nomic and social structure that would rise above social control and domina
tion, even when the successful and influential intellectual might not be di
rectly responsible for the structure of domination?
In other words, how was Kusch to legitimize Andean "cosmology" as
philosophy not only as a subject to srudy but also (like the history of philos
ophy itselO as a tradition from where to think? After all, should "philoso
phy" in America be constructed as a discipline and developed from the frag
ments of the European institutionalization but not from the ruins of ancient
Andean and Mesoamerican civilizations as well? By bringing the Amerindian
philosophical legacy to bear on the context of popular culture in Latin
America, Kusch contributes to the historical construction of America (i.e.,
to the reinscription of the suppressed in the present), while at the same time
he carves a locus of enunciation (i.e., a reallocation of colonialism's allocated
cultures grounded on the movable grounds of border gnosis). That is, Kusch
contributes to the displacement of a unified image of America, whether as
an extension of Europe or as its opposite, as both an imaginary construction
and locus of enunciation, by foregrounding the marginal survival of Euro
pean fragments and Amerindian ruins. This double marginality of the Latin
American intellectual is one of two fundamental lessons we can learn from
Kusch, the other being how to transform losses into gains and to capitalize
on our double marginality by making it a place from where to

thirik and

speak, a place where life depends on a continual cultural phagocytosis on a
border gnosis evading, constantly, the pure reason of modernity. Beyond that
place of double marginality, the voices of mutual "others" (Europe or An
dean) can be heard as other voices (Europeans and Andeans; Kusch, Heideg
ger, and the Bolivian yatiri) .
What is then at stake in Kusch's contribution? First, and beyond question
able dichotomies that could be reformulated today, is the fact that the "begin
ning" of "thinking" cannot be located in Greece and that, therefore, what is
ultimately relevant is "thinking," not "philosophy." Second, the relationship
between knowledge and interest can be located in what calls for thinking,
and what calls for thinking cannot be detached from the needs thinking is
calling for, in Greek, Aymara, Chinese, or Arabic. Third, "thinking" within
the epistemological coloniality of power cannot be but border thinking,
whether that border thinking is practiced by an Amerindian or a Creole
from German descent. The Zapatistas, once again, taught us that translating
European cosmologies, which Rama claims cannot be abandoned in
America, into Amerindian cosmologies and vice versa has an epistemologi

cal potential similar to the one emerging out of the Afro-American intellec-
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tual production both in Anglo-America (e.g., Du Bois's "double conscious
ness") and the Caribbean (Glissant's "Creolite"). This is just to respond to
what Rama sees as the alternatives to a Creole, European-bound, mentality.
I return later to the Latino/as mind, which is still another story evolving in
the Americas and transforming the Creole territorial idea and ideology of
"Latin America."

Transculturation: Thinking About the Borders and Creolization
We are now in a position to go back to Rama's observation about the Afro
(Latin)-American possibilities of autonomous development "within the
American continent." Rama was certainly thinking about "Latin America,"
otherwise, he would not have overlooked Anglo-America and the Carib
bean. Let's then begin by the distinction, equivalent to the one I introduced
in the preceding section. Haitian poet and essayist, Rene Depestre, living in
Cuba, published in 1969 a very important article on the problem of identity
of the "Negro Man" in Caribbean literatures. Although he overlooked the
gender question, contrary to Rama he asserted a strong presence of Afro
Caribbean literature and culture, particularly in the twentieth century. But,
of course, Depestre was thinking in the French, English, and Spanish Carib
bean, while Rama was mainly thinking about Spanish American continental
countries, plus Brazil. Depestre underlined the distinction between "Negri
tude" and "Negrism" and emphasized their differences. "Negrism," in Carib
bean letters, has been mainly an intellectual and literary movement by white
men in support of the Afro component in Caribbean history. "Negritude"
instead is a new consciousness among black people about the historical con
ditions of black people.
Depestre's clarification could be complemented, historically, with Frantz
Fanon's brilliant and persuasive argument on the differences between West
Indians and Africans. But, first, notice the interesting game of confronted
mirrors in the geographical identification: Depestre talks, in Spanish, about
the "Antillas" (French "Antilles"), and he includes French-, Spanish-, and
English-speaking islands, in a way synonymous with "Insular Caribbean"
(i.e., excluding continental Caribbean such as Florida, east of the northeast
of Brazil, north of Venezuela, northeast of Colombia, the Atlantic coast of
Central America). In a nutshell: the insular area where Spanish, French,
Dutch, and English colonialism shaped the geopolitical, geohistorical, and
.
epistemological configuration. The English translation of Fanon's analysiS
of the black Caribbean and Africans reads as a paradox: "West Indians and
Africans," To name the black Caribbean "West Indians" is the sign of a gener
alized confusion that has been also expressed by Angel Rama in the article
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1 have been using as guide for the second part of this chapter. Rama stated,

without any remorse or contrition, that:
El grito de Frantz Fanon, "Abandonemos Europe," no es nada mas que una
frase. Imposible aban do nar Io que ya esta integrado, como estructura mental y

je rarquia de valor, a la personalidad creadora. Este martinicano carece de concirn
cia americana y afinna una improbada desercion, porque en definitiva, curnta con
el eventual respaldo de 1ma tradici6n cultural no europea, que el asume raciaJmente:
Ia africana negra. ]uega Ia carta de Ia raza que le han impuesto los blancos eu
ropeos-la negritud-porque mejor o peor, ella comporta una tradici6n cultural
autonoma. (Rama

[1965] 1993, 61)

Frantz Fanon's cry, "Let's aband on Europe," is nothing but a sentence. It is
impossible to abandon what is already ingrained in the creative personality of
the Americas, in its mental structure and hie rarchy of value. This Martinican
completely lacks American consciousness at the same time that he asserts a non
proved desertion because, in the last analysis, he counts on the support of a non
European cultural tradition that he assumes radically: the black African. He plays
the role that has been imposed on him by white Europeans: Negritude. For better or
worse, "negritude" implies an autonomous cultural tradition.

One really doesn't know very well what to do with this observation-right
in so many points, but with a tone that makes the reader think that there is
something wrong with Fanon's lack of "(latin) American consciousness."
Certainly, Rama doesn't have Fanon's "black consciousness" either. What
indeed Rama could have said is that Fanon doesn't have "a Latin American
consciousness in the same way that a Creole Spanish speaker, working on
Spanish colonial legacies and on the ideology of postindependence of Span
ish speaking America, has." And that would have been all right. But the
problem with Rama is that, in the article I am quoting, and it is only a sample
of \videly shared positions, "American consciousness" is confused with one
of its historical manifestations: the "hegemonic" imaginary of the Creole
intelligentsia within the subaltern location of Latin America in the order of
the modem/colonial world system. The apparent oxymoron of the last sen
tence is necessary to capture the nonlinear complexity in the articulation of
the modern/colonial world system imaginary.
But let's go back to the Martinican's analysis of the differences between
West Indians and Africans. Fanon's thesis is basically the following: there
was a changing mutual perception between West Indians and African blacks
before 1939 and after 1939. Before 1939, blacks in Martinique did not con
sider themselves or act as blacks but, rather, as European:
In every West Indian, before the war of

1939, there was not only the certainty

of a superiority over the African, but the certainty of a fundamental difference.
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The African was a Negro and the West Indian a Europ ean.... The West Indian

was not a Negro; he was a West Indian, that is to say, a quasi metropolitan....
The Negro, in short, was a man who inhabited Africa. (Fanon

[1952) 1967, 20)

The change in attitude occurred at the confluence of two events: the return
of Aime Gsaire and his celebration of "negritude" as something to be proud
and not ashamed of and the fall of French colonialism in the context of
World War II. Martinicans changed their attitude, and the pride imaginary
of blackness replaced the previous erasure of the black West indian in sup
port of the European West indian. Certainly, and as we saw in Depestre, it
doesn't seem to be an "American consciousness" in Caribbean (particularly
black Caribbean? intellectuals in the same way that there is a lack of "Carib
bean consciousness" among Latin American (particularly

Creole Latin

American) intellectuals. Bilbao's original partition between "two races and
two languages" in one continent seems to be breaking up with the already
strong presence of the Afro-American (Caribbean and the continental
United States) and the emergence of Amerindian intellectuals with a long
tradition of expression through social uprising rather than in writing (I'll
come back to this point in the conclusion to this chapter). What is more
important, a new consciousness seems to be in the making at the intersec
tion of European fragments in the Americas, and the displacement of Amer
indian and Afro-American knowledge and cultural production that invite a
view of the future at the opposite end of that anticipated by Rama: instead
of being either predestined to die or to be satisfied with the insertion of the
ruins of Afro-American and Amerindians into the fragments of the European
mentality, border thinking is moving in a different direction: toward a new
(epistemological) consciousness where their "culture" (and here "culture"
excludes "knowledge") is being rearticulated as double consciousness, Creo
lite, or, briefly, as border thinking.
In Spanish America a true border thinking does not emerge until the work
of jose Maria Arguedas and Rigoberta Menchu (see chapter 5). The first,
although Creole himself, was educated and lived among Quechua communi
ties in Peru. Rigoberta Mencht1 spent twenty years of her life in a Maya
Quiche community in Guatemala. Arguedas spoke Spanish and Quechua,
although Spanish was his first language. Rigoberta Menchu also spoke Span
ish, but her first language is Maya-Quiche and she learned Spanish in her
twenties (1984). Cuban anthropologist Fernando Ortiz (1881-1969) was a
Cuban and Creole anthropologist who seriously believed in the principles
of social science, although his creative bent allowed him to mix literature
and social sciences in a very productive and seductive way (e.g., his Cuban
Counterpoint: Tobacco and Sugar, [1940) 1995). In a sense, his concept of
transculturation was and is an important step toward border thinking, al
though the borders that Ortiz erased exist in the object of study, not in

THE
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the knowing subject. Although he indeed produced a transculturation of
anthropological discourse by bringing together anthropology and literature,
thereby producing anthropological knowledge in a geohistorical location
that is supposed to be the location of anthropological knowledge but not of
its knowing subject, he never brought transculturation to this level of self
reflection. Transculturation is out there-in the enunciated and not in the
locus of enunciation. The fundamental difference between transculturation
on the one hand and double consciouness, new mestiza consciousness, and
Creolite on the other can be located precisely in the fact that the latter are
all key words that question the universal location and the epistemological
purity of the knowing subject (see chapter 7). Let me expand on this affir
mation (for a more full-fledged introduction to Ortiz's Cuban Counterpoint,
see Coronil 1995; see also pages 15 and 169).
Ortiz's concept of transculturation largely

contributed to move the

discourse on race to the discourse on culture. Mariategui (1894-1930) had
already taken an important step, in Peru, by linking the ethnoracial question
to economy, as we will see later. It is very well known that transcultura
tion was suggested as a better alternative to Bronislaw Malinowski's notion
of acculturation, used by the Polish anthropologist who was educated and
working in England, to account for cultural changes in areas of "cultural
contact" (Malinowski 1943). While acculturation pointed toward cultural
changes in only one direction, the transculturation corrective was meant
to call attention to the complex and multidirectional processes in cultural
transformation. Although both Malinowski and Ortiz were certainly aware
of the relation between transculturation and colonialism, neither of them
formulated it as a process in the imaginary of the modern world system and
of modernity!coloniality, as l am trying to do in this book. Malinowski was
operating within the contemporary effort to raise anthropology to a scien
tific level and to erase the political links between anthropology and colonial
ism in the nineteenth century. Ortiz was concerned with both Cuban
and Caribbean history, as well as with anthropology. Malinowski assumed
an epistemological position closer to Schiller's recommendation and Ha
bermas's endorsement. Ortiz was, instead, a "Third World" anthropolo
gist who, even when he believed in the scientific value of anthropolo

gy, maintained a visceral relation to Cuba and the Caribbean that was
stronger than his intellectual relations with disciplinary norms and aca
demic formation (Ortiz studied in France). Yet, Ortiz did not-and perhaps
could not-think of cultural anthropology in terms of dominant and subal
tern positions in the field of knowledge, those of doing anthropology from
Within imperial nations (like England in the 1930s) and from colonized
countries (like Cuba in the same period, although of course, not by
England). Coronil, instead, took that step and suggested that "what today
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is called 'cultural anthropology' may be more aptly addressed as 'transcul
tural anthropology'" (Coronill995, xlii).
"Transcultural anthropology," in other words, introduces transculturation
to the locus of enunciation, border thinking in disciplinary practices, a dou
ble consciousness (so to speak), in the very heart of the discipline . That is
to say, "transcultural human sciences" means to introduce border thinking
to disciplinary formations instead of only having "transculturation" as a
descriptive concept for the object of study. And that is precisely what I think
Kusch taught us to do. More than producing a study of Aymara categories of
thought, Kusch engaged himself in a thinking process from those categories,
intersecting therp. with philosophical categories that have existed "since the
time philosophy was born in Greece," as Habermas would like to say. But
let's listen to Ortiz himself before pursuing the comparison with Kusch:
I am of the opinion that the word transculturation better expresses the different
phases of the process of transition from one culture to another because this does
not consist merely in acquiring another culture, which is what the English word
accultura tion re ally implies, but the process also necessarily involves the loss
or uprooting of a previous culture, which could be defined as deculturation. In
addition it carries the idea of th e consequent creation of new cultural phenom
ena, which could be called neoculturation. In the end, as the school of Malinow
ski's followers maintains, the result of every union of cultures is similar to that
of the reproductive process between individuals: the offspring always has some
thing of both parents but

is

always different from each of them.. . .

The concept of tr ansculturation is fundamental and indispensable for an un
derstanding of the history of Cuba, and, for analogous reasons, of that of
America in general (Ortiz [1940)1995, 102-3)
.

When introducing the concept of transculturation, Ortiz announces that he
has a work in progress "dealing with the effect on Cuba of the transcultur
ations of Indians, whites, Negroes, and Mongols." Clearly, Ortiz's concern
is the "national" history of Cuba, which he was able to map as a complex,
transcultured history instead of the homogenous imagined community.
Even if colonialism could not be absent in a work such as the one carried
through half a century of research, national history, rather than the location
of Cuba's history in the larger picture of the modern world system, was at
the center of his concern.
The advantage of the term transculturation over mestizaje is not only
its power to move us away from racial consideration, but also its ability
'to invite a second move toward the "the social life of things." It allows for
the detachment of specific cultural unities from specific communities of
people, Identified either in ethnic or national terms (e.g., Cubans, Indians,
white, Negroes, and Mongols). Transculturation proved a useful concept to
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explain the long process of transculturation of tobacco, sugar, coffee, and
tea, as well as the transculturation of the "blacks' drums" ("los tambores de
los negros") (Ortiz [1940) 1995, 181-88). I quote in extenso two para
graphs, both crucial to understanding transculturation at large (beyond
the history of Cuba) and its relevance for the understanding of the imagin
ary of the modern world system, modemity/coloniality, and the argu
ment, made recently from Latin America, to think beyond Eurocentrism
(Quijano 1992; Dussel 1998a), and beyond Occidentalism (Coronil 1995;
Mignolo 1996e; l997a). I have not seen these paragraphs commented on
elsewhere, and even less underlined in their relevance for a critic of moder
nity from the perspective of coloniality. Allow me to repeat a quotation from
page 15:
Tobacco reached the Christian world along with the revolution of the Renais
sance and the Reformation, when the Middle Ages were crumbling and the
modem epoch, with its rationalism, was beginning.One might say that reason,
starved and benumbed by theology, to revive and free itself, needed the help of
some harmless stimulant that should not intoxicate it with enthusiasm and then
stupefy it with illusions and bestiality, as happens with the old alcoholic drinks
that lead to drunkenness. For this, to help sick reason, tobacco came from
America. And with it chocolate.And from Abyssinia and Arabia, about the same
time, came coffee. And tea made its appearance from the Far East.
The coincidental appearance of these four exotic products in the Old World,

all of them stimulants of the senses as well as of the spirit, is not without interest.
lt

is

as though they had been sent to Europe from the four corners of the earth

by the devil to revive Europe when "the time came," when that continent was
ready to save the spirituality of reason from burning itself out and give the
senses their due once more. Europe was no longer able to satisfy its senses with
spices or sugar, which, aside from being rare and, because of their costliness,
the pri vilege of the few, exited without inspiring, strengthened without lifting
the spirits. Nor were wines and liquors sufficient, either, for although they nour
ished daring and dreams, they were often the cause of degradation and derange
ment and never of thoughtfulness or good judgment. Other spices and nectars
were needed that should act as spurs of the senses and the mind. And the devil
provided them, sending it for the mental jousts that initiated the modem age in
Europe: the tobacco of the Antilles, the chocolate of Mexico, the coffee of Africa, and
the tea of China. Nicotine, theobromine, caffeine, and theine-these four alkaloids
were put at the service of humanity to make reason more alert. (Ortiz [ 1940)1995,

206-7; emphasis added)
Ortiz was mainly thinking from the experience of slavery and the African
contingents in Caribbean local history. While Ortiz moved from race and
culture toward the transculturation of objects and commodities, Mariategui
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paid more attention to the economic arguments hidden under discourses.
Let's listen to Mari<Hegui on the Indian question, formulated in economic
rather than in racial terms (even when most of the time Mariategui couldn't
detach himself from the racial vocabulary of the late nineteenth century).
The supposition that the Indian question is an ethnic problem is nourished by
the oldest bag of tricks of imperialist ideas. The notion of inferior races helped
the white West in its process of conquest and expansion. To believe that Indian
emancipation will emerge from an active racial mixture

is

gullib l e and an antiso

ciological idea that can only be sustained by a simple-minded importer of me
rino shee p. (M ariategui

[1924] 1991, 23;

my translation)

Transculturation is precisely an attempt to respond to the need of border
thinking, rather than the need to describe hybridity as a particularity of the
object, thus maintaining the distinction between a "pure" knowing subject
and a "homogeneous" epistemology that studies and celebrates the hybridity
of the world. Furthermore, if transculturation was concocted by Ortiz in
between his role as an anthropologist from the margins (like Darcy Ribeiro)
and his national and populist bent, it

is

nonetheless crucial to keep in mind

that Ortiz's transculturation is traversed by the colonial difference, even
though it is not theorized as such by Ortiz himself. To recognize that the
world is hybrid (Garcia-Canclini

[ 1989] 1995), particularly as a postna

tional move showing the ideological underpinning of the homogeneity
claimed and proclaimed by official discourse of nation building, changes the
content of the conversation, not its terms. In order to change the terms of
the conversation, it is necessary to move toward a border epistemology that
is,

at the same time, a "thinking in languages" (as Khatibi insisted) or a

"bilanguaging love," as I argue in chapter

6.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this chapter I have tried to outline a map of the border of the empires
whose tensions contributed to the fabrication of a homogeneous notion of
Latin America in the colonial horizon of modernity. Similar to the situations
in France and the United States today of massive migration, the homogene
ity of the nation or of the subcontinent was necessary. These conflicting
homogeneous entities (Latin America, France, the United States, etc.) as we
know them today are part of the imaginary of the modern/colonial world
system. They reveal and they occlude. They are also the grounding of a
system of geopolitical values, of racial configurations, and of hierarchical
structures of meaning and knowledge. To think "Latin America" otherwise,
in its heterogeneity rather than in its homogeneity, in the local histories of
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changing global designs is not to question a particular form of identification
(e.g ., that of "Latin America") but all nationaVcolonial forms of identifica
tion in the modern/colonial world system. These are precisely the forms of
identification that contribute to the reproduction of the imaginary of the
modem/colonial world system and the coloniality of power and knowledge
implicit in the geopolitical articulation of the world.
In the next chapter I explore similar issues but focus on the structure of
knowledge in relation to the geopolitical world order. What are the relations,
in other words, between geohistorical locations and the production of
knowledge? This will be the overarching question for the next chapter.

_______

CHAPTER 4

-------

Are Subaltern Studies Postmodern
or Postcolonial? The Politics and Sensibilities
of Geohistorical Locations
The five volumes of Subaltern Studies represent a formidable
achievemel;lt in historical scholarship. They are an invitation to
think anew the relation between history and anthropology from a

p oint

of view that displaces the central pos it ion of the European

anthropologist or historian as the subject of discourse and Indian
society

as

its object. This does not mean a rejection of Western

categories but signals the beginning of a new and

relation to them. As Gayatri

autonomous

Sp i vak has often pointed out, to deny

t hat we write as people whose consciousness has been formed as
colonial subjects is to deny our history. However, the consciousness

of ourselves as colonial subjects is itself modified by our own expe

rience and by the relation we establish to our intellectual traditions.
(Das 1989; 310; emphasis added)

La restaurad6n del arden c6smico-que Ia idea de un tiempo
hist6rico lineal y progresivo rehusa comprender, a no ser como un
�volver amis Ia rueda de Ia historia"-puede

ser

ap rehendida

tambien con el concepto nayrapacha: pasado, pero no cualquier
visi6n de pasado; mas bien, "pasado-como-futuro," es decir, como

una renovaci6n del tiempo-espacio. Un pasado capaz de renovar el
futuro, de revenir Ia situaci6n vivida. No es esta la aspiraci6n
compartida actualmente por muchos movimientos indigenas de
todas las latitudes que postulan Ia plena vigencia de Ia cultura de
sus ancestros en e J mundo contempon\neo?

.

. . AI confrontar Ia

catastrofe del nazismo, Walter Benjamin escribi6: "ni los muertos

(1969). Esta vision de Ia
historia, que escondida pervive en los resquicios del mundo occidental,

estaran a salvo del enemigo si este triunfa"

podria tambien i\uminar Ia comprensi6n del pacha, y cruzar asi, Ia
brecha de lenguajes que continua entrabando la acci6n hist6rica,
pero tambien Ia interpretaci6n de la rebeldia indfgena, pasada

o

contemporanea.1
. (Rivera Cusicanqui 1993; emphasis added)
' The restoration of the cosmic order (that is rejected from the perspective of a progressive

conception of historical time, except when it is taken as a "rotation backward of the wheel of
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TRAVELING THEORIES, BUSINESS-CLASS INTELLECTUALS
WORKING IN THE THIRD WORLD, AND THE
IMPORTATION/EXPORTATION OF THEORIES AND KNOWLEDGE

Theories travel, 1 heard, and when they get places, they are transformed,
transcultured. But what happens when theories travel through the colonial
difference? How do they get transcultured? I also heard that when theories
get to places where colonial legacies are still in the memories of scholars
and intellectuals, traveling theories may be perceived as new forms of coloni
zation, rather than as new tools to enlighten the intelligence of the theories'
host or to reveal a reality that could not have been perceived without the
theory's travel, or inviting a theory to stay just as it was going by. I have
been persuaded by both arguments, especially when I heard them from col
leagues and friends whose opinion 1 respect For instance, I have heard in
Argentina that cultural and postcolonial studies or theories are an exporta
tion of North American intelligentsia, even though it has been said that
postcolonial theories are an invention of Third World intellectuals in the
U.S. academy (Dirlik 1994). However, I heard what I heard in Argentina
from the same people (sometimes even the same person) who were, fifteen
years ago, championing the importation of French theoreticians, British cul
tural studies, or Frankfurt critical theory, and are still holding such positions
today. So, there is something beyond the fact that theories travel and are
transcultured, and that there are people in the places where theories are
received who suspect the fact that theories travel. The questions then shall
be, Where are theories produced? Where do they come from? From the
perspective of those hosts of traveling theories? What function or role did
theory X play in the place where it emerged and what is the function or role
that such a theory played in the place where it traveled or has been exported?
The issue is, briefly, What is the ratio between geohistorical location and
knowledge production? What are their local histories? And the question is
being asked, here, in the geohistorical frame of moderniry/coloniality, or of
the site of epistemology in the modern world sy stem, which is the same
thing. But the question sets the stage, also, for an answer from a border
history") could be understood in the concept of nayrapacha. Nayrapacha means past, but not

any vision of the past. It means specifically "past-as-future," that is to say, as a renovation of
time-space. A particular past that could change or renew the future could reverse the lived
situation. Isn't this conception and aspiration currently shared by many indigeno us social
movements everywhere who are theorizing the relevance of their ancestors' culture for and in
the modem world? ... Walter Benjamin, confronting the catastrophic reality of Nazism wrote,
"not

even the dead \vill be protected from the enemy if the enemy succeeds." This conception

of history, a hi$10ry that is hidden but that survives in the fissures of the Western world, could also

illuminate the understanding of pacha. By so doing it would then be possible to cross the
language gap that continues muddling historical action and the interpretation of indigenous
rebellions, in the past as we\1 as in the present.
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perspective. As such, the answer could be that the� ri�s d? i� deed tr�vel and
get transcultured. They become objects. But can thmkmg . travel. Border
"thinking" (and not theory) is the issue; "thinking" from a border perspec
tive becomes, then, the central issue-whether theories travel or not (on
"traveling theories," see Coronil 1995, xxxvi ff., and his elaboration after
Said 1983, 223-24, and Clifford 1989, 177-88).
Theories travel, certainly, and from all directions: from the left, from the
right, and from the center. How are they rehearsed whe� they travel thr�ugh
the colonial difference? Are they just being rehearsed m a new scenano or
do they face their limits in that new scenario? The answer in this book is a
yes to the second possibility once the point of arrival is tainted by the col?
nial difference. lt is also from the colonial difference, I have been and will
continue to argue, that epistemologies from the limits of the colonial differ
ence are emerging. I made this argument at the end of chapter 1, putting
Khatibi and Derrida in dialogue. I add here a new example, La oise des
intellectuels arabes, by Larui (1974). Larui hosted several traveling theories,

across the Mediterranean. Some were liberals and were traveling through
time, from the European Enlightenment. Others were Marxists and were
traveling from the past and from the present. And others were not travel
ing-they were the theories that stayed put and were ingrained not i� a
particular geographic territory but in the Arabic language. The traveling
theories were traveling from North to South. The languages in which they
dressed and traveled were the colonial languages, chiefly French and Ger
man .. When this happens there are several possib'ilities. One is to force the
adaptation of the arriving theory, from the right or from the left, and propose
civilization, modernization, and development or to propose resistance, revo
lution, and radical social transformation. And still another, provoked by the
discomfort of the theories that stayed put and dressed in Arabic, is to close
the doors and the eyes and to propose a defense of the dwelling place facing
the "danger" brought by travelers. And still another is to think, critical!�, at
the intersection of the dwelling place and the new travelers, from the nght
and from the left, and to look at all of them critically. That is, to think from
the borders implies producing an epistemology that, as one of Larui's (1974)
enthusiastic commentators put it (Djait [1980) 1990, 195-205), neither re
produces the limits of Marxism beyond the colonial difference, nor repro
duces the limits of an Arabic defense of tradition, a tradition that was cre·
ated, precisely, by the colonial difference. The alternative is a double
critique, to the travelers and to the homeowners: to travelers and homeown
ers in hegemonic positions from the perspective of travelers and homeown 
ers in subaltern positions. That is, basically, the historical conditions of bor 
der thinking or border epismologies, emerging from a critical perspective
on the coloniality of power and the colonial difference.
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A TRIP TO THE UNDERGROUND

But sometimes theories do not travel; they stay put. And when this happens,
the colonial difference makes them invisible to the mainstream and univer
sal scope of theories than can travel and have passports to cross the colonial
difference. There are always reasons to explain why things are the way they
are and not different. I will not go into that terrain here, but will instead
talk around theories, related to subaltemism, that did not travel, or at least
did not travel so much or that far. One of Enrique Dussel's many publica
tions includes a small book with two articles, one by Dussel himsell, which
is the written version of a lecture delivered by him in 1971. Dussel's lecture
was titled "Para una fundamentaci6n filos6fica de la liberaci6n Latinoameri
cana"(For a philosophic argumentation of Latin/American liberation) and
was delivered at the Universidad de Salvador, a Catholic university in Buenos
Aires. The other contribution was by Argentinian philosopher Daniel Guillot
on the evolution of Emmanuel Levinas's thinking. The book was published
in 1975 by Editorial BONUM, an obscure publishing house in Buenos Aires.
In 1994, Siglo Veintiuno Editores, one of the two major publishing houses
in the Spanish-speaking world, with branches in Spain, Buenos Aires, Co
lombia, and elsewhere, published Debate en tomo a !a etica del discurso d e
Apel. Dialogo filos6fico Norte-Sur desde America Latina. Enrique Dussel was

the editor of the book and contributed with a fundamental article on "La
raz6n del otro: la 'interpelaci6n' como acto-de-habla" (The reason of the
Other: "Interpellation" as speech act). This publishing house was also of a
clearly leftist bent. The topics and concerns were the same we find in his
lecture of 1971, published in 1975, although there were some important
changes.
In 1971 Dussel, starting and departing from Levinas, conceived totality
as composed by "the same" and "the other." Describing the totality formed
by "the same" and "the other," Dussel called it "the Same." And we'll see
soon why. Outside totality was the domain of "the other." The difference in
Spanish was rendered between lo otro, which is the complementary class of
"the same" and el otro relegated to the domain exterior to the system. I am
tempted to translate this view today as a "interior" and "exterior" subalterni
ties. Socially and ontologically, the exteriority is the domain of the homeless,
unemployed, illegal aliens cast out from education, from the economy, and
the laws that regulate the system. Metaphysically, "the other" is-from the
perspective of the totality and the "same"-the unthinkable that Dussel
urges us to think. "Philosophy in Latin America, and this is a first conclu
sion, should begin by making a critique of Totality as totality" (1975, 21).
This conception is useful in the sense that the difference between interior
and exterior subalternities is framed in legal and economic terms. Thus, it
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�ecome a crit�c o� Marx and of Marxism in Latin America. Marx's unques

tionable contnbuuon to the analysis of the functioning of capitalist economy

should not be confused with Marx's sightless when it came to the location
of "th� other" (el otro) and the exteriority of the system. That is, Marx,
accordmg to Dussel, only thinks in terms of totality ("the same" and "the
other," which is the working class) but is less aware of alterity, the exteriority
of the system. Hence, Marx's thinking on these issues is located within mod
ern epistemology and ontology. In his critical analysis about modern episte
molo

� (el pens�r modemo), that term to which he attributed the conceptu

ahzatwn of totahty I described earlier, Dussel summarizes ideas well known
today, although less familiar in 1971. Modern thought since Descartes, Dus

�

�

s l argues, pres pposed an ontology of totality that, for reasons that are quite
simple, had to mclude a metaphysic of alterity as negativity. The reason, he
argues, can be found in the ontological break of modern thought with its
Greek legacies. The modern concept of being is secular and is therefore built
upon a negation of the other, which is identified with the God of Christian

�

totality. Th same, now, is the ego, an ego without God. Totality, according

� longer a fysis (in the sense of ancient Greek philosophy)

to Dussel, 1s n

but ego: there IS �o longer a physic but an egotic totality. To this egotic
foundation of totahty corresponds the Kantian Ich denke and Marx's Ich ar
beite. Hegel, for whom Knowledge and Totality are the Absolute, installed
hi mself, according to Dussel, at the crux of modem thought. Neither
_
Ntetzsche
nor Marx could escape from the modern paradigm. Nietzsche's
mystical experience, in the Alps, where he discovered that "All is one "

d

trapped him in the idea of an eternal return to "the Same," a Totality move

by "a will to power," to which Dussel opposes the "dominated will." He
concludes by saying that:
A esta modernidad pertenece tanto el capitalismo liberal, y por lo tanto tambien
el dependiente latinoamericano, como tambien el marxismo ortodoxo. Esto me
parece fundamental en este momento presente de America Latina. Puedo decir
que no son radicalmente opuestos siquiera, sino que son ontol6gicamente "lo
Mismo." Esto, evidentemente, no lo aceptarian con ninguna facilidad muchos
marxistas del tipo althuseriano, por ejemplo. (Dussell975,

21)

To this modernity belongs both liberal capitalism, and consequently Latin
American dependent capitalism,

as

well as orthodox Marxism. This premise is

�asic for me, at this particular junction of Latin American history I can say that
.

hberal capitalism and Marxism are not radically opposed but that they are in
de�d ontologically �the Same." This conclusion may not be easily accepted, I
beheve, by Ahhusserian-Marxists.

D ussel's view of the inadequacy of Marxism for Latin America is grounded i n
_
hts
analysis of modem thought and the place o f Marxism in this paradigm-
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4

r:. "Latin

mainly, in the fact that modem thought was oblivious of coloniali

America" in this case could be read as the unthinkable of moderruty, or as
only thinkable within modernity, but not as coloniality. In his own words,
El marxismo es incompatible ontol6gicamente no s6lo con Ia tradici6n Latina
americana sino con Ia meLa-ffsica de Ia Alteridad. No es puramente una inter
pretacion econ6mico socio-politica, es tambien una omologia, y, como tal, es
intrinsicamente incompatible con una metafisica de Ia Alteridad. No es incom
patible, en cambio, lo que podria llamarse sodalismo; esto ya es otra cuesti6n.
(Dussell975, 41)
Marxism is ontologically incompatible not only with the Latin American tradi
tion but also with the metaphysic of alterity. Marxism

is

not only an economic

and sociopolitic interpretation but, as such, is intrinsically incompatible with a
metaphysic of Alterity. It

is

not incompatible, on the contrary, with something

that could be called socialism. This is a different story.
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and postcolonial talk in and from Latin America. From a cosmopolitan per
spective (and, of course, from the perspective of global designs), arguments
against the exportationlimporration of cultural studies or postcolonial dis
cussions to Latin America are seen as risking essentialism, defending lo
calism and authenticity, and so on. From a regional perspective, the situation
would look different: a form of colonization from a "foreign" state or from
a "foreign" cosmopolitan intellectual project.

But this is not exactly what Dussel had in mind when he proposed libera
tion philosophy as a local history project from the memory of that local
history. Dussel compared Herbert Marcuse's project in the United States with
philosophy of liberation in Latin American. He observed that the needs of
a prosperous society and the model for a way out of it would be different
from the needs in a pauperized society and the model for a way out of it.
He also insisted on the differences between liberation philosophy in Europe
or in the United States and in Latin America, the laboring class in the "cen

ter" and in the "periphery," the hourly salary of a poor German and a poor
Bolivian

([1973) 1976, 164-70). From

a planetary geopolitical perspective,

Dussel perceived the United States, Europe, and the Soviet Union as the only
three developed and industrialized countries in 1971. Latin America, the
Islamic world, black Africa, Southeast Asia, India, and China were consid
ered subdeveloped areas. Things have changed by now, and in chapter 7 I
discuss the new world order proposed by Samuel Huntington (1996). How
ever, the particularity of Latin America in this geopolitical order remains.
latin America, according to Dussel, is the only post-Christian geopolitical
unit among the underdeveloped countries. Consequently, the future of Latin
America cannot be projected without taking into serious consideration the
legacy of a "colonial Christianity"

(1973, 143). This is one of the reasons

and a reason Dussel explores in great detail-why Marxism doesn't fit in
latin America. The other is the Amerindian legacy. Although Dussel did
not explore the history of Amerindian culture in the same detail he explor
ed the history of Christianity in this period, Amerindian and Afro slavery
were always mentioned as el otro, or the exterior subaltern in the process
of colonization. In volume 2 of Caminos de la liberaci6n Latinoamericana
Dussel describes, in a paragraph, the overall historical frame of his theoreti
cal investigation:
The European expansion of the sixteenth century was not a harmless geopoliti
cal fact but, rather, essentially an ethical fact for the Christian world, because
there was to be a profound injustice within that expansion. When gold and
silver were extracted from America and sent to Europe in quantities five times
as great as the gold and ten times

as

great as the silver that existed in Europe,

inflation ran rampant. Within the century many people became poor because
ten pieces of silver came to be worth only one. The Arabs, without losing a thing
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I close this section by bringing in Marxist perspectives in Latin America

and confronting them with the colonial difference, an issue that was not an

issue from the Marxist perspective until recently when intellectuals like Ri

vera Cusicanqui and, before her, Anibal Quijano, Roldolfo Stavenhaguen,
and Pablo Gonzalo Casanova raised the issue in terms of internal colonial
ism and the coloniality of power. However, the colonial difference was not

yet perceived by Marxist critical intellectuals like jose Arico andjuan Carlos

Portantiero in their analyses of Marx and Gramsci in Latin America. This
time the view is provided by Marxists themselves as they respond to criti

cism of Marx as a Eurocentric thinker, a debate that could be as easily located

in th e 1970s, the years in which Dussel and Reinaga were developing the
arguments I just summarized . A key thinker in this domain was jose Arico.
His book Marx y America Latina (1980), complemented by his book on
Antonio Gramsci (1988), and juan Carlos Portantiero's book on Gramsci

(1977) are central texts on the subject. These three books are indeed part
of the canon and the mainstream of leftist thinking between 1970 and 1990
not only in Argentina but in Latin America, a period that frames the exile
and the return of Argentinian intellectuals. Colonial legacies and ethnic
questions are not issues in this discussion. Carlos Franco, in the introduc
tion to Arico's (1980, 9) book on Marx, describes the heart of the problem
as "el desencuentro de America Latina y el marxismo" (the discrepancy be
tween Latin America and Marxism). This problem had already emerged with
juan Carlos Mariategui when he tried to accommodate, within Marxism, the
Amerindian question, as I have already explained in chapter 3 (see also
Quijano 1981). Arico's analytical rigor and careful reflection lead him to ask
what it means to be a Marxist in Latin America. His question about the ratio
between geopolitical location and production of knowledge is, indeed, a
question about the intersection of local histories and global designs. Arico's
careful examination of Marx's text on the Americas, India, and Ireland justi
fies the limits denounced by Dussel and Reinaga, while at the same time
retaining Marx's fundamental contributions in his analysis of the logic of
capitalism. The same concerns would be later expressed by Andean sociolo
gists and anthropologists like Rivera Cusicanqui and Xavier Alb6 (on which
I comment later), underlining the tensions between class and ethnicity in
the Andes.

Arico provided indeed two incisive arguments and enlightening anal
yses to account for the discrepancy between Latin America and Marxism in

which he gets close to the colonial difference. One is to locate a theoret

ical level to a problem (e.g., the discrepancy) that was discussed at the politi
cal level. For the second, Aric6 identifies in Marx's writings the "origin"
of the discrepancy and, consequently, suggests that the problem may not
lie in Marxism (or any of its versions) but in Marx's writing itself (Franco

1980, 10). I briefly summarize the second point, which is more strictly
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related to my discussion here and in this chapter. The "origin" of the dis
crepancy, if I read Arico correctly, is located in the unresolved tension in
Marx's thinking between analytical categories and geopolitics. Arico ad
dresses here this fundamental question: why was Marx blind to Latin
America? Why did he not only miss Bolivar's point and celebrate the U.S.
expansion toward Latin America, but also not pay the Americas in general
(and Latin America in particular) the same attention he paid Africa and
Asia? Why was this so when in Europe the discussions about the nature
of America, prompted by Buffon and l'Abbe Reinald in the eighteenth cen
tury and Humboldt at the beginning of the nineteenth century, were so
prominent? One answer could start from the minor role Hegel gave to the
Americas in his lessons of universal history: a promising future, but absent
from the past and from the present. But above all, Arico suggests, Latin
America was unthinkable in the colonial horizon of modernity. In the
eighteenth century the Latin and heavily Amerindian part of the Americas
was clearly conceived not as

el otro (or the radical other as Dussel pointed

out) but as the "margins" of the same. Arico will call this marginal position
"exteriority":
Condenada a u n presente abierto solo a la perspectiva inmediata de una repeti
cion del camino recorrido por Europa, America interesaba unicamente en su
relacion extema con Europa.... "America" solo existia en "Europa."
Es esta indudablemente Ia vision que subyace en los textos de Marx y Engels

sobre America Latina, textos que, volvemos a insistir, no fueron tan escasos
como se crey6. A partir de ella America Latina era considerada en su exteriori
dad, en su condici6n de refiejo de Europa, porque su interioridad era inapre
hensible, en cuanto que tal inexistente. (190,

99)

America, condemned to an open present and to a repetition of a path shaped
and accomplished by Europe, was of interest only in its external relation

£O

Europe.... "America" only existed in "Europe."
This is without a doubt the hidden vision in Marx and Engel's writings whose
size is not as small as it was generally assumed. This vision made Latin America
visible only in its exteriority, in its condition of a mirror of Europe. Its interiority
was impossible to apprehend and, consequently, America was not existent.

Theories travel: some alone, some in company. Wl1en they arrive at places,
their adaptation to the new environment may or may not be as easy as the
enthusiasm of the moment of arrival may suggest. Other theories do not
travel, or travel less and with more difficulties. Perhaps we need to think
more about when and why a theory that was produced to account for a type
r
of questi�n. problem, and historical situation in a geopolitical and geohisto
ical location within a local history becomes a global design, is desired and
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invited to a new locale. Briefly, from the brilliant argument developed by
Arico

(1980, 121-35) on Marx's difficulties in understanding Bolivar and

independence in Latin America as a form of decolonization, it is possible to
restate the theory in terms of Marx's awareness of colonialism and, at the
same time, his blindness to the colonial difference. And there are two reasons

for that. One can be traced back to the Enlightenment and consisted in
the temporal colonization of the sixteenth century, erasing from the rising
conception of modernity the fact that Spanish and Portuguse empires cre
ated the conditions for the very emergence of the European Enlightenment.
The other was contemporary to Marx and entailed the heavy attention re
ceived by Asia and Africa due to the rise of England as a leading nation in
the modem/colonial world. If America was conceived in the eighteenth cen
tury as the daughter and inheritor of Europe, that prospective future was
only visible in "Anglo" America. "Latin" America suffered a second subal
ternization in the modern/colonial world imaginary, as a consequence of its
colonial past in the hands of an empire in decay. One can say, then, that
even if Marx was and still is a source and a foundation for the internal
critique of capitalism, it was also difficult, if not impossible, for him to per
ceive the colonial difference and, therefore, the coloniality of power. The
question is whether the colonial difference requires, as a precondition of its
"intelligibility," the colonial experience rather than colonialism as an object
of sociohistorical descriptions and explanation.

I suspect that this may be

the case and, if it is, it is also the condition for epistemological diversity as a
universal project, or for "diversality," in Glissant's expression, as a universal
project.

(I retur n· to this in chapters 6 and 7.) I believe that Latin American

subaltern studies will have to deal with these issues at some point, both in
terms of Marxism and in terms of Latin America, in relation to Latin Ameri
can and area studies and to the geopolitics of knowledge, as

I suggested in

this previous section. In the following pages I discuss some particular issues
surrounding the politics of knowledge and the geopolitics of the colonialiry
of power. The reader particularly interested in Latin American subaltern
�

tudies should compare the genealogy of theoretical and political reflections

m Latin

America with the genealogy of the Latin American Subaltern Studies

Group in Anglo America (Beverley

1996).

Adapting and Housing Traveling Theories in/from the Third World
Theories traveling from the South have the colonial difference inscribed in
their luggage, as we already saw in the case of Darcy Ribeiro. The South
Asian Subaltern Studies Group has had a significant impact, since the early

1990s, among Latin Americanists in the United States and intellectuals and
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tive about the coming into being of the group, the main disciplinary question
was between cultural and sub�l!em studies. For Beverley (1996), the institu

�
�
�

tionalizaton of cultura l studies in the United S tes prompted him to lean
.
toward subaltern stud1es,
where he found a
atisfactory connection
between s cholarly pursuit nd the politics of n o 'e ge. F orencia Mallon's
�
.
.
_
.
·
a historian she feels
concern, mstead,
IS h1stonography as a diS Clphne.
.

di

�

more at home since the South Asian Subaltern Studies Group not only con
sists of mainly historians, but it encompasses a group of historians brought
together by the writing of India's history from a postcolonial and subaltern

perspectivrAgain as a historian, Mallon (1994) looks with suspicion at the
fact that a group of latin Americanists in the United States with backgrounds
of mainly literary and cultural criticism are also appropriating the contribu

tion of the South Asian Group. What the latin American Group and Mallon
have in common is their finding a revelation in the South Asian Group. For

the

��n American Group, the revelation solved the problem presented by

the cns1s of the left after 1989 and offered a new perspective from which to

look at the significance of the three main Latin American revolutions of the
twentieth century (Castro in Cuba, the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, and the

Mexican Revolution at the beginning of the twentieth century). For Mallon,

it offered, instead, a new departure for the historiography, in the United
States, about latin America.

The collection edited by Rivera Cusicanqui and Barragan brings a whole

new dimension to the foreground. For Rivera Cusicanqui and Barragan, the
South Asian Subaltern Studies Group was more than a "revelation" and a
solution to a dead end. It was indeed a "revelation" of how close the con

cerns of the group were to their own, how many common interests existed
between what it has been thinking and writing since 1982 and what Bolivian

scholars where doing at more or less the same time without knowing each

�ther. This was a "revelation" after the facts. I suspect that traveling theories
n
� this case could have gone in two directions. However, English has priority
m

the market and in travel agencies for first class and faster travel. 1£ was a

�appy

encoumer that produced Rivera Cusicanqui and Barragan's publica

tlo , and it was made possible by the fact that several years before the publi
�
� atton both editors had been in contact with the South Asian Subaltern Stud

tes Group and participated in a workshop in India, at the same time that

Indian scholars (e. g., Amin) visited Bolivia. So, scholars and intellectuals
travel, too, like theories. And they relate in a different manner to the topics

at hand. I am not suggesting that it is "bad" to be an Indian or Latin Ameri
can scholar in the United States, or that it is "bad" to be a Third World
�cholar inventing postcolonial theory in the United States, or that it is
good" to stay in India or Bolivia and write in Hindi or Spanish or Ayrnara.

1 ��just saying that knowledge production is not detached from the sensi

bilities of geohistorical location and that historical locations, in the modern!
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colonial world, have been shaped by the coloniality of power. Scholarship,
traveling theories, wandering and sedentary scholars, in the First or the

Third World, cannot avoid the marks in their bodies imprinted by the colo
niality of power, which, in the last analysis, orient their thinking. It is the
coloniality

of

power

that

calls

for

"thinking"

in

and

about

the

modern/colonial world system. And in that sense, "thinking" doesn't travel
but operates at the intersection of memories and information, of past deci
sions, current events, and utopian hopes.
Rivera Cusicanqui and Barragan's edited translation, titled "Postcolonial
Debates," took the contribution of the South Asian Subaltern Studies
Group in a diffe�;ent direction from that announced by Beverley, Oviedo, and
Aronna (1995) in their introduction: "There is something about the very
idea of a Latin American postmodemism that makes one think of that
condition of colonial or neocolonial dependency in which goods that have
become shopworn or out of fashion in the metropolis are, like the marvels
of the gypsies of One Hundred Years of Solitude, exported to the periphery,
where they enjoy a profitable second life" (1995, 1; emphasis added). In
spite of the cautious framing, the fact is that, for Beverley, one contribution
of the Latin American Subaltern Studies Group was to introduce the post
modern dimension in subaltern studies. For Rivera Cusicanqui and Barra
gan, however, the postcolonial question remains central to subaltern studies.
Thus, the title of my chapter. As such, my argument here is a continuation
of the discussion on the postmodem and the postcolonial introduced in
chapter 1 and, at the same time, a prolongation of the discussion on
the intellectual history in Latin America, outlined in chapter 2. Briefly
stated, the postmodern debate in Latin America was predominant in the
countries of the Atlantic coast (Bahia in Brazil being an exception), with a
low demographic presence of the Amerindian and Afro-American popula
tion. The postcolonial question, instead, is centered in countries with a
dense Amerindian population (Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador, Guatemala, Mexico)
as well as in the English and French Caribbean (Lamming, Glissant).
Let's move now to Florencia Mallon's arguments. As a Latin American
scholar in the United States, Mallon enthusiastically endorsed the South
Asian Subaltern Studies "model."

At the very beginning of her contribution to a special issue of American
ic
Historical Review, Mallon states that "Latin Americanists, often Eurocentr
this
in
in our borrowing from other historical or theoretical traditions, have

so
instance taken as a model a school born and bred in another part of the
te
footno
called Third World. What is afoot?"(1994, 1493). Mallon's cautious
to·
"Souththat
alerts the reader to the fact that this is not the first time
that
South" dialogue has occurred. She quotes several examples to indicate
haS
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diaspora,"
"African
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studies"
in the articular field of "peasant
ystud
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studying
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p
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ing South Asia and Africa. But where were those scholars, in the South or
in the North? Mallon ends the footnote by noticing that despite those exam
ples "the main point continues to be that Latin American history, as a field,
has tended to connect more readily to historical and theoretical traditions
base d in Europe. In this sense, of course, it is quite similar to other historical
fields, including those based in Europe or the United States, which are in
deed a great deal less conversant across the 'South-North' divide than are
scholars who work on so-called Third World areas" (1994, 1492).
What indeed is afoot in Mallon's statement regarding "South-South" and
"South-North" dialogue among scholars working on/in "the so-called Third
World"? There are two very puzzling issues here. (1) Why does Mallon
remain silent about the dialogue between "North American" scholars for
whom Latin America is a field of study, and "South American" scholars and
intellectuals for whom Latin America is not just a field of study but a place
of historical and political struggle? (2) Is Mallon assuming that Latin
America is only a place to be studied and not a location for theoretical think
ing and, by so doing, recasting the ideology of area studies in the vocabulary
of subaltern studies? (Mignolo 1993a).
There is another difficult issue to deal with: the increasing tensions of a
growing interconnected transnational world coexisting with the destructive
ness of national and ethnic sensibilities and ideologies. On the one hand,
then, it is advisable to look for transnational alliances and to build interna
tional communities that transcend the shortcomings of nationalism. On the

other hand, acting at a transnational level could end up in an abstract de
mand for justice, which ignores regional interests and needs (a celebration

of traveling theories and a reproduction of subalternization of knowledge).
These are, in a nutshell, the two positions stated by Arjun Appadurai (1996)
and Partha Chaterjee (1997). But they are also the two positions assumed
at once by the Zapatistas: transnationalism as a way of empowering them
selves for their confrontation with the state, and nationalism as a form of

countering globalization (Subcomandante Marcos 1997b). Although the
local is not necessarily the national, the tensions between the national
and
the transnational at the geohistorical level seem to mirror the demands
be
tween the epistemological and the emotional at the subjective level in/of

subaltern consciousness (Sarkar 1989; Bhadra 1989). A corrective
of Max
Weber is necessary at this point. For Weber, the individual had to
be taken
nuo account in explaining social actions as long as Weber's
individual was
solely driven by rational actions. Subalrern studies introduced
the level of
affective actions as a different hind of rationality. Thus, while the nationaV
tra national dilemma could be cast in a different
paradigm, it needs to be
rearnculated as one of the epistemological distinction
s of the modem reason
between rationality and sensibility (Das
1989, 317; Quijano 1992).

�
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My discussion of the politics and sensibilities of geocultural locations
takes into account the urgencies of the national and the transnational as
well as the tensions between the "rationality of reason" and the "rationality
of emotions and sensibilities." My main thesis here is that if subaltern studies
in/of the Americas had the possibility of modeling its own space and SUI'Vi.v.
ing, then it would have to derail the subaltemization of cultures of scholarship
enacted by Orientalism, first, and Latin America (area) studies, second. Rele.

vant for the following argument are two important points made by Das
(1989): that "subaltern" is not a category but rather a perspective; and that
the subaltern perspective is not engaged in understanding such and such

social organization or social actions per se but in understanding its "contrac.
of do�ination belonging
tual" relations' under colonial rules and the
to the structures of modernity" (1989, 313). Stated in this way, the cunent

"�OJ!llS

version of Latin American subaltern studies is within the framework traced
by Darcy Ribeiro (see the epigraph to this chapter) in his view of coloniza.
tion as subalternization of people and cultures. Since one of the main con

cerns of subaltern studies as a perspective i s countering modernity and dis
playing the idea that modernity is a European phenomenon, the postmodern
or the postcolonial are indeed linked t o this assumption. Instead, a

"transmodern" perspective as proposed b y Dussel ([1993] 1995) is con
ceived as a planetary phenomenon "beyond Eurocentrism." From this per·
spective, the "adoption" of South Asian subaltern to Latin American studies,
two issues are central: the differences between Indian colonial history

(under British colonialism) and the colonial history of the Americas (Latini
Anglo-America and the Caribbean), including successive colonial and impe·
rial legacies; and the differences between India, a country of 800 million
people, and Latin America, an undefined group of countries and a subconti
nent (see chapter 2).

Inside Third World Theories
Review
Gyan Prakash (editor of the special issue of the American Historical
...
t'o�;l-\.11'"
devoted to subaltern studies) entitled his introduction "Writing
Hi!;toJ:iO�:n'�··
talist Histories of the Third World: Perspectives from Indian
to
phy" (1990). In that article Prakash extended Indian historiography
...............
Romila
as
"Third World" and compared historians of India (such
Bernard Cohn, and Nicholas Dirks) with the subaltern studies group.
he concluded:

epistemological
This historiography's (Thapar, Cohn, Dirks) criticalfocus on
gets
which tar
cedures makes it somewhat different from the Subaltern Studies,
es
analyz
Dirks)
the �olonial or nationalist will. While the fo rmer (Thapar Cohn,
,
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power relations in the context of academic disciplines and institutions, the latter

sees itself disrupting and derailing the will of the power ful (Prakash 1990, 402;
.

emphasis added)

prakash compared these two kinds of historiographies ("post-Orientalists")
with Indology and area studies in Europe and North America and concluded

that Indology and area studies are two scholarly practices insuring the conti
nuity of an Orientalist discourse that maintains the distinctions East/West,

First/Third World, and reinforces national origins. Prakash perceives in
the historiography of India practiced by subalternist historians an identifi
cation with the subordinated subject position, which becomes acute in for
mulating "critical third-world perspectives" and in recasting the geohistori

cal categories founded and implemented by Indology and area studies:

"From the perspective of Subaltern Studies, Indian historians have obviously

developed and embraced the victim's subject-position more readily; but be
cause the experience and expression of subordination are discursively for

mulated, we are led back to the processes and forces that organize the subor

dinate's subject position" (Prakash 1990, 403 ) Instead, post-Orientalist
.

historiographies (like Cohn, Thapar, Dirks) show that "The third world, far

from being confined to its assigned space, has penetrated the inner sanctum
of the first world in the process of being "third-worlded"-arousing, incit

ing, and affiliating with the subordinated others in the first world" (Prakash

1990, 442).
The location has been moved from "nationalism" to socioeconomic ar
rangements (e.g., Third World). Who are the enemies and the allies? How

are the forces being realigned? What new alliances are at stake? One group

of enemies, which we have already seen, is constituted by the continuity

of Orientalism (e.g., Indology, area studies) and nationalist historiography
(whose practitioners have contemporary beliefs in "solidly grounded exis
tence and identities"). Derrida, Foucault, and Said are quoted as foundation
or warranty for the predicament that the two sets of enemies are forces to

b� superseded and to which task post-Orientalist historiographies are coii
tbuting. If "solidly grounded existence and identities" should be ques
tioned (if not just declared lost), and
national origins replaced by subordi
�ate subject positions, then what is left is a displacement from political
tdenttfication at a national level,
to identification with subject positions at
a glob al
capitalist-economy level.
The politics and sensibilities of geocultural locations
bring together theo
.
�es and human agency in a complementary fashion. Asking about the loca
tt n of
theories implies, first, historicizing any claim about the universality
reas on and certain "forms" of knowledge
and not others relegated to ob
ec� (primitive,
barbarian, oriental "knowledge") and, second, analyzing the
ehef that theoretical thinking
is unattached to linguistic and geohistorical

�

�

?
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locations (see chapter 5). Furthermore, emphasis on loci of enunciation and
the location of theories reveals constantly that the ground for theories is not
a universal subject placed in the local history of the West, but that theoretical
production and the self-definition of theories is located in specific languages
and local histories. It is the local (i.e., local histories) that calls for thinking,
not the universal ground of the "human" mind translated into a local con
cept of reason that became one of the crucial concepts of the modem/colo
nial world imaginary.
As we all know, Michel Foucault (1969) mapped the archaeology of the
"human sciences" in Western civilization. More recently Immanuel Wal
lerstein added some observations linking the emergence of the social sci
ences with colonial expansion in the modem world-system. Wallerstein de
parts from the premise (sustained by many) that there are universal truths
about human behavior that hold across all time and space. He goes on to
forewarn us about this idea by revealing the complicities between knowledge
and colonial power:
The minute you say that (that there are universal truths across time and space),
it becomes no different whether you study Germany in the present or India in
the fifth century

B.C.,

because you are looking for universal truths. Since the

data on Germany in the present is

5,000

times better-harder is the word

than the data on India in 5,000 B.C., we study Germany in the present to arrive
at our generalizations....At least 95 percent of all scholars and all scholarship
from the period 1850 to 1914, and probably even to 1945, originates in five
countries: France, Great Britain, the Germanies, the ltalies, and the United
States. There is a smattering elsewhere, but basically not only does the scholar
ship come out of these five countries, but most of the scholarship by most schol
ars is about their own country. So most of the scholarship is about these five
countries. . ..
That leads to the second cleavage.The fact is that the five countries were not
the entire world and there was some vague awareness in the scholarly commu
nity that there was a world beyond the five countries. What they did in our view
was simply to invite two other disciplines to study the rest of the world. The
first and most obvious is anthropology, which was invented to study the primi
tive world. The primitive world was defined in a very simple way: in practice,
as the colonies of the five countries.... These groups were presumed to be
unchanging and timeless. (Wallerstein

1996, 3)

The second discipline, which preceded anthropology, was Oriental studies,
covering everything that was not Europe, the five countries of scholarship,
and their respective colonies. Oriental studies (as we know after Said 1978
and more recently after Khatibi [1976) 1983) took care of civilizations that
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had writing and religion but that were left out of European modernity; civili
zati ons that, like the primitives, were conceived as frozen and ahistoric.
In that distribution of knowledge, ancient Andean and Mesoamerican civ
iliz ations were left out, since they had been obscured by the ambiguous
place of Ibero-America in the nineteenth-century distribution of knowledge.
But above all, they belonged to the "New" and not to the "Old" World, where
the Orient was located. What's more, the "New World," after all, was in the
west, not in the east. A group of independent nations, which broke their ties
with Spain and Portugal, were no longer the colonies of the five countries
(as a matter of fact, Spain and Portugal were not among the five countries),
and the Aztec, Maya, and Inca so-called empires were disconnected from
nineteenth-century Latin America and-for several reasons--not paired
with the Islamic world, China, or India. Thus, the interest in Mesoamerica
and the Andes was, first, a concern of European scholars who turned their
eyes west instead of east; and in the twentieth century, a disciplinary con
figuration (parallel to Oriental studies) emerged mainly in the United States
rather than in Europe, as interest in things Latin American grew in this
country (Coe 1992). On the other hand, pre-Columbian (Mesoamerican and
Andean) studies was quickly complemented by the emergence of what is
today Latin American studies, although the history is very complex (Cline
1966; Berger 1993; Lambert 1990). Born in the 1920s as a scholarly enter
prise supporting U.S. interests in Latin America, the field became a house
for scholars of leftist persuasions after the Cuban Revolution, as Mallon's
article and the "Founding Statement" indicate.
Now, if the politics of location make us aware that there is no universal
macrotheory for everything imaginable under that theory, or that theories
of class cannot account for ethnic issues (or vice versa), that psychoanalysis
may not work for a caste society in Calcutta since it was created to deal with
the problem of class society in Europe at the turn of the century (Nandy
1995, 81-144), the sensibilities of location make us aware of the emotional
foregrounding (ethnic, national, cosmopolitan, sexual, class) of the human
agency in theory building, at least in the social sciences and the humanities.
Sensibilities are not essential and are not inscribed in one's birth, but are
formed and transformed in the family, the school (for those who have access
to it), and society, acquired and lost, in the course of a life span. As recent
events in postpartition India, Ireland, and ex-Yugoslavia reveal, the sensibili
.
ties of geohistorical locations have to do with a sense of territoriality (which
lS never lost-and should not be confused with "national identity"-either
In exile or in a cosmopolitan sensibility), and includes language, food,
smells, landscape, climate, and all those basic signs that link the body to
one or several places (see chapter 6). That nationalist ideologies transformed
these experiences into forms of coercion and violence should not obscure
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the fact of the mutual inscriptions of the body and geohistorical locations.
Cosmopolitanism and exile, allow me to repeat, are not an admonition to
the sensibility of historical location; they are particular configurations of it:
they are a warning to the sensibility of "national" (as a particular manifesta
tion of the geocultural) locations. The fact that we are living more and more
in exile in a growing cosmopolis does not mean that sensibilities are lost.
Once again, the sensibilities of geohistorical locations are not essential fea
tures of national identities; national identities are just one historical kind of
sensibility.

From the Latin American Archive
Colombian German Colmenares is perhaps, among modern historians and
critics of historiography, one of the most lucid thinkers of the limits of histo
riography in Latin America. Colmenares's writings published almost a cen
tury and a half after the decolonization of Colombia (roughly between 1968
and 1997) were caught between the limits of traditional historiography in
Latin America and the new perspectives being opened up in France by the
Ecoles des Annales and in England by the New Left (E. P. Thompson). Later
on (toward 1980) Colmenares (1987) incorporated in his work Hayden
White's reflections on historiographical narratives. But he remained within
historical criticism of nineteenth-century historiography. I surmise that the
limits of Colmenares's reflections were due to the heavy tradition imposed
by the national imaginary. During the same period (between 1964 and
1990), new perspectives were coming from intellectuals living in between
and, paradoxically, in reverse-that is, U.S. scholars working in Latin
America rather than the opposite, as is the case today.
Richard Morse was a controversial figure in Latin American Studies in the
1960s and 1970s, and his writing remained influential until the 1990s. His
poignant criticism against Latin Americanism is perhaps one of the reasons
for his marginal situation today in the circles of Latin American scholars
working in North America. Morse enters the picture here because, among
other reasons, he is a historian and, I should add, a trilingual and tricultural
historian. He has not only studied Latin American histories and cultures,
but he has also devoted much time to "thinking" about and from Latin
America, next to Latin American intellectuals from Brazil to Mexico.2 Morse
1 Why

am I underlining "Spanish-/Portuguese-speaking countries"? Be cause SpaniSh and

Portuguese are languages that fell off the bandwagon of modernity and became subaltern lan
guages of scholarship among the major languages of modernity and colonialism (English, Ger
man, French, Spanish, Portuguese, halian, see chapters 5 and 7).
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is a paradigmatic example to caution the underlying assumptions of (Latin
American) area studies and its aftermath, Latin American subaltern studies.
In 1964, the year in which the Latin American Studies Association was in
its inception, Morse was forcefully criticizing North American Latin Ameri
canists. He perceived a lack of critical perspective among Latin Americanists
on the differences between the two Americas. He noted how much of those
silenced differences were pungent for Latin American studies as a North
American invention that placed Latin America as a field of studies, but not
as a place where theories and ideas were produced. This difference can be
articulated more clearly if we consider literature and philosophy in Latin
America and compare them to the social sciences and Latin American stud
ies in the United States. While the social sciences in the U.S. and European
universities are about Latin America (i.e., as a field of study), literature and
philosophy in Latin America are not about Latin America but, I would ven
ture to say, from Latin America. This thinkingfrom literature and philosophy
is deeply rooted in the Spanish and Portuguese languages

as

well as

in colonial legacies. This is a "privilege" and a "need" compelled by the
colonial difference. Morse criticized Latin Americanists in North America
for lacking an awareness of the fundamental colonial differences between
the two Americas:
Here my purpose is to suggest, as clinically as possible, that the defects of Latin
American studies in the United States are largely attributable to the fundamental
alienation between the two Americas. By alienation l do not gently mean unfor
tunate misunderstanding that

might be remedied by a bit more knowledge and

good will. What concerns me is the fact that for many of our Latin Americanists
the intensive study of their subject kindles their subconscious hostility to
The heart of the matter is that

here

it.

are two cultures whose historic spiritual

trajectories are not merely different-this would not produce backlash when
the

attempt

is made to "understand"-but diametrically opposed. (Morse

[ 1964] 1989, 170)
Morse's observation was made in 1964, and I have not the slightest
intention of pretending that this diagnosis could be applied mutatis mutandis
to the "founding statement" of the Latin American Subaltern Studies Group
or to Mallon's enthusiastic endorsement of Indian subaltern studies. The
general problem, however, persists. I do claim that the differences between
the two Americas that Morse points out are very important to reflect on
the location of areas to be studied and on the cultures of scholarship from
where to study; to reflect also in the location of the agency and locus of
enunciation from where imaginary constructions (e.g., the result of schol
arly studies or intellectual reflections) are produced (see chapter 2); to
reflect on the implications and consequences of beingfrom and being at (Gil-
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roy 1990-91) in the academic, epistemological, and political investments
of agencies of scholarship.
Another important aspect of Morse's observation that should be explored
is the languaging (rather than language) differences between the two Ameri
cas3 as they impinge on the cultures of scholarship. First,

as

I already men

tioned, Spanish and Portuguese became subaltern languages in the colonial
reconfiguration of modernity. Second, Indian subaltern studies are cast

in

the language of the British Empire;7What should be explored, then, is the
language and the languaging aspects of subaltern studies in/of India and
subaltern studies in/of the United States or in/of Latin America. Morse's
observation sho1,1ld be translated into the realm of language and languaging
(see chapter 6) in order to locate the difference between the two Americas:
English as the hegemonic language and the languaging of scholarship, and
Spanish and Portuguese (and we could include the French of Martinique or
the English of jamaica) as subaltern languages and languaging (see chapter

7)

of cultures to be studied (see chapter

4).

Morse perceived the need and has greatly contributed to building intellec
tual genealogies in Spanish and Portuguese, and has worked toward the
restitution of intellectual production in these languages, which have been
relegated to a subaltern position by the scholarly production in French, En
glish, or German: the languages of modernity, modem colonialisms, and the
cultures of scholarship (Wallerstein 1996). It is not by chance (as

I noted

earlier) that the configurations of the human sciences and the study of civili
zation flourished in the nineteenth century, while area studies took over
after World War II when the United States supplanted the hegemony of
modem Europe (England, Germany, France) and put a premium on the
studies of the Third World. The distribution of the world in three ranked
areas after World War II

is

contemporaneous with the foundation of the

Latin American Studies Association.
The current discussion on subaltern studies (Beverley et al., Mallon) and
postcoloniality (Seed, Prakash) contributes nonetheless to keeping alive a
theoretical and epistemological dimension that Morse alluded to as a lack
in Latin American studies. It is perhaps this dimension that would allow for
a metatheoretical perspective bringing together Latin Americanists in the
United States fascinated by Indian subaltern studies, and previous theoreti
cal contributions by scholars and intellectuals in Latin America deeply con
cerned with the situation of their countries, the continent, and the exploita
tion of subaltern communities. I avoid a detailed discussion of these
contributions; and, although just mentioning them could be problematic, I

take the risk: Darcy Ribeiro's rethinking of the civilizing process and colonial

strategies to locate languages, cultures, peoples in subaltern positions (see
'A more detailed argument on the concept or "languaging" appears in chapter 6.
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chapter 7); the dependency theory of Prebisch, Cardoso, Faleto, and others
as a theoretical answer from Larin America to the raising of transnational
corporations and globalization in the 1970s; internal colonialism, as intro
duced by Gonzalez Casanova (1968) and Stavenhagen (1965; 1990) in Mex
ico in the 1970s (and still alive in Alb6 and Barrios [1993] in Bolivia) (also
Apel1996, 172-76; Dussel1996b, 217-19; Rivera Cusicanqui 1993) to ac
count for emerging Amerindian social movements at the confluence of class

and ethnic conflicts. This is another example of the colonizing bent of subal

tern studies, both in the version of the founding statement as well as in
Mallon's article, in which-furthermore-the already strong presence of
Gramsci in Latin America was blatantly ignored

(Arico 1988).

Gender, Disciplinary Fonnations, Subaltern Positions
At this point an interesting issue arises: the fact that the intellectual geneal
ogy of theoretical thinking in/from Latin America may look like a masculine
one (see also chapter

2). Is it a gender issue that prevents Seed and Mallon

from establishing alliances, for instance, with the Latin American thinkers

that Morse incorporates in his discourse? The answer may be yes if we think
about the particular examples exploited by Morse, but it would be difficult to
maintain that only men in Larin America are thinking in/from a geohistorical
location (see chapters 1 and 2), as Bolivian sociologist and activist Silvia
Rivera Cusicanqui and Chilean literary critic Nelly Richard, who locates
herself as "a Latin American" (Richard 1995, 219), Ulustrate.
Let me begin with Nelly Richard, a Chilean scholar of French origin
whose work has been included in the reprint of Beverley, Oviedo, and
Aronna (1995). Richard, in a well-known article formulated in a postrnodern
theoretical framework, indirectly addressed the question of "subaltern cul
tures" (1995). Ribeiro (1968) was concerned with a similar problem, al

though cast in an anthropological and evolutionary vocabulary of the time.

However, the issue of subaltern cuhural areas as a consequence of several
layers of colonization, the hegemony of an unilinear historical time identi
fied with Europe as the pinnacle of civilization, the need to introduce diverse
historical rhythms by denying the denial of coevalness, and so forth-all
that was already discussed by Ribeiro. Nevertheless, an empty space remains
between Richard and Ribeiro, a space of neglect produced by the very he
gemony that both of them are fighting against.
Richard builds her argument by matching up postmodern theorizing with
the Latm American condition: Latin American marginality and the postmod
ern defense of the margins, the crisis of authority and the metanarrative of
the crisis, the theory of decentering and the center function of this theory as
.
a symbol of cultural presuge,
and the rhetoric and the politics of difference.
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Richard addresses an issue that, in her view, "structured the behavior of
the Latin American periphery faced with the universalizing paradigm of the

center: dependency and imitation as colonialized inflections, but also parody
and recycling as decolonizing strategies" (1995, 219). The meaning of "pe

ripheral" is analogous to the meaning of "subaltern," if we allow the tenn
to refer to "cultures" and languages and not just to social classes or commu

nities-that is, everything that lies in a relational space will be located in
"an inferior rank."
In her article entitled, "Postmodernism in the Periphery," Richard points
out the need to counter the process of subalternization:
By creating the possibilily of a critical rereading of modernity, postmodernism
offers us the chance to reconsider all that

was

"left unsaid" and to inject its

areas of opacity and resistance with the potential for new, as y e t undiscovered,
meanings. In the Latin American context, this review of modernity allows us,
once again, to pose the question of our o w n identity, that of individuals born of
and into the dialectic mixture of the different languages surrounding us, which have
practically fused to produce a cultural identity experienced
This identity can be understood

as

as

a series of collisions.

an unstable product of modernity's tropes which

involve a continuous regrouping, distorting and transforming of imported models,
according to the specific pressures pertaining to the critical reinsertion of these mod
els into local networks. (Richard 1987-88, 469; emphasis added)

I raise the question of cultural identity in Latin America, not because I
am expecting to solve the problem and tell you what that identity is, but to
underline the need of geohistorical identifications persistent in critical
theory

as

well as in philosophy and literature. We also have seen it in Alb6,

who begins and closes his articles with his own "experience of a series of
collisions" with the name "Indies," "New World," "America,"

"Latin

America," and "Abya-Yala," a name used by the Cuna Indians of Panama as

a mythical location (and we could add "Tawantinsuyu" and "Anahuac," the
name used by the Incas and the Aztecs to name the(ir) worlds). What inter
ests me, in other words, are the politics and sensibilities of geohistorical

locations (Mignolo 1995b; 1997a) in the production, exportation, and im
portation of knowledge. Thus, if the subalternization of Amerindian lan

guages and ethnic cultures has been a constant issue in Latin America since
the 1970s, why is this legacy being forgotten and recast in the discourse of
s
Indian subaltern studies? Are we facing new forms of academic colonialism

under the belief of a new and liberating discourse? Finally, are Indian subal
tern studies relevant for intellectuals living and thinking in/from Latin
America, or are they a particular need for Latin Americanists in the United
States?
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INTERNAL COLONIALISM AND SUBALTERN STUDIES

I would like to state at the outset that internal colonialism is the reformula
tion of the colonial difference within the formation of the modern nation
state after decolonization (the category will have a different meaning in nine
teenth-century France, for instance, than in nineteenth-century Mexico);
and that the term begins to lose its historical meaning at the current stage
of global coloniality in which the demise of the nation-state is replaced by a
form of coloniality not anchored in nation-state territories. If internal colo
nialism may not have today the relevance it had in the past 180 years,
the colonial difference survives with all its force as it is being rearticulated
in the new global forms of coloniality of power. I commented earlier in this
chapter on the difference between subaltern studies in India, aiming at "de
railing and disturbing the will of the powerful," and academic historiography
of India in the United States, producing radical transformation in history as
a discipline. In the 1960s, Morse expected two similar courses of action from
Latin Americanists: more awareness of the differences between the society
in which knowledge is produced (the United States) and the society that is
taken as a field of knowledge (Latin America); and intellectual recognition,
a more productive dialogue, and the construction of theoretical genealogies
linking the "study" ofLatin America from the United States with the "reflec
tions" on Latin America in Latin America. Neither Morse nor Prakash bring
the question of geohistorical identification into the discussion, but I intro
duce it here as a new aspect to those highlighted by both of them. The follow
ing questions to sub�Jtern studies in/of the Americas could be asked:
l. Would latin American subaltern studies aim to transform histori

ography as an academic practice and introduce a new dimension in the
history of Latin American studies, or would it also aim at "disturbing
and derailing the will of the powerful"?
2. If instead of Latin American subaltern studies the question is sub
altern studies in/of the Americas, how would the field of study (i.e.,
imaginary constructions) and disciplinary practices (i.e., loci of enunci
ation) be conceived, given the divide in the Americas due to the diver
sity of colonial experiences and the hierarchy of power established by
internal colonial and imperial conflicts?
3. How would the question of geocultural identification be dealt
with in Latin American cultural studies or subaltern studies in/of the
Americas? I am not thinking of geohistorical identification as some
thing to be analyzed and studied but rather to be reflected upon: how
does geocultural identification impinge on Latin American scholars in
the United States, and on Latin American scholars in Latin America;
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or in Latin American scholars in between the United States and Latin
America, in whichever direction you would like to conceive the "in
between"?
I am not in a position to answer these questions here. I would just add

a new example to elucidate what I have in mind by asking such ques
tions. I will also deliver what I promised by commenting on Rivera Cusi
canqui's contribution to the understanding of "subaltern" communities in
Bolivia.
Xavier Alb6, a Bolivian anthropologist of Spanish (Catalan) origin,
recently edited and published in La Paz two volumes on Violencias encubier

tas en Bolivia (Aib6 and Barrios 1993), with the participation of several Bo
Livian social scientists. The two volumes are the result of a series of meetings
(Bogota 1989, 1990; Lima 1990) called by the Asociaci6n Peruana de Estud
ios e Investigaci6n para la Paz (APEP), with the intent of looking for schol
ars' and social scientists' contributions to building democracy and peace in
the Andes. The first chapter (about 140 pages) of Alb6's edited volume was
written by Rivera Cusicanqui and entitled "The Roots: Colonizers and Colo
nizeds." Since the two volumes were published in 1993, one could think
that the title reflects a lack of awareness or ignorance of the fact that in other
circles the dichotomy "colonizercolonized" is either suspect or superseded;
or one could wonder why Indian subaltern studies are not used as a banner
to solve the problems of progressive scholars in Bolivia after the end of the
cold war. One could be disappointed when Rivera Cusicanqui introduces
on the first page the concept of "internal colonialism," ignoring the myriad
"post" concepts that have been produced in the past ten or more years. There
is no mention of "subaltern," "postmodernism" or "postcolonialism" in a
study of Bolivia in which Amerindian social movements that are built and
enacted not just as social classes (i.e., peasants) but as ethnopolitical com
munities are being highlighted constantly. That is perhaps why "internal
colonialism" could be more appropriate in Rivera's reflection, since "internal
colonialism" has a strong ethnic emphasis that "subaltern" locates in social
classes. Of course, it is not that "ethnicity" should be substituted for "social
classes," for, as Alb6 points out,
We do not doubt the importance and necessity of continuing to do analysis
based on the social classes and their interaction; it is essential from every point
of view But we should also seriously question ourselves about the exclusivity
.

of such analy sis....The other dimensions of the popular movement come into
consideration, such as ethnic, or racial, identity in the case of African Ameri
cans, as well as Indian and mixed race groups; different cultural expressions,
for example, in the area of popular religion or language; relations between the
cou ntryside and the city or between the capital and the urban periphery and
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reg ionalisms; the growing women's movement, in which all of these elements
coexist. (Alb6

1995, 20)4

lt is clear to me that Alb6's and Rivera's implicit proposals are no less power
ful and masterful than any of Guha's or Indian subaltern studies' pieces.
They are very similar indeed: powerful and disturbing pieces of writing with
a will toward social transformation, toward linking scholarship and radical

politics that also work, although indirectly, toward disciplinary scholarly
transformations.
There is a central thesis in Rivera's argument:
La hip6tesis central que orienta el conj unto del trabajo, es que en la contempo
raneidad boliviana opera, en form a subyace nte, un modo de dominaci6n susten
tado en un horizonte colonial de larga duraci6n, al cual se han articulado
pero sin superarlo ni modificarlo comp letamente-los ciclos

mas

recientes del

liberalismo y el populismo . Estos horizontes recientes han conseguido tan solo
refuncionalizar las estr ucturas coloniales de larga duraci6n, convirtiendolas en
modalidades de colonialismo interno que continuan siendo cruciales a la hora
de explicar Ia estratificaci6n intema de Ia sociedad boliviana, sus contradicci
ones sociales fundamentales y los mecanismos especficos de exclusi6n-segrega
i

ci6n que caracterizan a la estructura politica y estatal del pais y que estan en la
base de las formas de violencia estructural mas profundas y latentes. (Rivera
Cusicanqui

1993, 31)

The central thesis of this argument is that in contemporaneous Bolivia, a form of
domination grounded in a colonial horizon of l ong duration is a t work, although
underground and invisibly. To this horizon has been added-but without totally
superseding o r modifying it-the most recent cycles of liberalism and populism.
These more recent horizons were only able to rework the colonial structures o f
long duration by converting them into modalities of internal colonialism, and
these older structures remain crucial when an explanation of the internal strati
fication of Bolivian society is needed, and when the fundamental social contra
dictions have to be explained, when particular mechanisms of exclusion and
segregation, distinct from the pol itical and state structures of the country, need
to be revealed, since they are the very foundation of the most pervasive forms
of structural violence .

In the first chapter, entitled "Pachacuti: Los horizontes hist6ricos del colo
nialismo interno," Rivera outlines the coexistence of layers of historical
memories in the present: the colonial cycle (1532-1820); the liberal cycle

(1820-1952); the populist cycle (1952 to the present). Once again, these
' The relevance of ethnic conflicts does not need to be argued in light of contemporary
world history. Comprehensive summaries and analy sis can be found in Horowitz (1985) and
Stavenhagen (1990).
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are not successive stages of progressive unilinear historical events, but coex
isting temporalities that produce and explain structural violence in Bolivia.

But why "Pachacuti" and not simply "Los horizontes hist6ricos del colonial
ismo interno"? Because the Aymara concept "Pachacuti" (literally, teoria del
vuelco, metaphorically, "catastrophe theory") is stated as a category of
thought that coexists and interacts with the Western notion of "revolution."
It is not a question here (neither Rivera Cusicanqui's nor mine) of tradition

ally defending a notion of tradition (see the epigraph by Rivera at the begin
ning of this article). I have no intention of asserting the real and authentic

meanings and values of either the Aymara notion of "Pachacuti" or the Marx

ist notion of "revolution." I would borrow Anthony Giddens's notion of
"post-traditional social orders" to frame what the merging of "Pachacuti"

and "revolution" may mean in the Andes. For Giddens a "post-traditional
social order" is not one in which tradition disappears-far from it. It is one
in which traditions change their status. Traditions have to explain them
selves, to become open to interrogation or discourse (Giddens 1994: 5). A

conceptualization of social transformation complicitous with social move

ments and of what Alb6 (1994) calls, in another article, "the bold alliances
between Aymaras and Neoliberals in Bolivia" accounts for the current com
position of Bolivian state leadership until 1997: a vice-president, Victor

Hugo Cardenas, of Aymara descent with a long experience of participation
in Amerindian popular social movements (Rivera Cusicanqui 1990).
But what remains as a not well-known foundational statement for Andean
subaltern

studies,

grounded

in

the

tension

between

colonial

lega

cies and cultures of scholarship, is Rivera's "Sendas y senderos de Ia ciencia
social Andina" (1992). Rivera Cusicanqui's interpretation of the crisis in
the social sciences in the Andes in 1992 is supported by ten years of re

search and publication. First, her research focuses on the peasant move

ments in Colombia (1984), where the analysis is carried on in terms of

"campesinado" as a social class. In 1984, however, with the publication of
Oprimidos pero no vencidos ( 1984) , a distinction emerges between "campe
sino-aymara" or "campesino-quecha" on the one hand, and "campesino" on
the other. Whereas the first two strongly indicate the tensions between eth
nic and class relations, bringing to the foreground Spanish colonial legacies

entrenched with later colonial expansion and the growing strength of the

capitalistic system, the second indicates social configurations with less eth
nic frictions. Thus, from this moment on, Rivera Cusicanqui's emphasis on
the complexity of ethnic/class relations authorizes her to criticize Andean
social sciences for their blindness to ethnic issues and colonial legacies in
their interpretation and understanding of Andean social, cultural, and
historical issues. It is not by chance that in the South-South Exchange
Programme for Research on the History of Development, Rivera Cusicanqui
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was invited to join the South-South Exchange Programme Committee. What
this recognition amounts to, according to Rivera Cusicanqui, is "that the
subaltern studies groups in India are doing something similar to what

we have been doing in the Andes at least since the 70s" when a handful of

Argentinian (see Tandeter 1976) historians began to look at the economic

history of Potosi-the idea of "feudalism" or "capitalism"-in order to un
derstand what it may mean in Latin America and in the colonial period.
Rather than borrowing a European or a Third World model to understand
Andean society, the movement went in the opposite direction: to look
at the problem first rather than at the model. Or, even better, to provide
an understanding of colonial domination from its living experience, so
as to counter the living experiences of the colonial metropolitan centers
upon which experience theories of "feudalism" and "capitalism" have been
generated.

SUBALTERNITY AND THE COLONIAL DIFFERENCE:
BETWEEN THE POSTCOLONIAL AND THE POSTMODERN

There is another point, mentioned earlier, that I would like to elaborate on
in connection with the idea of posttraditional social orders: are subaltern
studies postcolonial or postmodern? First, the collection of articles edited
by Beverley et al. (1995, 95) links subaltern studies with postmodernism.
Second, Florencia Mallon (1994) inserted "postcolonial" in the subtitle of
her book on Mexican peasant history. Third, subaltern studies in India are
linked to postcolonial studies rather than to the postmodem paradigm, as
Prakash's (1994) article makes clear. Finally, while Alb6 and Rivera Cusican
qui, in Bolivia, seem to be working in a conceptual paradigm more akin
to the postcolonial, Richard, in Chile, clearly links her reflections to the
postmodern (although her discourse at times resonates with sentences writ
ten in the late 1950s and early 1960s by Cesaire and Fanon). What is at

stake in these ambiguities?

My tentative answer is that in Latin America (as well as in certain areas

of Asia and Africa) the postmodem and the postcolonial-Occidental are two

f�ces of the same coin, locating imaginary constructions and loci of enuncia
tion in different aspects of modernity, colonization, and imperial world or
ders. For example, the nineteenth-century intellectuals of the Southern
Cone politically embraced the civilizing mission (Sarmiento, Bello) (see
chapter 8) while modern technology (the frontiers, the railroad) was being

e

��rted to the Southern Cone and was part of the emergence of new colo
mahsms (Britain, France) and the fading away of the old ones (Spain, Portu
gal). Instead, for intellectuals in the Andes, Mexico, and Guatemala, the
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legacies of the sixteenth century promoted the notion of "internal colonial

ism" and postcolonial paradigms were more appropriated than postmodem

ones. In the Andes and Mesoamerica (Mexico and Guatemala), the early

colonial coexisted with the early modern (at its inception), the modem with
the colonial, the postmodem with the postcolonial. Thus, we should remem
ber here that the introduction of "post-Occidentalism" (Fernandez Retamar

[ 1974) 1995) in this context

America.

is just

a local reflection of colonialism in latin

Post-Occidentalism could help in superseding the dichotomy postmod

ernlpostcolonial, which sounds like a reinscription of the classical dichot

omy between the ,fragments of marginal European institutions and the ruins
of ancient Mesoamerican and Andean civilizations. Perhaps we should think
more in terms of globalization and in civilizing processes in which the entire
planet is participating-in the diversification of temporalities brought about

by an increasing move to deny the denial of coevalness (which was one of
the most effective strategies of modernity to justify coloniality; see chapter

8) and to diversify our intellectual investments and avoid master models.
Modernity cannot be understood without coloniality; coloniality cannot be

understood without modernity. If, as Ribeiro (1968) taught us, the last stage

of the civilizing process (i.e., the early modern and early colonial periods)
consisted in a massive "subalternization of cultures" that became-by the

sheer effect of the discursive practices of modernity-the non-West, then

"subaltern studies" may have as one of its horizons the rearticulation of the
notion of civilizing processes, no longer conceived

cultures but

as

as

subaltemization of

a plurilogic and pluritopic process contributing to a planet

in which similarities-in-difference could replace the idea of similarities-and

differences, manipulated by colohial and imperial discourses. While similar
ities-and-differences is the conceptual framework in which the very idea of
Western civilization has been constructed (relegating the differences to the

barbarian, the savages. the cannibals, the primitives, the underdeveloped,

etc.), similarities-in-difference calls instead for a relocation of languages,
peoples, and cultures where the differences are looked at, not just in one

direction (the direction of the restricted notion of civilizing processes as the

triumphal march of modernity). but in all possible directions and regional
temporalities. The civilizing process is the triumphal march of the human

species, of a variety of civilizing processes, and not just the global spread of
European/Western civilizations under the banner of progress, civility, and

development.

Subaltern studies in/of the Americas, in this context, becomes a reflection
on the construction of subalternity since the early stages of globalizatio n,
on the diverse temporalities of the Americas due to the diversity of Amerin

dian civiiizations, and on European colonialism. Once the United States
took a leading position in Western expansion and the previous Christian
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and civilizing missions were recast in terms of development and moderniza

tion, not only were South America and the Caribbean relocated in different
temporalities, but they (South America and the Caribbean) also became
"fields of studies," and North America the site of a branch of scholarship

identified as "Latin American studies." But now, in a world where the civiliz

ing processes move in all possible directions, Subaltern Studies could con

tribute to decolonize scholarship, by critically reflecting on their own pro
duction and reproduction of knowledge and by avoiding the reinscription

of the strategies of subaltemization. In "posttraditional social orders," the
traditional defense of traditions should be constantly contested at all levels,

including the cultures of scholarship and the parochial defense of disciplin

arity, even under new paradigms. Brand new traditions are the needs of the

times. The postmodern and the postcolonial should be superseded and
shelved as concepts belonging to the legacies of colonial and imperial dis
courses (West-East; First-Third Worlds; developed-underdeveloped, etc.):

"Posttraditional cultures of scholarship" would be part of a process of social

transformation of traditional epistemologies (mainly where the politics and

ethics of Latin American areas of study are concerned) and of contentious

discussion on the legitimacy of the postmodem and the postcolonial. The

social sciences and Western philosophy are reaching the limits of the colo
nial difference.

THE COLONIAL DIFFERENCE IN CHAKRABARTY'S DILEMMA

It has rece ntly been said in praise of the postcolonial project of Subaltern Studies

that it demonstrates, "perhaps for the first time since colonization," that "Indi

ans are showing sustained signs of reappropriating the

capacicy

to represe nt

themselves within the discipline of history." As a historian who is a member of
the

Subaltern Studies collective, I find the congratulations

contained in this re

mark gratifying but premature. .. . I have a more perverse proposition to argue.
lt is that insofar as the academic discourse of history-that

is,

"h istory as dis
"

course produced at the institutional site of the university-is concerned, "Eu
rope" remains the sovereign, theoretical subject of all histories, including the

ones we call "Indian," "Chinese," "Kenyan"

and

so on. ln this sense, "lndian"

history itself is in a position of subalternity; one can only articulate subaltern subject
positions in the name of history. (Chakrabarty

1992a, 1)

The entire question of disciplinary, interdisciplinary, and perhaps transdici
plinary knowledge is at stake in Chakrabarty's observation that as far as
subaltern studies (in India and about India) remain within the realm of
history (as discipline), they are subaltern not only because of their concern
with subalternity, but because their own disciplinary practice, as disciplinary
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practice, is subaltern. One example he provides to understand better the
subaltemity of "Indian" historiography is the following:
e itself becomes
That Europe works as a silent referent in historical knowledg
everyday subalternities
obvious in a highly ordinary way. There are at least two

s feel a need to
of non-Western, third-world histories. Third-world historian
feel any need to
refer to works in European history; historians of Europe do not

of non-Western
reciprocate.... "They" produce their work in relative ignorance
work. This is a
their
of
quality
the
affect
to
seem
not
does
histories, and this

cannot return. We cannot even afford an equality
level without taking the risk of appearing "old
this
at
or symmetry of ignorance
fashioned" or "outdated." (Chakrabarty 1992a , 2)

gesture, however, that

"we"

�

----------

---------

If such is the dilemma, what is the solution? Chakrabarty proposes "provincializing Europe." What does this mean? First, I would like to examine what
it doesn't mean. "Provincializing Europe" is not a project of pure rejection

of "modernity, liberal values, universals, reasons, grand narratives, totalizing
a
explanations, and so on" (Chakrabarty 1992a, 20); it doesn't mean either
preceding
the
of
all
that
sense
the
project in support of cultural relativism, in

are culture-specific and belong to Europe only (20), which will lead to sup
port a nativist, nationalist, or atavistic project, which is not the solution
either (21). What "provincializing Europe" means, basically, is "the recogni
of
tion that Europe's acquisition of the adjective modem for itself is a piece
imperial
global history of which an integral part is the story of European

ism"; and "the understanding that this equation of a certain version of Eu
rope with 'modernity' is not the work of Europeans alone; third world na
tionalisms, as modernizing ideologies par excellence, have been equal
partners in the process" (21). This equation was particularly strong in nine

teenth-century Latin America with postcolonial intellectuals such as Do
righdy
mingo F. Sarmiento in Argentina for whom, as for many others (and
in
so), the future was to follow the lead of modem Europe. That Sarmiento
S.
U.
and
French
opposed
who
Chile,
in
Bilbao
Argentina coexisted with
deco
II
War
ld
post-Wor
in
observed
be
can
that
imperialism, is an equation
lonizing movements, to which Chakrabarty is referring.
ty is
Since Chakrabarty's argument is built on the very idea that moderni
the
,
anclini
Garcia-C
in
as
which,
founded on narratives of transition (i n
ity
exterior
y
necessar
the
modem presupposes the traditional, which became
s
emphasi
great
puts
he
,
on which the interior of modernity is being defined)
the
where
sites
the
as
on the narratives about the "nation" and "citizenship"
on narratives
project of "provincializing Europe" may take place. He focuses
citizenship"
of
idea
the
that "celebrate the advent of the modem state and
the
that
states
and a t the same time plays them down. Chakrabarty
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idea of citizenship is the repression and violence that are instrumental in the
victory of the modem as is the persuasive power of its rhetorical strategies ....
Nowhere is this irony more visible�the undemocratic foundations of "democ
racy"-than in the history of modem medicine, public health, and personal
hygiene, the discourses which have been central in locating the body of the
modem at the intersection of the public and the private.... The triumph of
this discourse, however, has always been dependent on the mobilization, on its
behalf, of effective means of physical coercion. (Chakrabarty 1992a, 21)

"Provincializing Europe" is, in the last analysis, a historiography that
through writing and the intersection of both sides of modernity (how the
Third World �ontributes to modernity at the same time that modernity pro
duces the Thtrd Wo�ld or, equivalently, inside and outside modernity) spa
.
nahzes llme and avmds narratives of transition, progress, development, and

poi�t ?f �rrivals. �ut if history, as a discipline, cannot do it or if history, as
.
a dtsctphne, ktlls nself by producing narratives beyond the timing of "rea
son" and "temporality," this is precisely what "provincializing Europe"
me.ans: "the politics of despair will require of such history that it lays bare
to �ts read�rs the reasons why such predicament is necessarily inescapable.
.
Thts ts a history that will attempt the impossible: to look toward its own death
by tracing that which resists and escapes the best human effort at translation
acr�ss c�ltural and other semiotic systems, so that the world may once again
.
b� u�agmed as radrcally
heterogeneous. This, as I have said, is impossible
Wlthm �h� kno':'ledge protocols of academic history, for the globality of

academta ts not mdependent of the globality that the European modern has

\

r- �, t��n,Chaka

crea� Chakra�any 19�Ra,_23; 199�- �m-,Phas
barty's dtlemma

LS

the fact that to wnte hLStory implies remaining under

Eur�pean disciplinary hegemony, his proposal to go beyond it is to "provin
ct�hze Europe," and doing so implies, at its turn, going beyond the disci
phnes and producing a trans- instead of an interdisciplinary knowledge.
Thu� the role Chakrabarty attributes to translation in his project, the death
o� history and the beginning of translation as a new form of knowledge that
dtsplaces the hegemonic and subaltern locations of disciplinary knowledge.
In ot�er words, how to provincialize Europe as a historian when historiogra
phy LS declared t,g be bound_ �o Europe is Chakrabarty's dilemma .
_
ln 1982 Edouard Glissant suggested a way out

oJ this type of dilemma.

�Is advanta�e was b�ing outside the �e d of�istoriography, and writing from
l

he perspective of hterature and phllosoph1cal practices from the colonial

experience. In other words, Glissant gets close to what I understand Chakra
barty as wanting to do (provincializing Europe) because Glissant speaks

;.r�m a decentered disciplinary position. Or from "literature" (and not from

Literature," which is an institutional and canonized form that contributes
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to the very idea of "modernity"), which is not only a transdisciplinary prac
tice in Glissants' definition, but also a transmodern one: a practice from the
colonial horizon of modernity History, with a cap ital "H," "is a totality that
excludes other hi stories that do not fit into that of the West. ... This ethno
centric principle unites the mechanism of the Historical process (the Chris
tian God, the proletariat of industrialized nations) with the soul of the West.
The hierarchical system instituted by Hegel (ahistory, prehistory, History)
corresponds clearly with the literary ideology of the time. . .. And the last
Western attempt to conceptualize a History, that of Toynbee, will organize
the Total System based on a discriminatory sequence (great civilizations,
great states, great religions) indispensable in such projects" (Glissant [1981)
'
1989, 76). And he concludes:
Only technical hegemony (that is, the acquired capacity to subjugate nature and
consequently to intoxicate any possible culture with the knowledge created
from this subjugation and which is suited to it) still permits the West, which
has known the anxieties resulting from a challenged legitimacy, to continue to

exercise

its sovereignty which is no longer by right but by circumstances.As it

abandons right for circumstances, the West dismantles its vision of History
(with a capital H) and its conception of sacred Literature. (Glissant [1981] 1989,
76)

Anthropologist and historian Fernando Coronil, also a member of the Latin
American Subaltern Studies Grou p , object ed to Chakrabarty's formulation:
The argument that "a third-world historian is condemned to knowing Europe
as

the home of the modem" reveals but also confirms Europe's ideological role

as

the indispensable key to the inner reality of the third world. While Chakra

barty analyzes the effectivity of this ideological division between Europe and its
Others, one wonders whether the acceptance of this division at the same time
risks reinscribing a notion of Europe

as

civilized ...and of the third world

as

sav age. (Coronil 1997, 14)

At this poin t Coronil (1995) sends the reader to his introduction to Fer
nando Ortiz's Cuban Conterpoint where he uses Ortiz's concept of transcul
tur a tion to problematize the separation between First and Third Worlds and
to question the notion of Europe as the horne of theory. Let's then take a
closer look at Coronil's proposal on these two issues, since we are here at
the heart of the subalternization of knowledge, which is the main topic of
thi s book. And furthermore, Coronil makes these two points on the basis of
Ortiz's 1940 work as a Cuban anthropologist confronting the authority of
Malinowski, a Polish anthropologist invested with the author ity of British
anth ropology, which, as the case may be, brings a strik ing parallel with the
case of History, as a discipline, in which Chakrabarty grounds his argument.
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perhaps closer to Chak ra ba rty than he himself believes. But
is more. In the same year that Chakrabarty published this article on
history, Enrique Dussel published an anicle entitled "Eu rocen trism and Mo
dernity" ([1993] 1995), which I discussed in chapter 2 and which opens
with the following assertion:
Coronil is

there

Modernity is, for many (for jOrgen Habermas or Charles Taylor, for example),
an essentially or exclusively European phenomenon. In these lectures, I will
argue that modernity is in fact a European phenomenon, but one constituted
in a dialectical relation with a non-European alterity that is its ultimate content.
Modernity appears when Europe affirms itself as the "center" of a World Hs
i tory
that it inaugurates; the "periphery" that surrounds this center is consequently
pan of its self-definition.(Dussel[1993) 1995, 65)

Chakrabarty, Coronil, and Dussel seem to agree on this: modernity is not
necessarily and only European or Western; Europe is not the horne of knowl
edge because knowledge is produced everywhere. However, for many, as
Dussel says, the fact is that Europe is modernity and, as such, the home of
theory. As for Chakrabarty, once he recognizes the problem, he proposes
"provincializing Europe" as a project to work toward the subalternization
of knowledge. Dussel, in the same vein, proposes a transmodem project,
which, like that of Chakrabarty, will work at the intersection and the plane
tary contribution in the making of modernity without ignoring the relation
of power or, as Qui ja no will say, the coloniality of power. Coronil, for his
part, will end up suggesting a transcultural anth ropology that looks comple
mentary to Chakrabarty's and Dussel's projects. Coronil does indeed a won
derful job in contextualizing the complexity and richness of Ortiz's concept
of transculturation, particularly in the way O rriz defines and enacts trans
culturation not only in terms of cultural exchange among human beings but
in those of commodities such as tobacco and sugar:
By casting commodities

as

the main actors of his historical narrative, Ortiz at

once displaces the conventional focus on human historical protagonists and
revalorizes historical agency....Thus historical agency comes to include the
generative conditions of agency itself.As a critique of reification, Ortiz's count
erfetishism questions both conservative interpretations that reduce history to
the actions of external forces, and humanists and liberal conceptions that as
cribe historical agency exclusively to people.... Transculturation thus breathes
life into reified categories, bringing into the open concealed exchanges among
peoples and releasing histories buried within fixed identities. (Coronil 1995,
xxix-xxx)

Thus conceived, transculturation

shall be at the center of any subaltern
d i es projec t , parti cula rl y in the way that Ortiz, in his analysis , also breaks
away from the limitations that anth ropo lo gy, as a disc iplin e , embodies,

St u
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like history in Chakrabarty's analysis: perhaps Ortiz's Cuban Counterpoint
could be read as an attempt toward the death of anthropology "by tracing
that which resists and escapes the best human effort at translation across
cultural. and other semiotic systems" (Chakrabarty l992a, 23; 1993). I suspect
that Coronil has discovered, in the work of Ortiz, in his transcultural anthro
pology, that knowledge works as translation and translation works as knowl
edge, that is, trans- rather than inter disciplinary, undermining disciplinary

foundations of knowledge (history or anthropology) as disciplines. Transla
tion, contrary to disciplines, doesn't have a "home." When

Coronil observes

that Ortiz, "by examining how cultures shape each other contrapuntally ...
shows the extent to which their fixed and separate boundaries are the artifice
of unequal power relations," he is suggesting that a contrapuntal perspective
may allow us to understand how the three-world schema is underwritten
by fetishized geohistorical categories which conceal their genesis in inequal
ity and domination. More importantly, this perspective may help develop
nonimperial categories which caution rathi!r than confirm the work of domi
nation (Coronil1995, xli). Contrapuntual analysis, the "method" of a trans
cultural anthropology, is, in my view, complementary to "translation" be
yond the discipline of hiswry in Chakrabarty, and a companion to Dussel's
transmodernity as a critic epistemology and disciplinary foundation. All of
these projects are different (albeit complementary) answers to the undeni
able subalternization of knowledge in the modern/colonial world that
prompted Chakrabarty's dilemma as well as Coronil's reaction to it. Trans
culturation, in other words, could be conceived as a particular kind of border

thinking, and border thinking is, in my argument, the basic need for subal
tern epistemology and for thinking beyond the dichotomies produced by
"Occidentalism" as the overarching imaginary of the modem/colonial world
system, an imaginary that magnified the achievements of "modernity" (for
reasons that are clear in the arguments ofDussel, Chakrabarty, Quijano , and
Coronil) and played down its darker side, "coloniality." Quijano's restitution
of coloniality from the underground of the imaginary of modernity (and its
critic, postmodernity) is indeed an important contribution to provincializ

ing Europe, envisioning transdisciplinary (e.g., transcultural anthropology
as one case in point) and transmodernity.

Quijano's articulation of "coloniality and modernity/rationality" provides

a description and an explanation to what, for Chakrabarty, is the starting
point or his argument: the hegemonic site or modern epistemology
in Europe (West, or the Atlantic world) and the double operation in
the subalternization of knowledge associated with such a hegemony:
(l) the transformation of other forms of knowledge in objects of study

(some examples of this include Amerindian gnoseology observed and

described by Spanish missionaries, in the sixteenth century as an affirmatio n
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of Occidentalism; Orientalism, in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries

�

once Occidentalism was already established; and area studies, in th
twentieth century, which contributed to the consolidation of the social

sciences); and (2) the port of departure for traveling theories and disci
plinary formations. For instance, one of the recommendations for the future
of social sciences provided by the report of the Gulbenkian Commission on
the restructuring of the social sciences starts from the recognition of three
antinomies, in their very foundation, that should be superseded:
The classification of the social sciences was constructed around two antinomies
which no longer command the wide support they once enjoyed: the antinomy
between past and present, and the antinomy between idiographic and nomo
tethetic disciplines. A third antinomy, that between the civilized and the barbaric
world, has few defenders anymore, but in practice still inhabits the mentalities of
many scholars. (Wallerstein eta!. 1996, 95; emphasis added)

�

I'll come bac to this last point in chapter 7. For the time being I would
.
hke to emphastze, first, that, if not in terms of "civilized" and "barbaric"

worlds, Chakrabarty's dilemma is a reaction to the fact that such a distinc
tion between "serious" and "interesting" forms of knowledge "inhabits the

mentalities of many scholars." Second, and indirectly related, is the fact of
practicing sociology, say, in Africa or in Latin America. Paulin]. Hountonkji
(I 1993] 1988, 345-64) analyzed the difficulties of everyday life, in relation

to research, not only in the social sciences, but in the medical sciences
(above all) as well. Corruption in government and lack of information
hrough boo
o� technology, are other encumbrances to pursuing researc
successfully as 1t could be done in Paris, Bordeaux, New York, or Durham.

�

:

h

The fact is, then, that epistemological canons are not dissociated from social
and economic organization, and it is a trap to pretend and aim, in Third
orld countries or countries that are still paying the consequences of colo
mal le�acies, at practicing social sciences in the same way as in Germany or
the Umted States. Nevertheless, and in spite of difficult material condition
s
the call for thinking is always there. Thus, the piercing issue here is to
mov
beyond a culture of scholarship, in which social and economic structures
of
�ubordination and domination are imbedded, to the basic fact that thinking
1� at the same time niversal and local: thinking is
universal in the very
_ �
Simple sense that 1t 1s a component of certain species of living
organisms
_
� nd It ts local in the sense that there is no thinking in a vacuum, that think
Oike eat ng or evacuating, which is also a universal of certain species of
vmg orgamsrns) responds to material and local needs. Thus this concephon
. ofthin k"mg, �t the sam� ume local and universal, is a way of conceptual.
IZlOg
from the ep!stemologtcal perspective of border thinking, and not from
the perspective of the distinction between body and
soul (or mind) ac-

�

�

���

�

'

·
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cording to which "mind" is universal and that "mind" in modem epistemol
ogy was appropriated and universalized by the very concept o� reas� n. .
This pattern, by the way, emerged in parallel to �n economtc rauonahty
that today we call capitalism and with the three mam languages of modem
scholarship: English, French, and German. Traveling theo�es, . in other
words, have to go through translation. The need of translanon 1s alread�
embedded in a structure of power that is not only related to the .. grammar
of a given language but also to its history and its site in the modern/colonial
world system . Why aren't Spanish and Portuguese, for mstance, po�er lan

guages in modern cultures of scholarship? Why is m�dem scholarshi� trans
lated, in general, from English to Arabic but not VICe ve�sa? Why 1s there
.
no prominent cont'ribution from Arab philosophy or socwlogy to mtema
tional and planetary scholarship? These are simple questions, often forgot
ten that had to do with Chakrabarty 's dilemma and Coronil's distinction
be�een canon and theories. Canons, in literature or in scholarly disciplines,
provide the points of reference, the foundation, and the form of control in
literary studies as well as other scholarly disciplines, in the human as �e.ll
as in the natural sciences (Mignolo l989b). And in that sense, Cororul ts

right to say that canons, and not theories, are imperial attributes �1995,
xlii). However, theories can be canonized and, as such, become earners of
the imperial virus. As far as theories have to be expresse� i� certain lan
.
guages, the virus is unavoidable. Perhaps a "transcultural dtsctplmary p�ac
tice" and a project of "provincializing Europe" would be to push the Vlrus
to the extreme: as far as theories, canonical or not, are expressed in colonial
languages, "transcultural thinking" (e.g., border thinking) would m�ke it
.
possible to interfere with and intervene in such theories wtth categones of

thinking that have been suppressed in languages that have been suppressed:
thus, the relevance of Kusch's contribution, and the undeniable fact that the
Zapatistas's theoretical revolution (Mignolo 1997d; forthcoming) emerges
from the intervention of Amerindian categories of thought (Tojolabal, Tzot
zil, etc.) into Marxist categories translated from German into Spanish.
But let's go back to Quijano's description and explanation of why Europe
has been equated with modernity and with the "home" of knowledge and
theories. Let's insist, first, that for Quijano "coloniality" does not belong so
much to historical periods or particular forms of domination (Spanish or
English colonialism; or late capital formation identified at th: beginning of
the twentieth century as imperialism, both in the form of Bnush and later
on U.S. or Soviet imperialisms), as to what he calls the "imaginary" of t.he
repressive side of modernity. Like Chakrabarty, Quijano is careful �o pomt
out that it is not a question of denying the brighter side of modernll� both
.
in its European as well as planetary manifestation, but of not forgetu�� tts
darker side. For instance, in relation to the concept of "totality" QuiJano
observes:
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No es necesario, sin embargo, recusar toda idea de totalidad para desprenderse
de las ideas e imagines con las cuales se elabor6 esa categoria dentro de

la mo

dernidad europea. Lo que hay que hacer es algo muy distinto: liberar la produc
ci6n del conocimiento, de Ia refiexi6n

y de la comunicaci6n, de los baches de

Ia racionalidad/modernidad europeas. (Quijano 1992, 446)
It is not necessary to reject every idea of totality

in order to get rid of the images

and ideas in which the concept of totality was brewed with European modernity.
What it is necessary

to do is something quite different: to liberate production

of knowledge from the forms of reflection and
the

communication, as well as from
crumbles of European modernity/rationality.

Quijano's project is described, by himself, as an intellectual decolonization
which I perceive as equivalent to Chakrabarty's "provincializing Europe,"
Coronil's "transcultural disciplines," or Dussel's "transmodemity." And
when I say "equivalent," I mean that each project could and should be trans
lated into the other, as different forms of border thinking (which, of course,
is also mutually translatable); but also that they cannot and should not be
subsumed into a universal concept, unattached to any local history. To "pro
vincialize Europe" is to take it as one more local history, without forgetting
(how could one?) its hegemonic role in the modern/colonial world system.
What I am trying to avoid is positing one of these concepts as a master one,
as an empty signifier containing and accommodating all the rest. To do so
would imply maintaining the terms of the conversation, a concept of totality
(named by an empty signifier) that will contain the rest but which will main
tain the control and allow for a position of power to those who align them
selves with it. When Quijano proposes to maintain the concept of totality
as a heterogeneous and not homogenous totality, it would also be necessary
to imagine such heterogeneous totality with several heads, not with just one.
One head governing a heterogeneous totality is expressed in the idea of an
empty signifier, which will maintain all the problems that multiculturalism
presents today. A totality that is at the same time heterogeneous and
multiheaded needs border thinking as a guiding epistemology, and a series
of metaphors that will replace the hegemonic image of the human body
describing social totality and positing the head as the governing center. Qui
jano analyzes this image both in relation to the structure of the nation-state
and of the coloniality of power: the imaginary dividing the planet between
pagans and Christians, barbarians and civilized men, underdeveloped and
developed nations.
Quijano's analysis of how the idea of modernity being European consti
tutes itself and how the idea of modernity as a European phenomenon was
linked to epistemology and the coloniality of power is indeed very helpful.
His point of reference is the current epistemological crisis founded in the
structural relation between a knowing subject and an object to be known
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(e.g., see also Rorty 1982 for a similar critique coming from a diff�rent per
spective and with a different project). This antinomy should be hsted as a
fourth one, and perhaps the one that provides the grounding for the other
one, in Wallerstein et al.'s analysis I commented on earlier. But, be that as
it may, there are two thorny issues in Quijano's analysis that provide a new
departure from existing and well-known criticisms of the same problem.
The first issue involves the correlation of knowing subject/known object,
which in its emergence was an emancipatory epistemological move away
from beliefs in and the authority of God in Christian theology; and also a
liberation of the individual from social hierarchical and rigid religious struc
tures as they were in "pre" -modem Europe. However that liberation went
together with the formation of economic relations, the consolidation of
urban life, and an economic class associated with the "burgh." The installa
tion of the knowing subject as final authority cut off the possibility of con
ceiving knowledge as an intersubjective enterprise and, thus, the object be
came not only different but exterior to the subject. The object was also
defined by its property: exteriority and intrinsic properties differentiate the

�

object from the knowing subject. This is well known, and it is also attrib ted
to Descartes, whose philosophy established the grounds for such an epiSte
mological foundation and the concept of reason in which the knowing sub
ject grounds his or her knowledge. However, the paradigms of rationality
and of humans as rational beings were already established in the sixteenth
and the seventeenth century, by missionaries like Bartolome de las Casas
(Dominican) andjose de Acosta Qesuit) in their investigations of the history
and nature of the Amerindian, as well as for the theologians of the School
of Salamanca (most of them Dominican) when discussing the "rights of the
people" and whether the Indian could be enslaved (cf., Pagden 1982, 142-

97).
Now, according to the second issue, the emergence of a knowing subject
is correlative, Quijano stresses, with the emergence of the idea of private
property, which is also the correlation between an individual and something
else, the object called "property": "The same mental pattern underlines both
ide.as, knowledge and property, and both correspond with the emergence of
the modem society" (1992, 442). But what has not been emphasized enough
is that in the rise of the individual, as economic and epistemological subject,
the process was not only articulated as "emancipation" from social restric
tion within the very European, Christian, and self-defined Occident, but by
suppressing all other forms of society and of persons precisely

�

uring the
.
period in which the idea of a Christian and western Europe was bemg arncu
lated in its difference with pagans, infidels, and barbarians outside Europe
.
and eith�r in the margin of the West (like the Amerindians in the Indias
Occidentales); or in the other two continents, Asia and Africa (the lands of
Ham and Shem). Quijano states:
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othe r" not only postulates an isolated social exis

tence in general It also negates the very idea of social totality. As has been
.

demonstrated by European colonial practices, the economic and epistemologi
cal paradigm makes it possible to obliterate every reference to any other possible
"subject" outside of the Eu ropean context, that is, to make invisible the colonial
order

as part

of the totality, at the very moment in which the very idea of Europe

is in the process of constituting itself in relation to the rest of the world in
colonization. The very idea of Eu rop e" and "Occident" Is already a recognition
"

of identity and, therefore, of the difference with other cultural experiences.
(Quijano

1992, 442)

Quijano concludes that with this paradigm in gestation, in which cultural
differences were translated into hierarchical arrangements, and reason was
the primary criteria for subject formation, "only Europe is rational and can
have subjects. Other cultures are not rational" (1992, 443). Briefly, in Qui
jano's account of things (e.g., the crisis of modernity and its epistemology),
what is relevant is the correlation between epistemology and economics, on
the one hand, and, within the local history of Europe itself, epistemology
and colonization, on the other hand, in the constitution of Europe as a
geopolitical and economic entity from which the rest of the world is mea
sured, studied, and classified. Such a picture, in other words, is a picture of
the coloniality of power and knowledge, which, Quijano claims, is still at
work beyond the changing faces of old colonialism, modem imperialism,
and postmodern globalization. This is also the frame in which subalterniza
tion of knowledge and Chakrabarty's dilemma originate. This is also the
frame in which border thinking, in its different forms, which means also an
actualization of different local histories in which they are emerging, brings
a different image of totality: not a homogenous totality, neither a heteroge
neous one with one head, but a fragmentation of colonial local histories in
which global designs, including epistemological ones, are constantly being
remade. If such a picture could have in place a "before" (during the five
hundred years of the formation and consolidation of the modern world sys
tem), it is only in the past decades that a strong consciousness of the crisis of
modernity and the epistemological potential of border thinking is becoming
conceptualized as such and worked out, not as marginal or degraded forms
of knowledge but as the very potential of the border epistemology emerging
from the colonial difference.

CONCLUDING REMARKS
ln this chapter South Asian subaltern studies as well as their adaptation by
Latin Americanist historian Florencia Mallon and by the Latin American

214

CHAPTER

4

Subaltern Studies Group were discussed and questions about the correlation
between geohistorical location and production of knowledge were asked.
One of my concerns was how travelling theories "cross" the colonial differ
ence. In this regard, it is important to keep in mind the differences between
the original project of South Asian Subaltern Studies Group formulated in
terms of querying the "historic failure of the nation to come to its own" and
of making clear that "it is the study of this failure which constitutes the
central problematic of the historiography of colonial India" (Guha 1988,
43). Although one can say that it is this problematic that engages Mallon's
(1994) and the Latin American Group's adaptation, in both cases there is a
lack of attention to the fact that Latin America is not a country, like postpar
tition India, and that the many countries of Latin America (mainly Spanish
American countries in both cases [Mallon and the Latin American Group]),
obtained their independence at the beginning of the nineteenth century and
not in 1947, a date very close to all the members of the South Asian Group.
Second, I reviewed several critical contributions in Latin America and in the
United States, in the past thirty years or so, akin to those of the South Asian
Subaltern Studies Group (as it is clear in the recent translation in Spanish,
published in Bolivia, and edited by Rivera Cusicanqui and Barragan), ig
nored by Mallon, and while included in Beverley, Oviedo, and Aronna's an
thology, Postmodernism in Latin America (1995) were not recognized in its
historicity. Even less recognized were the colonial dimension in Latin Ameri
can history (Rivera Cusicanqui 1992) and the coloniality of power intro
duced by Quijano. The persistence of the coloniality of power that prompted
Chakrabarty's dilemma is being reproduced in Latin American Subaltern
Studies. Thinking from the "method" of a "model" prevails over thinking
from the "problem."
The following chapter begins where this one left off: the coloniality of
power and knowledge in relation to national values and national and colo
nial languages as foundations and warranties of scholarship, in which mo
dernity/rationality (Quijano) and the foundation of the social sciences (Wal
lerstein et al.) were grounded. Following the argument in this chapter, I
explore possibilities opened by the crisis of national language as comple
mentary alternatives to "provincializing Europe" (Chakrabarty), "transcul
tural and transdisciplinary knowledge" (Dussel and Coronil), and "decolo
nization of knowledge" (Quijano). In chapter 5 the focus is on languages
and literatures, in chapter 6, on languages and epistemologies.

__
__

Part Three

____
____

SUBALTERNITY AND THE COLONIAL
DIFFERENCE: LANGUAGES, LITERATURES,
AND KNOWLEDGE$

_______

c HA PTE R 5

-------

"An Other Tongue": Linguistics Maps,
Literary Geographies, Cultural Landscapes

THE FIRST VERSION of this chapter1 was read at a conference on theoretical

issues in Hispanic Studies, in November 1994. I remember, and I was
not surprised, that one of the questions raised at the conference was why
I chose to include Michele Cliff, a jamaican author writing in English,

in my argument. When I submitted the paper for its publication in the
conference proceedings, one of the referees suggested I add examples
like Augusto Roa-Bastos from Paraguay or Miguel Angel Asturias from
Guatemala, since most of their work deals with issues relevant for my
argument, Roa Bastos working within the tension of Spanish and Guarani
and Asturias between Spanish and Mayan roots languages. The referee
was certainly right in his or her observation, but that was not the point,
since Roa Bastos or Asturias would have been useful to restate the case in
different local histories of Spanish colonization in Spanish America that in
my talk were discussed through jose M. Arguedas (from Peru). I could, of
course, have mentioned similar cases (like Asturias and Roa Bastos), but
repetition of the same was not (and is not) my point. I was trying to think
coloniality and the Americas and move away from the remains of nine
teenth-century ideology, expressed by Francisco Bilbao, about the "two lan
guages and two races" in the Americas, as I discussed in chapter 3. National
ist ideology about language and literature is so pervasive that even
progressive literary and cultural critics could be blind to it. Thus, how was
it possible in a conference on Hispanic (and in the best of possible worlds)
latin American literatures and cultures, to have as main examples of my
argument Frantz Fanon, from Martinique; Michele Cliff, from jamaica; Glo
ria Anzaldua, a Chicana from the United States, and jose Maria Arguedas,
from Peru? Since I did not accept the referee's recommendation (because it
would twist my argument into a terrain my argument was contrasting), I
declined the invitation to publish my talk at the conference as a paper in
the proceedings. Soon after that event, I was asked for a contribution for a
1

The part of the title in quotation marks comes from Alfred Arteaga's An Other Tongue:

Nation and Ethnicity in the Linguistic Borderlands (1994). The reader may have already noted
the parallel with Khatibi's "an other thinking," which explored in chapter l.
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special issue of Modem Language Quarterly (Mignolo 1996d) devoted to
"regionalism in Latin America." I thought that my talk on "linguistic maps

and literary geographies" was appropriate for the occasion. This time, the
referee only requested l move Arguedas to the front of the article, since in

the original version it was the very last example. I accepted this suggestion
and the article was published (1996d), although 1 recognized that the "Span

ish" unconscious in Latin America was behind the request and not all that
Arguedas had done to bring Quechua back after centuries of "Spanish"

(American) repression. This anecdote is a good example of how the coloni
ality of power works within us, hiding the colonial difference under and
spot lighting the values of national languages and a national conception of
subcontinental Lann America. This chapter intends to delve into the coloni

ality of power and highlight the colonial difference in the work of language,
literature, and their contribution to a domain of culture tangential to cul
tural industries.

While the process just outlined was taking place, l read Alfred Arteaga's
interesting collection entitled An Other Tongue: Nation and Ethnicity in the
Linguistic Borderlands (1994), and more recently, Rosario Ferre's novel
in English, The House in the Lagoon (1996), Gustavo Perez-Firmat's Next
Year in Cuba (1995), and Ariel Dorfman's memoir, also in English, Head

ing South, Looking North (1998). These readings allowed me to expand
on my argument. But what is my argument? ln chapter 3, I made a part
of it pointing out how the images of the two Americas and the overlap
between Anglo and Latin America came into being. Basically, independence

from Spain and from England, which was a particular case of decoloniza
tion, was followed by a process of nation building in a new imperial order.
One of the strong weapons in building homogeneous imagined commun

ities was the belief in a national language, which was tied up with national

literature and contributed, in the domain of language, to the national cul
ture. Furthermore, the complicity between language, literature, culture, and
nation was also related to geopolitical order and geographical frontiers.
Language and literature were part of a state ideology, supported by its or
ganic intellectuals (Poblete 1997); this ideology was at the foundation of
.
departments of languages and literatures, national or foreign, in countnes

around the world. My argument, then, is that history, and particularly
the past twenty y ears, is transforming national geopolitical configura
tions built mainly during the nineteenth century at the intersection of

nations that were empires (England) or strong domains (France), on the
one hand, and nations struggling against old colonialism (Spain, Port
on
ugal) and negotiating with new nations (England, Spain, Portugal),
re
literatu
the other. Instead of assuming the unity of a Spanish American
g
includ�
Americas,
and culture, based on Spanish language, I look at the
1D
and
system
world
ial
the Caribbean, in the history of the modem/colon
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the colonial horizons of modernity. Thus, this chapter presupposes a point
of departure that I already made in chapter 2, but that I repeat here for the
readers' convenience:
The modem world-system was born in the long sixteenth century. The Americas
as a geosocial construct were born in the long sixteenth century. The creation

of this geosocial entity, the Americas, was the constitutive act of the modem
world-system. The Americas were not incorporated into an already existing cap
italist world-economy. There could not have been capitalist world-economy
without the Americas. (Quijano and Wallerstein 1992, 549)

The aim of this chapter is to set the stage for thinking about languages (and,
of course, their implications for literature, cultures of scholarship, linguistic
policy, education, etc.) in a transnational world, against the scenario of na
tional ideologies linking language, literature, culture, and territory in one
homogeneous whole. I assume that theoretical models dealing with lan
guages have been built in complicity with colonial expansion. The linguistic
and philosophical models of the twentieth century, and most remarkably
those popularized in the 1960s and 1970s, are of little use for dealing with
the transnational dimension of plurilanguaging, since they appear in aca
demic discourse as a universal-speaking subject. Plurilanguaging better cap
tures a situation that has been defined from the perspective of national ideol
ogies in the opposition between "foreign languages" (mainly in First World
countries) and "bilingual education" (mainly in Third World countries).
The speaking subject, curiously enough, was modeled on the experiences
and the idea of national languages that were, at the same time, imperial
languages. My argument implies the legacies of the early modern and colo
nial periods (modernity and coloniality) and joins forces with efforts to de
modernize and decolonize scholarship, along with discourses in the public
sphere that emerged in postmodern and postcolonial theorizing after World
War II. In this genealogy, modernity and coloniality presuppose the coexis
tence of the modern state and imperial domains in a way that was not y e t
articulated i n the early modern period under the Spanish a n d Portuguese
empires. It is precisely in comparing language practices and public policy
in the early modern period (sixteenth, seventeenth centuries) with the cur
rent stage of global coloniality that we witness a significant switch in the
way languages are conceptualized in relation to both colonial control and
national ideologies, on the one hand, to knowledge and reason, on the other.
These are indeed two sides of the same coin. What we are witnessing now,
as the arguments that follow illustrate, is a relocation of languages and cul

tures made possible by the very process of global interconnection.

It is worth noting, parallel to what I just wrote, that the early colonial
process designed to "modernize," Christianize, and civilize the world was
transformed in the last quarter of the twentieth century into a process with
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an aim to "marketize" the world and no longer to civilize or Christianize it.

Coloniality continues to be, in this global domain, an unnamed, unspoken

driving force of modernization and the market. Paradoxically, the emphasis

on consumerism, commodities, and increasing marketplaces plays against
the control imposed by early Christian and civilian programs. In the first
place, non-Western languages such as Quechua and minority Western lan
guages such as Catalan are reemerging from the forceful repression they

were subjected to during the national period in Latin America as well as in

Europe. Second, Western languages such as Spanish, French, and English
are being fractured by emergent languaging practices in formerly colonial
domains. Finally, the processes resulting from the internal hierarchy within

Western expansion and from the relegation of Spanish to second-class langu
aging rank (as it was considered inadequate for philosophical and scientific

languaging) find their way of intervention prompted by migratory move
ments from areas colonized by the Spanish and British empires and their

national configurations du r in g and after the nineteenth century. If a word is
needed to identify the locus of these phenomena and processes, it is "trans

culturation" (see my introduction). Transculturation subsumes the empha
sis placed on borders, migrations, plurilanguaging, and multiculturing and
the increasing need to conceptualize transnational and transimperial lan

guages, literacies, and literatures. Border thinking shall help us to think
languages otherwise (see also the introduction and chapter 6). Transcultura

tion, in other words, infects the locus of enunciation, and not just as a social
phenomenon allowing for the celebration of the "impure" in the social world

from a "pure" perspective couched in a national language and in "scientific"

epistemology.

Sociohistorical transformations demand disciplinary modifications as

well. The challenges presented to language and literary scholarship by trans
national and transimperial languaging processes are epistemologically and

pedagogically serious, for they impinge on the very conception of the hu
manities as a site of research and teaching. This is particularly the case when

reevaluations are viewed from the perspective of nations with colonial lega

cies rather than from the perspective of the European modernity. Such chal
lenges alter the commonly held belief that linguistic and literary studies deal

only with texts and literary authors, with canon formation and transforma
tion, and with aesthetic judgments an d textual interpretations. Transna

tional languaging processes demand theories and philosophies of human

symbolic production pr edi cate d on languaging and transnational and trans

imperial categories, on a new philology grounded on border thinking that
could replace and displace "the" classical tradition in which philology and

philosophy were housed in classical (Greek, Latin) and modern/colonial

languages (English, French, German). The clouding of national frontiers
also demands rethinking disciplinary boundaries, if not undoing them. In
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the past ten years, a substantial exchange has taken place among literary

theorists, critics, and social scientists, chiefly in the fields of anthropology
and history. Transimperial, transcolonial, and transnational (and by trans I

mean beyond national languages and literatures as well as beyond compara

tive studies that presuppose national languages and literatures) cultural

studies could serve as a new inter- and transdisciplinary space of reflection,

in which issues emerging from Western expansion and global interconnec

tions since the end of the fifteenth century might be discussed and linguistic

and literary studies redefined. Literacy, the missing and complicitous word
between languages and literatures, and languaging, a concept difficult to

grasp in the Western denotative philosophy of language, are moving to the

forefront of this transdisciplinary discourse. In the early modem world, lan

guages were attached to territories, and nations were characterized by rhe
"natural" links between them.

THE PROBLEM: "WHAT ARE NATIONAL LANGUAGES GOOD FOR"
IN A TRANSNATIONAL WORLD?

Coulmas (1988, 10-11) formulated the problem and the complicity between

language, nation, and state as follows:

Stressing the identity oflanguage and nation is one thing, but demanding politi
cal autonomy for a linguistically defined group is, of course, something quite
different. Languages have always been used to establish or claim a sphere of

influence. As imperial languages they have been imposed on dominated ethnic
groups by whoever had the power to do so. A uniform code has more often than
not been regarded

as

a matter of administrative convenience for governing a

country of empire. However, ideologizing language

language can be employed

as

a symbol of

is

a different matter; and if

nationality

by a dominant group,

dominated groups may, of course, exert the same logic and make political claims
based on their linguistic identity. Tlws, while the idea of a national language and
its political enforcement may be said to function as a cohesive force, the reverse is
also true. Language may be as disruptive a force as any culture marker, and it is
clear that the national language-ideology has bred intra-communal strife and, in a
sense, created minorities in many countries that have established themselves

as

states in modern times. (Coulmas 1988, 11; emphasis added)

After World War II, languages and territories were redefined when area stud
ies emerged as a consequence of the hierarchical division into First, Second,

and Third Worlds. And after the 1970s, massive migration brought a new
way of backing up the "natural" belief in the links between languages and
territories. In contrast, area studies was a distribution of scientific labor
among scholars located in the Firsr World that was meant to secure (both

CHAPTER

222

5

in terms of war and in terms of production of knowledge) its primacy in the
order of economy as well as of knowledge. From this perspective, languages
needed to be attached to "cultures" and "territories." Thus, insofar as the
configuration of area studies coincided with the latest period of globalization

(1945--89), it brought into the foreground a new meaning for the expression

"understanding other/foreign languages and cultures." A fundamental prob
lem then becomes "understanding diversity and subaltern languages and
knowledges," where "understanding" is used both as a gerund and as an

adjective. When it is employed as an adjective, "understanding diversity"
becomes part of the paradigm in which we encounter expressions such as
ethnic diversity. or cultural diversity. In such cases, "understanding
diversity" can be read as equivalent to "diversity of understanding," pro

vided that we can make sense of expressions such as ethnicity of understand
ing and cultures of understanding. And by this I mean two things: under
standing global diversality, to which universalism belongs as one particular

and diverse cultural entity; and understanding diversity beyond the na
tionaVimperial language ideologies. I first comment on particular cases (Ar
guedas, Cliff, Becker, Anzaldua) before coming back to languaging and di
versity/diversality.

THEORIES ARE WHERE YOU CAN FIND THEM

What is permitted in literature is not allowed in cultures of scholarship.
Cultures of scholarship (which I discuss in the next chapter) could make of
hybridity an interesting topic of study, but the discourse reporting the find
ing cannot be hybrid itself! You cannot, for example, be a sociologist and

publish an article in a prestigious and refereed sociological journal (or any
other discipline for that matter) and write like Anzaldua wrote Borderlands/
likely
La Jrontera (1987). "Indigeous sociology," for instance, would most
Disciplinary
be written in English but not in an "Indigenous" Language.
n
language should be as pure as the blood of early Christians in Spain.
1cal
gramma
�
guaging shall be controlled by rules, and one must respect
certamly
structure, discourse coherence, and argumentative logic. All this is
nt,
fine. But it is neither the only way nor the best way to produce, transpl�
ng
operau
rules
and transform knowledge. The problem is that the restrictive
but
e,
n
fi
is
literature
that
in cultures of scholarship are based on the belief
both the
doesn't constitute serious knowledge; and that is a consequence of
ce
differe
colonial
the
and
)
�
imperial difference (e.g., science vs. literature
lst,
essa)'
and
writer
as
(e.g., literature vs. folklore). Glissant, for instance,
keep·
writes about the Caribbean and Creolite in an argument that, although
nbUa
tion":
"Creoliza
in
t
argumen
ing French language as a "vehicle," is an

�

AN OTHER TONGUE

223

guaging in Creole, incorporating French into it, instead of translating Creole
into French! Anzaldua can write about the border and new mestiza con
sciousness, by appropriating English and Spanish and producing border
knowledge and border thinking.
Anthropologist and cultural critic Nestor Garcia Canclini ([1989) 1995)
describes the hybridity of the border, but without engaging himself in border
thinking. The hybridity of Tijuana in Garda Canclini's argument is rendered
in a discourse that is not hybrid itself, that maintains the homogeneity of
language and rules established in cultures of scholarship. In the following
section I attempt to bring another view of literature, looking at it from the
perspective of the theoretical knowledge that it generates. My discussion is
intended to create, through border thinking (e.g., thinking in between
human sciences and literature), a frame in which literary practice will not
be conceived as an object of study (aesthetic, linguistic, or sociological) but
as production of theoretical knowledge; not as "representation" of some
thing, society or ideas, but as a reflection its own way about issues of human
and historical concern, including language, of course; not necessarily the
grammar or the phonetic, but the politics of language as far as literary prac
tices have been, in the modern/colonial world system, linked in different
ways to the coloniality of power in its colonial as well as national versions,
and as far as canon formation and national and Western values have been
woven together to produce the linguistic maps, the historical geographies,
and the cultural landscapes of the modern/colonial world system within its
internal logic (e.g., imperial conflicts) as well as in their external borders
(e.g., conflicts with "other" cultures; the colonial difference).

The Uncoupling of Languagingfrom National Literature
Jose Maria Arguedas's introduction to his Tupac Amaryu Kamaq Taytanchis

man, (1962) is titled "I Do Not Regret Writing in Quechua," and it is devoted
to explaining his decision. Anticipating objections from "quech6logos," who
would like to preserve the purity of the Quechua language, Arguedas says
that he has used Castilian words with Quechua declension as well as Castil
ian words written as the Indians and "mestizos" pronounce them. He notes
that in his text there is just one Quechua word that belongs to a sophisticated
register of Quechua and that there are also words taken from the Huanca
conchucos dialect. Despite these few obstacles, Arguedas states that the
book of poems is accessible to the Quechua-speaking population in the lin
guistic map of Runasimi, from the Department of Huancavelica to Puno,
Peru, to the entire Quechua zone in Bolivia. Furthermore, he believes that
the book he has written in Quechua could be well understood in Ecuador.
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Arguedas also mentions that the Haylli-Taki was originally written in the
Quechua he speaks, his native language, Chanca. After writing the book of
poems, he translated it into Castilian. In the introduction he notes that an
"impulso ineludible" forced him to \vrite the poems in Quechua:
A medida que iba desarrollando el tema, mi convicci6n de q ue e1 quechua es
un idioma mas poderoso que el castellano para la expresi6n de muchos trances
del espiritu y, sobre todo, del animo, se fue acrecentando, inspirandome y enar
deciendome. Palabras del quechua contienen con una densidad incomparables
Ia materia del hombre y de la naturaleza y eJ vinculo intenso que por fortuna
aun existe entre Jo uno y Jo otro. El indigena peruano esta abrigado, consolado,
ilurninado, bendecido por la naturaleza: su odio y su amor, cuando son desenca
denados, se precipitan, por eso, con toda esa materia, y tambien su lenguaje.
While 1 was developing my subject matter, my conviction that Quechua is a
language better suited and more powerful than Castilian to express critical mo
ments of the soul trances del espiritu and, above all, critical moments of mind,
was growing on me; becoming a source of inspiration and of growing excite
ment. Quechua words embrace the human and natural dimension in a density
without parallel and, above all, the Quechua words also embrace the relation
ships that fortunately still exist between humanity and nature. Peruvian indige
nous people are sheltered, comforted, brightened, blessed by nature: when their
hate and love are unleashed, they hastily move toward grasping humanity and
nature, with a force that also includes their language.
Sin embargo, aunque quisiera pedir perd6n por haberme atrevido a escribir en
quechua, no solo no me arrepiento de ello, sino que ruego a quienes tienen un
dominio mayor que e1 mio sobre este idioma, escriban. Debemos acrecentar
nuestra literatura quechua, especialmente en eJ lenguaje que habla el pueblo;
aunque el otro, el seiiorial y erudito, debiera ser cultivado con Ia misma dedica
ci6n. Demostremos que el quechua actual es un idioma en el que se puede escribir
tan bella y conmmovedoramente como en cualquiera de las otras lenguas perfeccio
nadas por siglos de tradici6n literaria. El quechua es tambien un idioma milenario.
(emphasis added)
Nevertheless, and even if 1 would like

to

excuse myself for daring to write in

Quechua, I have to confess that I am not regretting it at all; on the contrary, 1
would even go further and to beseech those who have a better command of
Quechua than mine to write themselves. We must enhance our Quechua litera
ture, particularly in the language spoken by the people without forgetting the

other Quechua, the erudite and noble Quechua, that must also be cultivated
with the same intensity. We will probe that wrrent QueciJUa is a language in which

in
it is possible to write with the same beauty and moving effect possible to achieve
n.
traditio
literary
of
any otlier language that has been improved through centuries
Quechua too is a millenarian language. (Arguedas 1962, S)
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In Latin America different manifestations of the tensions between linguistic
maps, literary geographies, and cultural landscapes can be linked with the
dismissal of Amerindian languages under colonial and Western expansion.
It will be helpful for the reader not familiar with Arguedas's life and interlan
guage trajectory, the color of his skin, and the memories and experiences
inscribed "under» it to read a little of his narration of those experiences:
My mother died when I was two and a half. My father married a second time
a woman who had three sons ... (and) who owned half the town; she had many
indigenous servants, as well as the traditional contempt and ignorance of what
an Indian was, and because she despised and hated me as much as (her) Indians,
she decided that 1 was to live with them in the kitchen, eat and sleep there.
(Arguedas 1972, 247; translated and quot ed by Sandoval l998, xxii)

Arguedas's need and decision to write in Quechua, to translate his poem
into Spanish and to write a justification comparing Quechua with Spanish,
clearly articulate such tensions. He has struggled both with the millenarian
forces and the memories of a language grounded in the body of those living
and dying in the linguistic map and literary geography of Runasimi (to
whom he addresses his poems), and with the centennial and institutional
forces of a transplanted language grounded in the body and memories of
Castilians living and dying in Spain, as well as in a New World constructed
on the ruins of Runasimi.
There are other linguistic experiences complementing those of Arguedas
and foreshadowing the question of language and colonialism, an area in
which linguistic maps, literary geographies, and cultural landscapes collide
and in which social and cultural transformations reinforce each other. Let
us now compare the Andes with the Caribbean and with the Mexican-U.S.
border by bringing into the discussion a jamaican, Michelle Cliff (1995) and
a Mexican American writer, Gloria Anzaldua

(1987).

Cliff, who underlines the differences between metropolitan English and
the colonial English of the West Indies, is more concerned with the political
and cultural dimensions of language than with matters of accent or lexicon.
Of the several types of Creole languages in the Caribbean, I would like to
remind the reader of the main varieties: the Creole of French lexicon spoken
in French Guyana, Martinique, Guadeloupe, and Haiti; "Papiamentu," the
Creole language of Castilian and Portuguese lexicon spoken in the Dutch
Car ibbean; and the English Creole spoken in Barbados, jamaica, Trinidad,
Tobago, and elsewhere (Citarella
text.

1989). Cliff refers to this last variety in her

The daughter of an affluent family, Cliff pursued graduate studies at the
Warburg Institute in London. Her dissertation on game playing in the Italian
Renaissance took her to Siena, Florence, and Urbino, a journey that ended
with her participation in the feminist movement and in her recovery of an
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identity she had learned to despise. I will let Cliff speak for herself by quot
ing extensively from the preface to The Land of Look Behind:
1 originated in the Caribbean, specifically on the island of]amaica, and although
I have lived in the United States and in England, I travel as a Jamaican. It is

jamaica that forms my writing for the most part, and which has formed, for the
most part mysel f. Even though I often feel what Derek Walcott expresses in his
,

poem "The Schooner Flight": "I had no nation now but the imagin ation " It is
.

a complicated business. jamaica is a place halfway between Africa and England,
to put it simply, although hs
i torically one culture (guess which one) has been
esteemed and the other denigrated (both are understatements), at least among
those who control the culture and politics of the island, the Afro-Saxons. As a
child among these people, indeed of these people, as one of them, I received
the message of anglocentrism, of white supremacy, and I internalized it. As a
writer, as a human being, I have had to accept that reality and deal with its effect
on me, as well

as

finding what has been lost to me from the darker side, and

what may be hidden, to be dredged from memory and dream. And it

is

there to

be dredged. As my writing delved longer and deeper into this part of myself, 1
began to dream and imagine . . .
.

One of the effects of assimilation, indoctrination, passing into the anglocentrism
of the British West Indian culture is that you believe absolutely in the hegemony
of the King's English and in the form in which it is meant to be expressed. Or
else your writing is not literature; it is folklore, and folklore can never be art.
Read some poetry by West Indian writers-some, not all-and you will see what
I mean. You have to dissect stanza after extraordinarily Anglican stanza for Afro
Caribbean truth; you may never find the l a tter. But this has been our education.
The Anglican ideal-Milton, Wordsworth, Keats-was held before

us

with an

assurance that we were unable, and would never be enabled, to compose a work
of similar correctness. No reggae spoken here. (Cliff 1985,

12-13)

inferior
Cliff makes it clear that colonial literature will always be viewed as
metropol
the
by
d
exemplifie
when confronted with the practice defined and
bu th
itan literary canon. The same language, the same syntactic rules,
c S·
prac
verbal
diverse
in
game played under different conditions results

WIS
the
cases,
both
ln
folklore is not literature, just as myth is not history.
of
e
knowledg
and
"taste
dom of the people" was invented to distinguish
practices par
genius and educated few," establishing a hierarchy of cultural

� �
�:

allel to economic and political regulations and government.
It is languaging, thinking and writing between languages, that Argued

�

and Cliff allow us to emphasize, moving away from the idea that languag

� �

�
15

�

a fact (e.g., a system of syntactic, semantic, and pho netic rul s), nd moVln
_
toward the idea that speech and writing are strateg1es for onenung and

�

nipulating social domains of interaction. Both Arguedas's and Cliffs linguiS-
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tic conceptualization and literary practices create fractures within languages
(Spanish in Spain and in Peru; English in jamaica) and between languages
(Spanish on the Iberian Peninsula in contact with Spanish "dialects" and in
the Andes in contact with "Amerindian languages"; English in England, and
in the Caribbean, in contact with Creole languages), revealing the colonial
aspects of linguistic, literary, and cultural landscapes. The very concept of
literature presupposes the official language of a nation/empire and the trans
mission of the cultural literacy built into them. Therefore, it is not sufficient
LO recognize the links between the emergence of comparative literature as a

field of studies and literature's complicity with imperial expansion and na
tion building, with all the complexities entailed in the process: English na
tion building and empire building in the nineteenth century was not the
same as nation building in Argentina during the same period. Nor is it ade
quate to denounce the pretended universality of a European observer who
does not recognize the regionality of other literatures (Said

1993). It is the

very concept of literature, like the philosophical and political conceptualiza
tion of language, that should be displaced from the idea of objects (e.g.,
grammar of the language, literary works, and natural history) to the idea of
languaging as cultural practice and power struggle. Furthermore, colonial
expansion and colonial legacies in the modern world system and in the

double side of modernity/coloniality have created the conditions, on the one
hand, for languaging across the colonial difference and, on the other,• for
inventing a discourse about languages that places the languaging of colonial
powers above other linguistic and cultural practices.
Let me further explore the question of languaging and colonialism by
moving to Anzaldua's Borderlands. To read Borderlands is to read three lan
guages and three literatures concurrently, which is also a new way of langu
aging. lt would be helpful to bear in mind Alton Becker's articulation of the
idea of languaging, based on his experience of dealing with Burmese and
English:
Ente ring another culture, another history of interactions, we face what is basically
a problem of memory. Learning a new way of languaging is not learning a new
code, into which the units of my domain of discourse are re-encoded, although
the process may begin that way; and if the new way of languaging shares a
history with my own, 1he exuberances and deficiencies may not get in the way
of simple interactions. However, at some point the silences do get in the way
and the wording out gets slow and hard. A new code would not be so hard and
pa inful to learn; a

11ew

way of being in the world is. (Becker 1991, 227; emphass
i

added)
I quote Becker not as a linguistic au tho rity (even if he is) but next to the

writers, Arguedas, Cliff, and Anzaldua: theorizing is a way of languaging,
just as languaging implies its own theory; theorizing languages within social
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structures of domination is dealing with the "natural" plurilingual condi
tions of the human world "artificially" suppressed by the monolingual ideol
ogy and monotopic hermeneutics of modernity and nationalism. In Border
lands/La Frontera, Anzaldua remaps linguistic and literary practices,

articulating three linguistic memories (Spanish, English, and Nahuatl).
Chapter 6, for example, is titled "Tlilli, Tlapalli: The Path of the Red and
Black Ink." Here, Anzaldua provides an explanation of the title:
For the ancient Aztecs, in tlilli, in tlapalli, Ia tinta negra y roja de sus codices
(the black and red ink painted on codices) were the colors symbolizing escritura
y sabiduria (writing and wisdom) .... An image is a bridge between evoked
emotion and conscious knowledge; words are cables that hold up the bridge.
Images are more direct, more immediate than words, and closer to the uncon
scious. Picture l�nguage precedes thinking in words; the metaphorical mind
precedes analytical consciousness....
I write the myth in me, the myths I am, the myths I want to become.The word,
the image and the feeling have a p alatab le energy, a kind of power.
Con imagenes domo mi miedo, cruzo los abismos que tengo por dentro. Con
palabras me hago piedra, pajaro, puente de serpientes arrastrando a ras del suelo
todo lo que soy, todo lo que algun dia sere.
Los que estan mirando (leyendo),
los que cuentan (o refieren lo que leen).
Los que vuelven ruidosamente las hojas de los codices
Ia tinta negra y roja (Ia sabidur ia)
y lo pintado,
ellos nos llevan nos guian,
nos dicen el camino.
With images I tame my fear, crossing my innermost abyss
With words I become stone, bird, bridge of snakes dragging along
to the ground level all that I am, all that some day I will be.
Those who are looking at (reading),
Those who are always telling (or narrating what they read).
Those who noisily unfold the leaves of the codices
the black and the red ink (wisdom),
and that which is painted,
They are who carry us and guide us
they show us the way.

(Anzaldua, 1987)

�

e
These two paragraphs show the juxtaposition of several memories. T

chns
doctrina
y
Col!oquios
the
Spanish quotation in verse form comes from
nta
represe
and
friars
Franciscan
tiana' a dialogue between the first twelve
of
tives or the Mexican nobility, who arrived in Mexico in 1524 after the fall
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Mexico-Tenochtitlan. The dialogue was recorded in Nahuatl, collected and
rhen translated into Spanish by Bernardino de Sahagun around

1565. Origi

nally, this quotation, which reports the answers of the Mexican nobility to
the Franciscan presentation, requesting that they adopt the Christian doc
trine, was in Nahuatl. The excerpt quoted by Anzaldua narrates the moment
in which the Mexican noblemen refer to the Tlamatinime (the wise men,
those who can read the black and the red ink written in the codices). Anzal
dua's languaging entangles Spanish, English, and Nahuatl (the first two with
a strong "literary" tradition kept alive after the conquest; the third, which
was and still is an oral way of languaging, was disrupted during and margin
alized after the conquest), and her languaging invokes two kinds of writing:
the alphabetic writing of the metropolitan center and the pictographic writ
ing of pre-Columbian Mexican (as well

as

Mesoamerican) civilizations.

But there are still other configurations removing the deep belief in the
natural family ties between language and territories (Mignolo

1989a). I urge

the reader to remember that I am not questioning the importance of "being
born" in a language, as Cuban writer Edmundo Desnoes

(1994) puts it and,

1 would add, to "live in" one or more languages, as many writers in the past

(Nabokov, Beckett, Conrad) and Latino/a writers today (Anzaldua, Moraga,
Hijuelos, Labiera, etc.) know so well. On the contrary, this was one of my
assumptions when I argued in favor of the logic and sensibilities of geohis
torical locations, conceiving exile also as a location. You may or may not
have a "mother tongue"

as

Derrida argues (see chapter l), but y o u cannot

avoid "being born" in one or more language(s), to have them inscribed in
y our body, as I argue in the next chapter. National ideologies were successful
in naturalizing one language, defending its purity, linking it to a territory,
and building monotopic sensibilities that supported influential conclusions
in linguistics as a science and in a long Western philosophy of language
tradition (Aarsleff

1982).

I have been arguing that the current stage of glob

alization is daily questioning-through the expansion of capital, new finan
cial circuits, technoglobalism, and massive migrations-national ideals and
principles about the purity of language, the homogeneity of literature, and
the distinctiveness of national cultures.
The Cuban journal Temas (lO

[ 1997]), a Cuban publication on matters

of culture, ideology, and society, devoted a significant portion of a recent
issue to the question of cultural production in Spanish and English. Am
brosio Forner, whose intellectual integrity I highly respect and whose critical
work I admire, gets himself into a difficult position in trying to find the
criteria under which one can decide what counts as Cuban literature after

1959, when a significant production in the United States is written in En
glish or Spanish and some times in both (Aparicio 1996; 1997). One of the
brisk points of the argument is the unconscious coupling of language and
terri tory, of Spanish and "Cubanity." The same issue that, in the nineteenth
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century, energized intellectuals in the South and in the North to conceive
the two Americas in terms of two languages, without questioning the fact
that such a link between language and territory and such a conflict between

English and Spanish was set up prior to independence in the imperial con
flicts between England and Spain, of which the defeat of the Armada Inven

cible, in 1588, was a significant point in the reordering of the modem world

system and in the ways languages, subcontinental cultures, and nations were
tied up together. There is more than Cuba and the United States involved
in the language/literature issue Fomet is discussing, as there is more than
the question between Mexico and the United States, when it comes to the
same issue, amo11g Chicano/as. There are the imperial conflicts between
Spain and England since the seventeenth century, and those between Spain
and the United States articulated in different manners in 1848 (with Mexico)
and 1898 (with Cuba and Puerto Rico). The first fissure of the modern/
colonial world system was brought about by the conflicts between Spain and
England, when the field of forces and the content of its imaginary began to
change. The second grew around a powerful and complex rearticulation
of the modern/colonial world system. These imperial conflicts involved an
empire in decay and another in ascent. But above all, they were also between
an English-speaking country formed after its independence in the late eigh
teenth century, and two Spanish-speaking countries that were, at the end of
the nineteenth century, still fighting for an independence that other Spanish
speaking countries had already obtained almost a century before. It was, in
other words, a substantial displacement of the field of forces to the Western
Hemisphere, a notion that came together with the Americas gaining inde
pendence and fighting for their place in the imaginary of the modern/colo
nial world order.
I would like to insist on Ambrosio Fomet's concern with the "Cubanity"
of a certain kind of literature written in English and in the United States. As
he himself recognizes, the question is a national question, and a national
question from the perspective of a nation under siege after 1989. Fomet
maintains that it is not the place of birth of a writer that makes him or her
of one particular "nationality" but rather it is the language that he or she
inhabits that gives the writer a place of belonging. The main issue remains

the location of the writer within a given group of people identifying them
selves with a national formation. But, basically, the entire issue and all the

problems Fomet runs into are due to the fact that he maintains the links
between language, territory, literature, and (national) culture. In other
al
words, Fornet is addressing the problem of the canon, the canon of nation
d
resolve
literatures. However, while such issues would have been quickly
e
langua
�
fifty years ago, within the unproblematic criteria of the national
his
and
social
and the homogeneous history of the nation, after the 1970s,
torical transformations revealed the limits of such criteria.
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But let's go back to Fornet's main line of argumentation. First of all, Fornet
assumes the monolanguaging principle and argues that bilingual writers
have indeed a "choice" between languages and the possibility to decide
which one fits better their needs (1997, 5). However, Fornet insists, while
this scenario is viable theoretically in practice, the writer cannot always take
advantage of the possibilities of one language without sacrificing the other.
He is right to stress that bilingualism is never symmetric, but he is wrong
in assuming that bilanguaging has to be symmetric. The asymmetry of lan
guages is not a question of a person knowing one better than the other, but
it is a question of power within the diachronic internal structures of the
modern world system and of its historical external borders (the colonial
difference). I have addressed this issue in the first chapter when discussing
Khatibi's position vis-a-vis Arabic and French, within the historical back
ground of the early modern period when Arabic was displaced toward the
exterior margin of an emerging new commercial circuit (which will become
what today we name modern world system) linked with Spanish, Latin, and
Christianity. In the case of Arguedas, the asymmetry between Spanish and
Quechua is obvious, as it is obvious and necessary to remember that it is
the coloniality of power and knowledge in the modern world system that
created such a situation. Now the question is not to maintain the purity of
both languages, being aware of their asymmetry: accepting that Quechua,
for example, is better for poetry and Spanish for narrative, but that when it
comes to theory and production of knowledge, Spanish is to English,
French, or German what Quechua is to Spanish. The question is how to
"infect" both, Spanish and Quechua (and in the case of Latino/as, Spanish
and English), by injecting Quechua into Spanish and Spanish into English,
as the case may be. Bilanguaging, in other words, is not precisely bilingual
ism where both languages are maintained in their purity but at the same
time in their asymmetry. Bilanguaging, as in Arguedas, Anzaldua, Cliff,
"Creolite" (as we will see later), or the bilanguaging of the Zapatistas who
write in Spanish inserting structures and concepts of Amerindian languages,
is not a grammatical but a political concern as far as the focus of bilanguag

ing itself is redressing the asymmetry of languages and denouncing the colo
niality of power and knowledge.
I hope it is clear that I am not trying to argue with Fornet, nor do I intend
to intervene in the debate his article addresses. I found both the debate and
Fornet's article of a crucial significance and my intention here is to look at
the issue from the perspective of coloniality of power rather than from a

national belonging-to look at the issues in the conflictive history of the

modern world system (in the making and remaking of its interior and exte
ri or borders) and the possibility of transcending and displacing the values
attached to the purity of the language and the subsequent problems that such

an assumption implies. Let me quote Fornet to understand better in what
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terms the problem s
i being framed, and how much this frame has to do with
the national ideology that is limited to account for a social and historical
move toward transnational configurations. Once again, it is not a question
of being for or against the nation; it is a question of critically examining that
the national values placed on languages and literatures no longer correspond
with the transnational experience of a significant part of Lhe population as
well as with the translanguage experience in countries like Bolivia, where the
important pattern s
i not current migration but colonization in the sixteenth
century, which sets the conflictive stage between language and territory:
Una ensayista ha descrito asi a los dos principales contendientes: ios defensores
del ingles desdef\an Ia posicion marginal que ocupa el espaliol en Ia sociedad y
tratan, por consiguiente, de insertarse en el mainstream por la via del idioma,
como han hecho o tratado de hacer numerosos escritores chicanos, puertorri
queiios y, en general, "latinos.n Los defensores del espaliol, en cambio, han "sa
cralizado su idioma y califican de herejia cualquier transgresi6n linguistica.n
(Fornet 1997,

8)

A female essayist described the position of the two contenders in the following
manner: those who defend English despise Spanish and the marginal position
it occupies. Consequently, they try to situate themselves in the mainstream by

the medium of language and they use English. We have seen this move enacted
by many Chicano, Puerto Rican, and, in general "Latinon writers. Those who
defend Spanish have, instead, revered the purity of their language and qualify
as heresy "any linguistic transgression."

The defense of the purity of language should be contextualized, since
the fact is that those who defend the purity of Spanish in the United States
do not necessarily share the same ideology as the Spanish Academy in Ma
drid when it comes to linguistic politics. Fomet observes that the language
question is the terrain where cultural power is at stake. But who is fight
ing for cultural power? Cubans themselves, according to Fomet, since those
"who write in English are excluded and marginalized from anthologies and

studies on Cuban cullure in exile." However, Fornet insists on "national
ity as literary category" and the role of the state in protecting national au

thors. He adds that, in principle, "a national author is, simply, the natural
or the one who was naturalized and therefore has the right to be recognized
and promoted by the system" (1997, 9). I n other words, once "nationality"
is recognized as a category, all kinds of tricks have to be invented in order
to decide who is in and who is out. For that reason, I prefer the general
a
notion of "local histories." The "nation" in such a conceptualization is

particular version of local history. Certainly, it is historically potent

as

has

been implanted in the imaginary of the modem/colonial world system and
to
exported beyond its limits in such a way that it has become difficult
imagine a social organization beyond the nation. I would like now to pursue

AN OTHER TONGUE

233

this discussion bringing to it an example from Puerto Rico and another from
Chil e. These two examples will help us in placing the question of language,

literature, and nation at a different level and, also, to compare particular
local histories (such as Cuba, Puerto Rico, and Chile) in which such rela
tions acquire a different configuration.
Now think about new developments that are taking place in the domain
of literature practiced by members of the Creole population in Spanish
speaking-countries that are changing the image of the "continental divide"
and, consequently, literary geographies. By "Creole" I mean here the popula
tion of European descent and cultural affiliation or, if you wish, the "natives"
originated by colonization, those who achieved independence and took
power after it. Rosario Ferre, a well-known writer and member of a wealthy
and politically influential family in Puerto Rico, wrote her last two novels
(The House in the Lagoon, 1995; Eccentric Neighborhoods, 1998) in Puerto
Rico, but in English. let's read two paragraphs of the first novel:
Puerto Rico was often in the news at the time; it was described by the press as
an exotic, far-off possession, where there was a dire need for public works. The
island had been a colony of Spain for four hundred years and, as William Ran
dolph Hearst's newspapers often pointed out, was mired in poverty. This situa
tion more than justified the United States taking over the island after the Span
ish-American War. Ninety percent of the population was illiterate, and bilharzia
and hookworm were rampant . A roster of projects was to be undertaken by the
federal government to better the lot of the inhabitants. (Ferre 1995, 42)
In Puerto Rico we're all passionate about politics. We have three parties and
three colors

we

identif y with: Statehood and the New Progressive Party are blue,

Commonwealth and the Popular Party are red; and Independence is green. Poli
tics is like religion; you are either for Statehood or for Lndependence, you can't
be for both. Someone has to be saved, someone must bum in hell, and if you're
for Commonwealth you're floating in limbo. (Ferre 1995, 42; emphasis added)

let's suppose that the novel was wriuen by, say, Rebecca james, a Bostonian
who married a Puerto Rican and became engaged in the history of the island.
It would be a different read, whether Rebecca james "believed" or not what
she said about politics in Puerto Rico and whether Rebecca is engaged in
politics as we know Ferre is. But Rebecca james, unlike Rosario Ferre, would
not have the "memories in Spanish" about the history and passions of the

island s, and neither would she be writing memories in Spanish in the En
glish language. There are plenty of interesting issues to discuss here, which
I \vill not indulge in. I am interested in only one of them, which I put in
the following formula: next semester I will teach a seminar, graduate or
Undergraduate, it doesn't matter, on Spanish or latin American literature,

Whichever your prefer. My reading list will be the two novels by Ferre, in

CHAPTER 5

234

English, plus Ariel Dorfman's Heading South, Loohing North
nally wriuen in English, and Gustavo Perez-Firmat's Next

(1998), origi
Year in Cuba

(1995), written also in English. As you can see, these texts "represent" three
1

Spanish American countries: Chile, Cuba, and Puerto Rico. Now, should

teach this seminar in English or in Spanish? And how will I justify my semi
nar? By saying, for instance, that the "new Spanish or latin American litera
ture" is written in English? Or should I just forget about this and only choose
literature written in Spanish, even if that literature is written in the United
States, as we already have two of the recent recipients of the Casa de las
Americas (Cuba) award in the short-story category and one, Lourdes Fer
mindez de Castro, (1998), in the artistic and literary essays category?
Ferre's situation is different from both Dorfman and Perez-Firmat, for she
is writing in English in Puerto Rico, while Dorfman and Perez-Firmat are
writing in English in the United States. The geopolitical configuration of the
story of the three countries is also quite different as Chile, for instance, is
not historically tied to the United States as are Puerto Rico and Cuba. How
ever, all of them are writing "Spanish memories" in "English language" and
so breaking away from the natural links between language and territory. The
three of them, furthermore, are different in this respect from the Chicano/a
writer for whom memories are both in Spanish and English and for whom
the question of belonging to a nation is, if not as clear-cut, at least more
complicated. Alfred Arteaga, in the introduction to the collection of essays
edited by him, An Other Tongue

(1994), explaining his view on the relation

of language, subjectivity, and nation, observes:
These matters of subjectification affect me personally in the manner in which I
conceive myself in regard to nation and ethnos. 1 define myself as a Chicano. I

was born in California and am a citizen of the United States, but my relation to
that nation is problematic. U.S. Anglo-American nationalists define their nation
to the exclusion of my people. Today in California, for example, the male Repub
lican governor and the two female Democratic Senators, collude in generating
anti-immigrant (i.e., Mexican in the United States) hysteria: that 1 am rendered
alien by U.S. jingoism remains a quotidian fact. My nation is not Mexico, yet I
am ethnically Mexican and racially mestizo. But my people exist in the border
lands that traverse the national frontiers of the United States and Mexico. It is
obvious for us here that the language we speak both reflects and determines our
position in relation to the two nations. .

.

. Being Chicano in California at the end

of the twentieth century means being constantly a subjected Other within the
discourses of race, ethnos, and nation in a racist, ethnocentric, and nationalist
society. (Arteaga

1994, 4)

Not long ago I heard a collea-gue from the Southern Cone objecting to
arguments similar to Arteaga's I have been making elsewhere. He bluntly
stated that the latino/a and Chicano/a issues were a U.S. problem not
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"ours." The "ours" referred to his concept of "Our America," by which he
meant

Spanish-

and

(perhaps

including

Brazil)

Portuguese-speaking

America. But again, he was conflating language and territoriality. For

if it is

true that the latino/a question may not be a particular issue for Uruguay,
Argentina, or Chile as particular nations, at the same time il cannot be con
cluded from here that it is not a "Spanish or Latin American" problem. The
Latino/a question involves both "Spanish" language and "Latinidad" as a
geopolitical and imperial conflict articulated in the nineteenth century at
the crossroads of South America, Spanish, French, and U.S. imperial inter
ests. The national paradigm is prevalent both in Fornet and in my colleague
from the Southern Cone, but while for Fornet, Cubans/Latino/as in the
United States is a problem, it is not so for my colleague in Uruguay, perhaps
due to the fact that there is no massive migration from Uruguay to the United
States.
I have been arguing that the strong links between language, literature,

culture, and territory construed as a neutral configuration in the nineteenth
century are being constantly uncoupled by social transformations as well as
cultural practices. Recent decisions in the state of California against bilin
gual education speak for themselves. Maintaining the links between lan
guage, literature, culture, and territory implies reproducing imperial alloca
tions of cultural configurations, and, in the case of "latin America,"
remaining locked and attached to a form of identification that coincides with
the organization imposed by the imperial world order. Similar problems are
encountered in Bolivia or Peru, when it comes to Aymara/Quechua and
Spanish, instead of Spanish and English. Border thinking in the colonial
horizon of modernity could contribute to understanding and acting on colo
nial legacies entrenched in current everyday "cross-cultural" conflicts.
Where do we act? In education, in the media, in all possible spaces where
and when "culture" becomes a question of power, domination, and libera
tion. The fact, for instance, that in the United States "bilingual education"
implies Spanish/English and not, for instance, English/French or English!
German is also a fact loaded with the history of imperial conflict and the
repressive imaginary of modemity/coloniality in the domain of language,
"cul ture," and knowledge. But let's take the argument further and look at
"Creolite" in this context.

Languaging beyond Nation-States
The scenario 1 have just sketched is embedded in a larger picture where
�olonial legacies and current globalizing processes meet, which I introduced
ln the first pan of this chapter. The growing process of economic and techno
logical global integration and some of its consequences (massive migrations)
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are forcing us to rethink the relationships between (national) languages and

territories. The rearticulation of the status of nations, as a result of the global

flow of economic integration, is forming a world of connected languaging
and shifting idemities. As people become poly glots, their sense of history,
nationality and race become as entangled as their languaging. Border zones,
diaspora, and postcolonial relations are daily phenomena of contemporary
life.

How migration modifies lan guaging is related to its geopolitical direction.

While migrations during the nineteenth century moved from Europe toward
Africa, Asia, and the Americas, at the end of the twentieth century they

moved in opposit� directions. Thus, migratory movements are disarticulat

ing the idea of national languaging and, indirectly, of national literacies and
literatures in Europe as well as in the United States. On the other hand, the
rise of indigenous communities and their participation in the public sphere

(such as the recent events in Chiapas, or the cultural politics of the state in

Bolivia) complement migratory movements in their challenge to the idea of
na tional languaging and to the one-to-one

relationship

betwee n language

and territory. The notion of homogeneous national cultures and the consen

sual transmission of historical and literary traditions, as well as of unadulter
ated ethnic communities, are in th e process of profound revisions and re
definitions. We need to think seriously about the processes by which
languaging and the all ocation of meaning to groups of people presumed to
have common features (e.g., "ethnic culture," "national culture," etc.) are
being relocated and how linguistic maps, literary geogr aphies, and cultural
landscapes are being repainted.
The current process of globalization is not a new phenomenon, although
the way in which it is taking place is without precedent. On a larger scale,
globalization at the end of the twentieth century (mainly occurring through
transnational corporations, the media, and technology ) is the most recent

configuration of a process that can be traced back to the 1500s, with the
beginning of transatlantic exploration and the consolidation of Western he

gemony. Paradoxically, the early modem and early colonial periods (roughly

1500-1700, with the predominance of the Spanish and Portuguese empires),
as well as the modern and colonial periods (roughly 1700-1945, with the
predominance of the British Empire and French and German colonialism),
were the periods when the consolidations of national languages took place

concurrently with migrations promot ed by transatlantic exploration and im

proved means of transportation. This progress created the conditions neces

sary to undermine the purity of a language that unified a nation. The con

struction of the first giant steamer (between 1852 and 1857) made possible
transatlantic migrations unimaginable u ntil then. Millions of people mi
grated from Europe to the Americas between 1860 and 1914, complicating
the linguistic colo nial map and placing increasing demands on national liter-
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ary geographies. ln Argentina, for example, intellectuals were uneasy at the
end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries, when

the national and linguistic community was shaken up by massive Italian
immigration (Conde 1988). Migrations of people and the internationaliza

tion of capitals during the second half of the nineteenth century impinged

on the spread of print culture and general education, emphasized by nation
builders in both Americas. Thus, by the end of the nineteenth century, Amer
indian legacies were becoming museum relics, more a reality of the past than
a critical force of the present. Nahuatl, among others, became a language

(i.e., an object) of the past, rather than a languaging activity of millions of
people, suppressed by national languag(ing)es.

Migratory factors introduced an element of disorder in the otherwise quiet

horizon of linguistic, literary, and territorial homogeneity. While Arguedas's

landscape presents the conflict between lang uag ing practices prior to Span

ish colonizing migrations and the introduction of new practices brought by

the colonizing migratory movements, Cliff and Anzaldua draw a different

map: that of reverse migration, the migration from colonial territories rela
beled Third World (after 1945) toward the First World (Cliff to Europe;
Anzaldua's ancestors to the United States). One could say that Arguedas, on
the one hand, and Cliff and Anzaldua on the other, are the end of the spec
trum whose chronological beginning I locate around 1500. Arguedas experi

enced the legacies of the linguistic conflict created by migrations from the
metropolitan centers to the colonial domains, and the fractures of local lan
guages introduced by colonial ones. For Clill and Anzaldua, in contrast,

languaging practices fracture the colonial language. In Cliff's texts, these
fractures result from the linguistic transformation of imperial languaging
practices in colonial domains. In the case of Anzaldua, such fractures occur

due to the languaging practices of two displaced linguistic communities:

Nahuatl, displaced by the Spanish expansion, and Spanish, displaced by the

increasing hegemony of the colonial languages of the modem period (En

glish, German, and French).

Anzaldua's observations about the future geographies of languaging prac
tic es are relevant to my argument: "By the end of this century, Spanish speak

ers will comprise the biggest minority group in the United States, a country
where students in high schools and colleges are encouraged to take French
classes because French is considered more 'cultured.' But for a language to
remain alive, it must be used. By the end of this century Engl ish, not Span

ish, will be the mother tongue of most Chicanos and Latinos." Cherrie Mora

ga's The Last Generation (1993) articulates a similar idea: English, not Span

ish, will be the languaging practice of Chicano/as and Latino/as. I am not in
a position either to mistrust or to contradict such predictions. I would, how
ever, like to p resent some doubts based on other experiences. These doubts
support the implicit desire expressed by Anzaldua and Moraga to derail the
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process that they both predict. Anzaldua's fear, for instance, that English
will become the national languaging of Chicano/as and that French will be
the foreign languaging of distinction may not look the same in

1994 as it

looked in 1987. I have two reasons to cast these doubts: one is the decreasing
number of students taking French at the college level in recent years; the
other is the increasing interest in

la Francophone, with the changing linguis

tic maps and literary geographies of French outside France and the increas
ing awareness in social and academic discourse of the relationship between
language and race. Francophone languaging has as much in common with
French languaging in France as Hispanic languaging in the United States has
with Castilian languaging in Spain: the same

languages allow quite different

languaging priorities, feelings, and knowledge.
Frantz Fanon's

([1952]1967) reflections on the colonial legacies and lin

guistic politics of French outside France and the complicities between lin
guistic ideology and race are relevant to this discussion. If nineteenth-cen
tury Europe invented the concept of race and this concept bridged the gap
between seventeenth-century "purity of blood" and twentieth-century
"color of your skin," then the place of linguistic ideology in the modern/
colonial world system imaginary has been effortlessly traced. The method
of classifying animal species provided the basis for the hypothesis that the
"human races" were founded on an inheritance that transcended social evo
lution (von Humboldt 1988). At the same time, the new science of linguis
tics found its inspiration for classifying languages in the method of the bio
logical sciences, associating, by the same token, the supposedly unique
character of peoples with the characteristics of their languages. The gaps
between Indo-European and Semitic (Hebrew and Arabic) languages were
constructed as linguistic oppositions with racial implications. This state
ment is familiar to those educated in Spanish colonial discourse with the
evaluation of Amerindian languages by Spanish missionaries and men of
letters. Ernst Renan

(1863), for example, talked about the monstrous and

backward character of Semitic languages, as opposed to the perfection of
European languages, in a way that echoed early Spanish missionaries and
men of letters. Today the belief in a hierarchy of human intelligence based
on languaging-as-ethnicity is alive and well, even in academic circles, al
though it is not always expressed as such.
Fanon's first chapter of

White Masks, Black Skins ([ 1952] 1967), an indi

rect response to Renan, is titled 'The Negro and Language." He states: "I
ascribe a basic importance to the phenomenon of language. That is why I
find it necessary to begin with this subject, which should provide us with
one of the elements in the colored man's comprehension of the dimension
of the other. For it is implicit that to speak is to exist absolutely for the
other"

(17). Fanon's speculations revolve around the black people in the

French Antilles with respect to the metropolitan language and, further, with
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respect to the distinctions among languages between those of Martinicans
and Guadeloupians in the Caribbean and those of Antilleans and Senegalese
in the context of African diaspora. Colonial mimicry consisted, in the first
context, of achieving white status by speaking good French. In the second,
Martinicans felt that they were "better" than Guadeloupians and blacks in
the Antilles and "better" than Senegalese, owing to the ways in which they
related to the French language. This is why Fanon states at the beginning
that "the Black man has two dimensions. One with his fellows, the other
with the White man." Thus, Anzaldua's fear that French distinction will
prevail over Spanish subaltemity in the United States may have an interest
ing tum if we consider the growing force of French out of France (i.e., the so
called

Francophone, although France itself is also a Francophone country!),

similar to Spanish out of Spain and to English out of England and the United
States. In any event, the modem aura of territorial French is being paralleled
by Francophone linguistic maps, literary geographies, and cultural land
scapes.

CREOLITE AND BORDER THINKING
When it comes to "Cn!olite" the colonial difference doesn't need to be em
phasized. It is the foundation of "Creole thinking" and of "thinking in Cre
ole." There is a question of gender, however, that I bypass here, but the
interested reader can consult the articles of Maryse Conde and james Arnold
(Arnold

1995; Conde 1998). My focus will be on language, ethnicity and

the geopolitics of the insular Caribbean at the crossroads of imperial con
flicts-that is, where the internal and the external borders of the modern!
colonial world have been articulated over the centuries, from the early Span
ish colonialism to the late intervention of the United States, going by the
British, French, and Dutch interventions in the Caribbean Basin.
The meaning of "Creole" in the French and English Caribbean differs
from the meaning of the same word in the Spanish Caribbean island as well
as in the mainland. In an interesting sense, the difference in meaning is at
the intersection of the first and second phase of the modem world system:
the "Creole" engendered by Spanish and the "Creole" engendered by English
and French colonialisms. Furthermore, in Spanish "Creole" refers to a par
ticular group of people of European descent, who speak Spanish. In the
French and English Caribbean, "Creole" is a language. As is obvious in this
case, those two stages are not "one after the other," when the second replaces
the first. But they coexisted and coexist. "Creoles" in Bolivia and Mexico are
the "mestizos" in power. Whatever their blood proportion, culturally they
have adopted the Western cosmology. More than racially characterized,
"Creoles" are marginal Westerners in Spanish America, rooted in the Spanish
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language and memories but uprooted from Europe, they are defined by the
national ideology they built for themselves. The "Creoles" in the Caribbean
are instead descended from the slaves and, contrary to their Spanish coun

terparts, did not enjoy power. On the other hand, "Creole" in the Caribbean
is the name of a subaltern language equivalent to Aymara in Bolivia. Whether
Creole emerged as a transformation of French, in the islands, by the very
French who were living far away from the metropolis and was learned and
adapted by the slaves, or whether it is a transformation of French by the
slaves themselves, negotiating their first language with French is irrelevant
here. The main question is that there isn't an equivalent to French or English
Creole in Spanish. Contrary to the cases that we have seen so far of two
distinct and different languages in relation to one another (e.g., Spanish and
English or Spanish and Aymara), "Creole" in the Caribbean is both the ma
trix language and the language to which it is related. But in any case, "Cre
ole" was until recently considered an inferior dialect, and not a language (see
chapter 6 on the relation of language, dialect, nationalism, and coloniality).
The three authors of Eloge de Ia creolite (In praise of Creoleness) (1993),
Bernabe, Chamoiseau, and Confiant, have made distinctions between Creo
lite, Negritude, Americanite, and Antillanite. These distinctions uncouple,
on the one hand, language from ethnicity and, on the other, language from
territoriality. The first (uncoupling language from ethnicity) was mainly an
operation of colonial expansion, the second (uncoupling language from ter
ritory), of state building. Creolite, on the other hand, is not presented in a
progressive manner, as a new concept that would supplant the previous one,
but as a concept that integrates them in their difference between themselves
and in their difference with Creoleness. Negritude, introduced by Aime Ces
saire, was a restitution of African blackness in confrontation with European
whiteness, a georacial articulation. By Americanite, the authors of Eloge refer
to all immigrants, in the entire Americas, from Argentina to New England,

including the Caribbean. I will quote in extenso their own definition of
Americanness and Caribbeanness.
These distinctions have very serious implications for the geohistorical

discussion of chapter 2. The ontological dimension of and the natural corre
lation between language, territory, and race assumed by nineteenth century
intellectuals divided the Americas between the Spanish and the Anglos and
left the Caribbean out of the picture. Spanish-speaking countries (Santo
Domingo, Puerto Rico, and Cuba) were naturally attached to the territorial

imagery of Spanish America. However, Barbados or jamaica could not have
been attached to the national imaginary of the United States in the same
way, just because their official language was English. On the other hand,

and since the dominant ideologies in nineteenth-century America were
those buiit by intellectuals from the countries gaining independence from
England and Spain, the French Caribbean was still more isolated, even while
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being "Latin"! A good case in point is the fact that the Haitian Revolution
was forgotten, at least until the 1970s. The Haitian Revolution remained not
only isolated from France, but also from the ideologues of independence
in Spanish- and Anglo-speaking continental countries. Of course, Canada
should be brought into the picture, particularly now that NAFTA has re

�

artic lated North America in a way that could not have been anticipated
by B1lbao or jefferson. The foundation of the geopolitical imaginary of the
mode

�colonial world system and the place of the Americas in it goes back

to the SIXteenth century. In the nineteenth century, however, it began to be

organized by an "American"-born intelligentsia, expressing itself in English
and Spanish. The time of the Caribbean has now arrived with the emergence
of a black intelligentsia. But that is not all, because the voices of Amerindian

�

intell ctuals that we have been hearing since the 1970s are also complicating
the picture presented and defended from the perspective of Spanish Ameri
can Creoles: the "absence" of Amerindians, generally located in the Pacific
coast during the period dominated by the Atlantic imaginary, should be
added to the "absence" of the Caribbean.
But let's return to Creoleness and the Caribbean. l will now spend more
time exploring the epistemological potential of Creoleness as a particular
form of border thinking, arising from a particular local history of the modern
world system, traversing the three phases: from the early slave trade under
the Spanish Empire, to its continuation under French colonialism and the
repercussions of the U.S. presence in the Caribbean in the long twentieth
century (i.e., since 1898). Here are the distinctions between Americanness
and Carribeanness:
First, the sociohistorical processes that produced Americanization are different
in nature from those which were at work in Creolization. Indeed, Americaniza

� and its corollary, the feeling of Amelicanness, describe the progressive adap
�auon and with no real interaction with other cultures, of Western populations

tio

,

m a

world they baptized new. Thus the Anglo-Saxons who formed the thirteen

colonies, embryo of the future American state, displayed their culture in a new
environment, almos t barren, if we consider the fact that the native Indians, who
were imprisoned in reservations or massacred, did not virtually influence their
initial culture....just as the Italians who emigrated massively to Argentina

during the nineteenth century, or the Hindus who re pl aced the black slaves in
the plantati ons of Trinidad, adapted their original culture to new realities with
out completely modifying them.Americaness is, therefore, in many respects, a

mzgrant culture, in a splendid isolation. (Bernabe et al. 1993, 92-93)

�

Cr oles, Caribbeanness, and Creoleness are still categories that overlap but
whtch belong to different levels. Being or defining oneself as Creole means

tdentifying a group of people, differentiating them from others. Thus to say
that ne1'ther Europeans, nor Africans, nor Astans, we proclaim ourselves
u

·

'
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Creoles" (1993, 75) is an identification in relation to a territory, and to the
historical processes that created that territory. But, above all, it is defined by
an "interior attitude," by a mode of being rather than by a way of looking.
"Creoleness" is defined by describing such mode of being that is, in the
particular local history in which it is defined and conceived, first and fore
most an outcome of French colonization in the extended Caribbean, includ
ing Louisiana, where Caribbeanness and Americanness overlap:
We might find them ( Carlbbeanness and Americanness) juxtaposed or interpen
etrated within the same country: thus in the U.S.A., Louisiana and Mississippi

are pr edominantly Creole, whereas New England, which was initially inhabited

by Anglo-Saxons only, is just American. After the abolition of slavery, however,
and the rise of black pe ople in the North, and during the twentieth-century
arrival of Italians, Greeks, Chinese, and Puerto-Ricans, one might rightly think
that the conditions are ripe for a process of Creol ization
New England. (Bernabe et al.

to

start pr esently in

1993, 93)

Thus, if Creoleness is defined from the mode of being engendered by French
colonization in the Caribbean, it is also projected beyond it to characterize
Creoleness as a world experience. The "periphery in Creolization" according
to Finnish anthropologist Ulf Hannerz (1987a; 1987b; 1991) characterized
the current phenomena of mixing languages and knowledges as conse
quences of decolonization, increasing migrations, and the growing exten
sion of the media to places where people do not migrate. Hannerz described
a sociohistorical scenario starting from a metaphor with a well-defined his
torical and geopolitical location: French colonialism. The same can be done
with other metaphors of the same kind, such as borderlands (as l have been
using them as a starting point), double consciousness, transculturation.
However, it is important to distinguish the dimension in which "Creoliza
tion" is used by Hannerz and how it is used by the black Caribbean inte le 
�
tuals. "Creolization" for Hannerz is similar to transculturation for Oruz: 1t
is a description of mixed "genes" and "memes" in social history, but not a

�

mixture of the anthropological loci of enunciation from which Creolization
or transculturation or hybridity in other occasions are described. Ortiz em
to
ployed the term to describe the nation. Hannerz, fifty years later, uses his
describe a world phenomenon.

that
For Caribbean intellectuals, however, Creoleness is also something
own
their
happens to them that is engrained in their own being and in
.
ltse .
thinking. It is, in other words, a phenomenon engrained in thinking
t 10
It is a particular case of "border thinking," similar in its logic but differen
ds.
rla
its history from the Chicano/a experience in the geohistorical bord
differs similarly from the double consciousness of slave legactes m
United States, and still more from "an oth r thinking" claim d by
at the intersection of French and Arab1c, With the old memones of Spa

� �

�

�

�
1;

�.
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conflicts with the Moors. Creoleness, instead, describes a territorial and geo
historical location. As such, it is defined as the "only process of Americaniza
tion of Europeans, Africans, and Asians in the Caribbean Archipelago" (Ber
nabe et al. 1993, 93). More specifically, Creoleness is defined as a mode of
being connected to economy, and more specifically to plantation economy
from the experience of French colonialism in the Caribbean, applicable to
similar experiences around the world: "European and African in the small
Caribbean islands; Europeans, Africans and Indians in the Mascarene is
lands; European and Asian in certain areas of the Philippines or in Hawaii;
Arabs and black Africans in Zanzibar" are all historical experiences creating
the condition of a mode of being defined as "Creoleness" that is not attached
to a territory and to a language but, rather, to disperse an interconnected

territoriality: "Generally resting upon a plantation economy, these popula
tions are called to invent the new cultural designs allowingfor a relative cohabi

tation between them"

(Bernabe et a\. [1989)1993, 92).

The crossing of peoples, territories, nationalities, memories, religions
all come back to language as a basic component of "Creoleness": "Our pri
mary richness, we the Creole writers, is to be able to speak several languages:
Creole, French, English, Portuguese, Spanish, etc." (Bernabe et al. 1993,

104). Like "an other thinking" in Khatibi, Creoleness is a way of think
ing in languages, beyond of course the monotopic purity of the national
languages (e.g., "all who come to this country have to speak X, because X
is the language of this country," a statement that has currency in several
parts of the world today, particularly in the core nations of the modem
world system). But, of course, Creole language is what defines a mode of
being. However, the program and project of Creoleness is not only to rec
ognize and celebrate Creole as a language different from French, but to write
and think in Creole appropriating French-hence, the epistemological
potential of border thinking as a subaltern perspective in Creoleness. Think
ing and writing in Creole no longer implies maintaining the same prin
ciple of purity and coherence of French as a hegemonic and colonial lan
guage; although it may imply isolation because of the limited number of
speakers of Creole in relation to French. But to think and write in Creole,
from Creole, appropriating French, means to "use" a vehicular language,
like French, thus encroaching a mode of being into a dominant one but from
the perspective of the subaltern. That is, in general, what border thinking
as an epistemological perspective is all about. Thus, as far as Creoleness is
a mode of being, of thinking and writing in a subaltern language, from the
sub altern perspective and using and appropriating a hegemonic language
all this is not only limited to a particular local history but is similar to several
local histories made at the intersection with global designs, the coloniality

of power, and the expansion of the modern world system. As such, Cre
oleness offers a different take on "universality" and it opens up the dimen-
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sion of "diversality" as the authors of Eloge define themselves the domain
of conviviality and hospitality.

The major claims of Eloge are programmatic as they define not only a

new aesthetic, but an aesthetic that is also an epistemology. First, the very
foundation of Creoleness demands a complexity in thinking parallel to the
complexity of Creoleness as a phenomenon ("Exploring our Creoleness
must be done in a thought as complete

as

Creoleness itself''; Bernabe et al.

1993, 90). There is a significant and illustrative difference here between, as
I pointed out in chapter 3, studying hy bridity as a complex phenomenon
from an interdisciplinary perspective (e.g., cultural studies)-which main
tains, however, t,he epistemological principle of the social sciences, presup
posing the universality of the observer-and thinking it as an epistemology
that overflows its disciplinary definition. In the latter, Creoleness is con
ceived and formulated as "an annihilation of false universality, of monolin
gualism, and of purity "

(1993, 90). Thus, the possibility and the necessity

of producing knowledge without maintaining disciplinary principles and a
monolinguism of the hegemonic languages of knowledge (e.g., English or
French) is what Creoleness (as Anzaldua's "new mestiza consciousness")
proposes.For that reason, the authors of Eloge limited their proposal (at the
time of its writing) to art, but with the conviction that it should eventually
go beyond it. For, indeed, how does one define and practice a complex
epistemology that is beyond its disciplinary normativity ("The need for clari
fication based on two or three laws of normality made us consider ourselves
as abnormal beings"; Bernabe et al.

1993, 90)? Art allows for that abnormal

ity: "That is why it seems that, for the moment, full knowledge of Creoleness

will be reserved for Art, for Art absolutely. ...But it goes without saying that
Creoleness is inclined to irrigate all the nervures of our reality in order to

become gradually its main principle" (Bernabe et al.

1993, 90).

Creoleness helps in expanding several points I have been making earlier.

First of all, Creoleness as a particular mode of being in relation to a particular
language formation (Creole) implies to "inhabit the language," not just to be
"born in a language." This statement doesn't contradict Desnoes's argument,

on which I commented earlier, only his conceptualization. What Desnoes
said about Spanish obviously encompasses more than being born in it; it
means inhabiting the language. Consequently, this inhabiting a language is
not limited to Creoleness; but it is from the experience of Creoleness that
the very notion of inhabiting a language was forged. Philosophy of language,
as constructed in the Western tradition, from Plato to Wittgenstein, under
lines the relationship between language and the world, meaning and signifi
cance, and its inner logic, the grammatical structure (Taylor 1985, 1:21392). "Being born" and "inhabiting a language" were never part of that tradi

tion (with exceptions such as Heidegger and Levinas), especially since the

seventeenth century, when a paradigm of scientific and disciplinary knowl-
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edge was founded on the distinction between primary and secondary quali
ties.Primary qualities belonged to the object, while secondary to the subject:
"Only in the experience of creatures endowed with the particular form of
sensibility we call sight can things be coloured" (Taylor

1985, 1:46). In such

an epistemology there is no room for the notion of being born and inhabiting

a language as a source of knowledge. This, I submit, is the difficulty that
Derrida has in dealing with Khatibi. While "an other thinking" in Khatibi
(like "Creoleness" for the authors of Eloge) is an epistemology founded in
the "inhabitation" of a language (Creole or Arabic) in tension with a colonial
language (French in both cases), for Derrida that experience of "inhabiting"
a language seems to be alien as he plays his game as a critic of the Western
philosophical tradition I just mentioned, within it-that is, inhabiting a phil

osophical tradition that has difficulty in accepting a reflection on language
based on the principle of a language being inhabited.
Second, Creoleness invites going back to "Chakrabarty's dilemma" and
the question of history and subaltern studies.Literary Creoleness takes the
place of historiography, since historiography, as a disciplinary practice, can
not reach the source of Creoleness. "Our history (or more precisely our
histories)," state the authors of Eloge, "is shipwrecked in colonial history."
This formulation, like several others from Eloge, owes much to Glissant. In
this case, the debt is to Glissant's distinction between Literature and litera
ture; History and history, established in his Le discours Antillais ([1981]
1989, 61-77). As writers of literature, the authors of Eloge claim damages
for the silences of official history. "What we believe to be Caribbean history,"
they go on, "is just the history of the colonization of the Caribbean" Bernabe
et al. (1993,

98). What is missing is "the opaque resistance of the Maroon

allied in their disobedience.The new heroism of those who stood up against
the hell of slavery, displaying some obscure codes of survival, some indeci
pherable qualities of resistance, the incomprehensible variety of compro
mises, the unexpected syntheses of life" (1993, 98). Now, such a formulation
most likely would be approved by disciplinary term historian and prac

titioners, but perhaps not accepted as a disciplinary formulation of the prob
lem. If this is the case, then Chakrabarty is right: history as a discipline is
European history as far as memory retrieved by literature is not of epistemo

l?gical value. But the prosecution against colonial history by the authors of

Eloge continues:

So that our history (or our histories) is not totally accessible to historians. Their
methodology restricts them to the sole of colonial chronicle. Our chronicle is
behind the dates, behind known facts:

we are

Words behind writing. Only poetic

knowledge, fictional knowledge, literary knowledge, in short, artistic knowl
edge can discover us, understand us, and bring us, evanescent, back to the
resuscitation of consciousness. (Bernabe 1993,

99)
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Creoleness offers another "methodology," thinking at the crossroads and in
the borders of colonial history which, like French language for Creole, can
not be avoided but must be appropriated and then turned inside out, so to
speak. What is not in the records, which would not be readily accepted from
a normative historiographic perspective, has to be constructed otherwise.
Glissant proposed sceneries as a method, and the authors of Eloge, following
Glissant, "silence" as destination:
When appl ied to our histories (to this sand-memory fluue ri ng about the sce
nery, the land, in the fragments of old black people's heads, made of emotional
richness, of sensations, of intuitions)

interior vision and th e acceptance

of our

Creoleness will allow us to invest these impenetrable areas of silence where

screams were lost. (Bernabe 1993, 99)
Creoleness transcends the distinction between history and literature, a
distinction readily accepted from the perspective of the social sciences, inso
far as literature is literature and not history. Creoleness, however, cautions
such a distinction, which is ingrained in territorial epistemology. Eloge ex
plicitly addressed this issue: "Creoleness is an annhihilation of false univer
sality, of monolingualism, and of purity" (Bernabe

1993, 90), a configuration

in which literature and history can be acceptable. "History" as a discipline
is "universal" not because of its topic necessarily, but because of its very
foundation, as in Chakrabarty's dilemma. The authors of Eloge propose
Creoleness as "liberation," in this case from historiography, from universal
ity, and from purity. Updating memory, beyond the un iv ersality of the histori
ography of colonial history, leads to global diversality

as

a desire and

as

a

political project; and global diversality, conceived from border thinking and
Creoleness, leads to a desire and a project of conviviality and hospital
ity beyond the frontiers established by universalism, purity, and mono
lingualism-a totality that's not a uni-verse but a global di-verse. This posi
tion is summarized in the following paragraph, of singular relevance for my
argument:
Our primary diversity will be part of world diversity,

recognized a nd accepte d

as permanent our Creoleness will have to recover itself, structure itself, and
p reserve itself, while changing and absorbing. It will have to survive in Dive rsity.
Applying this double move will automatically favor our creative vitality. It will

also prevent us from returning to the totalitarian order of the old world, fixed by the
temptation of tile unified and definitive. (Bernabe 1993, 115)

Global d iv ersalit y as a desire and a political project resembles what Latin
American theologian of liberation, Hans Hinkelammert

(1996, 238), called

"fragmentation as a universal project." "Fragmentation" has a postmodern
ring to it, although Hinkelammert's argument, and its historical horizon
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grounded in coloniality, is indeed closer to Creoleness than it is to postmod
ern thinkers. Hinkelammert's concern is with the need for a "new logic"
that will take us away from the "abstract universal," which is the logic of
universalism, of purism, of monolingualism. For Hinkelammert, an other
logic cannot be an other or opposite abstract universalism (e.g., the logic
of the neoliberal world or of a utopian neosocialism) but a "logic of the
plural"

(1996, 238). He conceived plurilogic (Hinkelammert's version of

global diversality) asfragmentation; "fragmentation/pluralization as a project
implies a universal answer. Fragmentation cannot be fragmentary" but plu
ral

(1996, 238) and decentered. While for the authors of Eloge French as

language and culture is the agent of enacting monism and universalism, for
Hinkelammert it is the global logic of capitalism at the end of the twentieth
century. Creolness as the logic of diversality and fragmentation as a universal
project of pluralization are responses in search of an other logic and an other
thinking that cannot be other than border thinking from the perspective of
the subaltern as I have been trying to argue from Khatibi's "an other think
ing," Du Bois's "double consciousness," the authors of Eloge (Bernabe, Cha
moiseau, Confiant), as well as Glissant's "Creolite!Diversality," Anzaldua's
"new

mestiza

consciousness,"

Hinkelammer

"fragmentation/plurality."

When looked at individually, each concept emerges as a response from a
subaltern position-from very specific local histories-to global designs as
agency of subalternization. And each concept doesn't rise

as

an opposition

from victimization, but all enact a position of "celebration" (e.g., in praise
of Creoleness), of an other logic articulated from the perspective and the
experience of subaltemity, and incorporating hegemonic knowledge into it.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Let me conclude by coming back to the diversity of understanding, connect
ing it with global diversality and colonial difference. Insofar as linguistic maps
are attached not only to literary geographies but also to the production and
distrbution of knowledge, changing linguistic cartographies implies a reor
dering of epistemology. "Serious" knowledge and "serious" literary produc
tion have been enacted since the sixteenth century in the colonial languages
of modernity and their classical foundations (Greek and Latin). Global inter
connections are now bringing us back to the relevance of millennial languag
lng (such as in Chinese, Arabic, Hindi, and Hebrew) once relegated to sec
ond-class status (during the early modern and the modem periods to a
critical examination of the "purity of languages"; and to the relevance of
languages suppressed under the banners of the nation, such as Quechua and
Aymara in Bolivia and Peru, and Nahuatl and Maya in Mexico and Central
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America. Thus languages, languaging, and diversity of understanding go
hand in hand with subaltern knowledge and with understanding diversity
as global diversality rather than as "difference" within the "universal."
In this chapter, I have explored the implications of national ideologies in
the domain of languages and literatures intermixed with the colonial differ
ence. I have asked the question, What are national languages good for in
a transnational world? National ideologies, in the modem/colonial world
system, had different moments and profiles. "Nation" in the sixteenth cen
tury didn't have the same meaning as "nation" after American independence
and the French Revolution. "Nation" as a decolonization project after World
War II doesn't have the same meaning as "nation" and "republic" at the
beginning of the nineteenth century, when "independences" became the first
wave of decolonizing projects. But "nation," from the early Orbis Universalis
Christianus to the secular version of "reason" as human liberation from "his
self-imposed nonage" in Kant's known expression [1790), 1973), changed
its meaning as well as social configuration. While Kant's motto in itself is
appropriate for the emergence of subaltern discourses and interpretations
that we have seen in this chapter (and, as such, a "great" contribution of
the Enlightenment) the connection between a philosophical statement and
the preexisting Christian ideology linking, in the history of colonization
from the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries, the pagans with the barbar
ians, and the barbarians with the Amerindians, and the African with the
slave brought into the picture the notion of the "civilizing mission."
Without Kant knowing or planning it, the formidable recommendation
"Have the courage to use your own understanding" (Kant, [1790) 1973)
became the privilege of the few who assigned to themselves the human
itarian task of civilizing other people and telling them how to have the cour
age to use their own understanding. Michel-Rolph Trouillot's analysis of
the Haitian Revolution as a direct consequence of the blindness of the
Enlightened mentality shows that the courage and the vision of those
Haitians who carried the Haitian Revolution in using their own under
standing was not recognized. The Haitian Revolution, unlike indepen
dence in the Americas and the French Revolution, was an achievement by
people whose "human" status was not clearly recognized by American and
French revolutionaries. Afro-Americans or Amerindians (as in the case of
the failed uprising of Tupac Amaru in the second half of the eighteenth
century, in Peru) were not in the picture of the Enlightenment idea of
"man" and "citizen." Afro-Americans' and Amerindians' independence was
tied up with decolonization, while the achievement of independence by
"early Americans" in the North or "Creoles" in the South was just that,
independence of people of European descent from their European forefa
thers. Universality of human reason became the justification for cultural
differentiation, which in the case of the Americas had its foundation in the
early configuration of Amerindians, Afro-American, and European commu-
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nities. Language was intrinsically related to community
formation and to
geopolitical configurations.
The successful silencing of the Haitian Revolution in
the history of the
Americas ended up in the two dominant geopolitical and
linguistic ideolo
gies, Spanish America and Anglo-America, with Brazil as
a supporter cast
when "latinity" was necessary in the imperial conflicts emergi
ng in 1848.
. .
Amenndtans
and Afro-American communities, in other words, have
been
out of the picture in the making of the "two Americas." The Haitian
Revolu
tion is a moment within the history of the modern/colonial
world system
and of the reconfiguration of modernity/coloniality, as import
ant in the his
tory of the modern world as are the Anglo American indepe
ndence, the
French Revolution, and the independence of Latin Americ
an countries . And
the �aitian Revolu �on is crucial also for envisioning a new scenar
io of geo
.
pohncal configurauons and for understanding the functio
n of languages for
political interventions and for building communities. "An
other tongue" is
the necessary condition for "an other thinking" and for the
possibility of
movmg be�ond the defense of national languages and nation
al ideologies
?oth of wh1ch.have been operating in complicity with imperial powers and
1m penal conflicts (as the silence of the Haitian Revolu
tion clearly shows in
the construction of the imaginary of the "Americas").
The emergence of "Latinos" in the United States compli
cates the picture
further, particularly in the three moments of nation
al and imperial power
that created the conditions of its emergence: 1848
(Mexico-U.S. border);
1898 (Spain-U.S. War, Cuba, Puerto Rico late independenc
e), and 1959 (the
Cuban Revolution). If 1848 was a signal that the contin
ental divide was a
dream from the perspective of global designs, 1898
and 1959 broke away
also �th �he continental divide and brought the
Caribbean in the picture
an �, wtth ll, the French and British Caribbean.
Although territorial configu
ratwns :vere complementary of imperial langua
ges and linguistic (colonial
and nattonal) maps as the foundations of literar
y geographies and cultural
landscapes, at this moment history is demanding
"an other tongue" and "an
other thinking" built over the colonial
difference rather than on national
and imperial territories.
In the next chapter, I pursue a similar
discussion but at the level of lan
guage and epistemology, instead of
language and literature/culture.

---

--
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Bilanguaging Love: Thinking in between Languages
Menardo had loved [emp hasis added] the stories his grandfather
told him about the old man who drank stinking beer and talked
with [emphasis in original) the ancestors. Menardo had loved

(added] the stories right up until the sixth grade when one of the
teaching Brothers had given them a long lecture [added] about
pagan people and pagan stories.
(Leslie Marmo n Sitko, Almanac of the Dead)

LIVES oN the border (De Vos

1994) are conceived and experienced in and

native cultures
from different perspectives: either as the authenticity of the
North Atlantic
the
of
city
authenti
the
as
or
tion
globaliza
by
harassed
being
al planetary
triumph
its
in
still
or
danger
in
either
culture
)
(or Western
the celebration
precisely
is
ng
languagi
pluri
or
bi
of
on
celebrati
The
march.
designs,
of the crack in the global process between local histories and global
s to social
language
from
tion,
globaliza
and
lizaci6n"
"mundia
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movements, and a critique of the idea that civilization is linked
chapter, I return
rity" of colonial and national monolanguaging. Thus, in this
that I intro
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on
distincti
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classical distinc
the
query
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these
of
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beginnin
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at
duced
tion between expert and nonexpert knowledges.
ce thinking
I would like to explore further the colonial epistemic differen
I will explain in
through the possibility of a bilingual or bilanguaging (as
the modem world,
this chapter) epistemology. Reason and knowledge, in
and, without men
presupposed the purity and the grammar of a language
ideologies. Latin
tioning it, epistemology became entangled with national
Renaissance. Scien
was the language of knowledge and wisdom, since the
to a given countrY
tific achievements in a secularized world were related
l"
l and "Continen
and to a given language. Philosophy was also regiona
Its
by
up
practice, backed
philosophy became the paradigm of philosophical
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invented Greek predecessors. Subalternization of knowledge was not only
possible because a given concept of "reason" became hegemonic and the
poi n t of reference to evaluate other logics and ways of thinking at the same
time that hegemonic languages (see chapter

7) were imposed upon others.

In the process of spreading Christianity or the civilizing mission and the
corresponding languages of these global designs, the transformations of
local histories (both the hegemonic and the subaltern) took place and "mun
dializaci6n" emerged as the other side of globalization, parallel to the two
sides of modernity/coloniality. The slash between globalizationlmundializa
ci6n (which I leave here in Spanish and without quotation marks) and be
tween modemity/coloniality is then the signpost of the border spaces cre
ated, through several centuries of religious, economic, and epistemic
Western expansion, all over the planet. For a long period of time, subaltern
knowledges and languages were taken for granted. Even those who lead
the way in subaltern local histories believed in the superiority of Western
epistemology, in the Americas as well as in Asia or Africa. Today, or in the
past half a century with the growing influence of the second wave of decolo
nization after World War II (the first wave took place between 1776 and
1821, roughly, in the British colonies of North America, in the French colony
of Haiti in the Caribbean, and in several Spanish speaking countries includ
ing (Argentina, Chile, Peru, and Mexico), new forms of knowledge revealing
the limits of modern Western epistemology are emerging in the borderlands

of globalizationlmundializaci6n, modemity/coloniality, borders inhabited
by the colonial difference. Border thinking demands a bilanguaging rather
than a territorial epistemology, which supported ancient religions and sci
ence, its secular Western version, as well as economic planning and social
organization. This chapter explores this possibility.
Items, the organ of the Social Science Research Council, published a

shorter version of the lecture that Immanuel Wallerstein delivered at Stan

Open the Social Sciences. He ob
95 percent of all scholars and all scholarship from the
period 1850 to 1914, and probably even to 1945, originates in five countries:

ford University to mark the publication of
served that "(a] t least

France, Great Britain, the Germanies, the Italies, and the United States.
There is a smattering elsewhere, but basically, not only does the scholarship
co e out of these five countries, but most of the scholarship by most schol

�

ars Is about their own country"

(1996a, 3). In a previous publication (1996)

Wallerstein had already anticipated the point I just quoted, although he had
also included the languages of scholarship. He had said on this occasion,
afte r referring to the geohistorical locations of the social sciences, "Five
countries, four languages. The geopolitics of the time placed at least three
of these languages-English, French and German-on a par in terms of
Prestige and influence (that is, the number of non-native speakers who had
learned the language as the primary second languages)" (1996; 2). Further
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down, after reviewing the changes the social sciences went through in
the past 150 years, Wallerstein observed that "Meanwhile, however, schol
arly demography changed. The numbers of Spanish-speaking scholars
grew steadily, and they

�

�

ave increasingly laid claim by amending its s at� t
.
�
in 1994, making Spamsh the third offictal language of the assoctanon

(1996, 3).
In this chapter I attempt to connect the politics of languages and cultures
I have explored in the previous one with the politics of language and knowl
edge . The colonial difference and the coloniality of power is here located at
.
the core of gnoseology, epistemology and hermeneutics, the nomotheuc and
ideographic sciences (Wallerstein 1991b, 237-56). What are the epistemo
logical implications of the fact that "five countries, four Languages" saturate
academic production, although the "geopolitics of the time placed three of
these languages-English, French and German-on a par in terms of pres
tige and infiuence"? !look at the larger picture of the epistemological conse
quences of the geopolitics of language distribution in the modern world
system in chapter 7. Here, I concentrate on exploring the limits of the
politics of knowledge articulated around language, and the main colon
ial languages of the modern world system, as indicated in Wallerstein's ob
servations.
Consequently, my interest here is on language and on signs and memories
inscribed in the body rather than signs inscribed on paper. l have explor
ed elsewhere (Boone and Mignolo 1994; Mignolo 1995a) the question of
writing and knowledge and I do not repeat the argument here. Instead, I
pursue the effort, introduced in the previous chapter, of thinking beyond
language. I elaborate further on the idea of languaging, that moment be
tween speech and writing, before and after language, that languages make
possible. Instead of language and knowledge, I talk here about languaging
and knowing. I hope that this exploration allows me to convince you of the
validity of knowledge beyond the "three prestigious languages"-knowl
edge that the "three languages" in complicity with modern epistem?lo�
and the modern concept of reason, contributed to suppress. Languagmg lS
not used to single out bi- or plurilanguaging situations. On the contrary
bilanguaging reveals the ideology of monolanguaging (and particular!� the
idea of national languages in the imaginary of the modern states), that JS, of
speaking, writing, thinking within a single language controlled by grammar,
in a way similar to a constitution's control over the state (Von der Valde

1997). Antonio de Nebrija at the end of the fifteenth century wrote the first
grammar of one of the languages of the modern world system (Spanish) ,
and clearly linked grammar to colonization (Mignolo 1992b; 1992c 1996).
While Nebrija's strange attractors enabled him to order the chaos of every

day languaging, Anzaldua found herself in a situation in which everyday
bilanguaging in the borderlands brought to life the dissipative structures
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making of language an object no longer controlled and wrapped up in a
grammar, but languaging (bilanguaging) imbedded in her body. While Ne
brija contributed, at the very inception of the modern world system, the
ability to imagine language as a structured object and a national symbol,
Anzaldua contributed, at the dawn of the system, the ability to reveal langu
aging behind Languages and bilanguaging as a fundamental condition of
border thinking. In other words, while the imaginary of the modem world
system focused on frontiers, structures, and the nation-state as a space
within frontiers with a national Language, languaging and bilanguaging, as
a condition of border thinking from the colonial difference, open up to a
postnational imaginary. Consequently, border thinking is post-Occidental in
the larger picture of the modern world system and postcolonial in the history
of the politics of language of modernity/coloniality.
In the preface to Borderlands/Lafrontera (1998), Anzaldua states:
T h e switching of "codes" in this book from Engli sh to Castillian Spanish to the
North Mexican dialect to Tex-Mex to a sprinkling of Nahuatl to a mixture of all
of these, reflects my language, a new language-the language of the Border
lands. T h ere, at the juncture of cultures, languages cross-pollinate and are revi
talized; they die and are born. Presently this infant language, this bastard lan
guage, Chicano Spanish, is not approved by any society. But we Chicanos no
longer feel that we need to beg entrance, that we need always to make the first
overture-to translate to Anglos, Mexicans and Latinos, apol ogy blurting out
of our mouths with every step. Today we ask to be met halfway. This book is
our invitation to you-from the new mestiza. (Anzaldua

1987, preface)

l would add that this chapter, and the book I am writing, is taking up that
invitation and aims at thinking knowledge and epistemology from languag
ing and bilanguaging, and touching upon their consequences for public pol
icy and education. Indeed, and as I have discussed in the previous chapter,
my own argument-here, in this book-is a double articulation of my early
sensibility formed in Latin American Spanish and the arrival of English late
in my life. I would say, then, with Umberto Maturana and Francisco Varela
(1987), and following up on Anzaldua's invitation, that a significant number
of human beings, or, if you prefer, living organisms, operate in language;

and I would add that language is not an object, something that human beings
have, but an ongoing process that only exists in languaging (Maturana and
Varela 1987, 206-15). Martin Heidegger ([1957] 1977; [1954] 1977) used
to say that language is the home of Being. One might say, rather, that lan
guage is the home of Languaging. Being is a concept entrenched with a
denotative philosophy of language that isolates the notion of "idea" as the
result of thinking according to the singularization of "personhood" and of
"self." Languaging, however, locates interaction among individuals, among
human beings instead of in preexisting ideas. It is precisely at the imersec-
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tion between person, self, humans, living organisms-or what have you
where languaging is located as the condition of the possibility of language.
Richard Rorty's dictum-that while the philosophical paradigmatic concept
in the nineteenth century was "idea," in the twentieth century it is "text"
(1982, 90-109)-could be superseded (or at least challenged), by introduc
ing the concept of "languaging." The possibility of conceiving and asking
for thinking beyond thoughts and languaging, indeed beyond language, dis
closes the recursive capacity of languaging: languaging in language allows
us to describe ourselves interacting as well as to describe the descriptions
of our interactions.
National languages came forth in languaging, in complicity with the
state and with institutions regulating the uses and abuses of language. Colo
niality

of power and the colonial difference were and are at work

in all those parts of the planet where nation building (in nineteenth
century Latin America or mid-twentieth-century Asia and Africa) was
coupled with the colonial difference. One wonders how the idea of one
language, one territory became so successful that it displaced the natural
diversity of plurilanguaging (or, at a more perceptible level, of plurilingual
ism). How was it that literacy and written grammars traced the frontiers
between languages and controlled the natural flow of languaging without
the policing of written grammars and natural politics of language? However,
around 1970 signs that national languages were not as natural as they were
presumed to be began to manifest themselves and call attention to the diver
sity of language in a given national territory. Not surprisingly, these signs
were coming from the so-called Third World, at a time when social move
ments were paralleled by a rethinking of bilingual education within the
camp of linguistic policy and by a surge of sociolinguistic research on bilin
gualism and subaltern languages (e.g., Labov's [1872) work on "black En
glish"). It was also during the 1970s that the Chicano movement began to
make its mark on the U.S. public sphere, bringing to life and articulating a
process and a practice I would call bilanguaging (I explain later why this
was not just bilingual).
It was also in the 1970s that the idea of the Third World's inability to put
forth convincing ideologies articulating linguistic pluralism with national
ism was advanced. This occurred as the conflicts between imperial and in
digenous languages presented an obstacle to the process of decolonization.
On the other hand, it appeared that colonial powers were not ready to relin
quish the national ideology of languages nor the idea of cultures associated
,
with them. The massive display put forth by the Spanish government before
is
America
during, and after 1992 to claim the glory of the "discovery" of
"
still vivid in our memory. Spain continues still today its efforts to "sell
to
allowed
Spanish culture through U.S. universities, a luxury that is not
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Bolivia, for instance. We are currently witnessing the flow of French francs
to the United States and Latin America in order to keep alive the legacies of
French culture in the Americas and around the world, a luxury that is not
allowed to Martinique, Guadeloupe, or Morocco, for instance. Meanwhile,
American English is becoming more and more the language of international
transactions and, paradoxically, is challenging the linguistic unity of the Euro
pean community, where American English overshadows English's legacy as
the language of the British Empire. It is not just the grammar of the language
that is at stake, but the geopolitics of language: global designs drawing lin
guistic maps, literary and epistemological cartographies. A curious paradox
is that as English becomes more detached from its own territory, its grounding
is superseded by a transnational dimension. Finally, English becomes a lan
guage that allows for national, transnational and intranational identities and
identifications. Globalization made possible both massive migrations and the
visibility of local social movements. By the same token, it made possible the
resurgence of indigenous languages suppressed by colonial and imperial
expansion and by the surge of fractured imperial languages within and out
side national territories (see chapter 4). This situation invites us to wonder
how in the nineteenth century the links between languages and territories
were described and how "languaging in natural and imperial languages" be
came a natural terrain of national and imperial (cultural) conflicts.
Such a task could be pursued on several fronts. I would like to focus
on the very foundation of a philosophy of language, which was also
an explanation of the nature of language, as well as a justification to use
language as an object of desire and an instrument of colonial or national
domination. The former scenario may be seen from the perspective of groups
on the receiving end of colonial expansion who perceived languages
according to the perspective of imperial ideology and assumed that the lan
guage of the empire was/is preferable to their own native ones. Or, in the
case of Spanish or English in the Americas, the imperial version could be
preferable to the local one. This was the debate between Andres Bello (a
Venezuelan living in Chile) and Argentinian Domingo F. Sarmiento in the
first half of the nineteenth century (Ramos 1989). The use of language, as
an instrument of domination, constructs it as an object of desire since educa
tion and literacy in the colonies are based on the model and history of the
empire. The paradox that decolonization after World War II went hand in
hand with nation building, when nation building was part of the very pro
cess of modernity, can be understood from the perspective of literacy and
the transmission of European national ideals to the colonies. If then recon
ceptualizing languages and their complicity with the nation could be pur
sued on several fronts, I would try-as I said-to look at the foundations
(which were not there, but posited as such) of a philosophy that is both a
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conceptualization of the nature of language and a conceptualization of the
complicities between language, empires, and nations. My rethinking will
also be an attempt at an undoing and at a projective reconfiguration.

A BORDER TONGUE, A BORDER THINKING
The question is, How shall I proceed in this rethinking and undoing? From
"where" will I rethink? From the legacies of the very foundations I am trying
to undo? ls it enough to describe the heterogeneity or hybridity of the enun

ciated, maintaining at the same time the homogeneity and purity of enuncia
tion? Would it b'e possible to build on a foundation that is not the foundation

that allowed for the justification of national imperial languages and their
complicity with knowledge? Perhaps one could begin fTom the centers,
which became margins due to the hegemony of major languages linked with
territories and with nations. We should perhaps begin to think from border
languages instead of from national languages. So, I begin with two chapters
of Gloria Anzaldua's Borderlands/La frontera (1987), "How to Tame a Wild
Tongue" and "Tlilli, Tlapalli[:) The Path of the Red and Black Ink":

1 have been accused by various Latinos and Latinas. Chicano Spanish is consid
ered by the purist and by most Latinos deficient, a mutilation of Spanish....
But Chicano Spanish is a border tongue

w hich

developed naturally. Change,

evolution, enriquecimiento de palabras nuevas por invencion o adoption have
created variants of Chicano Spanish, un nuevo lenguaje. Un lenguaje que corre

sponde a un modo de vivir. Chicano Spanish is not incorrect, it is a living lan

guage.

(Anzaldua 1987, 55)

Anzaldua's observation resonates, unwillingly perhaps, in the history of Cas
tilian, which arose from border languaging by latin, spoken in the northern

part of the peninsula, and by Arabic, spoken in the central and southe�
regions. It also resonates in the history of Castilian, from Antonio de NebnJa
to Anzaldua herself, passing through Andres Bello, in Spanish America
the ideologue of Spanish language for the independent colonies of America
(see Ramos 1989; Cussen 1992).

t
In 1492-the year of the final victory by the Kingdom of Castile agains
were
the Moors-when Nebrija told Queen Isabella of Spain that languages
pur 
the empire's companion, he answered the queen's question about the
s
year
hundred
pose of a grammar of a vernacular language. About three
for
search
the
later, when European romantic intellectuals reacted against
home to
language universals (a la Leibniz) and brought the discussion back
ge
langua
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y
philosoph
a
the region and to the people, they anticipated
).
146-209
1982,
(Aarsleff
linked to public policy and to nation building
the
create
Toward the end of the nineteenth century, this philosophy would
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strong conviction that there is a one-to-one relationship between languages
and territories, and that there is a one-to-one relationship between the peo
pl e speaking a given language and their sense of identification with them
selves and their territory (Hobsbawn 1990, 14-45). The idea of linking lan
guages and territories was not a new one introduced by the philosophy of
the Enlightenment. Rather, it had already been clearly articulated a century
after Nebrija, when jose Aldrete in Castile wrote the first history of the
Castilian language in 1601 (Mignolo 1992b; 1995a, 29-67). T hese were the
heydays of the Castilian Empire in the (West) Indies, an empire that ex
tended from the Caribbean to the Philippines and to the Pacific Islands. It
was indeed in the history of the language that its complicity with territory
was explored by Aldrete. In approximately one hundred years, Castile had
extended its domain across the Atlantic and the Pacific, had created a gram
mar for the language of the kingdom that extended beyond the Iberian Pen
insula in Europe, and had produced a history of the language linked to a
geography located at the center of the kingdom (Mignolo 1992b; 1992c).
To understand Nebrija's implications for cultures of scholarship, it is nec
essary to understand that his argument rested on a philosophy of language
whose roots could be traced back, on one hand, to Saint Augustine and the
merging of Platonic and Christian tradition in order to solve the problem of
a unified language needed to counteract the plurality of existing tongues
and, on the other, to Valla's (1406-57) Linguae latinae elegantiorum libri sex,
written to save Christian Rome from linguistic and cultural illiteracy ("bar
barus").
In Spain, and some forty years after Nebrija composed his grammar,

Luis Vives (familiar with Saint Augustine's work and responsible for the
critical edition of his works orchestrated by Desiderio Erasmus) was
delineating !a questione de Ia lingua in terms of the contrast between the
primordial language spoken by Adam and the Tower of Babel as the event
that initiated linguistic diversity (Vives 1964). Saint Augustine's strong be
lief in one original language comes from the Scriptures and also from his
Platonic theoretical framework. As a Neoplatonic and Christian, Saint Au
gustine's reading of the Holy Book assumed the metaphysical principles of
an original unity from which the plurality and multiplicity of things could

be accounted for. The original and unified language, according to Saint Au
gustine, need not and could not be named because it was not necessary to

distinguish it from other human languages. It could be called human lan

guage or human locution (De civitate Dei 16.11.1). However, the human
language was not enough to keep human beings happy and away from trans
gressing the law, as expressed in the project of building a tower to reach
heaven. The division of languages that caused the division of people and
communities reached the number seventy-two and each of them was identi
fied with a particular name. It was at this point that it became necessary to
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find a name for the primordial language in order to distinguish it from the
rest. Saint Augustine had good reasons to believe that the original (primor
dial) language was Hebrew.
While Vives was acquainted with Saint Augustine and was developing a
philosophy of language that would be used, directly or indirectly, by the
missionaries colonizing native languages, Nebrija was somehow rewriting
Valla's program outlined in the preface to his Linguae latinae elegantiorum

([1442?) 1952). Valla realized that rebuilding an empire was not a goal that
could be reached by means of arms. Instead, he intended to achieve it by
the expedient of letters. By contrasting the Latin used by his ancestors with
the expansioJ? of the Roman Empire, and by underlying the strength of the
language as a unifying force over the geographical conquests, Valla foresaw
the Roman recovery of its lost power and, as a consequence, predicted the
central role that Italy was assigned to play in the future. Certainly, in 1492
it was difficult for Nebrija to anticipate much about the future colonization
of the New World. It should have been clear to him, however, that Castile
had an opportunity to take the place of the Roman Empire. If the preface to
his Gramatica Castellana was indeed a rewriting of Valla's preface, the histor
ical conditions had changed: while Valla was attempting to save an already
established empire in decadence, Nebrija was predicting the construction of
a new one.
There are other issues that deserve to be compared. Valla's fight against
the barbarians, his belief that the history of civilization is the history of
language (in anticipation of Vico), and the strong connections he perceived
between language and empire are issues that are repeated by Nebrija. There
are, however, some significant differences: Nebrija visualized the center of
the empire in Castile instead of Italy and Castilian as the language of the
empire instead of Latin. It naturally follows that grammars of native Amerin
dian languages have been written mainly in Castilian using Nebrija's Latin
(not Castilian) grammar as a model. It is also interesting to note that histo
ries of the New World have been mainly written in Castilian. From these
differences follow the tension between Latin as the language of learning, and
Castilian as the language of politics and conversion. The time had arrived to
move from writing grammars of native languages to writing histories of na
tives' memories.
The first histories of Amerindian cultures known in Europe were written
by members of the culture that introduced Western literacy to the natives
(Mignolo 1981; 1982). In the process, the native methods of recording the
past and transmitting it to future generations suffered the consequences of
literacy both in the form of learning a new form of writing and reading
and of being narrated (perhaps without knowing it) by those who were
introducing the alphabet (Scharlau and Monzel 1987; Mignolo 1989a;
.
1992a; l 992b; Boone and Mignolo 1994). Spanish historiographers acted 10
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the belief that the alphabet was a necessary condition of historiographical
writing. They recognized that Amerindians had means of recording the past
(either by oral narratives or in picto-ideographic writing), although the
Spaniards did not acknowledge that it was the Amerindian equivalent to
historiographical writing. Once they concluded that the Amerindians did
not have historiography, they appointed themselves to write and put into a
coherent form the narratives that, according to the Spanish historiographers,
the Amerindians told in a thoroughly incoherent manner. When a situation
such as this arises in which the act of writing the history of a community
means both suppressing the possibility that community may be heard and
not trusting the voice of the "others," we are witnessing a good example of
the colonization of discursive genres (or types). The case seems to be similar
to that of writing grammars. While in one case, grammars take the place of
the native implicit organization of languages, writing histories takes the
place of native explicit organization of past oral expression and nonalpha
betic forms of writing. In the first case, an implicit knowledge is ignored; in
the second, an explicit knowledge is being rewritten.
Knowing this story, it is surprising to read Fichte's address to the German
nation (Fichte I 1808)1922; Balibar 1994, 61-84) and to ponder the implica
tions of his distinction between dead and living languages. Dead languages
for Fichte were not languages no longer spoken during his time but rather
tongues cut-off-that is, languages with broken and mixed traditions.
French, for instance, was cut off from its Latin roots before becoming a
language in its own right, and English became a mixed language following
the Norman conquest. In contrast, German was the only language through
which a continuous link with the past could be traced back to immemorial
times. German was a living language and only living languages could express
the soul of the nation. It is also surprising, although perhaps unwarranted,
that Spanish was not among Fichte's concerns. By not discussing Spanish
and Portuguese-and with Italian in the background of a glorious Renais
sance memory-the question was divided among German, English, and
French, the three languages of modernity and imperial expansion since the
eighteenth century that Wallerstein associated with the emergence of the
social sciences. These were the languages of the "heart" of Europe in Hegel's
lesso ns on universal history, delivered more or less during the same years
that Fichte addressed the German nation regarding the question of language.
Spain, at that time, was receding behind the picture of European modernity,
the emergence of new nations and new empires. Castilian, like Portuguese
and Italian, was becoming a subaltern language within imperial conflicts
and the building of new linguistic and cultural hegemonies. (I return later
to this historical moment, which l will identify as the first demotion of the
Spanish language in the construction of European modernity)
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Almost two centuries after Fichte, the articulation of living and dead
tongues was reversed, and cutoff tongues were given the status of living
ones:
Ch icano Spanish is not incorrect,

it is a living language, for a people who are
a country in which Spanish is the first language; for
a peo ple who live in a country in which English is the reigning tongue but who
are not Anglo; for a people who cannot entirely identify with either standard
(formal, Castillian) Spanish nor s tandard English, what recourse is left to them
but to create their language? A language to which they can connect their iden
tity, one capable of communicating the realities and values true to themselves
a language witb\ terms that a re neither espanol ni ingles, but both. We speak a
patois, a forked tongue, a variation of two languages. (Anzaldua 1987, 55)
neither Span ish nor live in

The similarities between Anzaldua and Fichte are obvious: they both talk
from the inscription oflanguage in their bodies, from languaging in language
toward an emerging German nation-state and an emerging Chicano commu
nity. They are both concerned about borders, although from quite different
perspectives and interests. Fichte looks at borders as the walls that protect
the inside from foreign dangers (Balibar 1994). Anzaldua looks at borders
as the places where the distinction between the inside and the foreign col
lapse; the borders themselves become the location of thinking and releasing
the fears constructed by national intellectuals toward what may come from
the outside. Historically, however, the differences are enormous: Germany
became the language of a powerful nation-state toward the end of the nine
teenth century; Spanish in the United States became the language of ethnic
minorities and endured a third historical demotion. The second demotion,
which I do not discuss here, occurred after World War II when the world
was divided into three ranked areas and Spanish became the language of a
significant portion of the Third World.
I now make a brief reference to text and textile and bring in Anzaldua's
chapter on Aztec writing, "Tlilli, Tlapalli" (see chapter 5). Benedict Ander
son [1983) 1991, in his classic book, pays a significant amount of attention
to the role of the printing press in building national communities. The print
ing press was also instrumental before the nineteenth century in the process
of colonial expansion, from territorial control to literacy and education. The
notion of "text" became more and more limited to alphabetic literacy and
the book, and certain books containing national narratives became national
icons. All other written forms were automatically relegated to the realm of
folklore, the subaltern dimension of nation-states' concept of culture. Anzal
dua's "In Tlilli, Tlapalli[:] The Path of the Red and Black Ink" brings to the
surface a dimension of "text and nation" that was suppressed twice: once
by the early colonial system of education and then by the nation builde rs'
conviction that the nation and civility were partially founded in alphabetic
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literacy. The rearticulation of language and writing by the nation-state
achieved a double subalternization of writing: first, by promoting alphabetic
writing to the pinnacle of civility and, second, by maintaining a gender divi
sion in writing practices. "Men of letters" were in control of the literacy
within the state apparatus; "textile" remained in the hands of women and
in the realm of folklore. By bringing back "the path of the red and the black
ink," the ancient writing systems, Anzaldua refurbishes the conceptualiza
tion of writing and text, and opens up the doors to rethink the complicities
among texts, nations, empires, and cultures of scholarship.

EPISTEMOLOGY AND IMPERIAUNATIONAL LANGUAGES

From the conflicts among the imperial languages and between imperial and
subaltern languages, I now move to cultures of scholarship, which are also
cultures in conflict. I explore two aspects: the complicities between imperial
languages and structures of knowledge; and the difficulty, if not impossibil
ity, of certain languages becoming languages of scholarship. Hierarchies are
established in language. Looking at languaging instead of at languages may
allow us to see behind the scenes and to conceive knowledge beyond disci
plinary boundaries and across discursive genres associated with national
and imperial linguistic hierarchies and subsequent structures of knowledge.
There is a splendid moment in Pierre Bourdieu's "Thinking about Limits"
(1992), in which he places himself in a disciplinary-theoretical as well as a
language genealogy. As a sociologist interested in education, Bourdieu un
derstands the paradox implied in the process itself: "if we are not educated,
we cannot think much at all, yet if we are educated we risk being dominated
by ready-made thoughts." Can we really not think much at all if we are not
educated? Is it only education that calls for thinking? Or is education a
manipulation of thinking? In order to address these questions, let us look
at languages and education in colonial expansion and nation-building strate
gies. Let us concentrate on colonial legacies, national languages, and disci
plinary foundations in the educational system that teaches us (i.e., those of
us who have access to such education) how to think. Let us also follow
Bourdieu in his journey of self-disciplinary location.
The epistemological tradition in which Bourdieu began to work, he con
fesses, was for him "like the air that we breathe," which is to say that it went
unnoticed. He recognizes that his is a very local tradition tied up with a
numb er of French names: Koyre, Bachelard, Canghilhem, and, if we go back
a little, Duhem. Bourdieu further explains:
One should study the historical reasons for its existence, since it was not at all
a national miracle, but no doubt related tofavourable conditions \vithin the struc-
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Lure of the education system [emph as is added). This historical tradition of epis
temology very strongly linked reflection on science with the history of science.
Differently from the neo-positivistAnglo-Saxon tr ad ition it was from the history
,

of science that it isolated the principles of knowledge and scientific thoughts.
(Bourdieu 1992, 41)
Cultures of scholarship are cast in terms of textual national legacies, for it
is in and by texts that the educational system, in modem and Western Eu
rope (the Europe of Hegel and Fichte), is structured and that science is
articulated, packaged, transmitted, and exported.
But let me explore further the equation texts-nations-cultures of scholar
'
ship. In an effort to elucidate the theoretical frame of his own thinking,
Bourdieu honestly pursues a comparison (this time) with the German philo
sophical tradition. The comparison is necessary in order to justify the trans
ferability of scientific thinking from the science of nature to the human
sciences, a that which is more difficult to take in the German philosophical
legacy because-according to Bourdieu-the distinction between "Erklaren
Verstehen" (explanation-understanding) builds a wall between the natural
and the human sciences. French legacies, he concludes,

p ropos [e] , then, a reflection which is much more general, from which I h ave
drawn an epistemological program th at can be summed up in one statement:
"The scientific fact is conquered, constructed, confirmed." The conquest of the
given

is

a central concept in Bachelar's tho ught, and he sums it up in the term

epistemolo gical break. Why is this phase of scientific research important, and

why does it separate, as seems to me to be the case, the tradition I represent
from the dominant Anglo-Saxon tradition? It is because to say that the scientific
fact has to be fought for is radically to defy, in this regard, all of the givens that
social scientific researchers find before them. (Bourdieu 1992, 43)
This brief description of Bourdieu's self-location within the theoretical
and epistemological parameters of the human sciences and linguistidtextual
national traditions is not intended to describe my own theoretical premises.
I am interested in the underlying links between scientific texts and nations,
between languages and cultures of scholarship. How should we think from
models and theories provided by Chicano/a thinkers, such as Gloria Anzal
dua or Cherrie Moraga, among others? How should we operate in language
from the edges of what disciplinary self-descriptions placed as the exterior
of a disciplinary interior? How should we erase the disciplinary distinctions
between external narrative forms, such as the myth, and internal narrative
forms, such as history? How should we rearticulate them in the sphere of
human languaging, beyond discursive genres framed in imperial languages
and epistemological structures of domination? There is one point on which
I concur with Bourdieu, however, and I take it as a theoretical premise: "if
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the state is so difficult to think, it is because we are the state's thinkers,
and because the state is in the head of the thinkers. Put like that, this has
the feel of a phrase that still floats too much in the air, but one can see for
example in Durkheim's texts all that his thinking on the state owed to the
fact that he was a functionary of the state"

(1992:40). Thus, if the state

is complicitous with the production and distribution of knowledge, can the
oretical and scientific thinking be produced at the margin of the major
national languages, entrenched within colonial expansion since the eigh
teenth century? Can the state think from the colonial difference? In princi
ple, no, because coloniality of power is embedded in the state and as such
it reproduces the colonial difference and represses the possibilities of thinking

from

it.

CULTURES OF SCHOLARSHIP, NATIONAL LANGUAGES,
TRANSNATIONAL KNOWLEDGE
A question that we might ask at this point is what happens with national
languages and cultures of scholarship in a transnational world? How should
we move away from the "natural" connections between structures of knowl

e dge and national-imperial languages, as Wallerstein has pointed out?
One obvious answer is implied in my previous discussion on Bourdieu: na
tional languages linked to modern European nations and colonialism (En
glish, French, German) after the eighteenth century persist as the main lan
guages of culture of scholarship; knowledge, and forms of knowledge are
exported like any other commodity, and imperial languages are the media
tors in these kinds of transactions, from models for economic restructura
tion to theories of historical narratives, ethical arguments, and philosophies
of languages. Another possible answer would be related to the description,
analysis, explanation, and understanding of language turmoil engendered
by massive migrations to imperial centers, on the one hand, and by the
consequences of decolonization, on the other. What these social transforma
tions engendered was not a new form of science or of philosophical thinking,
but "literature" produced either in the ex-colonies or at the margins of met
ropolitan centers receiving massive migratory movements. The conse
quences of such a double movement (e.g., [a) exportation of knowledge
and patterns of scholarship to ex-colonies; [b) decolonization and massive
migrations from ex-colonies to metropolitan and industrial centers) are ob
vious: the so-called Third World (external or internal to so-called First
World nations) is supposed to produce "culture" while the First World is
supposed to produce scholarship and science: a distribution of scientific
labor that contributed to maintaining the hierarchy of languages implanted
by previous colonialisms (see chapter 1).
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Such a distribution of scientific labor could be rethought from the bilan
guage literature of frontiers and borderlands. Nonetheless,

� order to do so

it is necessary to reconceptualize literature and scholarshtp and see them

both as different agencies of languaging. In the context of the state, its citi
zens are encouraged to abide by rules that make monolanguaging hege
monic (Fishman 1996, 3-16) and bilanguaging a subaltern language interac
tion. Therefore, disciplinary foundations are legalized in the realm of
monolanguaging, but banned in the realm of bilanguaging. Can bilanguag
ing then be taken as a theoretical foundation and Anzaldua as an intellectual
reference of knowledge and understanding, in a way similar to Bourdieu's
appeal to French and French intellectuals in his disciplinary and sociological
practice? Can bilanguaging and border thinking (as well as Khatibi's "an
other thinking" and Du Bois's "double consciousness") be the foundation
of an epistemology that bypasses epistemological grounding in national and
imperial languages?
In order to foresee this perspective it is necessary to accept that languag
ing, like thinking, is beyond language and thought; languaging is the mo
ment in which "a living language" (as Anzaldua puts it) describes itself as a
way of life ("un modo de vivir") at the intersection of two (or more) lan
guages. At this point, the differences between the bilingual and the bilangu
agelbilanguaging, between linguistic policy and languaging become appar
ent: bilingualism is not a way of life but a skill. If bilanguaging were not a
life-style, if it were not existentially and politically dramatic but rather a
skill we would not be able to understand jose Maria Arguedas in Peru, who

d himself in the

kille

tension of bilanguaging. Nor would we understand

Gloria Anzaldua in the United States, whose seductive force is the force of
bilanguaging

as

�etic

living-between-languages and not just a bilingual aes

exercise. Indeed Frantz Fanon's analysis of the displacement of French m the
Caribbean and Africa, deeply entrenched in racial tensions, is an exemplary

�

instance of bilanguaging in the same language, as is the "Creole epistemo 
ogy" emerging from the Caribbean thinkers I commented upon in the preVious chapter.
.
Furthermore, the reason that I prefer bilanguaging and bilanguagts�
rather than bilingualism is because I am trying to draw in something that 1S
beyond sound, syntax, and lexicon, and beyond the need of having tw_o
.
languages (as Fanon's example testifies, bilanguaging as a form of hfe

�

possible in the fractures of an hegemonic [national or imperial] language).

the law that instills fear and shame among those who do not master the
master language. "Chicanas who grew up speaking Chicano Spanish have
internalized the belief that we speak poor Spanish. It is illegitimate, a bastard
language," observers Anzaldua (1987, 58). And she add�: "Chicanas fe �l
.
uncomfortable talking in Spanish to Latinas, afratd of thetr censure. Then
language was not outlawed in their countries. They had a whole lifetime of
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being immersed in their native tongue; generations, centuries in which
Spanish was a first language, taught in school, heard on radio and TV, and
read in newspapers" (Anzaldua 1987, 58).
Languaging should take us not to the soul of the people reflected in lan
guage (as Fichte would like to have it), but to what makes language possible:
without languaging, no language is possible. Languaging is not a replacement
of Humboldt's energeia but rather a "way of life," engaging needs and desires
to enact the politics and ethics of liberation. Now, since languaging is inter
acting in language and language is what allows for describing and conceiving
languaging, bilanguaging then would be precisely that way of life between
languages: a dialogical, ethic, aesthetic, and political process of social trans
formation rather than energeia emanating from an isolated speaker.

LANGUAGING, EDUCATION, AND CRITICAL THINKING
I would like to pursue this line of thought by introducing Paulo Freire's
Pedagogy of the Oppressed ([1972] 1993) in this section and by discussing
Cherrie Moraga's The Last Generation (1993) in the next one.
Freire's notion of dial ogical thinking allows me to elucidate one aspect of
languaging beyond Humboldt's energeia and to explore border thinking at
another level. His dialogical thinking is more than an analytical concept: it
is also a means for action and liberation. Liberation from what? one may ask.
From social and economic oppression, but also and mainly

as

intellectual

decolonization: not the universal emancipation of "them," in the Enlighten
ment project, but its complement, "liberation" from coloniality, the darker
side of modernity. Although literacy is the main agency of dialogical think
ing and human liberation, Freire does not explicitly explore language as an
issue related to both national domination and human liberation. However,
his take on dialogical thinking shows the way to a displacement of hege
monic notions of disciplinary or scholarly knowledge. Freire talks about
thinking with instead of thinkingfor or thinking about people. His dialogical
thinking as an educational project authorizes a recasting ofBourdieu's fram
ing of his own scientific tradition in order to analyze educational systems
and national languages.
Bourdieu maintains a legacy in which science and scholarship are mono
logical: it is a thinking about rather than a thinking with. The goal of science
and scholarship is to conquer the facts, whether perceived as human nature
or natural nature. Consequently, if the thinkers of the human sciences are
the thinkers of the state, there is a close link between the human sciences
and the impossibility of thinking with. If the nation-state and (to paraphrase
Freire) the dominant elites were to think with the people, the contradiction
would be superseded and domination would end. Instead, scholarly think-
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ing and studies about the nation and languages may prevent citizens from
thinking about the nation by themselves . If this is the case, we need a differ
ent kind of thinking in the realm of linguistic policy and educational proj
ects. Languaging should be brought into the picture; and bilanguaging, as a
way of knowing and of living emerging from the detritus of colonial and
national expansion, could contribute in the struggle to reconvert subaltern
memories from places of nostalgia to places of celebration.
Bilanguaging and dialogical thinking, as practices as well as conceptual
izations of such practices, should also contribute to the transformation of
the human sciences into forms of knowing that outdo the humanitarian
generosity of hegemonic power, and that recast cultures of scholarship by
the recognition of diversity of knowledge which outshines monothinking
and monolanguaging. Freire's dialogical thinking forms a network with my
own concept of bilanguaging and with Abdelkebir Khatibi's "une pensee
autre" (an other thinking), placed at the intersection of the so-called West
ern rationality and its exterior, the ways of thinking that were presumed to
be, at some point, integrated and transformed into rationality (Khatibi

[1983]1990, 63-112). Moreover, his

double critique is located at the inter

section of Western and Islamic legacies. lf Freire's dialogical thinking en
gages literacy and moves toward "conscientization" as a form of liberation,
Khatibi's double critique pursues intellectual and scholarly decolonization.
It is a third place, a third word, which is also a delinking from Western
reason and a critique of its adaptation to Maghrebian sociologie. This effort
is made possible, according to Khatibi, by departing from Western critiques
of science, technology, and metaphysics (Nietzsche, Heidegger, Derrida) and
by relocating it in "our bilanguage situation" (57; Khatibi uses the term

bilingue, but his thoughts are beyond the realm of the bilingual proper). The
bilanguage situation Khatibi alludes to is pan of two forms of metaphysics,
indeed a bimetaphysics, both Western and Islamic. Khatibi's dramatic search
is the instability of walking on the frontiers, the frontiers of bilanguaging,
which represent the unavoidable inscription of colonial legacies that dis
place the deconstruction of Western metaphysics from within its boundaries
toward a decolonizing effort: deconstruction becomes decolonization in the
fractured space of bilanguage and bilanguaging.
My own situation is quite different from that of Khatibi. The double forms
of metaphysics for someone born and educated in Argentina (or in Latin
America, for that matter) have a different configuration. The detritus of
Western reason is certainly there,

as

in Maghreb, but Islamic legacies are

alien. Amerindian legacies do not have a common Greek heritage, unlike
Islam and the constitution of the West. Bilanguage and bicultural situations
in the Americas are alien to the transfiguration of the ancient Greek thinking
machine in the Arabic world and in Western Christianity.
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BORDER THINKING, BICULTURAL MIND-DOUBLE CONSCIOUSNESS

Similar to those found in Khatibi are the politics and ethics of bilanguaging
in Chicano and Chicana intellectuals, such as Gloria Anzaldua, Cherrie
Moraga, Ramon Saldivar, and Norma Alarcon. ln her latest book (The Last

Generation, 1993) Moraga introduces the notion of "bicultural mind," which
l perceive

as

a member of the same family

as

Anzaldua's "New Mestiza,"

Khatibi's notion of "an other thinking." The discursive genealogy created
by Moraga is a genealogy building on dual memories, memories articulated
in two or more languages, rather than by means of a disciplinary tradition .
It constructs knowledge, although nondisciplinary knowledge: a knowledge
that is, like bilanguaging, a life-style and struggle for liberation, not from
the darker tyranny of theological thinking (how the Renaissance and the
Enlightenment justified knowledge) but, paradoxically, from the control of

reason as the disciplinary grammar of knowledge in cultures of scholarship.
Can such knowledge be produced within disciplinary (e.g ., human sciences)
frameworks? Can disciplines operate in a space of dual epistemologies?
Would it be possible to think at the bilanguage intersection of Quechua and
Spanish, for example, or Nahuatl and English? Can bilanguaging from the
spaces of languages inscribed in different epistemologies (for instance,
French and Arabic, or Spanish and Quechua), epistemologies that emerge
from the fractures of the languages of "scientific" and "philosophical"
knowledge in Western modernity and its aftermath around the world, gener
ate new ways of knowing? The answer is simply yes, although difficult to
accept in a world where hegemonic epistemology has the convincing power
of technology supported by an ideology where achievement is measured by
the amount of obj ects produced, consumed, accumulated, and sold. Fur
thermore, given the complicities between nation-state, languages, disciplin
ary configuration, and consumerism, bilanguaging epi stemologies run the
same risk as other cultural productions accepted as "folklore," "magic,"
"mysticism," and the like. I would like to insist, however, that bilanguaging
in certain situations and in certain colonial legacies could lead the way to
ward a radical epistemological transformation.
The "bicultural mind" (in my terminology the "bilanguaging mind") is
the "mind" inscribed in and produced by colonial conditions, although di
verse colonial legacies engender dissimilar "bicultural ininds." Conse
quently, bilanguaging and nations will be shaped by the place that the nation
occupies in relation to colonial and imperial structures. The local is in
scribed in the global. Moraga theorizes the double bind between the local
and the global in the domain of the people, the body, and sexuality: it is
"

historically evident that the female body, like the Chicano people, has been
colonized. And any movement to decolonize them must be culturally and
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sexually specific" (Moraga 1993, 149). The articulation of the local and the
global is inscribed in a particular colonial legacy: the Spanish colonization
of America (with an accent), and the U.S. imperial moves toward Mexico
and Latin America . Moraga exploits the date that she finished the book

�

1992, five hundred years after the recognized cultural beginning of global

ization as Western expansion. That is, one side of Moraga's constructed colo
nial legacy is not located in the legacies of the European Enlightenment and
in North Atlantic modernity, but in the early modem and early colonial
period and the expansion of the Spanish Empire. As a matter of fact, moder
nity and colonization after the eighteenth century, if not irrelevant, are quite
secondary in Moraga's wounds:
Chicano Nation is a mestizo nation conceived in a double-rape: first, by the
Spanish and then by the Gringo In the mid-19th century, Anglo America took
.

-

possession of one-third of Mexico's territory. A new English-speaking oppressor
assumed control over the Spanish, Mestizo, and Indian people inhabiting those
lands. There was no disallowing that the United States had stolen Aztlan from
Mexico, but it had been initially stolen from the Indians by the Spanish some
300 y ears ea rlier. (Moraga

1993, 153-54)

Now, what does this double rape mean in terms of languages and languag
ing? First, it signifies the rearticulation of Amerindian languages by the
Spanish colonial system of education and, by the same token, the subalterni
zation of Amerindian languages in relation to Spanish. Second, it is the sys
tem of the rearticulation of colonial languages themselves (Spanish, Portu
guese, Italian, French, German, English), the growing influence of the
languages attached to the second wave of colonial expansion (German,
Fr�nch, English), and, above all, the hegemonic role of English during the
thtrd wave of globalization, from 1945 to the present. Spanish is both a
hegemonic Language allowing for the subaltemization of Amerindian Lan
guages and a subaltern Language of North Atlantic modernity. And I would
add, it is three times subaltern. Spanish was first displaced toward a subal
tern position within the European community itself during the seventeenth
century when Seville was replaced by Amsterdam as the center of global
transaction, and when French, German, and English became the languages
of reason and science. In other words, these became the languages of disci
plinary configurations implied in Bourdieu's genealogy of sociological scien
tific practices. Second, after World War II and the division of the world into
three ranked areas, Spanish became the language of a significant portion of
the Third World, Hispanic America. Spanish was devalued a third time when
it became the language of Latino communities in the United States.

Let me explore this issue further. Moraga states that she finished The Last
Generation in 1992. The introduction is dated December 31, 1992. She
makes explicit the significance of this date: five hundred years after Colurn-
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bus arrived to the lands that would be later called America, and she writes
America with an accent on the e. The second date is 1524, the date after
the fall of Mexico-Tenochtitlan and the arrival of the twelve Franciscans-
requested by Cortes to Charles I of Spain and Charles V of Europe, who
then forwarded the request to the pope. The conflicts of languages, cultures,
and knowledge are clearly articulated in this encounter between the Tlamati
nime and the twelve Franciscans. The link here is between Moraga, the
Chicanos (instead of the sociologists), and the anonymous Tlamatinime (in
stead of Bachelard, Koyre, Canghilhem):
I write with the same knowledge, the same sadness, recognizing the full impact
of the colonial uexperiment" on the Lives of Chicanos, mestizos and Native
Americans. Our codices-dead leaves unwrilten-lie smoldering in the ashes of
disregard, censure, and erasure. The Last Generation emerges from those ashes. I
write against time, out of a sense of urgency that Chicanos are a disappearing
tribe, out of a sense of this disapp earance in my own familia. (Moraga

1993, 2)

Azthin as a place, and the anonymous tlamatinime as a social role set the
stage for the most relevant chapter of the book: "Queer Aztlan: Re-formation
of Chicano Tribe," in which Moraga discusses at length the idea of the nation
and makes a move toward a new formation, a re-formation, of Chicano Tribe.
This reformulation is being thought out at the same time that the nation
states of three countries (Mexico, the United States and Canada) were work
ing on a territorial re-formation by regional integration (NAFTA). Moraga
complements and dialogues with Leslie Marmon Silko's Almanac of the Dead

(1991), particularly with the "five hundred year map" that Silko includes at
the beginning of her novel (see fig. 1).
Bilanguaging acquires a new dimension, not just the dimension of the
linguistic per se, or of dialogical thinking, but languaging in the sphere of
sexuality, race, and human interactions. Bi-languaging is no longer idiomatic
(Spanis h , English) but is also ethnic, sexual, and gendered. Spanish and
English "recede" as national languages, as the language of a nation called
"Queer Aztlan" arises. After all, both are imperial languages, and Queer
Aztlan proposes a different articulation of the nation in the last analysis, and
whether English or Spanish would be irrelevant, on the one hand, because
both are hegemonic languages of the empire and the nation, or, on the other

�a nd

,

because they are unavoidable due to globalization and the consolida

tion of hegemonic languages, is a moot point. If English is the unavoidable

choice because Queer Aztlan is a subaltern nation, it has its advantages:
�e possi�ility of fracturing the configuration of the hegemonic languages.
� Ila�guaging could be understood here as the displacement of hegemonic
.
and 1mpenal languages (Spanish, English) and their relocation into the per
spective. of Amerindian languages. In order to do so, it is necessary to think

la nguag mg beyond languages: the moment "before" language (not, of
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course, in a history of language from the paleolithic to the present, but in

�

everyday linguistic practices), when the discursive alienatio� of wh t (in
_
language) we call "consciousness" has not yet been articulated m the dJsc � r

sive structure of power; and the moment "after" language, when languagmg
(and, in this case, bilanguaging) becomes a process of "conscientization"

Ia Freire)

as

(a

liberation of colonial and national (official, hegemonic) dis

courses and epistemologies. Both moments of languaging ("before" and
"after" language) allow Moraga to reconceptualize territoriality. The idea of
"land" counters the national concept of "territory," as mapped by the nation
state. In the domain of languaging before language, "land" is inscribed in
the primal domain of interaction of people among themselves and with the
world; in the domain of languaging after language, "land" is reinscribed in
the movement of conscientization and the articulation of new communities,
beyond (national) languages. But, of course, this perspective will not be
readily accepted in educational institutions (from the state to university and
from the university to elementary and secondary education), dominated by
the belief on a monotopic and pure epistemology supported by the text, be
it sacred or secular.
Moraga departs from the fact that "the primary struggle for Native peoples
across the globe is the struggle for land"

(1983, 168). She adds: "Increas

ingly, the struggles of this planet are not for "nation-states," but for nations
of people, bound together by spirit, land, language, history and blood....
Chicanos are also a nation of people, internally colonized, within the borders
of the U.S. nation-state"

(1993, 168-69).

In a global world, "land" becomes the metaphor for particular locations
in space, for "places" that should be reconquered from the dispossessions
enacted by colonial and national powers:
Land remains the common ground for all radical action. But. land is more than

the rocks and trees, the animal, and plant life that make up the territory of
Aztlan or Navajo Nation or Maya Mesoamerica. For immigrant and native alike,
land is also the factories where we work, the water our children drink, and the

housing project where we live. For women, lesbians, and gay men, land is that
physical mass called our bodies. Througho ut "las Americas," all these "lands"
remain under occupation by an Anglo-centric, patriarchal, imperialist United
States. (Moraga 1993,

173)

Caught between two colonial legacies, fearing equally the "Hispaniz tion"
�
and "Anglanization" of the Chicanos, loving equally English and Span�h as
displaced and fractured colonial languages, with a certain nostalgia f�r
'
the Spanish storytelling of her ancestors, Moraga s emphasiS on "Iand" 15
·

indeed a retribalization and an effort of concientisazao, which moves away
from both Spanish as the official language of Mexico and from E�glish as

the official language of the United States. Moraga reclaims Amerindian !ega-
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cies from today's United States, to today's Central America as she assumes
Ward Churchill's

(1992) definition of "Indigenista" as someone who "takes

the rights of indigenous people as the highest priority," stating that "many
Chicanos would by this definition consider themselves lndigenists" (Moraga

1993, 165). Her statement is based on the fact that since the early 1970s
(and the date here is important in relation to the indigenous movement
in latin America), "Chicanos have worked in coalition with other Native
American tribes and have participated in inter-tribal gatherings, political
prisoner campaigns, land rights struggles, and religious ceremonies"

(165).

Why this new tribalism? Is this new tribalism a search for the restitution of
authenticity that will disengage the possibility of decolonization (in Kha
tibi's sense)? Moraga suggests that" Tribe,'" based on the traditional mod
els of Native AmericaflS, is an alternative socioeconomic structure that holds
considerable appeal for those of us who recognize the weaknesses of the
isolated patriarchal capitalist family structure"

(1993, 166).

The risk of romanticizing tribalism is inscribed in the very structure of
hegemonic power and subaltern knowledge, and Moraga is aware of this.
"Original" tribal models have been corrupted by five hundred years of inter
action with colonial and national institutions; there is no return to the "au
thentic," but there is a utopian effort to rescue Amerindian memories from
the dark rooms of national museums and to place them in a social space
where new communities could begin to be imagined. In leslie Marmon
Sitko's novel, tribalism is reinscribed (e.g., see part

6, "One World, Many

Tribes") in the dialectics between local territorial memories and global mar
keting. Current reservations and the problems therein are consequences of
a colonial model invented to disempower native peoples, causing high rates
of alcoholism, domestic violence, and so on. In Mesoamerica and the Andes,
Amerindian languages and knowledge have been kept aside as curious re
mains of glorious ancient civilizations. The defense of the tribal model is
necessary, then,

as

a conceptual tool, as a model of oppositional practices,

and as new forms of building imagined communities by restitution of what
colonialisms and nation-states have suppressed:
In essence, however, the tribal model is a form of community-building that can

accommodate socialism, feminism, and environmental protection. In an ideal
world, tribal members are responsive and responsible to one another and the
natural environment. Cooperation is rewarded over competition. Acts of vio
lence against women and children do not occur in secret and perpetrators are
held accountable to the rest of the community. "Familia" is not dependent upon
male-dominance and heterosexual coupling. Elders are respected and women's
leadership is fostered, not feared. (Moraga

1993, 166-67)

languages (Spanish/English) have been displaced and relocated in the

sphere of languaging. L anguaging is the locus where "conscientization"
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takes place, and this particular form of conscientization struggles with the
tensions, on the one hand, between colonial and national dominating forms
of consciousness and, on the other, between repressed and subjugated tribal
forms of consciousness. Bilanguaging then becomes an act of love and a
longing for surpassing the system of values as a form of domination.
Moraga ends her book with an urge toward love and transcendence, to
ward a new America "where the only 'discovery' to be made is the rediscov
ery of ourselves as members of the global community"

(174). I understand

her "ourselves" to be restricted both to the Chicano movement, or, at least,
that aspect of the Chicano movement with which Moraga identifies, and
to all oppressed eommunities in the world. That urge is articulated in the
relocation of the law as language and text (colonial or national) into the law
as languaging (perhaps the model for the educational system superseding
the educational project): "We must submit to a higher 'natural' authority, as
we invent new ways of making culture, making tribe, to survive and flourish
as members of the world community in the next millennium"

(1993, 174).

There is a danger here-to fall into the trap that links racial considerations
in claiming identity with the remains of fascist ideology. To counter this
danger there will be a tendency from leftist intellectuals to move toward
class considerations and be linked with socialism and Marxism instead. Now,
I would be attentive here to Venezuela's liberal thinker Carlos Rangel when

he underlines following Hayek's argument (Hayek

1944) the fact that fas

cism and socialism are not necessarily opposites. Based on the experience
of Stalinism and the Soviet Union, and also from a Third World perspective
that was allien to Hayek, Rangel observes that
Marxist-Leninist socialism and fascism are not essential contraries and antago
nistic poles, as they themselves perhaps believed and insistently asserted (suc
ceeding in pers uading a whole generation), but rather enemy brothers. Fascism
has the same statist ardor of Marxist socialism and is likewise antiliberal and
therefore anticapitalist. Far from being the last shot of moribund bourgeois lib
eralism, it conceives itself as, and in fact is a political philosophy of the socialist
family.

([1982]1986, 6)

The point I am stressing here, and it is the point of the book, is that abstract
universals (Christianity, liberal-fascism, or Marxist-socialism) taken at their
extreme became authoritarian and repressive; and that, taken to their ex
treme, (neo)liberalism and (neo)Marxism (as civilizational projects) have
the limits of abstract universals and "enemy brothers." I have been making
this point also in Latin America, referring to (neo)Zapatism as the emer
gence of a border epistemology that announces diversity as universal proj
ects instead of as a new abstract universal to provide an alternative to the
previous ones (e.g., democracy or socialism). My point in this book, follow
ing Franz Hinkelammert (1996, 236-50), is that a new abstract universal
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won't do. Diversity as a universal project (or "diversality" in Glissant's

[ 1998] formulation) is the future road, and the "diversality" requires a new
epistemology, border epistemology. I have been looking for those traces in
Moraga's book with no intention of promoting essential identities based on
racial underpinnings.

COLONIAL DIFFERENCES; BILANGUAGING LOVE

My intention at this point is not to draw a picture or guess what an education
system emerging from this process would look like. I'm concerned with

bringing coloniality of power to the foreground and in thinking from the
colonial difference. I am, however, in a position to say that bilanguaging
and educational projects become necessary subjects of discussion for public
policy, for conscientization in bilingual education, for contributing to build
ing new communities, and for exploring new epistemological avenues in
cultures of scholarship. Bilanguaging as a way of living in languages in a
transnational world, as an educational and epistemological project, rests on
the critique of reason, of disciplinary structures, and cultures of scholarship
complicitous with national and imperial languages. Freire's distinction be
tween systematic education (or Bourdieu's system of education) and educa

tional projects is helpful here: educational projects (and, I will add, all kinds
of intellectual projects including social movements) are continuous pro
cesses of resistance and, as Freire would say, of concientisat;ao, parallel and
in opposition to the systematic education of the colonial administration or
of nation-state builders; these are systems in which violence is instilled by
the agencies of economic, linguistic, and religious or cultural domination.
Love is the necessary corrective to the violence of systems of control and
oppression; bilanguaging love is the final utopic horizon for the liberation
of human beings involved in structures of domination and subordination
beyond their controL
While the nation-state promotes love toward national languages, bilangu
aging love arises from and in the peripheries of national languages and in
transnational experiences. Bilanguaging is a kind of love closer to the one
envisioned by Freire for the pedagogy of the oppressed, than to the love of
national languages promoted by nation-states:
For the oppressors, however, it is always the oppressed ... who are disaffected,
who are "violent," "barbaric," "wicked," or "ferocious," when they react to the
violence of the oppressors. Yet it is-paradoxical though it may seem-precisely
in the response of the oppressed to the violence of the oppressors that a gesture
of love may be found. Consciously or unconsciously, the act of rebellion by the
oppressed ... can initiate love. Whereas the violence of the oppressors prevents
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the oppressed from being fully human, the response of the latter to this violence
is groun e in the desire to pursue the right to be human. (Freire

dd

[ 1972] 1993,

38)
Such is the kind of love I am trying to articulate with the notion of bilangu
tion of
aging love: love for being between languages, love for the disarticula
of
impurity
the
for
love
ones,
subaltern
the
for
and
language
colonial
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national languages, and love as the necessary corrective to the "generosity"
that
of hegemonic power that institutionalizes violence; this love is for all
legacies
colonial
with
us
complicito
p
scholarshi
of
cultures
by
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and national hegemonies. Finally, this love is a restitution of the secondary
qualities (e.g., passions, emotions, feelings) and of the impurity of language
that have been banned from education and epistemology since the very in

ception of early colonization and modern rationality. Beyond this general
longing toward emancipation, bilanguaging love is a move toward the decol
onization of languages as first enacted by colonial expansion and then by
nation builders and their institutionalization of national languages. Perhaps
what I am trying to articulate here is Heidegger's concept of "care" as the

structural whole of existence, as the plentiful ways in which history is in
scribed in one's body through birth, life, projects, inclinations-as one's

concern for other people as well as the awareness of one's proper being.
There is, however, a crucial difference between "bilanguaging love" and Hei
degger's notion of "care": the inscriptions of signs in the body with which I

am concerned, the body in history and the body in which history has been
inscribed, are the inscriptions from colonial legacies and imperial structures
of domination and subordination. There is a discontinuity between "care"

and "bilanguaging love" (a classical tradition, Mignolo 1992b), an irretriev
able break between Heidegger, on the one hand, and Anzaldua, Khatibi,
Moraga, my own discourse, on the other-an irretrievable break that im

pinges on the conception of nation and ethnicity within the legacies of the
classical tradition (e.g., Heidegger) as well as within the legacies of the colo
nial traditions and current imperial subordination (Anzaldua, Moraga, Khat
ibi, Freire).1
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bomb, which sealed the hegemony of the United States at the same time that
it impinged on the articulation and the direction of knowledge production,
both as a reorganization of the disciplines and as the creation of "area stud
ies" attached to the Department of Defense. The consequences of this reorga
nization of the production, transformation, and transmission of knowledge
intervened in the already established distinction between hermeneutics and
epistemology, the humanities and the sciences, which had been established
since the late nineteenth century, by Wilhelm Dilthey. This distinction was
reconverted into the "two cultures" (Snow 1959) and materialized in the
domain of literature and the humanities (philosophy, art history), on the
one hand, and the natural sciences, on the other. However, the social sci
ences took a leading role in the period analyzed by lee, and became closely
related to "area studies." Although the community of social scientists was
divided in its support and criticism of area studies, the fact is that the hu
manities were outcasts in this new distribution of knowledge. While "Occi
dentalism" encroached on the studia humanitatis (including men of letters
and missionaries), and later "Orientalism" encroached on the humanities in
the new secular order of knowledge, "area studies" became a province of
the social sciences and the social sciences modeled on the legacies of nine
teenth-century positivism. lee describes different moments of reaction to
that legacy (i.e., phenomenology, existentialism, avant garde art) in the pe
riod from 1945 to 1973 and elaborates in greater detail three critical aspects
in the second period, 1973-90. These three aspects are:
1. The ambiguity of the idea of progress linked to the confidence

in

science, technology as warranty of progress, moderrtization and devel
opment.
2. The attack on classical sciences (e.g., Cartesian rationality and
Newtonian physics) and the emergence of chaos theory and its influ
ence in the social sciences and the humanities.
3. The collapse, as a consequence, of disciplinary boundaries and
the emergence of cultural studies.
Now, a quick reflection on all these developments and transformations in
the period analyzed by lee indicates that all of them, without exception and
Including the arts, took place in the interior of the modern world system.
As far as languages are concerned, they happened in the three major lan
guages of the second and third phases of the system: English, French, and
G�rman. In this chapter, and in this book more generally, I attempted to

?nng to the foreground the internal epistemological conflicts (e.g., why, for
Instance, Spanish, Portuguese, and Italian are basically out of the picture)
as �ell as the external epistemological conflicts (why Arabic, Aymara, or

Chinese are not epistemically sustainable). Although I have focused on the

Americas (e.g., Latin Americans and Amerindians, Afro-Caribbeans, and
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Latinos in the United States), the discussion of Khatibi's "an other thinking"
and his critique of sociology and "Orientalism" intended to open up a space
of exploration beyond my competence. The process of decolonization in the
period analyzed by Lee brings to the foreground the crucial question of
suppressed memories and knowledges. Massive migrations introduce the
question of plurilanguaging in a transnational world and the emergence of
a postnational ideology and imaginary. The second period analyzed by Lee
brought about the rise and demise of "area studies." And with it the sheer
consciousness that the "Third World" not only produces culture to be stud
ied, but knowledge that needs to be "sustained." Otherwise, the coloniality
of power will be reproduced and the "crisis" of knowledge will be resolved
within the same core that produced it. These are pointed instances of the
complicity between the structure of knowledge and the modem world sys
tem. They reveal the quiet complicity between structure of knowledge, cul
ture of scholarship, and the three major languages of the modem world
system (as I have argued with the example ofBourdieu). However, we may
be witnessing the moment in which the expansion of capitalism to East,
South, and Southeast Asia will generate an imaginary beyond the modern
world system as we conceived it until today.
Thus, the main argument of this chapter focused on current disarticula
tions of one of the major beliefs in the imaginary of the modem/colonial
world system: the complicity between language, literature/culture, and na
tion. If such disarticulation is taking place for various historical reasons,
including massive migrations from the former Third World to the industrial
ized North Atlantic countries, and technoglobalism, there have been-since
the 1970s-a number of literary experiences and practices responding to
such disarticulation. At the same time, and since the 1970s (as Hall has
argued), one of the major cultural revolutions of our time has been the
coming into being of communities claiming they write to participate in the
making of planetary civilization.
Cultures of scholarship are in the process of being rethought and relo
cated. The colonial difference cannot be avoided, as Chakrabarty's dilemma
clearly shows (see chapter 4). In this process we (scholars, social scientists
or humanists) are being invited to look for models and genealogies beyond
the colonial languages of the modem period (English, French, German as
we have seen in Bourdieu's linguistic and epistemic genealogy) and their
authoritative foundations (Greek and Latin), in "our" local insertions in the
global system. In my case, such genealogies (a la Bourdieu) emerge from
all those, in what Moraga calls the Americas (with an accent on the e),
who feel that educational projects and epistemological foundations should
not only J:>e bilingual (which just scratches the surface of the problem) but
also bilanguage (living and dying in the tensions of conflictive languaging,
like Arguedas in Peru). Surmounting the epistemological colonial difference
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and solving Chakrabarty's dilemma may require, among other things, to
relate research and teaching with specific projects having as their final desti
nation the rearticulation of values beyond the colonial difference. If cultural
critique is no longer or not always effective because the market value trans
forms culture into commodities (Horkheimer and Adorno [1944) 1995 12067), one of the places of thinking in the humanities may very well be in
the critique of values that keep on reproducing the coloniality of power-a
paradoxical critique that has to assume its own status of commodity in its
attempt to assure its political intervention from the colonial difference (e.g.,
from a subaltern position). Bilanguaging would then be the movable ground
on which educational projects and the decolonization of scholarship can be
located; where the complicity between colonial languages and scholarship
could be rethought; where Babel may not be as bad as the ideologues of
unification and the purity of blood, language, and thought it was.
In the next chapter I return to the particular issue I discussed here, from
the larger perspective of globalization, coloniality, and the relocation of lan
guages and knowledges.

R 7
----- C HA PTE

---

--

Globalization, Mundializaci6n: Civilizing Processes
and the Relocation of Languages and Knowledges
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linked to U.S. sociologist Immanuel Wallerstein's modem world system

(1974) and to its geoculture (1950; 1991a), and, of course, to German sociol
ogist Norbert Elias' "civilization process" (1937); and finally, to a particular

moment of the general process of civilization studied by Brazilian anthropol
ogist Darcy Ribeiro (1968; [1969] 1978): the moment in which a new type

of mercantilism based on slavery emerges, with the "discovery" of America,

and it is attached to a Christian mission. Thus, in this book I am using

globalization in two complementary ways: as a reference to the past half

century and as a reference to the past five hundred years of the modem world
system. In those five hundred years l conceive of four coexisting moments

that, for obvious discursive and chronological reasons, I have to list one after

the other: Christianity. Civilizing Mission, Development, and Global Market.

Each moment corresponds to a panicular global design and, cenainly, origi

nates different local histories responding to the same global designs.

In Spanish, Portuguese, and French a distinction is made between "globali

zacionlglobalizacao/globalizacion"

and

"mundializaci6nlmundializa�ao/

mundialization." As I mentioned in the introduction to this book, the distinc
tion was introduced, independently from each other, by Brazilian sociologist

and cultural critic Renata Oniz and by Martinican philosopher, essayist, and

writer Edouard Glissant. The distinction is relevant at various levels. First,

it reinscribes the divide between Latin and Anglo America I discussed in

chapter 3. Second, it rearticulates the colonial difference in a new form of
coloniality of power no longer located in one nation-state or a group of na
tion-states but as a transnational and transstate global coloniality. It makes

sense, in this argument, to see neoliberalism as a new form of civilization

and not just a new economic organization. "Globalization" becomes then an

image of a a new civilizing design. Finally, his distinction between "mundiali
zaci6n" and "globalizacion" is nothing other than the new form in which
coloniality of power is inscribed at the time of global coloniality and the

colonial difference rearticulated. Local histories (mundializaci6n) and global

designs (globalizaci6n) situate the colonial differences at the intersections of
both within the dense history and memories of the modern/colonial world

system. But there is more. The parallels I established, in the introduction to

this book, between "mundializaci6nlglobalizaci6n" in Ortiz's and Glissant's

terminology and "culture/civilization" in Beji' words brings together the

complicity between "civilization" and "globalization." The Iauer is the resem
antization of the former in the transition from the hegemony of the British

E�pire to the U.S. leadership and the emergence of the transnational corpo
�atlon. It makes sense from this perspective to say and insist that neoliberal-

15m is not just an economic and financial question but a new civilizing design.

Fmally, the distinction between "mundializaci6n" and "globalizacion"
is
nothing else than the new form in which
coloniality of power is inscribed at
the time of global coloniality and the colonial difference rearticulated.
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The borders between globalization and "mundializaci6n" and of civiliza
tion and culture, in Beji's (1997) conceptualization, provide an ample terrain
to undo the map traced during the cold war by area studies. Huntington's
(1996) description of the reorganization of the world order after the end of
the cold war provides a useful tool to think of "civilizations" around new
axes. However, the mixture of criteria Leading nine different civilizations in
the post-1990 world (fig. 9, pp. 36 supra) can be taken as a pedagogically
useful gadget but not as a historically serious classification. Islamic, Hindu,
and Buddhist civilizations seem to be recognized along religious boundaries;
Latin American and African, along subcontinental lines since the Africa
Huntington is speaking of is sub-Saharan Africa. North Africa does not be
long to Africa, in this map, but to Islam. Japanese civilization is recognized
by national formation criteria. Sinic is more complex since it involves histor
ical, national, and political criteria. And finally Western is recognized by the
cosmographic partition of the globe, mixed with the modern/colonial East/
West distinction. But Western, furthermore, is recognized in its historical
formation as the Christian world, but the Christian world limited to Europe.
That is to say, Huntington provides a remaking of Europe as it was originally
traced in the Christian T/0 map when Europe was identified with Western
Christianity and the land of Japhet.
The first drive toward globalization and the constitution of the modern!
colonial world system was under the impetus of the Orbis Universalis
Christianus, which was consolidated with the defeat of the Moors, the expul

sion of the Jews, and the "discovery" of America. The second moment
replaced the hegemony of the Christian mission with the civilizing mission,
when a new type of mercantilism developed in Amsterdam and prepared
the ground for the emergence of France and England as new imperial pow
ers. If the civilizing mission was the secular version of the Christian one,
the religious version didn't vanish but coexisted with the former, playing a
secondary role. Since the end of the nineteenth century until World War II,
the civilizing mission in its European version was remade in the United
States in its rise to world power, and was rearticulated with the Manifest
Destiny. After World War II it was development and modernization that took
the lead and relegated the civilizing mission to a secondary place. And finally,

efficiency and expanding markets took the lead and placed development and
modernization as a necessary condition for the final goals of transnational

capitalism. But, I repeat, Christian mission and civilizing mission are not
ideas of the past, although they may not have the same force that they had
in the sixteenth and the nineteenth centuries respectively. What I am arguing
for here is the coexistence of successive global designs that are part of the
imaginary of the modern/colonial world system. Changing global designs
transforms the structure of the coloniality of power within the imperial con
flict and the logic of the modern world system. Successive global designs
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r�articulated the system, reorganized the structure
of power, redrew the inte
nor borders, and traced new exterior ones.
Asia and Africa, for instance,
colom_ zed by ranee and England at the end
of the eighteenth and the begin
nmg of the mneteenth centuries, established
a new world order in relation
to previous colonial relations between France and
England in North America
and the arib ean. For that reason, jamaica
is not India and Martinique is
not Algena. Fmally, ne forms of nonterritori
al colonialism emerged with
�
.
the leadership of the Umted States, along with
colonialism without a coloniz
ing nation, or global coloniality (which we are
witnessing at the end of the
twentieth century).
"Ci:ilization" as a term came forth late in
the imaginary of the modern!
colomal world system. In the sixteenth centu
ry the word didn't have the
same meaning that it acquired in the late ninete
enth century (Bull and Wat
son 1984; Gong 1984). The Christian mission was
predicated on the conver
sion of th� planet to Christianity, while the
civilizing mission was en
tre�ched �lt� the secular concept of reason, with
the rights of men and of
.
_
cmzens. C 1vi zat10n
understood as civilizing mission then has
h
a double
edge. Bull (1984) reports that intellectuals
and government officers from
China and Persia showed a great indignation
for what they considered Euro
pean arrogance in presenting to them the standa
rds of civilization. But, in
�ther p�rts of the world such as Latin America, "civilization" was the major
:
tdeological goal of postmdependence Argen
tina, and embraced later on all
over
ti� America. In 1845, Domingo Faustino
Sarmiento published an
authontatJVe book that canonized the great
conflict of Latin American his
tory: the conflict between civilization and
barbarism. This formulation ex
plains why independence in nineteenth centu
ry Latin America was not de
colonization and why a project like the one
defended by Sarmiento (who
_
became prestd
ent of the Argentinian Republic in 1872-78)
could be better
characterized as internal colonialism.
The situation was no less clear in Colom
bia. The civilizing m1sston
_
.
rn
penpheral nation-building (or, if you do
not like the metaphor, it can
be restated: "n tion-b ilding
processes in which their agents did not
�
�
have much say m the tmperial decisi
ons that, in the nineteenth century
w�re distributing the world
among themselves") was in tension witl.;
atssez-faire princi pl and at dds with the
location of an emerging country
�
�
_
uch as Colombta
m the mternational concert of nations
(Rojas de
Ferro 19 95, 150-73). In nation
s that, if not peripheral, were also not at
� e hear of the indus al
rev�lution, the civilizing mission had to
�
cope
_
_
nh the mt
����onal �s� bunon of labor implemented by the very princi
p1es of the CtVlh
zmg mtsston. That is to say, in order to
civilize the world it
was necessary to accept first
that the world needed to be civilized
and t at
those who so proclaimed had the
right model (e.g. the right gl o ba1
· )
destgn
of ClVI·1·tzauo
· n. We11, countries like Colo
mbia in the nineteenth century were
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�

�

�

!

�

�
�

h
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of civilizing mo l . n
not among those countries represented in the fabric
in charge of cnuctz ng
were
y
the contrary, Colombians in their own countr
n, which was a global destgn
themselves in the name of a civilizing missio
Gomalez, a leadin figure
coming from a different local history. Florentino
rses (1849) how mtemal
in the liberal reforms, illustrates in his early discou
the civilizing mission:
colonialism worked in the name of expanding

�

with Europeans and Ameri
Granadins cannot compete in manufacturing
possessing steam technology,
tion,
popula
t
cans....Europe, with an intelligen

s the mission of transforming
already skilful in the art of manufacturing, achieve
accomplish our mission, and
raw material within the industrial world. We must

the prodigality of natural
we cannot have doubts about it, when we look at
our land. (Quoted by Rojas de
resources with which Providence has endowed

Ferro, 1995, 62)

� ?

tury �olomb a c m�le
Rojas de Ferro's (1995) analysis for nineteenth-cen
tional d1stnbuuon
interna
the
on
tions
observa
ments Coronil's (1997) later
ic configuration
econom
and
l
politica
of nature, in his study of Venezuela's
urbanization,
and
logy
techno
since 1930. Civilization goes together with
which had
those
were
d
and the areas of the world that need to be civilize
people.
lized"
by "uncivi
their reaches in their land, and their land populated
nt o
Flor
in
mentioned
As Rojas de Ferro points out, the gap in technology
.
the lack of mnovauon m
Gomalez's quotation is not enough to explain
bia. That is, the phenomenon
textile production ir1 postindependence Colom
logy. Rather, Rojas de Ferro
techno
of
terms
ir1
cannot be totally explained
lized" character "at b
"uncivi
the
in
asserts, the answer should be sought
tion: mestizos, Indums,
produc
l
uted to those engaged in textile and manua
terms of 'passionate'
in
blacks and women. Their identities were defined
es that would increase
attributes which precluded a channelling of resourc
ed as 'barbarians' n need of
their productive capacities. They were perceiv
into the producnve wor d.
civilization before they could be incorporated
and North Amenca
The international division of labour wherein Europe
da in agricultur furt ered
specialized in manufacturing and Nueva Grana
de
of Neo-Granadins (RoJaS
the belief in the 'uncivilized' local character
he
was working at its best in
Ferro 1995, 162). The colonial difference
enth-century Colomb an nauon
very mind of progressive liberals in ninete
new
g its way by shapmg a
building. The coloniality of power was makin
ce
de
depen
postin
eral,
in periph
form of colonialism: internal colonialism
es.
n
centu
ieth
twent
first half of the
countries during the nineteenth and the
the
to the sixteenth century to
back
go
and
nt
mome
a
for
But let's pause
neW
a
d
create
that reconverted and
encounter of an emerging new imaginary
the limits of humanity.
and
,
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know
frame to link languages,
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LANGUAGES AND THE BOUNDARIES OF HUMANITY
A few decades before the advent of an unknown continent (from the per
spective of European observers) and unknown people inhabiting it, geo
graphical boundaries coincided with the boundaries of the humanity. Out
landish creatures with two heads, three arms, and the like were supposed to
inhabit those regions beyond known geographical boundaries. The limits of
geography coincided with the limits of humanity. In a matter of two or three
decades, however, both boundaries (of the world and of humanity) began
to be transformed radically. The outlandish creatures once inhabiting the
unknown comers of the world were replaced by the savages (or cannibals)
inhabiting the New World. The imaginary of the modem world system was
on its way. Geographical boundaries and the boundaries of humanity in
Christian cosmology were relocated by both the transformation of knowl
edge generated through cross-cultural interactions among people who until
then had been unaware of one another, as well as by the growing awareness
of the earth's expansion beyond the limits of the known.The cannibals and
the savages were located in a space that began to be conceived as a New
World.
Toward the end of the nineteenth century, however, spatial boundaries
were transformed into chronological ones. In the early modem/colonial pe
riod (sixteenth century), a transformation took place between geographical
and human boundaries; at the end of the nineteenth century, savages and
cannibals ir1 space were converted into primitives and exotic Orientals in
time. While the sixteenth century was the scene of a heated debate about
the boundaries of humanity-having Las Casas, Sepulveda, and Vitoria as
main characters in that controversy-toward the nineteenth century the
question was no longer whether primitives or Orientals were human but,
rather, how far removed from the present and civilized stage of humanity
they were. joseph Fran�ois Lafitau (1681-1746) (Moeurs des savages
americains comparees aux moeurs des premiers temps, 1 7 2 4) has been credited
as being one of the landmark thinkers in this process of converting the
savages/cannibals into primitives/Orientals and in relocating them in a chro
nol ogical scale as opposed to a geographical distance. The "denial of co

evalness" (Fabian 1983; Mignolo 1995) was the end result of relocating peo
ple in a chronological hierarchy rather than in geographical places. The
relocation of languages, peoples, and knowledges in time rather than in
space, found its most systematic formulation in Hegel's Philosophy ofHistory
(l822), which remained uncontested until the past fifty years when intellec
tual s engaged with the movements of liberation and decolonization put pres
sure on its assumptions.

284

CHAPTER 7

From Lafitau to Hegel the temporal paradigm was put in place, and a
turning point took place in the imaginary of the modem/colonial world
system, which johannes Fabian (1983) aptly described by the expression
"denial of coevalness." The denial of coevalness as a turning point in the
modem/colonial world imaginary marks the difference between the spatial
view of the early Christianizing mission of the Spanish Empire, and the
early imperial moves by France and England in the Caribbean and in today's
Canada. In the case of France, intellectuals and historians realized that
France lost the opportunity to lead the way in the New World and now they
had to follow the lead of the Spanish and Portuguese, not only in today's
Canada but also in Florida, Louisiana, and Brazil (Lancelot Voisin, and Henri

1582). Regarding the Dutch and the English in the Caribbean, after a cen
tury or more of pillaging Spain, they began to settle in the Caribbean after

1620. Wallerstein (1980, 3-9) had noted a significant shift in the economy
of the modem world system between the periods 1500-1650 and 16001750 (the date overlap is deliberate). He remarks, "the core of the European
world-economy was by 1600 firmly located in the northwest Europe, that
is, in Holland and Zeeland; in London, the Home Counties, and East Anglia;
and in northern and western France" (1980, 37). However, the overall imag
inary was still dominated by Christianity. The external borders of the system
were not perceived as the space of the "primitives" but of the "pagans" and
"infidels." "Civilization" was not yet a key word in locating people within
and outside the system. "Civilization" entered together with the emergence
of the secular state, with the change of intellectual spirit introduced by the
Enlightenment. The passionate defense of "progress" and the compulsion
to demote "tradition" were characteristic of this spirit. Although the debate
between "les anciens et les modemes" preceded the Enlightenment, it was
for the philosophical mind of the period that "modernity" and "tradition"
became mutual enemies and that the French Revolution was converted into
the paradigm of the imaginary of the modern world system. It was, in other
words, the hegemonic self-description of the world system that made of the
Enlightenment and the French Revolution the ultimate reference point of
modernity. Wallerstein falls into the trap of "modernity's" self-description
(or the autopoietic imaginary of the modem world system, to follow Matur·
ana and Varela [1984) and Lhumann [1990, 1-20)) when, as I noted in a
previous chapter, he states that the geoculture of the world system came
into existence in the eighteenth century. I quote Wallerstein again: "In the
case of the modem world-system, it seems to me that its geoculture emerged
with the French Revolution and then began to lose its widespread accep
tance with the world revolution of 1968" (1995, 163).

Wallerstein, halfway between the reproduction of the modern world sys
tem's self description, pretending to be its observer at the same time, buys
into the myth of modernity and the tyranny of time in the imagination of
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world history from the interior of the modem world system (e.g., Hegel's
universal history). Alain Tourain, instead, sees in the French Revolution the
consolidation of the "West,"
first European and then American, has maintained for ce nturies that moderniza
tion is nothing other than modernity at work, that its purpose has not been the
effective mobilization of resources but the replacement of custom by reason.
Modernization must be therefore endogenous, and the role of the state or of
intellectuals should be limited to the removal of obstacles to the exercise of
reason. (Tourain 1992, 128)

Space was dominant in the imaginary of the previous stage of colonial
expansion (sixteenth and seventeenth centuries) driven by the exploration
of the world and the making of world maps. Time, since the end of the
eighteenth century, reordered universal history and became the "essence" of
modernity: Heidegger was concerned with being and time, and not space;
Proust was looking for un temp perdu and not, instead, for an unknown
space. The linear time of universal history became, furthermore, entrenched
with the very idea of the civilizing mission: to be civilized is to be modem,
and to be modern means to be in the present. Thus, the denial of coevalness
became one of the most powerful strategies for the coloniality of power in
the subalternization of languages, knowgledes, and cultures.
If the first drive toward globalization in the constitution of the modem
world system imaginary was the Orbis Universalis Christianus, the second
and its legal heir was the Standard of Civilization, which linked seculariza
tion \vith a new global design. When Wallerstein affirms that in "the case of
the modem world-system, it seems to me its geoculture emerged with the
French Revolution" (1995, 1163), he is ignoring:
l. The potent reconversion, in the sixteenth century, of the Orbis

Universalis Christianus into a new version of universal law that will
accommodate the people of the New World into the Christian commu
nity, achieved by the international debates of the School of Salamanca.
2. The fact that from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, Chris

tianity remained the overarching imaginary of the modern/colonial
world system (Christianity, the Occident, and Europe being one and
the same thing).

3. The fact that secularization is indeed related to the French Revo
lution but it emerged independently of it and followed its paths parallel
to it (Gong 1984).
Gong, in a study of the raising of the "standards" of civilization and the
f amily of nations at the end of the nineteenth century, showed its connection

With the emergence of an interstate system and its consequences, the need
lo put in place a code of international law. He went back to the eighteenth
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century to trace the movement from the Christian mission to the civilizing
mission, showing, at the same time, how the latter presupposed and had
been built on the former. In this schematic but useful history, Gong observes
how the consolidation of the idea of Europe takes places as a replacement
of the idea of Christendom, and consolidates not only as a geographic but
as a political idea. The secular tendency of the Enlightenment "was reflected
in the new types of cartography, as European explorers encountered and
mapped the non-European world" (Gong 1984, 46). Gong describes several
trends in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries consolidating the idea of
civilization and of the civilizing mission (including the Darwinian notion
of survival and, advancement of civilization, Compte's historical stages of
knowledge, Gobineau's statement on the inequality of human races, etc.).
But let me insist on one that is the most relevant for my argument: the
secularization of European society. Gong observes:
The trend toward secularization is clearly related, though in complex ways, to
the distant origins of modern sciences, the beginnings of the idea of progress,
the first historical criticisms of the Biblical records, the dis covery of the true
nature of other great religions and cultures of the world, in short, to many of
the same influences which contributed to t he emergence of the standard of "civi
lization." These influences called into question the Christian elements initially
impl icit in the identification of the international society with Christendom and
contributed t o a shift toward a standard based on the notion of a more general
and abs tract m odem "civilization."
One element of the Christian tradition which the trend toward secularization not
only maintained but intensified was the universality manifest in the biblical injunc
tion to take the good news to every nation. Christianity's universalist aspirations
were easily transformed into notions of a universal civilization which could progress
by adhering to scientific principles. Progress toward civilization would come as the
universal laws of physics, chemistry, and biology were applied, despite the myriad
surface manifestations of the different cultures.
Thus the

" civilizi ng" mission was born. It remained a moral crusade, with all
th e self-confidence and zeal that many thought the Christian reformers were
losing in the face of a secula r science challenge. (Gong 1984, 51; emphasis

added)

The Christian mission did not go away in the eighteenth century; it was
outcast, displaced, and reconverted into the secular civilizing mission. The
formalization of the "standard of civilization" at the beginning of the twenti
eth century was indeed a crucial moment for two main reasons:
The acceptance of Japan (non-Christian, non-European) in the
family of nations fulfilling the standard of civilization.
1.·
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2. The acceptance of the United States (Christian but non-European) in the family of nations fulfilling the standard of civilization.

At the same time, new tensions emerged and old ones were intensified, in
volving non-European countries such as Russia, China, the Ottoman Em
pire, Persia, among others, tensions that lasted until World War II when a
switch in power and the world order transformed the "standard of civiliza
tion" in a historical institution. The decolonization movement contributed
to clarify that the standard of civilization were an aggressive political move
from the European and colonizer country, backing a local ideal into the
universal claims of early Christianity reconverted into local histories of sci
ences as the universal savior. Progress, then, was the ally of civilization to
align the planet in a linear hierarchical organization, and it replaced the
spatial and planetary salvation mission (not engrained in the idea of prog
ress) of Christianity dominant at least until mid-eighteenth century, both in
the Catholic and the Protestant world. The conceptualization of language
and knowledge was dependent on the general ideology of the civilizing mis
sion and the standard of civilization. The current stage of globalization has
market power as its final goal. This goal can dispense with the values attrib
uted to civilization, since the goal toward expanding the market doesn't
contemplate the conversion of people to Christianity or to citizenship. Al
though the market's objectives cannot be detached from the ideology of
development and modernization (Escobar 1995), they are spatial rather than
temporal. The question is to expand the number of consumers all over the
planet rather than to move toward a final destination set up by the standard
of civilization created in a local history (Europe) and projected as a global
design. Thus the market is creating the conditions for the restitution of space
and for facilitating the intellectual task of denying the denial of coevalness
(Fabian 1983), the secret and natural weapon of the civilizing mission and
of the standard of civilization during the second phase of modernity/coloni
ality. "Civilization" is becoming, as Darcy Ribeiro resolutely claimed at the
end of the 1960s, a planetary affair decided at the planetary scale rather than
a global design from a particular local histor y : the history and the imaginary
of the modern world system.

LINGUISTICS MAPS AND THE LOCATION OF KNOWLEDGE
IN THE GLOBAL ORDER

Let's now examine how the links between languages and the boundaries of
�umanity shaped the idea of literature, cultures of scholarship, and civiliza
�on in European modernity. Modernity, the period of globalization that today
lS witnessing a radical transformation, is characterized and framed by a par-
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ticular articulation of languages (English, French, German, Italian), litera
tures of these languages (with their legacy in Greek and Latin), and cultures
of scholarship mainly in English, French, and German. Italian remains the
foundation for Renaissance studies and maintains its clout for its close rela
tion with Latin. Wallerstein has noted-as I already mentioned in previous
chapters-about cultures of scholarship that
[a)t least 95 percent of all scholars and all scholarship from the period of 1850
to 1914, and probably even to 1945, originates in five countries: France, Great
Britain, the Germanies, the llalies, and the United States. There is a smattering
elsewhere, but basically not only does the scholarship come out of these five
countries, but most of the scholarship by most scholars is about their own coun
try. ... This is partly pragmatic, partly social pressure, and partly ideological:
these are the important countries, this is what matters, this is what we should study
in order to learn how the world operates. (Wallerstein 1996, 3)

In other words, the languages and the scholarship of the countries came
from where the civilizing mission spread. Notice that Spain and Portugal are
no longer part of the languages and scholarship of the modern European
world.
Let's press this issue further by exploring once more the conversion of
the human differences in space into the human differences in time, and by
introducing two new players to the game: languages and literacies, on the
one hand, and the links between the boundaries of humanity, linguistic
maps, and the processes of civilization, on the other. The complicities be
tween languages and the boundaries of humanity have been clear since the
beginning of Western expansion in the early modern period (Mignolo
1992c). If w e dig into the archives, we can find similar examples in which
languages were taken as one of the foundations upon which to enact identity
p olitics; language served to define the boundaries of a community by distin

guishing it from other communities. The connivance between certain lan
guages, alphabetic writing, and the boundaries of humanity was not new in
the Renaissance/early modern period (Curtius 1929; Mignolo 1992c). What
was new was the planetary proportion and the long duration in which such
complicities began to be articulated.
The linguist ic map shown in figure 11 gives you a better idea of the corre
lation between geographical locations and theoretical production. First, you
can see the correlation between geocultural and geolinguistic location of
mod ernit y (white on the map) and the geocultural domains where European
modernity was not relevant or was received (willingly or not) as a foreign
element to b e incorporated or resisted from the perspective of vernacular
languages and cultures. Second, you can see (horizontal lines) that the ma
jority oi the planet (with the exception of European countries) compriseS
geohistorical cultural areas with more than ten languages each. Although
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Figure 11. This lingustic map of the world has been drawn from the perspective intro
duced by Mateo Ricci, an Italian jesuit in China, in the sixteeth century (see Mignolo
1995a, chap. 5). The Pacific is at the center of the map and the Americas are on the
left. An intriguing reversal and complication of the modem/colonial world imaginary
that divided the planet between West and East (Occidentalism and Orientalism); and
between North and South. Curiously enough, Europe is the only area of the planet
with less than ten languages! (From Florian Coulmas, ed. 1985. Linguistic Minorities
and Literacy: Language Policy Issues in Developing Countries. Berlin: Mouton Publish
ers. Used by permission of Mouton De Gruyter.)

this situation is in the process of being corrected, the fact remains that if
European countries were not counted as countries with more than ten lan
guages, it was because imperial and national languages were the only ones
to count as such; the rest were counted as dialects. The discourse of the
civilizing mission was double-sided: one of nation building, the other for
colonial expansion. The map also shows (diagonal lines) that in most areas
of the world (with the exception of European countries), more than 40 per
cent of the population is illiterate. All sorts of conclusions can be drawn
from this statistic. One of them could entail, for instance, celebration of the
low il literacy rate in European countries and the linking of this achievement
With the natural intellectual development of the people living in that partic

ular area of the planet, where the agents and the agency of the civilizing
mission were located. On the other hand, one could link lower linguistic
diversity and lower illiteracy rates in Europe to the process of colonial and
global expansion since 1500. This date could also be used to locate the
process in which intellectuals living in the part of the planet that began to
be self-constructed as Europe, and as a territory where human civilization
attained its highest mark, put a heavy premium on the "letter" as a distinc-
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tive sign of the concept of "civilization" that Renaissance and Enlightenment
intellectuals forged for themselves: Guizot, for instance, apparently believed
and explicitly stated that "civilization" was a pure European phenomena

([1828-1830] 1868).
Turning now to the complementary statistics in figure 12, we can see that
there are about one hundred languages accounting for 95 percent of the
world population. Of these one hundred, 75 percent of the world population
speaks twelve. Of those twelve, six are colonial and, therefore, the languages
of European modernity. Their ranking by quantity of speakers is the follow
ing: English, Spanish, German, Portuguese, French, Italian. Chinese is the
most spoken language on the planet, above English. Although English en
joys the power of being accompanied and supported by the geohistorical
location of capitalism during the period of the British Empire and, in the past
half-century, in the United States. Spanish, although displaced as a relevant
language of modernity (dominated by French, German, and English), has
more speakers than French and German. Russian, the second displaced lan
guage from the European modernity, managed, nevertheless, to have a mar
ginal presence through literature and has more speakers than German. Hindi
is between Russian and German. Finally, Japanese, Arabic, and Bengali are
languages whose number of speakers exceeds that of Portuguese, French,
and Italian. But that is not all. Globalization and the enactment of the civiliz
ing mission through the agency of colonial languages made it possible for
these languages to be spoken far beyond their place of "origin." Thus, the
delinking between languages and territories, the double-sided politic of lan
guages (one for the nation, one for the colonies), and, finally, the increasing
massive migrations made possible by the very industrial revolution and the
means of transportation, reveal the splendors and miseries of the colonial
languages: on the one hand, the story of their planetary scope; on the other,
the story of their impossible control by their respective academies of na
tional languages. In the meantime, the three languages of high modernity
(English, German, French) remain the hegemonic languages of scholarship
and world literature (Bourdieu 1991, 37-65; Mannheim 1990, 1-112). Cer
tainly, well-established languages such as Chinese, Japanese, Arabic, or He
brew were not suppressed by modem colonial languages, as was the case of
less established ones like Quechua, Aymara, or Nahuatl, which suffered the
impact of Latin and Spanish, supported by the infrastructure of what Darcy
Ribeiro called "mercantile empires with a salvation mission" to distinguish
Spanish (as well as Portuguese and Russian) empire(s) from "colonial-capi
talistic mercantilism" (Holland and England, seventeenth century) and from
the "industrial imperialism" enacted by England in the nineteenth century
and the United States in the second half of the twentieth century.
Let's riow turn toward Huntington's comment on language and civil�
tion in this global era (see tables l and 2). Huntington's main argument 15

Languages and World Population
Chinese
English
SpanUh
Russian
Hindi
Gennan

l

45%

60%

Japanese
Arabic
Bengali
Portuguese
French
Italian
25 languages account for 75 %of the world'a population.
100 languages account for 95 �of the world'a population.

±

ASIA 30%

PACIFIC 20%

AFRICA 31%

DISTRIBUTION OF LANGUAGES IN THE WORLD
IIY CONTINENT (slightly adapted from Grimes 1978)

Figure 12. In relation to figure 10, Europe accounts for 1.5 of the
languages of the world. However, cultures of scholarship in the
modem/colonial world have been dominated by European lan
guages (see also chapter 6). (From Florian Coulmas, ed. 1985. Lin
guistic Minorities and Literacy: Language Policy Tssues in Developing
Countries. Berlin: Mouton Publishers. Used by permission of Mou

ton De Gruyter.)
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SPEAKERS OF MAJOR LANGUAGES
(Percenta ges of World Population•)
Year

1958

1970

1980

1992

2.7

2.9

3.3

3.5

2.7

2.9

3.2

3.2

9.1

8.7

7.6

5.2

5.3

15.6

16.6

5.3
15.8

5.5

5.6

6.0

5.0

5.2

5.5

Language
Arabic
Benga li
English
Hindi
Mandari n
Russia n
Spanish

9.8

6.4

1 5 .2
4. 9
6.1

• Total number of people speaking languages spoken by 1 million or more people
Source: Percentages calculated from data compiled by Professor Sidney S. Culbert. Department. �f Psychology.
University of Washington. Seattle, on the number of people speaking languages spoken by 1 mtlhon people or
more and reponed annually in the World Almanac and Book of Facts. His estimates include both "mother-tongue•
and "nonmother tongue" speakers and are derived from national censuses. sample· surveys of the population,
surveys of radio and television broadcasts; population growth data. secondary studies. and other sources

Table l. Two of the seven most spoken languages are the languages of the first and last colo
nial empires of the modern/colonial world system. The remaining five remind us of the colo
nial difference in language and knoweldge. (From Samuel P. Huntington.

1996. The Class of

Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order. Used by permission of Simon and Schuster.)

to disprove that English is (becoming) a universal language, the language
of a unified civilization. He is right to say that when a Korean businessman
and a Chinese banker speak in English they are not carrying in that conver
sation the weight of English/American civilization. Furthermore, there are
far more speakers of Mandarin than English speakers. As a matter of fact,
the totality of speakers of languages spoken in China

is

almost equal lO the

totality of speakers of colonial languages (see table 2). If we add to this the
number of speakers of Hindi, Russian, Bengali, and Arabic, the number o
speakers of noncolonial languages largely outweighs the number of speakers
of colonial languages.
But the question is not so much the number of speakers as it is the hege
monic power of colonial languages in the domain of knowledge, intellectual
production, and cultures of scholarship. In the domain of literature, for in
stance, one can write in English and still add to i t the density of Spanish/
Latin American memories, as Latino/as are doing in this country. English in
postpartition India doesn't carry the same memory as national English in
Britain; in the same way that English spok e n in England by Third World
e
immigrants doesn't carry the same cultural and ideological weight as t

�

lS
King's English. In other words, what the current stage of globalization
en
betwe
link
"natural"
the
of
uncoupling
e
h
t
enacting is (unconsciously)
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SPEAKERS OF PRINCIPAl CHINESE
,ANO WESTERN LANGUAGES

1958
Language

1992

No. of Speakers

Percentage of

No. of Speakers

Percentage of

(in millions)

World

(in millions)

World

Mandarin

444

15.6

Cantonese

907

43

1.5

65

Wu
Min
Hakka

Ch ine se La nguag es
English
Spanish

Portug ue se
German
French
Western languages
World Total

15.2

64

1.1
1.1

1.3
0.7

50
33

0.6

58 1

20.5

1119

18.8

278

9.8

39

1 .4

36
19

0.8

456

362

7.6

5.0
2.6

177

3.0

120

4.2

119

2.0

70

2.5

123

2.1

684

24.1

1237

20.8

2845

44.5

5979

39.4

142
74

6. 1

Source: Percentages calculated from language data compiled by Professor Sidney S. Culbert. Department of
Psychology, University of Washington. Seattle. and reported in the WorldAlmanac andBook ofFacts for 1959

and 1993.

Table 2. The amount of speakers of Chinese languages equals, practically, the amount of
speakers of Western (modem/colonial world system) languages. Hegemonic cultures of
scholarship and, therefore, an image of civilization linked to knowledge, science and episte
mology, have been articulated in the Western languages. (The Clash of Civilizations and the
Remalling of the World Order. Used by permission of Simon and Schuster.)

languages and nations, languages and national memories, languages and
national literature. Thus, it is creating the condition for and enacting the
relocation of languages and the fracture of cultures. Indeed, the very concept
of culture (and civilization in Huntington's perspective) is difficult to sustain
as homogenous spaces for people of common interests, goals, memories,
languages, and beliefs. It is true, as Huntington underlines, that after decolo
nization "native" languages are gaining ground as they are linked either to
state politics or to social movements and in literature. Cultures of scholar
s hip are also being relocated. Thus, if English is becoming the universal

language of scholarship, English is not carrying with it the conceptual
weight and value of Western scholarship. My contention is that something

similar to what happens in literature is happening in cultures of scholarship:
a border gnoseology is emerging at the intersection of Western epistemology
and non-Western knowledge, characterized as "wisdom" by the former.
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TABLE 3

Speakers of World Languages (in millions)
Language
Mandarin
En gli sh

Hindi

Spanish
Russian

Arabic

Bengali·

Portuguese

German
French

*

Native Speakers

Total Speakers

853

999

330*

48 7

348

457

346

401

168

280

195

230

197

204

173

186

98

124

74

126

Notice also that the number of "native speakers" of English is lower

than the number of "native speakers" of Hindi. However, English surpasses

Hindi in the "total number of speakers."
Source: World Almanac and Book of Facts (1997).
Let's, look finally, at the previous statistics from a different angle focussing
on the number of "native speakers" and on those who learned a language
through a process of "second/third language" acquisition. This difference is
important not only for any particular language, but for the discussion on
"English only" as well. The difference may be difficult to quantify but it is
not less visible. Examples include learning a "foreign" language in the school
or other institution in the "native" country; learning a "foreign" language
as an immigrant in the country in which a "foreign" language is being
learned; a combination of both as it is accomplished in "study abroad pro
grams." The difference is important not so much because of the national
values embedded today in a given language, but because of the fact that the

language is the body and the sensibility (as I discussed in the previous chap
ter on the notion of "languaging"), national or otherwise. It is of course

possible to think of alternative scenarios, transnational in nature, where

from the beginning "native speakers" will no longer be exposed to a "mother
tongue" but to a diversity of languaging without any umbilical cord attached

to the mother or the mother country. But still in that scenario and for the
near future, the question of language and the colonial difference will still be
in place. Some languages will be hegemonic, others will be subaltern; still
other hegemonic languages in a given context or local history will be at the

same time subaltern in relation to global designs and their implementation.
Table 3 provides statistics on world languages. Proportionally, the differ
ence betWeen "native" and the total number of speakers is larger for English
than for Mandarin. The 150 million "foreign" speakers of English is almost
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half of the number of "native" speakers. For Mandarin, instead, the 166

million difference between "native" and "foreign" is about a fifth of the for
mer. Another interesting statistic involves Russian. The spread between "na

tive" and "foreign" is larger here than in English; however, there are fewer
total Russian speakers and the Russian language does not enjoy the hege
monic position that English does. The third interesting observation that
can be made on this chart is that three of the modern/colonial languages
(Portuguese, German, and French) are significantly smaller in number of
speakers than the other seven languages in the chart, only two of them
(English and Spanish) being modern/colonial languages. These statistics are
complementary to the diagram in figure 12, in which European languages
cover 1.5 percent of the total languages and speakers of the world, which is
statistically similar to the 1.5 percent attributed to the Middle East. Thus, the
colonial difference is clearly exposed in these statistics and the coloniality of
power is openly revealed in the epistemological connection between particu
lar languages and the structure of knowledge. Language rights are not just
another item claiming the erasure of the colonial difference. Language rights
disclose the epistemological colonial difference and the overarching struc
ture of knowledge created and reproduced in the very creation and reproduc
tion of the modern/colonial world system. Here the ratio between language
and civilization is not related to the number of "speakers" but to the number

of "readers." The question is not just how many speakers of a given language
there are, but what is the rate of literacy in a given language and what is the
ratio between languages in a given country and the language of the media.

What are the languages of publication and distribution of knowledge?

GLOBAL LANGUAGE RIGHTS AND THE RELOCATION OF KNOWLEDGES

In june 1996 a World Conference on Language Rights took place in Barce
lona, Spain, and more than one hundred nongovernmental organizations
attended. One of the main goals of the conference was to approve a universal
declaration of language rights, intended to be a complimentary resolution to
the declaration of human rights. The final goal was to have this declaration
approved by UNESCO (UNESCO 1998). The conference was presided by
Rigoberta Manchu, the well-known Maya-Quiche intellectual and activist
from Guatemala. This event, I submit, was the consequence of a radical
transformation of those colonial beliefs that linked languages with the

boundaries of the humanity from the early stages of modernity and global
ization (Heath 1972; Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1995). Toward the

1970s the power of national states began to be eroded by the configuration of

transnational economic alliances (the years of the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries, of]apan entering the world market, the consolidation
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of the transnational corporations). The weakening of the state was counter
balanced by the strengthening of communities that had been repressed pre
cisely during the years of nation building and state consolidation. Asia and
Africa were the locations of decolonization movements. Latin Americans
experienced a revival of indigenous movements for their rights, their lands,
their languages. Rigobena Menchu emerged from these processes, as did the
social movements in the Chiapas. What all this amounts to, among other
important consequences, is the clear and forceful articulation of a politics
and philosophy of language that supplants the (a!)location to which minor

languages had been attributed by the philosophy of language underlying the
civilizing missioQ and the politics of language enacted by the state both
within the nation and in the colonies (Bonfi.l Batalla 1982; VanCott 1994).
But let me take a step back here and follow up the question of the standard
of civilization as described by Gong. What happened to the standard of
civilization after World War ll? Indeed, the very idea was questioned before
that moment within Europe itself and from countries with longer memories
and achievements, like China or Persia. Indeed, Oswald Spengler ([192628 I, 1950) was already an alert to the enthusiastic view of European civiliza
tion which World War I indirectly questioned. World War II brought an
other perspective into consideration, and when countries from Asia and
Africa who experienced European colonialism criticized international law
linked to the standard of civilization and to the family of nations. "What
was initially feared," Gong observed following R. P. Anand (1966), "as Afro
Asian rejection of international law in toto turned out to be a rejection of
those aspects of it tainted by the colonial past" (Gong 1984, 90). The stan
dards of civilization and the civilizing mission began again to be recon
vened, this time under a new leader of the world order. No longer England
and France, no longer the ideals of the French Revolution collapsing in the

two successive wars of the modern world system, but the United States and
a displacement of Eurocentrism toward the more encompassing Western
civilization ideals. And they were reconverted in two directions.
The first change established "human rights" as new international stan
dards (of which the United States became the champion, as witnessed today
with the 1998 visit of President Clinton to China) and the United Nations
as an international forum to avoid international discrimination instead of
control of arrival to the standard of civilization. However, and once again,
the "Universal Declaration of Human Rights" was pronounced by the pro
tagonist of a local history projecting global designs. One could wonder
whetherChina's resistance to it is due to a difference in perspective or be

cause China had no say in what was called a "Universal Declaration." In
other words, it may very well be the case that the tradition of theChristian

mission and civilizing mission produced the right standards for the "Decla

ration of Human Rights" with universal values based on a local history. Or
it may very well be that that is not the case, and any "universal" declaration
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cannot be other than a consensual agreement based on different standards
and legacies of civilization (Islam,China, indigenous communities around
the world, etc.).Certainly, it could be difficult and "dangerous" from a mana
gerial perspective of democracy. It may very well be, in other words, that
the old Western standards of civilization are alive, although unspoken,
under the "Universal Declaration of Human Rights."
The second candidate to a successor of the standard of civilization, ac
cording to Gong (1984, 92), is the "standard of modernity," which manifests
itself under different masks. The vindication of the universalism of science
was a successful imaginary construction, pretending that science was not
bound to cosmology, and hid the possibility of seeing "science" as a new
form of it. As the vindication of quality of life related to health and using
practical science as a source of improvements, and as a vindication of urban
cultures as the standard of the cosmopolitanism, the norms and values of
the global village reach a universal or global cultural standards.
With this transitional history in mind, I would like to go back to the
question of the relocation of languages and knowledge in the current stage
of globalization. The emergence of new local actors with an international
agenda is obvious today. These new social actors are, at once, contesting the
idea that global designs can only emerge from one particular local history
and resetting the rules of the game. The inequality in power, however, is
still evident. Indigenous movements in Latin America are a case in point.
In Latin America, the increasing influence and internationalization of in
digenous organizations had a remarkable impact on the politics of language
and education. The rise of what began to be called "new ethnicity" (Hall
1991a; 1991b) did not emerge all at once, of course. Behind this develop
ment there was a long tradition of rebellions, resistances, and adaptations
controlled either by colonial or national powers (or both), and omitted in
the teaching of national histories, cultures, and national literary practices
(Heath 1972). Spanish, a subaltern language in the European modernity,
became the official and hegemonic language in areas with a dense Amerin
dian population like the Andes (Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador) and Mesoamerica
(Mexico, Guatemala). From the point of view of the Amerindian population,
languages were critical in maintaining a sense of continuity from colonial
times through the nation-building period, and up to the end of the twentieth
century. The changes witnessed in the 1970s, the emergence of a new Amer
indian consciousness, were propelled by Amerindians who had been em
ployed by the state, either as community development workers or as school
teachers. They were looking not only for a new Amerindian identity but
also for the chance to put pressure on those in positions of power and in
government in order to influence the future of Amerindian polity. On the
other hand, technological globalization contributed to the process, since
indigenous activists and their international supporters could be linked
through the web of transnational information networks. One of the para-
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doxes of globalization is that it allows subaltern communities within the
nation-state to create transnational alliances beyond the state to fight for
their own social and human rights (Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1995).
The right to have and use languages located in a subaltern position by the
discourse of the civilizing mission and the public policy of the state, are part
of the restitutions claimed under language and human rights. That is, the

links between languages and the boundary of the humanities are entering
into a process of disintegration whose consequences we may not yet foresee.
Parallel to social movements and the premium placed on the language issue
was the emergence of intellectuals of Amerindian descent for whom their
"mother tongue" was naturally an Amerindian language (Aymara, Quechua,
Maya, Nahuatl). The emergence of a new community of intellectuals in the
cultural landscape of Latin America fits Gramsci's description of the "organic
intellectual," although not necessarily in complicity with the state: "Every
social group, coming into existence on the original terrain of an essential
function in the world of economic production, creates together with itself,
organically, one or more strata of intellectuals which give it homogeneity
and an awareness of its own function not only in the economic but also in
the social and political fields" (Gramsci [1944)1992). For historical reasons,
related to the history of colonialism itself, intellectuals of Amerindian de
scent in Latin America do not have the influence in the public spheres that
Afro-American or Latin intellectuals have in the United States. One area
where they have been active and influential is education and in contesting
the state ideology regarding language and memories1 (Hobsbawm 1990).
More than a restitution of an authentic past, the intellectual articulation of
history and education shall be understood in the process of nation building
and colonial and imperial world order. To make a long story short, at the
end of the nineteenth century, when the institutionalization of national lan
guages was at its height (Gong 1984; Robertson 1992) and the cannibals of
the early colonial period were converted into the primitives of the era of
colonial expansion, and the standard of civilization was also stipulated
among the major European powers, the civilizing mission and the concept
of "civility" became a regulative principle in interstate, imperial, and neoco
lonial discourses in the Americas.
A case in point is the notion of "frontier" at the end of the nineteenth
century in the United States as well as in Argentina: the "frontier" was the
movable (westward) landmark of the march of the civilizing mission, the
1 Intellectuals of indigenous descent have been active, mainly in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Gua·
temala, both as scholars and political leaders. Victor Hugo-Cardenas, the former vice-president
of Bolivia, is a case in point. Joanne Rappaport (1990) studied the life and deeds of several

intellectuals of Indigenous descent. Historian Roberto Choque is one distinguished figure cur·
e
rently in Bolivia, together with Humberto Mamani, Esteban Ticona, and others (1992). In
Islamic world, a similar concern is being explored by scholars and intellectuals of lslam1d

�

Muslim descent. See Ahmed and Sardar (1990, 194-212).
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line dividing civilization from barbarism. The "frontier," however, was not
only geographic but epistemologic as well: the location of the primitive and
the barbarian was the "vacant land," from the point of view of economy, and
the "empty space" of thinking, theory, and intellectual production. As Barran

(1990) persuasively states it: "The subjugation of the 'barbarian' sensibility
was simplified by the fact that it [the barbarian sensibility)

was

ill-adapted

to theorize itself, since theory was precisely its negation. That absence of
self-theoretical reflection did not make possible the formation of a 'barbar
ian' counterculture, consciously programmed. Theory and pre-elaborated
plans were, instead, the essence of 'civilization' and their agents were the
intellectuals of the new society." Thus, the organic intellectuals of the Amer
indian social movements (as well as Latino, Afro-American, and women)
are precisely the primary agents of the moment in which "barbarism" appro
priates the theoretical practices and elaborated projects, engulfing and su
perseding the discourse of the civilizing mission and its theoretical founda
tions. The "frontier of civilization" in the late nineteenth century has
become the "borderland" of the end of the twentieth century. "Borderlands"
(Anzaldua 1987), contrary to "frontiers," are no longer the lines where civili
zation and barbarism meet and divide, but the location where a new con
sciousness, a border gnosis, emerges from the repression subjected by the
civilizing mission.
The conceptualization of knowledge in terms of "frontiers" obeys the
same logic as the spatial frontier where civilization was supposed to end and
barbarism begins: a space to be conquered. In fact, Lynn WhiteJr. published
an influential book in 1956 titled Frontiers of Knowledge in the Study of Man
under such presuppositions. The frontiers of knowledge are the limits to
which different disciplines have arrived at the moment the book was written,
and the book was written under the presupposition that knowledge was
limited to the disciplines. The book was organized accordingly: genetics,
psychology, cultural anthropology, archaeology, history, sociology, geogra
phy, economy, history of science, philosophy, and so on. The book con
cluded by indicating the common changes in different disciplinary fields. A
common ground was a change in the concept of personhood and, therefore,
the object of study was being redefined in terms of people, of patterns of
cultures, of action and interaction between people, and no longer the study
of man. It is worthwhile to remember White's conclusions on the changing
frontiers of knowledge at the very inception of the (epistemological) cold
war. White's first conclusion is the changes in the Occidental canon of
knowledge. The assumption that "civilization" is naturally Western civiliza
tion and that history is a linear succession of events that begins somewhere
in Troy and arrives to Nonh America, in the modem times, is no longer
sustainable. In that pattern, man was Euro-American man and the rest were
"natives." The "Western canon" observes White, has been replaced by a
"universal (or global) canon." In it, Peru and Mexico (and by this he means
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from ancient Inca and Aztec civilizations to today), Islam, ancient and con
temporary India and China, among others, are no longer a window case of
curiosities but events in the planetary making of civilization.
And yet ... things have changed in the order of the known, not in the
production of knowledge. The world has expanded, civilization is no longer
Western but planetary, but the disciplinary organization and norms remain
within the parameter of Western knowledge, as l have been discussing in
chapter

l (cf. the case of African or Latin American "philosophy"). But how

can a change in the "Western canon of knowledge" be conceived? How can
we think beyond the disciplines, to promote a "transdisciplinary" thinking
that will cut across the niche of the disciplines include in White's book?

Open
the Social Sciences, the Report of the Gulbenkian Foundation I mentioned

several times in this book, mentions "cultural studies" as a challenge and as
a possibility to transcend disciplinary boundaries. The discussion of "tradi
tion," "consensus," and "democracy" in African philosophy (Wiredu 1997;
Eze 1997c), Kusch's restitution of an indigenous category of thoughts to in
tervene in philosophical and epistemological debates of the 1960s and 1970s
(in chapter 3), Rivera Cusicanqui's discussion of "liberal" and "ayllu democ
racy" in Bolivia (Rivera-Cusicanqui 1990), or the Zapatistas's theoretical rev
olution (Mignolo 1997d) are cases in which the "frontiers" of knowledge are
no longer located on the known but in the production of knowledge itself.
But let me offer a more concrete example of what I have in mind. You
may remember the narrative of the water pump and the attitude of the
Aymara county man that Kusch offered in one of his books and that I com

mented upon on chapter 3. The implications of Kusch's narrative are several:
the subaltemization of indigenous knowledge by the knowledge constructed

around technology; the conflict of knowledge between the philosopher-an
thropologist and the Aymara peasant; and, finally, the question of develop

mental philosophy (Escobar 1995), in the 1960s. The emblematic situation
described by Kusch at the end of the 1960s are still being seriously consid
ered in projects and discussion on sustainable development and alternatives

to development instead of alternative developments. The Proyecto Andino

de Tecnologias Campesinas (PRATECT) is a case in point. Rengifo Vasquez
(1991; l998a; 1998b) has made a strong case for decolonization of knowl
lly
edge in the area of rural development. His reflections (for which incidenta
areas
Kusch offers theoretical support) parallel those pursued in different
con
and in different countries. Ramachandra Guha (1996) has explored the
he
during
sequences of subalternization of peasant knowledge in India,
on
irrigau
British
of
nineteenth century, as a consequence of the introduction
of the
technology and then reproduced in the United States at the beginning
conce
same
the
pursued
twentieth. century. Gustavo Esteva (1996) has

�

�
�

auo
through the life story of four Mexican peasants very similar to the sit�
s tS
narranve
and
analyses
these
all
in
line
described by Kusch. The bottom
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the conflict between "indigenous" and "modem" knowledge. The conflict,
in other words, is in the very fact of thinking that there is an "indigenous"
knowledge opposed to "modem" forms of knowledges, in this case, actual
ized by technology-when, indeed, the opposition is set up in and by the
epistemological descriptions of what technology can do for you, descrip
tions that are cast in the frame of modernization and development.
But let me pause here to clarify my reference to a controversial example
such as PRATEC. PRATEC promoted the most insidious criticism from well
respected Peruvian anthropologists and intellectuals to the most enthusias
tic endorsement from non-Peruvian, U.S.-based anthropologists (Apffel
Marglin 1998, l-30). It is not my intention here to mediate between both
positions but, rather, to underline what in my view the contribution of the
PRATEC is, despite the cogent criticism advanced by de Gregory and the
excessive emhusiasm manifested by Appfel-Marglin. I like to think of PRA
TEC in parallel with the "Culture of Transience" project initiated by P. K.
Garg and I.

]. Parikh in India (Garg and Parikh 1995, 172-211). Global

designs, be they Christian, (neo)liberal, or (neo)Marxist, were conceived
and enacted from a particular local history generally identified as "the West"
and, in this book, as the making and remaking of the modem/colonial world
system. One can also talk about several local histories-for instance, Spanish
colonialism in the Americas was not the same as British colonialism in India
or U.S. colonialism in Puerto Rico. However, there are some common
threads linking the Spanish, British, and U.S. approaches to life, society, and
the world. At the same time, there was in the sixteenth-century Andes or in
eighteenth-century India a different local history with a different ethos. It
would be also possible to look at the differences between Aymara and Que
chua, or between Hindi and Bengali speakers and world view. But it would
be also possible to find a similar ethos linking the concept of life, society,
and world among Aymara and Quechua or among Hindi and Bengali, as well
as between Spanish and English speakers. Now, the Spanish and English
speakers have been in contact with Aymara and Quechua speakers, on the
one hand, and with Hindi and Bengali, on the other. But Aymara and Que
chua speakers had never been in contact with Hindi and Bengali people.
Furthermore, the contact between Spanish and Aymara/Quechua speakers,
on the one hand, and English and BengalVHindi, on the other, were contacts
defined by the coloniality of power and by the colonial difference. And it is
the colonial difference that defines the external borders of the modem/colo
nial world system.
A "culture of transience" is one necessary corrective to globalization from
the point of view of "mundializaci6n" to globalization. The choices are not
many. Once it is recognized thaL cuirural homogeneity under Western global
designs is as counterproductive as fundamentalist resistance justified in
local history, a culrure of transience is necessary. But it would also be
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counterproductive to move into a transience where the coloniality o� power
is maintained and the transition is only governed by global des1gns. It
makes more sense to think that the culture of transience will be gove�ed
by local histories, the desubalterniz�tion �f local knowle?ge, an� an eptste �
.
mological decolonization as a rad1cal cnuque of the . bene�Cial for all .
assumptions governing global designs, from a right- or left-wmg per spec
.
.
tive. It is at this intersection that the PRATEC project cannot be dts�ss�d.
What cannot be dismissed is, to start with, the restitution of Amenndian
philosophy of life and conceptualization of soci�ty-neithe � �t� th; inten
tion of achieving an archaeological reconstruction of the . ongmal or the
"authentic " nor with the academic and philological intention of produc
ing knowl�dge to enlarge the museum but, ra�er, as an epi�temic and �o�iti
.
.
cal intervention in the colonial difference. Wuhout this kind of poss1bli1ty
that can be practiced around the world and inion the external borders of
the modern/colonial world system, the only alternative left is a constant
rereading of the great thinkers of the West in search of new ways to i�agine
the future. The increasing interest in Spinoza, in the past five years,

lS

one

example that can be explained by the need to look for new paths of knowl
edge and being unable to think from the colonial difference, from those
knowledges and forms of knowing not attached to the name of a pers�n
but to the human epistemic energy and the political force of the. c��omal
difference. PRATEC, with all its limitations, opens up the poss1bil1ty of
thinking from the ruins of Amerindian culture and of inscribing bord�r
thinking at the heart of the colonial epistemic difference. As Kusch did
(Mignolo l995b).
Arturo Escobar (1997) offers a way out that is akin with my own conception of border thinking. First, Escobar (1995) insists on looking for alterna
tives to development instead of alternative developments. Second, h� lays
out three different regimes of "knowledges" about or for the producnon of
nature: organic, capitalist, and technonature:
Broadly speaking, organic nature represents those modes that are not strictly
modern; from the perspective of the anthropology of local knowledge, they

�ay

be characterized in terms of the relative indissociabiliry of the biophystcal,
human, and spiritual worlds, vernacular social relations, non modern circuits of
knowledge, and forms of meanings-uses of nature that do not spell the sytema
tic destruction of nature. Capitalized nature, on the contrary, is based on the
separation of the human and natural worlds, and capitalist and patriarchal social
relations. From the perspective of historical materialism, it appears as produced
through the mediation of labor. Technonature, finally, is nature produced by new
forms of technosciences, particularly those based on molecular technologies.

�s

argued in poststructuralist and feminist studies of science and technology, It
appears as produced more by technoscientific intervention than by labor-based
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production of value. But meanings, labor, and technoscience are important to
all three regimes. (Escobar 1997, 221)

These three regimes of knowledges set the stage for what Escobar calls "cul
tural politics" and defines as "the process enacted when social actors shaped
by or embodying different cultural meanings and practices come into con
flict with each other. The notion of cultural politics assumes that cultural
meanings and practices-particularly those theorized as marginal, opposi
tional, minority, residual, emergent, alternative, dissident, and the like, all
of them conceived in relation to a given dominant cultural order--can be
the source of processes that must be accepted as political" (Escobar 1997,

203). Cultural politics thus defined presupposes a different epistemology,
forms of knowledge that will articulate the three regimes: organic, capitalist,
and technonature. These regimes are not arranged in chronological order in
such a way that the newcomer displaced the previous one. These were pre
cisely the strategies of knowledge of nature associated with capitalism, dis
placing to the realm of the magic or primitive the form of knowledge that
Escobar calls "organic" and that was relegated to the colonized areas and to
the Third World. But the new epistemology needed to articulate organic
knowledge with techononature as a political move toward the celebration
of life, coumering capitalist mode of production as a drive toward death,
may not come from a "postmodern" way of thinking but, rather, from those
in the external borders of the modern/colonial world system. It is the coloni
ality of power that seems to be at stake in the "cultural politics" claimed by
Escobar, both understood as decolonization as a form of deconstruction and
in the form of border epistemologies that will transcend at once disciplinary
norms and regimes and bridge the gap between organic and techononature
forms of knowledge. In other words, they will transcend the opposition
between organic as primitive and capitalist and technonature as "civilized"
forms of knowledge and will, also, bring in fruitful dialogue, social move
ments and academic intellectuals in the domain of cultural politics.
Border thinking is not a counterculture, but the denial of the denial of
"barbarism"; not a Hegelian sy nthesis, but the absorption of the "civilizing"
principles into the "civilization of barbarism": a "phagocytosis" of civiliza
tion by the barbarian (as Argentinian philosopher Rodolfo Kusch will have
it), rather than the barbarian bending and entering civilization. It is also an
act of "anthropofagia," as Brazilian writer Mario de Andrade and Brazilian
poet and literary critic Haroldo de Campos word it. What we are facing here
are no longer spaces in between or hybridity, in the convivial images of
contact zones, but the forces of "barbarian" theorizing and rationality, to
which this chapter would like to contribute, integrating and superseding
the restrictive logic behind the idea of "civilization" by giving rise to what
the civilizing mission suppressed: the self-appropriation of all the good quali-
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ties that were denied to the barbarians. "Border thinking" in all its complexity
(geohistorical, sexual, racial, national, diasporic and exile, etc.) is a way of
thinking that emerges as a response to the conditions of everyday life created
by economic globalization and the new faces of the colonial difference.

HEGEMONIC LANGUAGES AND THE LOCATION OF KNOWLEDGE$

At this point l would like to return to Wallerstein's (1996) observation about
cultures of scholarship between 1850 and 1945, to the distribution of the
scientific labor at the moment of high modernity and capitalist global expan
sion, and to pursue its transformation after 1945, when the center of cultures
of scholarship began to be relocated in the United States. Let's remember
also that the first is the period dominated by the civilizing mission and the
standards of civilization, and the second by human rights and moderniza
tion. But before looking at the transformation of scholarly labor after 1945,
let's briefly bring Elias into the picture to establish the links between
the two periods just mentioned. According to his neo-Marxist model, there
is a moment in the evolution of the human species in which the "warrior"
and the "man of wisdom" emerged as particular social roles (Elias 1987;
Mennell 1990, 359-72; Robertson 1992, 211-28, Kilminster 1998, 257-83).
This moment is also, according to Elias, when the community became orga
nized and survived on food surplus instead of on production and preserva
tion. If we now make a quantum leap and link the simple version of the
model to the danger of nuclear war (Elias's later concern) and to cultures
of scholarship, we are forced to face once again the complicity between
the "civilizing mission" articulated in colonial discourse and the "civil
izing process(es)" articulated as an object of study of the human sciences in
collusion with the ideology of the "civilizing mission"-that is, a config
uration of knowledge whose power consisted in denying epistemological
possibilities to the barbarians. Cultures of scholarship were precisely what
people outside Europe either lacked (like the Aztecs or the Incas), or if they
happened to possess them (like China, India, or the Islamic world), they
became an object of study (e.g., the rise of "Orientalism"). Over the five
hundred years of Western expansion and the creation of colleges and univer
sities in colonized areas since the beginning of the sixteenth century, this
belief became so strong as to make people doubt their own wisdom, when
that wisdom was not articulated in Western educational institutions and
languages. When comparative studies of civilization became a prestigious
discipline within European research institutions, a distinction was made be
tween civilizations that were converted into objects of study and civiliza
tions that had the necessary frame of mind and cultures of scholarship to
be the place from where to study other civilizations. Cultures of scholarship

G
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after World War II were recast under these legacies, although they adapted
to the new needs of the third stage of globalization.
At the inception of what I have called the third stage of globalization
(since 1945), decolonization went hand in hand with the cold war and the
division of the world into three ranked areas (First, Second, and Third
Worlds). Such a geohistorical division also implied a division of scientific
and scholarly labor, as I have already noticed. Once countries were located
as being (a) technologically advanced and free of ideological constraints; (b)
technologically advanced but encumbered by an ideological elite, preventing
utilitarian thinking; and ( c) traditionally, economically, and technologically
underdeveloped, with a traditional mentality obscuring the possibility of
utilitarian and scientific thinking, the loci of scientific and scholarly enunci
ation were also established. The map of scholarly production between 1850
and 1945 traced by Wallerstein had scholarship located in Europe and the
rest of the world was either the scene of interesting human achievements to
study and understand, but frozen in time and antimodem, or of cultures
where the civilizing mission had precisely the mission to civilize. The first
was the province of civilizational studies (e.g., Orientalism), the second the
province of anthropology. The dominant colonial cultures of scholarship
were in France, England, and Germany. After 1945 the previous landscape
was redressed slightly.
Once the new world order was accepted, the distribution of scientific
labor was reorganized accordingly. "Culture," and no longer "civilization,"
was the term used to locate a huge area of the planet within the premodern,
that is, the Third World. We are geuing here, from a different angle, to a
crucial point of this book, which I have been making throughout: the geneal
ogy from comparative ethnology in the sixteenth century (Pagden); Orien
talism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Said); anthropology in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries; to the social sciences and area stud
ies after 1950. Border gnosis emerges as a displacement of this genealogy
and as an effort toward the restitution of location as a geopolitical and episte

mological configuration of knowledge production. To understand what I am
driving at, think of the exportation of the social sciences to the Third World,
to which the Gulbenkian Report (Wallerstein et al. 1996) looks critically.
And think again about "Chakrabarty's dilemma." What is at stake in these
cases is the limits of the social sciences, and cultures of scholarship, to fulfill
the needs of local histories at the receiving end of global designs, be they

economic or intellectual, from the right to the left. "Chakrabarty's dilemma"
makes clear that cultures of scholarship cannot be "exported" and "adapted"
to a new situation without taking into account the colonial difference and

the subalternization of knowledge. What cultures of scholarship export is
mainly a "method," since the problems they deal with are proble ms related
to their own place of origin. What border thinking from the colonial differ-
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ence shall contribute would be to place the "problem" engrained in the colo
nial difference (the local problem) before the "method." Starting from the

problem instead of starting from the method, assuming the colonial differ
ence as conceptual genealogy instead of the genealogy of the social sciences
(or culture of scholarship in general), would release knowledge from the
norms of the disciplines. But, above all, it will make visible that knowledge
production from the colonial difference will have to deal with the "silences"
of history and the "difference" of coloniality, that is to say the colonial differ
ence. Border thinking then emerges, historically, at the end of the cold war
as a critic of the scientific distribution of the planet.And it emerges, logically

and conceptually, from the perception of know ledges and languages placed
in a subaltern position in the exercise of the coloniality of power.
The humanities were not alien to such a distribution of labor, although
they did not occupy a central place in it.To take just one example: the study

of languages and literatures was cast within the same epistemological frame.

The languages of literature were mainly the colonial languages of the mod
ern period with their distinguished legacies: Greek and Latin. literary stud

ies remained within that tradition. Literature in the modern period was in
creasingly cast as "national literature" and, of course, written in a national
language. literary studies (in their historicophilogical foundation before

1945) as well as in their structuralist and poststructuralist formulations of
the 1970s, focused on the literature of the five countries of scholarship men
tioned by Wallerstein. "Other literatures" were considered part and parcel
of civilization rather than literary studies.I am sure we all noticed that Spain
was not among the five countries of modern scholarship. And, of course,
Spanish did not count as a language of scholarship. This imperial rift of
the modern period put Spain and Spanish in an ambiguous place between
"Eastern civilizations" and "modern Europe." When it comes to Latin

America, the location of Spain between the Arabic world of North Africa
and the European world of western Europe becomes further complicated
because of the relations during the modern period between Spanish and

Amerindian languages, and by the fact that Andean and Mesoamerican civi
lizations were not part of European civilizational studies in the nineteenth
century (Coe 1992). "Civilizations" were in the East.Latin America became,
_
by the nineteenth century, an extension and surrogate of Europe. LanD
of
America was, then, of particular interest to understanding the quesuon
f
?
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bian Studies (a particular version of civilizational studies framed within the
history and legacies of Spanish colonialism), of folklore and ethnohistory,
or, more recently, of colonial cultural studies (Mignolo 1992a; 1992c;
1992d).In summary: languages and literary studies were maintained within
the epistemological framework of cultural practice and scholarship of North
Adantic modernity and the cultural configuration shaped by the idea of
civilization and the civilizing mission, together with the process of economic
globalization.
The position I have been articulating throughout this book (as well as
in my previous one; see Mignolo 1995a) almost naturally moves toward a
conceptualization of the world order close to the one painted by Samuel P.
Huntington (1996): "The most important groupings of states

are

no longer

the three blocs of the cold war but rather the world's seven or eight major
civilizations" (Huntington, 1996: 21). We can, of course, dispute Hunting
ton's categorization and listing of the so-called "seven or eight" civilizations
(Western, Latin America, African, Islamic, Sinic, Hindu, Orthodox, Bud
dhist, Japanese) and even more so their territorial locations, but this is not
the point I would like to pursue here. What I am more interested in is the
following:
Non-Western societies, particularly in East Asia, are developing their economic

wealth and creating the basis for enhanced military power and political inOu
ence. As their power and seU-confidence increase, non-Western societies in
creasingly assert their own cultural values and reject those "imposed" on them
by the West. The "international system of the twenty-first century," Henry Kis
singer has noted," ... will c ontain at least six major powers-the United States,
Europe, China, Japan , Russia and probably India-as well as a multiplicity of
medium-sized and smaller countries." (Huntington 1996, 28)

If, following Huntington, Kissinger's six major powers belong to five differ
ent civilizations, and there are important Islamic states whose strategic loca
tions, large populations, and/or oil resources make them influential in world
affairs, and, furthermore, in this new world order local politics is becoming
the politics of ethnicity and global politics is the politics of civilization, what
would be the rearticulation of the social sciences and the humanities? Would
the social sciences, art, and literature maintain the same focus and central
position they occupied in the modem/colonial world sy stem (western Eu
rope, Russia, and the United States), or will they be decentralized in the
same way capitalism is being decentered? What would be the relationship
and the compliticies between cultures of scholarship and "artistic" produc
_
twn
within the six major powers rearticulating the three-world order of the
cold war period? Would social scientists and art and literary theorists main
tam their disincorporated belief in the disincorporated and universal status
of scientific and scholarly knowledge in such a way that, say, the social

308

CHAPTER

7

sciences and art in India in the twenty-first century will maintain and impon
the Western classical tradition in art and cultures of scholarship? Shall
we believe in the report of the Gulbenkian Foundation that the universal
ity of the social sciences, although tempered by the interdisciplinary contri
bution of cultural studies, will be at the same time incorporated in the dis
tinctiveness in each of the "seven or eight civilizations" Huntington is talk
ing about, or they will maintain a universal configuration beyond each
"civilization"?

BORDER THINKING AGAIN

I have suggested that the economic conditions created by globalization con
tributed to the rise of "barbarian theorizing" (e.g., border gnosis, double
consciousness) not as an opposition to "civilian [in their double meaning
of civilization and citizenship] theorizing" but as a displacement and depar
ture. The comparison between Norbert Elias's and Darcy Ribeiro's study of
civilization processes could be helpful in this regard. There are three aspects
of the comparison I would like to highlight.First, while Elias conceives the
civilization process as a particular European phenomena of the past five
hundred y ears, Ribeiro conceives it as a long, diverse, and complex set of
processes of the human species. Second, while Elias focuses on the civilizing
process, which is at the same time the consolidation of (western) Europe as
a world hegemonic power, Ribeiro looks at Europe as a recent outcome of
human civilizing processes that were preceded by previous hegemonic
power and will also be transformed and dissolved in a future governed by
what Ribeiro calls "the thermonuclear revolution and future societies."
Third, while both Elias and Ribeiro are still prisoners of the temporal ar
rangement of human histories implanted in modernity, Ribeiro's concern
with colonization and European expansion allows him to open the doors
for a spatial conceptualization of civilization processes and of local histories
arranged around successive and surviving centers of world hegemony.

Fourth, and finally, the fact that Ribeiro's geocultural focus and conce�

are the Americas and not Europe (as in the case of Elias's) makes it imposst
ble for him not to analy ze the process of European civilization as a process
of subalternization of world cultures: "Nothing in the world," Ribeiro states,
"was left out by the forces liberated by the European expansion. In it we

detect the foundation of the reorganization of nature, whose flora and fauna
were normalized all over the planet. It [European colonial expansion] is the
main agency for the disappearance of thousands of ethme commumnes for
racial mixtures and for the linguistic and cultural extension of European
·

·

·

•

people. In the process of this expansion, modem technologies as �ell as
forms of social organization and bodies of cultural values relevant m and
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for Europe were disseminated and generalized. The outcome of this process
is the modem world, unified by commerce and communication, activated
by the same technology, inspired by a basic and common system of values"
(Ribeiro and Gomes 1996, 41-52). This, in a nutshell, is Ribeiro's view of
what Elias called "civilizing process."
Now, what is relevant in this comparison to understand "barbarian theo
rizing" as border gnosis and as epistemology emerging from the conditions
created by the last and perhaps more radical stage of globalization is the
possibility (for someone like Ribeiro) of theorizing from the border (border
as threshold and liminality, as two sides connected by a bridge, as a geo
graphical and epistemological location): that is, of having both the forma
tion in "civilized theorizing" and the experience of someone who lives and
experiences, including the training in "civilized theorizing," in communities
that have been precisely subalternized and placed in the margins by the very
concept and expansion of European civilization. Thus, an anthropologador:
someone who was trained as an anthropologist while at the same time was
part of the "other." The common knowledge that Ribeiro is a "Third World
theoretician," implied by Meggers (1991) in her introduction to the first
edition of 0 processo civili�at6rio, was clearly stated by Sonntag in his preface
to the German edition: "The sheer fact of there being a theory from/of the
Third World for the Third World makes the censured ones those who con
tinue to believe that the belly of the world is someplace in between Vienna,
Berlin, Bonn, Moscow, Washington or Rome. The fact that Ribeiro doesn't
attribute to the First World a relevant role in the formation of 'future socie
ties' . .. implies clearly a challenge which has to be confronted by critical
theory of the developed world [e.g., 'civilian theorizing'], immediately and
seriously, if it doesn't want to run the risk of disappearing" ([1969) 1978,

216). The only change

1 would make to this paragraph is that Ribeiro's

theory of the "civilizing process" is certainly a theory from/of the Third
World, but not only for the Third World. Sonntag, with plenty of goodwill,
maintains the regional scope of Third World theorizing for the Third World,
as a kind of "barbarian" counterculture to which still First World theorizing
has to react and accommodate itself. Third World theorizing is also for the
First World in the sense that critical theory is subsumed and incorporated
in a new geocultural and epistemological location.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In summary, it is my contention that globalization is creating the conditions
for the spatialization of the civilizational processes and, by so doing, denying
the denial of coevalness as one of the main epistemological strategies of
coloniaVimperial expansion. This process is creating the conditions for "bar-
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barian theorizing": theorizing from/of the Third World (the expression used
metaphorically here) for the (First!fhird) entire planet. This chapter identi
fies some of the instances (social movements and language rights, emergence
of new sites of thinking in between disciplines and in between languages,
e.g the self-restitution of barbarism as a theoretical locus, a d a progressive

�

.•

force offering valuable correctives to the abuses of post-Enlightenment rea
son, science, and disciplinarity), in which the denial of the denial of co
evalness materializes itself by redressing and implementing long-lasting
forces, sensibilities, and rationalities repressed by the one-sided ideology of
the "civilizing mission/process," and its complicity in the subalternization
of knowledges and cultural production throughout the planet. Remapping
new world order implies remapping cultures of scholarship and the schol
arly loci of enunciation from where the world has been mapped. The crisis
of "area studies" is the crisis of old borders, be they nation borders or civili
zation borders . It is also the crisis of the distinction between hegemonic
(discipline-based knowledges) and subaltern (area-based knowledges), as
if discipline-based knowledges are geographically disincorporated. Border
thinking allows us to remap cultures of scholarship in terms of "area-based
disciplinary knowledge," bringing together and erasing the borders between
knowing about and knowing from. Border gnosis will help in imagining a
world without rigid frontiers (national or civilizational) or a world in which
civilizations will have to defend their unity and their purity; that knowledge.
in the last analysis, did not begin with the Greeks but simply with life.
In the last analysis, border thinking is located at the intersection of local
histories enacting global designs and local histories dealing with them. That
is why border thinking can only be

so from a subaltern perspective, si ce
�
the enactment of global designs is driven by the desire for homogeneity

and the implicit need of hegemony. Marxism provided an alternative to the
hegemonic force and ideology of liberalism. But it was also a global de ig 

� �

oppositional and alternative, but global design nonetheless. Border thmkmg
points toward a different kind of hegemony, a multiple one, as in a New
medievalism (Tanaka 1997) in which a world of multiple centers would be
dominated by none. In other words, diversity as a universal project allows
us to imagine alternatives to universalism. The "West and the rest" in Hun
tington's phrase provides the model to overcome, as the "rest" beco me th
_
sites where border thinking emerges in its diversity, where "mundiahzac 6n

� �
�

creates new local histories remaking and readapting Western global destgns
(Christian, liberal, and neoliberal development, modernization and market
_
loca
Marxist-Socialists ascendance of the working class) and transformmg

i

emerged G1o baliz non/
(European) histories from where such dest
_
__
a
to"mundializaci6n" is reenacting old local htstones and proJecung them
what
ward a future in which border thinking will be prominent in creating
·

�
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Glissant (1998) calls "La diversalite de Ia mondialization" interacting with
the "homogeneity of globalization."
The fall of communism and the crisis of Marxism may be a way of under
standing the "end of history" not in the sense that Francis Fukuyama (1992)
understands it but as the "end" of the modem/colonial world system as
reconverted in the nineteenth century. The fall of communism does not
imply the victory of (neo)liberalism but the symptom of the crisis of the
philosophical and epistemological principles that subtended both, liberal
ism and Marxism, as two sides of the same coin. In this sense, the crisis is
the crisis of the modern/colonial modern world system and not of one of its
aspects.Leonard Woolf could say in 1928 that between 1800 and 1900 "Eu
rope passed through a revolution that was both internal and external" and
that "this tremendous change in the internal constitution of Europe and in
the fabric of its civilization was accompanied ... by an equally important
change in relation of Europe to the rest of the world" (Woolf 1928, 7-8).
Samir Amin, at the end of the twentieth century, would say instead that
"Never more than today has humanity shared the feeling that the Earth is
one and indivisible and that all peoples of the planet belong to a sole system,
notwithstanding the extremely divergent positions they occupy within it: an
integrated natural system, as illustrated by ecological interdependence; an
integrated economic system to the extent that the Eastern bloc countries
have abandoned their tradition of relative autarky; even an integrated cul
tural system following the extraordinary intensification of communications
which has resulted in the most advanced forms of Western technology being
transferred to the most remote village of the planet" (Amin 1996, 10; 1995a;
1995b; Gonzalez Casanova 1996, 10). "Interdependence" may be the word
that summarizes the break away from the idea of totality and brings about
the idea of networks whose articulation will require epistemological princi
ples I called in this book "border thinking" and "border gnosis," as a reartic
ulation of the colonial difference: "diversality as a universal project," which
means that people and communities have the right to be different precisely
because "we" are all equals.

_______

AFTERWORD

_
__
_____
_

An Other Tongue, An Other Thinking,
An Other Logic

In chapter 2 I attempted to delineate the notion of post-Occidental reason
and to locate it at the borders of modemity/coloniality. The argument kept
in its horizon the internal borders of the modem/colonial world system, the
historical density of its making (Arrighi 1994), and the diversity of the bor
ders, becoming more complex due to the historical diversity at the intersec
tion of the local histories of imperial powers and those local histories upon
which the coloniality of power, in its constant reconversion, was exercised.
Nation building, both in the nineteenth century in the Americas (see chapter

3) and in the twentieth century in Africa (Mandani 1996) and Asia (Chat
erjee 1993) was a reconversion of the coloniality of power from its exercise
in the colonial state to its new form under the nation-state. It is precisely
that reconversion that could be properly described as "internal colonialism."
Internal colonialism is the coloniality of power imbedded in nation-state
building after decolonization.
The argument in chapters 5 and 6 looked at the colonial difference in
language, literature, and epistemology. Starting from chapter 2, chapter 6
took the argument a step further. That is, while in chapter 2 a distinction was
made between the postmodem and the postcolonial-Occidental, in chapter 6
an effort was made to imagine possible scenarios for an epistemology that
is no longer trapped and forced to "begin" from its modem articulation,
with its back to the colonial difference. One could naturally link Benedict
Spinoza to the colonization of the Americas, tracing through him the trans
formation of the ethicoreligious imaginary from jose de Acosta at the end
of the sixteenth century (MacCormack 1991, 434-55). It was natural that
Spinoza would be more aware of religious colonialism and a critic of modem
imagination and that he could be taken as a paradigmatic case of radical
critic to modem epistemology and politics (Balibar 1985). But, still, thinking
from the colonial difference implies thinking from an other place, imagining
an other language, arguing from an other logic. The canonical thinkers of
the Western canon can no longer provide a starting point for the epistemol
ogy that the colonial difference requires.
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Let me add a new scenario. In chapter 2 I distinguished postmodern from
post-Occidental thinking as a critique of modernity from the interior borders
(postmodernism) and from the exterior borders of the modem/colonial
world (post-Occidentalism). This observation could be extended to decon
struction (which I explore in chapter 1) and to world system analysis, which
is implied in several of my arguments but is never directly addressed. World
system analysis is indeed a critique of Eurocentrism (Wallerstein 1997),
but a Eurocentric critique of Eurocentrism, like postmodern theories and
deconstruction are. In his presidential address to the Fourteenth World Con
gress of Sociology, Wallerstein identified six challenges to the social sciences,
with four of them more directed in particular to sociology (Wallerstein

1998a). Two of th� challenges are relevant to my argument. One comes from

the external borders of the world/colonial system (Abdel-Malek 1981) and
could be added to the many instances on which I build my argument. I
would like to devote a paragraph here to the challenge of feminist theory.
Evelyn Fox Keller, trained as a mathematical biophysicist, Donna]. Haraway,
trained as a hominid biologist, and Vandana Shiva (Shiva 1994; Shiva and
Mies, 1993), trained in theoretical physics are Wallerstein's examples
(1998a, 38). There is a remarkable difference between the epistemological
critique one encounters in Fox Keller and Donna Haraway, on the one hand,
and on Vandana Shiva, on the other. As Wallerstein himself observes, "Van
dana Shiva's critique is focused less on scientific methods proper than on the
political implications that are drawn from science's position in the cultural
hierarchy. She speaks as a woman of the South, and thus her critique rejoins
that of Abdel-Malek" (1998a, 42). That is, Abdel-Malek and Vandana Shiva
are critiquing epistemology, in the social and natural sciences, from the colo
nial epistemic difference and the experience of subaltern knowledges. Let
me complement Wallerstein's examples, which he doesn't push to the limits,
with one of my own: Paula Maya's criticism of postmodern feminist perspec
tive (and, more specifically, of Donna Haraway's appropriation of Chicana's
discourse) from a Chicana perspective:
Within the field of U.S. literary and cultural studies, the institut ionalization
of a di.scourse of postmodernism has spawned an approach to difference that
ironically erases the distinctiveness and relationality of difference itself . Typi
cally, postmodernist theorists either internalize difference so that the individual
is herself seen as "fragmented" and "contradiclOry" ... or they attempt to "sub
vert" difference by showing that "difference" is merely a discursive illusion.

.

·

·

In either case, postmodernists reinscribe, albeit unintentionally, a kind of uni
versalizing sameness (we are all marginal now!) that their celebration of "diffe r
ence

"

had tried so hard to avoid. (Moya 1997, 126)

Moya complements her own observation with one from Linda Alcoff (Alcoff
1995), where she observes that "the rising influence of postmodernism has
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had a noticeable debilitating effect on the project of empowering women as
knowledge producers, producing a flurry of critical attacks on unproblema
tized accounts of experience and on identity politics." And Moya adds to
this observation that "such critical attacks have served, in conventional the
oretical wisdom, to delegitimize all accounts of experience and to under
mine all forms of identity politics-unproblematized or not" (Maya 1997,
127). I am aligning these examples with those of Vandana Shiva and Abdel
Malek as far as they are generated from the colonial difference. Postmodern
criticism of modernity as well as world system analysis is generated from the
interior borders of the system-that is, they provide a Eurocentric critique of
Eurocentrism. The colonial epistemic difference is located some place else,
not in the interiority of modernity defined by its imperial conflicts and sell
critiqued from a postmodern perspective. On the contrary, the epistemic
colonial difference emerges in the exteriority of the modern/colonial world,
and in that particular form of exteriority that comprises the Chicano/as and
Latina/as in United States a consequence of the national conflicts between
Mexico and the United States, in 1848 and of the imperial conflicts between
the United States and Spain in 1898. However, what is important to under
line here is that the feminist challenges to modern epistemology are as fol
lows: while postmodern feminists show the limits of "masculine epistemol
ogy" (Harding 1998), women of color and Third World feminism (Mohanty,
Russo, and Torres 1991; Mohanty and Alexander 1997) show the limits also
of "white epistemology," of which postmodern feminism critics remain pris
oner (Harding 1998; Haraway 1997), as Maya's critique of Haraway suggests
(May a 1997). In Wallerstein's perception, the two challenges to the social
sciences I mention here fall short in understanding the colonial difference.
He perceives the gender critique to epistemology, not its racial component.
In the case of Abdel-Malek, Wallerstein perceives a different notion of time
beyond the limits of the world system, but he fails to see that Abdel-Malek's
elaboration of the differences in the conceptualization of time is, indeed,
ingrained in the colonial epistemic difference. It is the colonial epistemic dif
ference that calls for border thinhing.

ll

"As a European, I am especially proud of two breakthroughs for which Eu
rope is responsible, and which seem to be of decisive importance for the
future: the formulation of the project of modern science in the seventeenth
century, and the promulgation of the ideal of democracy. Europeans live at
the intersection of at least two different systems of values-scientific ratio
nality on one side, and collective behavior rationality on the other. This
polarity imposed by historical evolution could not but lead to some stress
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which was to be felt in much European thought. It is of great importance,
particularly at present, that we reach a better harmony between the different
rationalities involved in sciences, democracy and civilization." So suggests
Ilya Prigogine (1986).
If I were European, I would also be proud of Radio

Tarija,

a musical en

semble from southern Spain whose great impact and creativity reside in the
style in which the musicians articulate Spanish with Arabic music memories
and stretch themselves from the fourteenth century to today, across the Med
iterranean and across the Atlantic. They provide a powerful music whose
power emanates from the quality of the musicians, of course, but also and
perhaps mainly fr,om the remapping of the colonial difference and tran
scending it through border thinking. This kind of cultural production is no
less relevant for the future of planetary democratic diversity that will no
longer rely on the values and credos of the local concept of "democracy"
launched in eighteenth-century Europe. The "good" thinking on just social
organizations coming from all social knowledges, past and present, South
and North, East and West, are as important as the legacies of the European
Enlightenment. The same can be said about science. The future of planetary
knowledge requires transcending the colonial difference, the pride in the
belief in the privilege of some geohistorical locations without looking at the
hislOrical conditions making them possible. Transcending the epistemologi
cal colonial difference, having in border thinking one way to pursue it, is of
the essence once we understand that the splendors of Western sciences go
together with its miseries. There is something beyond the dialectics of the
Enlightenment that Walter Benjamin thought us to be proud of and that
the other members of the Frankfurt School (Adorno, Horkheimmer) had
difficulty in understanding. That "something" is a dimension of knowledge
beyond the logic of science and the dialectic of the Enlightenment. In the
case of Benjamin (but also of Adorno and Horkheimmer), it was the experi
ence of the imperial (internal) difference as it was lived and endured by
jewish communities in the rearticulation of racial-religious differences in
the sixteenth century, at the inception of Occidenalism as the imaginary of
the modern/colonial world.
The link between knowledge and geohistorical locations was one of the
main concerns of this book. As someone who grew up and was educated in
Latin America, who had no choice but to internalize the fact that the Americas
are a by-product of the modem/colonial world, I recognize, of course, the
contribution of science. However, I cannot be proud of it in the same way
that Prigogine is because I am not European. And that is another version
of Chakrabarty's dilemma. Science, Prigogine is telling me, is not a human
achievement but a European one. I suspect, however, that the question is not
the distinction in the intelligence of European men who invented science, but
the favorable conditions under which they did so. Such conditions were, in
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large measure, due to the emergence of the Americas in the colonial horizon
of modernity, the forced labor of slaves and Amerindians that produced the
gold and silver of the American mines and the cotton, sugar, and coffee from
the Caribbean that made possible the economical takeoff of Europe and the
conditions for intellectual production. l cannot celebrate Prigogine's Euro
pean pride without thinking of the darker side of the Renaissance and the
Enlightenment. But I am certainly proud of the achievement of the "human
species" and world civilizations, from ancient to contemporary China; from
ancient Mesoamerica and the Andes to contemporary Latin America; from
modem to contemporary Europe; from the Muslim world south of the Medi
terranean to the complex civilization of India. Regarding the ideals of dem
ocracy, l am concerned with the fact that the universal proclamation of de
mocracy was blind to the local histories in which that very proclamation
was taking place in relation to almost three hundred years of colonialism
and the constitution of the modern/colonial world system. I am concerned,
in general, about the legitimization of social truth that is not predicated
on the responsibilities of those who made the predicament, but on some
transcendental value that was supposed to be independent of those who
invoked it. Democracy, we all know, was invoked by Pinochet to justify
the military coup that dethroned Salvador Allende; was invoked by Stalin
on the name of socialism; was constantly named by presidents Ronald
Reagan and George Bush as the imponderable spirit that keeps Western civi
lization alive.
Blindness is not a feature that can be attributed to those living and making
local histories engendering and enacting global designs as universal models.
Perhaps one of the most salient features of the late eighteenth century in
western Europe was the fact that it was projected from hegemonic local
histories and embraced by subaltern ones as a model to be imitated. The
confluence of the industrial revolution in England with the social revolution
in France, together with the powerful philosophical contribution of Kant,
Hegel, and Marx, became a desirable model for others, including raising
nation-states (e.g., in the Americas), imperial states in decay (e.g., Spain),
nations peripheral to the modem/colonial world (e.g., the North Atlantic
world), and countries that joined in the standards of civilization at the end
of the nineteenth (e.g., China and japan). Spain is an interesting case for
my argument. I would like to quote Leopoldo lea's description of the situa
tion of Spain at the turn of the eighteenth century vis-a-vis the global order
and the interior conflict and borders of the modern/colonial world:
The first half of the nineteenth century witnessed a constant st ruggle for liberal
ism in Spain, which, though repressed again and again, sought to change her
imo a modern nation. It was a version of liberalism perpetually battling the
forces of theocratic Spain and the interestS of Western Europe that were turning
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Spain into a new economic colony for the profit of the West. The lib eral s trug
g le d in vain to establish a national bourgeoisie, a middle class which,

as

in

Western Europe [e.g. France Englan d Germany, Holland), would contribute
,

greatly

to

,

,

the new Spanish nation ....

What lib eralism co uld no long er do was to carry out the necessary social, politi

cal, and economic reforms to transform Spain into a modern nation. In Spain,
as in Spanish America during the same period, old privileges remained in force
and prevented the establishment of a middle class that might have acted as

a

springboard for the nation's progress. (Zea [1957] 1992, 129)

There is more to it, however, as Philip Silver (1998, 3-41) has shown in
his analysis of Spanish romanticism and intellectuals and their reaction to
Napoleon's invasion of Spain at the beginning of the nineteenth century.
The Spanish were caught in a double bind: they envisioned a modernization
of Spai n following (and imitating) the northern (French and English)
model, but they could not of course endorse Napoleon's invasion. The deci
sion to imitate and to bring Spain at the level of France was their decision,
not Napoleon's. Thus caught in between a foreign invasion and the theo
cratic forces of Spain's past, Spanish intellectuals at the beginning of the
nineteenth century faced a different dilemma than Spanish American post
colonial intellectuals during the same period.
Esteban Echeverria, a postindependence ideologue in Argentina, bought
into the same idea and embraced "democracy" as defined in France. He did
not spend much time either in thinking about the colonial difference and
how it shaped the local histories of France in Europe and Argentina in Span
ish America nor to the two hundred years of imperial conflicts in the North
Atlantic that preceded the French Revolution. Born and educated in Latin
America, I am concerned with the ideological presuppositions of Prigo
gine's remarks in which the colonial difference is once more reproduced,
the colonial side of modernity obscured, and the contribution of other local
histories around the planet ignored. Asians, Africans, and (Latin) Americans
shall not feel less proud that Prigogine for having made it this far in the
history of the universe, of life on earth. However, the imaginary of the mod
ern/colonial world is such that Prigogine's remarks are made out of a "natu
ral" belief and as a "natural" development of universal history. Cosmopoli

tanism cannot be achieved by insisting on continental pride forged by the
history of the modern/colonial world system. Nativism or regionalism from
the center is as pernicious as nativism or regionalism from the periphery.
Border thinking, as an intellectual and political project, calls attention to the
fact that achievements located in Europe (and not in Africa, Asia, or [Latin]
America) are a historical consequence of the formation and transformation

of the modem/colonial world. I shall not repeat here what crossed the Atlan

tic from east to west while the general belief was that civilization was
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marching from west to east. Neither shall I mention again the slave trade,
paradoxically following the same geographical direction as the spread of
civilization, from East to West.
The epistemological potential of border thinking is to contribute to Dus
sel's call to move beyond Eurocentrism, recognizing the achievements and
revealing the conditions for the geopolitics of knowledge in the modern/
colonial world-recognizing and revealing the coloniality of power imbed
ded in the geopolitic of knowledge. As someone who was educated and lived
in (Latin) America half of his present life span and relocated in (Anglo)
America, after a three-year intermission in France, I am proud (echoing
Prigogine) of the Haitian Revolution. I am proud because it showed the
limits of liberal democracy a few years after its very promulgation and was
locally based on the experiences of a "new" European order in which France,
England, Holland, and Germany were displacing and replacing previous im
perial orders. More recently, almost two hundred years after the Haitian Rev
olution and its "natural" failure (Trouillot 1995), the Zapatistas are again
showing the limits of democracy in its regional eighteenth-century defini
tion and recasting it based on the five hundred years of particular local
histories in the Americas (Mignolo 1997d). "Democracy" was taken off the
domain of global designs and reconverted to the needs of Chiapas's local
history where indigenous and Western \visdom interact-where the colonial
difference is being addressed and border thinking enacted. Government of
the people, by the people, for the people has next to it today another dictum:
"To rule and at the same time obeying" (Dussel 1995; Mignolo l997d). If
"democracy," as a word, is the place of encounter from Pinochet to the Zapat
istas and to Prigogine, one should not waste time trying to define it by
finding its universal (or perhaps transcendental) meaning. Instead, one
could think of putting all the people and communities claiming democracy
in a domain of interaction where social organization will be made out of the
decisions and understandings of all of them. The management of democracy
by those who hold power and the right interpretation of the word will not
solve the problem of democratic societies held together by the persuasive
language and seduction of arms. New ways of thinking are required that,
transcending the colonial difference, could be built on the borders of com
peting cosmologies whose current articulation is due in no small part to the
coloniali.ty of power imbedded in the making of the modern/colonial world.

Ill

In my discussion I h ave talked about the differences between "Creoles" in
continental South America and in the Caribbean. When I refer to South
America, "indigenous" people are indeed both Amerindians and Creoles.
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The very meaning of Creole implies a particular relation to the territory
these people inhabit or inhabited. Amerindians are "natives" of the land,
descending from Asian migrations through the Pacific before the encounter
of Europeans crossing the Atlantic. It is this date, indeed the moment of the
"discovery" of America, that gave Amerindians a particular reading of their
being "native." The "discovery" was indeed crucial to redistribute and clas
sify people and communities in their relation to the Americas and in the
emerging modem/colonial world. "Creole" in South America applies only
to "natives" of the land from Spanish or Portuguese descent, whereas in the
Caribbean it applies both to people of European (British, French, Dutch)
and to those from, African descent. Consequently, "Crioulo" in Brazil has all
the ambiguities of referring to people from both European and African de
scent. "Amerindians" applies instead to "native" people who inhabited the
land when Spaniards and Portuguese arrived. So "native" is not a very mean
ingful category if it is not specified in its historical dimension. And here
historical dimension implies the colonial difference and the coloniality of
power.
An interesting tour of events is available in this single word, as well as a
good map of the racial foundation of the modem/colonial world both in its
interior (British/Spanish) and exterior borders (British/Spanish on the one
hand and Amerindian and African slave on the other). First, "Creole" has
been used to refer to "native" (in South America and the Caribbean) from
European and African descent. Whether the "natives" in question implied
"metissage/mestizaje" is another problem. The Mexican Revolution, in

1910, for example, adopted "mestizaje" as the national ideology operating
on a significant oxymoron: it was mixture that became the emblem and the
image of a homogeneous nation, an homogenous nation of mixed people,
the purity of the impure, so to speak. Now "Creole" from European descent
could be legally established by binh registration. The question of blood, of
course, was more difficult to measure when "Creole" was linked to "mestizo"
(mixture of European with Amerindian) or "mulatto" (mixture of European
with African). However, blood proportion and skin pigmentation per se was
not and is not still today the real issue. The point is that a discourse emerged
in the imaginary of the modern/colonial world in which "Creole" was de
fined in relation to descent, blood, and skin pigmentation. The bottom line
was that a group of people began to feel as "Americans" (in whatever region),
to identify themselves and to claim their right to autonomy from European
management and governance. In the Caribbean, however, French and En
glish "Creole" referred to language in a way that did not hold water in Span
ish. And once "Creolite" in language began to be extended to the realm
of culture and knowledge, it took over the previous definition of Creolite/

Metissage based on biological configurations. The publication of Eloge de la
_
Creolite (Bernabe et al. 1993) which I commented on chapter 5, was cruc1a l
in this respect for two reasons:
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l. It extended "Creolite" beyond language and opened up the way

to question epistemology. Although this latter aspect

was

not devel

oped, the obvious question emerges when one considers that "culture"
is readily accepted as "Creole" but "knowledge" has more difficulty to
be accepted as such. "Knowledge," particularly academic knowledge,
has to be pure, not mixed. And when "knowledge" is mixed (transdisci
plinary), it is no longer considered "knowledge" but "culture."
2. It was an identification that could be assumed by people from

European but not from African descent.
Equally interesting here is the difference between "Creole" in Bolivia, for
instance, and in Martinique, or similar places. If "Creole" in Martinique
applies to those people from French African descents, it is interesting to
note that "Creolite" was proudly claimed by the Afro-Caribbean and not by
people from French descent. In this regard, Eloge de Ia Creolit e (with the
limitations that Conde and james point out) is a major step in appropriating
"Creolite" and making of it a place of celebration rather that the locus of
subaltemity enacted by the coloniality of power. The distinction

is

not with

out relevance historically. Henry Cristophe and Toussaint L'Overture, two
heroes of the Haitian Revolution, were black Creole, while Sans Souci, the
radical rebel, was African, presumably from the Congo (Rolph-Trouillot,

1995). Tupac Amaru and Tupac Katari, in Peru and Bolivia respectively, were
identified as Amerindian. These distinctions are not being made to establish
a code of privilege. Amerindians do not have more privilege than "Creoles"
or Spaniards to inhabit where they inhabit. However, Amerindians have
equal rights (of the people, of men and citizens, or, in the last version, human
and indigenous rights; see Stavenhagen and Iturralde 1990), and these rights
have never been recognized, neither by Spaniards nor by Creoles. The same
could be said for the Caribbean, albeit the equivalent of Amerindians on the
continent would be their symmetric opposite: people from African descent
who, like Spaniards, French, or English, are "Creole" are at the opposite side
of the spectrum. If, as I said, blood or skin pigmentation is not the issue, it
is because the issue is the coloniality of power, establishing and naturalizing
the colonial difference.

IV
I would like to move further into observations on deconstructionldecoloni
z:ation that I have introduced in chapter 1, and to extend it to transdis
ciplinarity and the culture of transience, in the sense that Pulin K. Garg
and Indira]. Parikh (1995) use the word: the problems involved in the
transition of Indian society from agrarian-rural to technological-industrial.
I would like to explore further the implications of border thinking
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in the articulation of subaltern and hegemonic knowledges from the per
spective of the subaltern. Transdisciplinarity and culture of transcience can
not be an adaptation of "traditional" knowledge to "modern" epistemology,
but a transcendence of the colonial difference implied in this distinction.
Border thinking could also be linked to the moment of disciplinary tran
sience in which modem gnoseology is recast in terms of subaltern knowl
edges, from the perspective of subaltern knowledge. Some of the basic as
sumptions from which the culture-of-transience project emerges are the
following:
Western theory which has been the only theory avaUable for universalisation is
defin ite ly culture specific and grounded in the Judea-Christian and Greco
Roman assumptions of man, collec tivity and their relationship. They may have
been in ternalized by educated groups of people but not by the masses; and any
way they have not been introjec ted . Hence they have not yet become enlivened
and energized by the psychic energy held in the cultural ide nt ity of India. (Garg

1986, 8)
The problems that prompt the culture of transience are revealing of both
the colonial difference and the coloniality of power. The question is how to
rearticulate the two ethoses that have been in contention, in India, since the
arrival of the British. The preamble of the Constitution of the Republic, Garg
points out, has been formulated on the cognitive internalization of Western
principles. Dysfunctional behavior has resulted from it and from the trust
of a culture of transience as if to find alternatives for the colonial difference
and the coloniality of power, which are at the root of unrest and violence in
India (as well as elsewhere and for the same reasons). Garg confronts these
conflicts with three possible options: two of them are pernicious; the

third

one carries some hope. The first option, which produced economic growth
and a resurgence of Indian nationalism,

was established in 1830 by Raja

Ram Mohan Roy. But it also opened up the doors for corruption and disen
gagement, violence and problems of law and order, and "a whole host of
unethical practices in day-to-day transactions that operate unchecked"
(Garg

1986, 9). Pursuing this option will end up, according to Gark, in the

rise of military dictatorial regimes or in the rise of fundamentalism, which
could also lead to dictatorial regimes. The second option is to continue op
erating on the ethos of the West and believe that technology will take care
of all the problems. Garg opposes to this alternative the wide effects of any
"theory of borrowing," from the West or elsewhere, without some difficult
thinking about the conditions under which the borrowing is being imple
mented. Garg states that this position creates the condition for the rise of
military regimes and fundamentalist movements. The third option is the
culture of transience and its dynamics:
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It involves a realistic review of the ethos we introject through our primary so
cialization. Like any ethos, the introjected ethos also has contents and processes.
The assumptions and processes underlyin g the ethos tend to become masked

by the ossified content, forms and rituals. These cannot be revived and deploye d
in the present. That would be the way of fundamentalism. We suggest that
through a realistic review a sepa ration of the content and the underlying pro

cesses is the first necessity. The identification of the basic assumption and pro
cesses of our own ethos can become the best anchor to formulate a n ew cultural
identity relevant for the times

as

well

as

to evolve forms and processes which

aim for dynamic and creative transactions between individual and our social
systems. This option also involves going backward to go forward. Past is forever
present in our in trojected ethos. It is a her itage and source of dynamici ty, but it

is also a pathology and a source of immobility and degenerati on . Die past ethos
can be regenerative if we can decode the processes and use them to unleash the
energy held in the cultural identity. As an Indian, 1 believe that the thir d options
is t he only choice for us to survive as a self respecting society.

(Garg 1986, 10)

I quote Garg in some details because his conclusion and project are very
close to those expressed by Martin-Barbero. Barbero, a Spanish intellectual
and longtime resident of Colombia since 1963, is a practitioner of cultural
studies from a strong hegemony/subaltemity perspective, owed to a reading
of Gramsci and Benjamin grounded in Latin America history and current
debates. Marrin-Barbero, like Garg, is deeply concerned with producing
knowledge and implementing it in public policy. Barbero, like Garg, sees the
double bind of cultural identity, at the same time a potential for empow
erment and also a legitimization of conservatism. Barbero, like Garg, re
claims the transformational potential of identity formation rather than a
supplementary effort to preserve a mythical ideal of national essence or of
indigenous purity. Martfn-Barbero, unlike Garg, is thinking in and from
Latin America where the "Creole" ethos dominated over the Amerindian,
one, and both had to survive the project of modernity dealing, explicity or
implicitly, with the colonial difference and the coloniality of power (Martin
Barbero [1986) 1997; 1993;

1998).

Thus, the emergence of concepts such as double critique and an other
thinking, transculturation and Creolization, double counsciousness and
new mestiza consciousness are not alien to the culture of transience (Garg
and Parikh 1995). Consequently, l see decolonization imbedded in border
thinking and transience epistemology as different ways of transcending the
colonial difference. l see deconstruction, instead, as a critic of and from
modem epistemology more concerned with the Western hegemonic con
structions than with the colonial difference; and the colonial difference from
the perspective of subaltern knowedges. Let me be more specific.
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First, concerning deconstruction/decolonization, it is not a question of
silence but also of silences at the first level of constructing "facts." The sec
ond level is beyond the archive and the translation of "facts" into the public
imaginary. Postdam and Sans Souci, for instance, for several reasons will
hardly be considered equal. The former involves Germany and Europe in the
seventeenth century; black slaves and a Creole revolutionary in Haiti were
not at the same level in the structure of the coloniality of power as the Great
Prussian Empire (see Trouillot

1995). Thus, deconstruction within Western

metaphysics needs to be decolonized from the silences of history. Decoloni
zation needs to be deconstructed from the perspective of the coloniality of
power. The logic o£ the conversation shall change, not just the terms.
Second, the que�tion of the silence of history at various levels and Chakra
barty's dilemma needs to be emphasized. If history is a European kit as
far as the content of the conversation is concerned, memory should become
a practice of restitution that digs into the silences of the past transcend
ing the disciplinary of history embedded in the colonial difference and
the coloniality of power. From Hegel to Hayden White we find certainly a
constant transformation of history as a Western discipline but not its de
colonization, as Edouard Glissant has proposed (see chapters 1 and

5).

Deconstructing "history" from inside "historiography" and "Western logo
centrism" is without a doubt a necessary task. But decolonization of his
tory is also a necessary and distinct one that cannot be reduced or attached
to the former. In decolonization the transdisciplinary move is accompanied,
unlike deconstruction, by a perspective from the external borders of the
modern/colonial world where the colonial difference has been defined and
maintained (see the final section in this chapter)-thus, the need to move
beyond disciplines, beyond interdiscipline to knowledge as a transdisci
plinary enterprise. Since disciplinarity in the social sciences and the
humanities has been reconfigured in the nineteenth century in a new emerg
ing national and colonial order (Wallerstein et al. 1995), decolonization
cannot propose an adaptation of the disciplinary knowledge to the Third
World (e.g., subaltern historiography). It is rather the move toward trans
disciplinary practices (Dussel

[ 1993] 1995; 1996a, 49-64) and the historic

ity of the border-knowing subjects (Fanon, Khatibi, Anzaldua) that places
decolonization as border thinking in parallel complementarity to decons
truction. I have been arguing for border thinking as one articulation of
this double operation from the point of view of the colonial difference-the
silenced perspective in the imaginary of the modern/colonial world system.

([1974]1991, 4 1 1-12; also Soja
1996, 26-53) has also used the concept of transdisciplinarity. The differ

It is worth noting here that Henri Lefebvre

ence between Dussel and Lefebvre is the following. While Lefebvre used
transdisciplinarity strictly as a transcendence of interdisciplinarity (which
presupposes the disciplines), Dussel used it to refer to the external borders
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of the modern/colonial world where the colonial difference cleaned up all
kinds of knowledge that will endanger the epistemological foundation of
modernity. Dussel's transdisciplinarity implies a geopolitic of knowledge
that Lefebvre himself recognized was out of his scope. He mentioned it sev
eral times in his superb analysis of The Production of Space (Lefebvre

[1974]
1991), when he refered to Mesoamerican and Andean conceptualiztion of
space, but he was not in a condition to think the colonial difference. In this

line of reasoning, Trouillot's analysis of the three faces of Sans Souci is a
bold articulation of events that do not respond to the rigid chronological
and national grammar of Western historiography. Sans-Souci in Postdam is
hardly chronologically and nationally related to Sans-Souci in Haiti. Trouil
lot

(1995) shows their connections through the coloniality of power and

knowledge and offers a good example of the promises of border thinking as
decolonization of scholarship.
If we take as a reference point a definition of deconstruction offered by
Derrida in the early moments of his influential work, deconstruction was
conceived not as a science or a discipline but as critical position vis-a-vis
scientific and disciplinary knowledge:
One can say

a

priori that in every p roposition or i n every system of semiotic

research ... metaphysical presuppositions coexist with critical motfs
i . And this

by the simple fact that up to a certain point they inhabit the same l anguage.
Doubtless, gramm atology is less another science, a new discipline, charged with

a new content or new domain, than the vigilan t practices of this textual division.
(Derrida [1972) 1981)

Grammatology is a vigilant practice spin on deconstruction that avoids neu
tralizing binary oppositions of metaphysics and simply residing within the
"

closed field of these oppositions thereby confirming it"

([1972) 1981, 41).

And deconstruction as the space where grammatology spins is articulated
in a "double seance," a double science (which is no longer science) or a
double register:
On the one hand, we must traverse a phase of overturning. To do justice to this
necessity is to recognize that in a classical philosophic al opposition we are not

dealing with the peaceful coexistence of a vis-a-vis, but rather with a violent
hierarchy. One o f the two tenns governs the other (axiologically, logically, etc.), or
has the upper hand. To deconstruct the opposition, first of all,

is

to overturn the

hierarchy at a given moment.To overlook this phase of overturning is to forget
the conflictual and subordinating structure of opposition. (Derrida [1972)

1981, 43)
The second moment of the "double seance," after overturning the opposi
tion and in order not to remain within the system overturned, is the moment
of dissemination of the oppositions as they dissolve themselves without ever
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constituting a third term (1982, 43). Now, since colonial discourse established
itself in the constant and charged construction of hierarchical oppositions,
deconstructing colonial discourse is indeed a necessary task. There is, how
ever, another related task that goes beyond the analysis and deconstruction
of colonial discourse and the principle of Western metaphysics underlining
it. I am referring here to the colonial difference, the intersection between
Western metaphysics and the multiple non-Western principles governing
modes of thinking of local histories that have been entering in contact and
conflict with Western thoughts in the past five hundred years in the Ameri
cas, and in the past two hundred years in India from where Garg thinks and
projects the culture of transience. The Sun and the Moon, in Amerindian
categories of thought are not opposite, contrary, or contradictory; they are
complementary. To extend deconstmction beyond Western metaphysics or
to assume that there is nothing else than Western metaphysics will be a
move similar to colonizing global designs under the belief of the pretense
of the improvement of humanity if we can make them all like us. Gramma
tology and deconstruction have vis-a-vis the colonial experience the same
limitations as Marxism vis-a-vis race and indigenous communities in the
colonized world: the colonial difference is invisible to them. Decolonization
should be thought of as complementary to deconstruction and border think
ing, complementary to the "double seance" within the experience and sensi
bilities of the coloniality of power.
Double consciousness, double critique, an other tongue, an other think
ing, new mestiza consciousness, Creolization, transculturation, and culture
of transience become the needed categories to undo the subalternization of
knowledge and to look for ways of thinking beyond the categories of Western
thought from metaphysics to philosophy to science. The projects of Edward
Said, Gayatri Spivak, and Horni Bhabha, in the past twenty years, have been
instmmental for a critique of subalternization of knowledge. Said showed
through Michel Foucault the construction of the Orient as a discursive for
mation; Bhabha described through Lacan the hybridity and the third space
of colonial discourse; Spivak pushed the deconstruction of colonial dis
course through Derrida. However, beyond these conceptual genealogies
where the postcolonial emerges, piggybacking on postmodern (or poststruct
uralist) theories, there were also emerging in a parallel fashion similar mani
festations of border thinking, which I have explored in this book, attached
to particular places resulting from and produced by local modern/colonial
histories. My own conceptualization, in this book, followed the move made
by Said, Bhabha, and Spivak, but is based on the work of Wallerstein, an
(Anglo) American sociologist rather than French philosophers or psychoan
alysts. But I have also departed from Wallerstein by introducing the colonial
difference and the coloniality of power and thus linking my work with that
of Anibal Quijano in Pem and Enrique Dussel in Argentina and Mexico,
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both active since the late 1960s and early 1970s-about the same years that
Wallerstein, Foucault, Derrida, and Lacan were producing their intellectual
impact. One of the reasons, and not a trivial one, of my decision to follow
Wallerstein and then move to Quijano and Dussel was my need to go beyond
the eighteenth century and the Enlightenment, whi<:h is the r�ference and
.
starting point of poststructuralist and early postcolomal theonzmg. I nee ed

�

the sixteenth century and the Renaissance, the emergence of the Amencas
in the colonial horizon of modernity, a local history out of which Quijano,
Dussel, Anzaldua, and myself (among many others, of course) are made.
What I needed to argue for was a way of thinking in and from the borders of
the colonial differences in the modem/colonial world: the borders between
enacting and desiring global designs; the borders between transforming re
ceived global designs into local projects; the borders between subaltern and
hegemonic knowledges rearticulated from the perspecti�e �f �e subal�erns.
Where is then border thinking located, in terms of dlSctphnes? Phtloso
phy, because I claimed gnoseology, epistemology, and hermeneutics? Soci�l
ogy, because I located it in the external borders of the modern/colomal
world? History, because my argument was built historically and from the
perspective of coloniality? Anthropology, because I dealt

�

th is�ues that
.
have been the province of anthropology, which is the closer dlSctphne
to the
colonial difference? Cultural studies, because it is none of the above? I
would say that the transdisciplinary dimension of border thin�g is cultural

critique in the precise sense that Stuart Hall defines c� ltural s�dies, as trans

�

disciplinary and trans-national: "In a sense , if there lS anythmg to e learnt
. lS always
from British cultural studies, it's the insistence that cultural studtes
about the articulation-in different context of course-between culture and
power. I am speaking in terms of the epistemological formation of the field,
not in the sense of practicing cultural studies" (Hall1992, 395).

v

There are indeed remarkable differences between Western civilization,
Occidentalism and modem/colonial world system. Western
is neither a

�onym

civilization

�col�nial

for Occidentalism, nor for mode

�

worl

system. Western civlization is supposed to be som� thmg gro und� d
.
.
.
in Greek history as is also Western metaphysics. Thts readin�, nnpllClt
.
in the Renaissance, became explicit in the Enlightenment. Occtd� ntahsm
is basically the master metaphor of colonial discourse since the st� teenth
century and specifically in relation to the inclusion of the

�mencas

as

part and margin of the West. It is an ambiguous metaphor m th� sense
that from the sixteenth century up to the Enlightenment, Amenca has
had an ambiguous role in colonial discourse. On the one hand it was
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portrayed and conceived as the daughter and inheritor of Europe, thus its
future. On the other, as daughter and inheritor, it occupied a subaltern posi
tion in the geopolitics of knowledge and in the coloniality of power: the
Americas, from the point of view of European intellectuals and until post
World War II, was the subaltern same. There is certainly another parallel
story here, which is the relocation of the Americas (Spanish and Anglo) after
1848 and 1898. But this process seemed to have been bypassed (perhaps
with the exception of Tocqueville) by the European intelligentsia. The situa
tion was further complicated by the fact that in the rearticulation of the
geopolitics of colonial power, Amerindians and Afro-Americans, with all
their diversity in the Americas, were left out of the picture of an updated
Occidentalism.
Western civilization was not (could not have been) yet conceived as a
cultural entity in the fifteenth century. There Christendom was located in
something as ill-defined as Europe (Tawantinsuyu or Anahuac were ill-de
fined at the same time), the land of Western Christians (in a sense, the land
of japhet). On the other hand it was precisely the imaginary of the modern/
colonial world that began to build on the idea of Western civilization without
which there would not (could not) have been a modem/colonial world system.
Thus the imaginary of the modern/colonial world was the location for the
grounding of the very idea of Western civilization. I call Occidentalism, then,
the Western version of Western civilization (its own self-description) ingrained
in the imaginary of the modem/colonial world. The idea of Western civiliza
tion, Western metaphysics, Western logocentrism, and the like is a conse
quence and necessity of the modern/colonial world as the modern/colonial
world was articulated in the growing imaginary of Western civilization, and
so on. It is indeed interesting to note that Derrida's De la grammatologie
(1967) left blank the moment in which the very idea of Western civilization
and Western metaphysics became the seeds of the overarching imaginary of
the modem/colonial world system.
De Ia grammatologie (1967) has three exerges: one from ancient
times and the writing of the people (l'ecriture du peuple (EP]), the
second from Rousseau, and the third from Hegel. There is nothing in
between in this diagram of universal history from ancient Greece to modern
France and Germany-nothing in between and nothing on the side,
in the space of parallel geohistorical configurations, from the east
to the northwest of the Mediterranean; from the Indian to the Pacific Ocean;
from the Mediterranean to the Atlantic in the sixteenth century. Now,
I am not suggesting that this frame shall be corrected in the name of
the truth of universal history. I am just saying that, for Derrida, Rousseau
and Hegel are the references of "modem" times, whereas for Quijano,
Dussel, Marmon Silko, and myself, universal history has a different
reference: the five hundred years summarized in Marmon Silko's historical
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map (see my introduction). This is one of the silenced, paralleled,
and
interconnected histories left on the side because of the blindness to the colo
nial difference.
And certainly there is more, much more. From the perspective of China
and japan there are other histories and variegated perspectives on the colo
nial difference. But the colonial difference is there, hiding most of the time
the interaction of China and japan with the modem/colonial (North Atlan
tic) world. There is also the history of Islam and the Arabic countries after
the sixteenth century articulating a zone of violent conflicts. And, of course,
it is not just the "history" I am talking about here. I am talking about
"knowledges" hidden under the reproduction of Western civilization and
Western metaphysics . All those stories are tangential to Western metaphys
Ics; Western metaphysics is tangential to them. The coloniality of power and
the colonial difference are what link them in problematic and conflictive
ways. If they are outside of Western metaphysics, such a statement could
only be meaningful from the hegemony of the coloniality of power, not from
the local histories for which Western metaphysics is not a totality but a
global design. It is precisely the coming into being of a historical and critical
consciousness of both the global scope of Western metaphysics as an instru
ment of colonization (from religion to reason), and the knowledges subal
ternized by it, that brings to the foreground the awareness of the borders
and of border thinking. There is nothing outside of totality, of course, but
totality is always projected from a given local history. Therefore, there is
nothing outside the totality of a given local history, other than other local
histories perhaps producing either alternative totalities or an alternative to
totality. A nonontological cosmology, as Amerindian's cosmologies illustrate
from the sixteenth to the end of the twentieth century, is an alternative to
Western ontological cosmology as the grounding of totality (be it Christian
faith or secular reason). The interesting aspect of all of this is how
such imaginary, which is part of the history of the modem/colonial world
system itself, justified economic decisions, public policy designs and imple
mentations, wars and other forms of control, exploitation, and the manage
ment of peoples.

VI

Between 1950 and 1970 an interesting discussion was taking place in Latin
America and the Caribbean around Occidentalism and decolonization. Such
a discussion began to fade away with the arrival, in the late 1960s of the
French structuralist and poststructuralist boom. Saussure was "discovered"
a?d became influential in anthropology (Levi-Strauss), philosophy (Der
nda), and psychoanalysis (Lacan). Saussure's linguistic system was ques-
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tioned in the 1950s by Mihail Bajtine in the Soviet Union and by Ortega y
Gasset in Spain in the name of dialogic interactions (Bajtine) and the speech
of the people (Ortega y Gasset). Finally, the linguistic system was questioned
and extended to discursive interactions and to discursive formations (Fou
cault). These transformations and debates were convincing everybody that
modernization of scholarship meant jumping on the bandwagon of structur
alism and posLStructuralism. The works of Lyotard (1983) and Bourdieu
(1982) were added to the list, introducing a more sociological dimension
complementing the linguistic and discursive scope of the formers. The de
bate of previous years, in Latin America, on Occidentalism (O'Gorman 1958;
Fernandez Retamar [1974]1975), dependency (Cardoso and Faletto 1979),
decolonization (Flmon; [1959] 1967; 1961; Dussel1973; Delich 1964; Fer
nandez Pardo 1971), and national consciousness (Hernandez Arregui 1973),
became the symptom of a Third World intellectual community somewhat
obsolete that needed to update itself by entering in the new and exciting
modern intellectual debate. And exciting it certainly was.
Now, some twenty-five years after the fact one can look at the moment
of intersection between the original debates, on the one hand, and then
consider new perspectives on Occidentalism and decolonization and struc
turalism and posLStructuralism, on the other. We can compare not in order
to reverse the course of history and play the former against the latter
but rather to listen again to those voices and concerns that were buried
under "noble" intellectual global designs that were deconstructing
Occidentalism from within and from the center of knowledge production,
in one of the three major languages of modernity (French in this case).
Subaltern knowledge production in the margin of the modern/colonial
world was linked to subaltern languages, either previous colonial
ones (Spanish, Portuguese) or those emerging from the colonial difference
(French Creole, French from Martinique, or English from Barbados).
In the case of continental Latin America and, more particularly, Spanish
America, the margins were occupied by the "inteligencia Criolla" (the
Creole-in the sense described earlier-imelligenLSia) and the Amerindian
intellectuals, less visible due to the work of internal colonialism. The
Creole intelligenLSia, next to Amerindian communities, suffered the
consequences of a strong internal colonialism implanted by themselves
(the Creole intelligenLSia) in their building of the nation-state in connec
tions with the new and emerging nineteenth-century colonialisms. My
discussion of Roldolfo Kusch's critical explorations of Aymara's conceptual
legacy is a particular case of these tensions within the margin itself.
My discussion on the Caribbean concept of "Creolite" in chapter 6
brought out a similar tension between an ascending black Caribbean intel
lectuality after the 1950s (Lamming, Cesaire, Fanon), although ingrained in
different local histories, the histories shaped by the strong contingent of
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African slaves in the "new" continent. The interesting outcome of the com
parison is to see a reversing situation in the Caribbean vis-a-vis continental
Latin America.
Three examples will provide an ample spectrum of problems and debates
between 1950 and 1970 related to knowledge and the coloniality of power
I have been discussing in this book and may help in devising cultural politics
connected to future research and teaching agendas. I obviate here the discus
sion of Mexican historian and philosopher Edmundo O'Gorman, which I
have discussed elsewhere (Mignolo l992a; l993b), and concentrate on three
examples from Argentina, a country I have not devoted much attention to
and where it is common to think that, because the low percentage of Amerin
dian population and even less of black Americans, coloniality is not as rele
vant as is modernity. This is a sort of one-eyed vision, to honoring (and
changing) well-known novelist and literary critic David Vinas, for his ex
pression "los dos ojos del romanticismo" (romanticism's two eyes; Vinas
1982). Vinas analyzed postindependence ideology in Argentina (roughly
from 1810 to 1850), and he claimed that Argentinian romantic poeLS and
intellectuals had one eye directed toward Europe and the other toward (what
they believed was) the authentic spirit of the country and of the America.
This foundational dichotomy engendered one of the classic books in the
intellectual history of Latin America, Facundo: Civilization and Barbarism
(1845), by Domingo Faustino Sarmiento, who became president of Argen
tina for the period 1872-78, as I already mentioned in chapter 7. Civilization
and Barbarism summarized and projected toward the future, the continental
Latin American Creoles' vision of themselves, of their country, and of the
subcontinent. This vision was rearticulated in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries by Euclides D'Acuila (Gonzalez Echeverria 1990; see
also chapter 3 in this book), a Brazilian essayist well versed in geography
and in the current debates of the time prompted by the increasing influence
of the "civilizing mission" ideology.
The intellectual debates in Argentina between 1860 (year of the "National
Organization") and 1950 turned around the building of the nation-state.
At the center of the debate were the present and the future of the
Argentine economy at the intersection of two competing imperialism
(England and the United States); the production and exportation of meat
in the new global order; and the extension of the western frontiers and
iLS consequences to satisfy imperial demands. Finally, the major issue
related to the previous one was the large contingents of European
immigrants generating a radical demographic transformation of the
country between 1875 and 1914, entangled with building a "modern"
Argentina in consonance with new imperial models of modernity and
civilization. Populism became the pervasive state ideology in the country
from 1930 to 1960 (Martin-Barbero [1986] 1997, part 3) and created the
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conditions for the military regimes from 1975 to 1982. After 1950, however,
the question of Occident and of America emerged and complemented the
energy devoted to Argentine history and identity. Such large issues were
considered, at the time, an evasion of the real issues Argentinians had to
face in order to decide on their future. In retrospect, one could speculate
that the beginning of the cold war was being felt by prompting a rethinking
of larger questions about Occidentalism and the location of the Americas in
it. Then Bernardo Canal Feij6o (a historian and sociologist who up to that
point had only written on Argentinian history) published what is today a
surprising but forgotten book: Confines de occidente. Notas para una socio
logia de Ia cultura americana (1954) (Confines of the West: Notes toward a
sociology of American culture), in which by Americana he meant Spanish
American. At the "confines" of the West what we encounter in Canal Feij6o's
argument is the historical tension, since the conquest, between Spaniards,
Spanish American Creoles, and Amerindians. The distinction between ser
and estar (that Kusch will later on exploit) was introduced by Canal Feij6o
in this book, perhaps with a twist that Kusch was not able or willing to
pursue. For Canal Feij6o ser (to be as existence) is what characterizes a
given culture and a person's cultural belonging. Estar is transitory. Thus, his
take on Latin Americans was that they estan where they no son. Translated
into English it can be rendered in a sensical nonsense of: "they are where
they are not."
Canal Feij6o's diagnosis is, of course, a diagnosis of the 1950s, a re
articulation of (Latin) American identification as a response to the new de
mands of modernization and development after World War II. Europe,
more than the United States, was the reference point. Spain, seen from
the middle of the twentieth century, was compared with France and En
gland, the "Spanish" archetype with the "French" and the "English" ones.
In spite of the suspicions that arguments based on archetype may awaken
today, in the case of Canal Feij6o the archetype was the symptom of a larger
issue: the imperial conflicts, the internal and external borders of the modern/
colonial world. Canal Feij6o perceived in the English or French "men,"
as archetypes, a confidence in themselves that was not paralleled by
the Spanish and Latin American archetypes. He perceived, indeed, a larger
issue that cannot be explained through national differences but rather
through imperial conflicts and the interior borders of the modem/colonial
world system; by the long memories of each local history being reartic
ulated in the system. Canal Feij6o observed that Spain is less "Hellenistic"
than France and England in the horizon of the already consolidated modern
nations, and that Catholic Spain's interactions with the Islamic world
and jewish communities gave its people a more open approach to mixing
with Amerindians and Afro-Americans in the Americas. In this argument
he is indeed talking about local histories, about long memories and point-
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ing toward differentiating England and France from Spain in the rear
ticulation of the modem/colonial world system. He is arguing, indeed, the
rearticulation in the modern/colonial world system by the rising of new
colonial powers. Finally, Canal Feij6o, insisting that the "discovery" of
America was a meeting of West and East, echoed a sixteenth-century hy
pothesis advanced by Spanish jesuit jose de Acosta (11590)1962), recently
rehearsed by Enrique Dussel (1998a), from the perspective of the 5,000year world system (Gunder Frank and Gill 1993). Moving back in time,
before the formation of the modem/colonial world system, allowed Dussel
to correct the colonial imaginary on Amerindian people and history that
was established by Spanish missionaries and men of letters in the sixteenth
century. Canal Feij6o brought to the foreground the history of the Pacific,
before the "discovery," and the migrations through the Bering Strait that
formed the current Amerindian and Native American population from Lab
rador to Patagonia.
Canal Feij6o's statement proclaiming a "We Americans" was, indeed, a
marginal and fractured voice of the Creole intellectuals in Spanish America.
It was similar, although from the South and forty years ago, to Richard Ror
ty's (1998) current statement proclaiming a "We Americans," which is an
inverted mirror image in relation to Canal Feij6o's. The difference is that
the latter is louder than the former. And I am not comparing, of course, the
individual intelligence of the two persons in question. I am referring to
language, knowledge, and the coloniality of power imbedded in the imagi
nary modern world and to how the colonial difference is highlighted or
blurred in each case.
The Creole Spanish American intellectuals fought to define their place
in between what I have called elsewhere "saying out of places" (Mignolo

l995d). During the sixteenth century, Amerindians' and Spaniar�s'
discourses were both out of place: the first because they had to artic
ulate their sayings in front of people who disrupted their social organiz�tio�
and submitted them to their control. On the other hand, Spamards
discourses in the New World were out of place because of two reasons.
When they wrote Amerindian history they were writing about a �ast
to which they do not belong, and they were also writing in a location
for which their own local history was a remote story being told in another
place, across the Atlantic. The Creole intelligentsia found its location
.
between the two, saying out of place in asymmetric and complex relatiOns
of mutual knowledge and understanding, the Amerindian's and European
Spanish's. Spaniards' saying became also out of place for different reasons.
The Spanish legacies gave them their foundation, but it becarn� the
oppressive power from where they claimed independence. Th� C�eole ll_ltel

ligentsia had to define itself at the intersection of the Amennd1an v�1ces,
.
which were alien to them, and the Spanish voices, which became therr 1den-
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tity in difference. Consequently, the Creole intelligentsia began to model
itself, imitating and following the models of the new emerging powers: En
gland and France.
Canal Feij6o came up with an illuminating formula to capture this dislo

ser and
estar: (Larin) Americans "are not [no son) where they are [donde ellos estan)."
cation, playing with the difference in Spanish language between

Canal Feij6o's argument, in 1954, oscillated between an essentialist perspec
tive on American being, and a historical perspective of the making of the
Americas at the crossroads of imperial conflicts and previous erased memo
ries (the immigrations from Asia forming the Amerindian population). In
this tension, Canal Feij6o's description of Latin Americans as not able to be
where they are was pronounced with a negative connotation. Today, it is
possible to read Canal Feij6o's historical argument and forget the essentialist
one, thus transforming nostalgia into celebration: "not being able to be
where one is

(ser)
[estar)" becomes the fundamental condition of border thinking.

Furthermore, the dislocation here in question is a dislocation of the colonial
difference as experienced by the white/mestizo (e.g., no Amerindian, no
Afro-American) Creole intelligentsia. To be in such a position in 1954, when
Canal Feij6o published the book, had as one of its consequences a sense of
inferiority because English and French "archetype men," for sure,

were able
to be where ever they were. The colonial difference was, so to speak, in their
back, invisible to their experience. From 1999's perspective things have
changed.

Not being able to be where one is is the promise of an epistemological
potential and a cosmopolitan transnationalism that could overcome the limits
and violent conditions generated by being always able to be where one belongs.
I am where I think.

VII

Shortly after Canal Feij6o wrote this book, sociology as a discipline was
officially included in the curriculum of the Universidad Nacional de Buenos
Aires as a graduate program. This symbolic introduction of the social sci
ences in Latin America displaced the force and the popularity of the essays
as a discursive genre in the production of knowledge. "Scientific" analysis
of history and society in and of Latin America in the social sciences replaced
the "personal" analysis of history and society in the essays, a genre not
attached to any discipline, freely moving between the social sciences, the
humanities, and literature itself. A new space was created were the expert in
the social sciences subalternized intellectual production outside of scientific
norms. These epistemological requirements were part of modernization and
development ideology. To become modern implied to become disciplined;
knowledge was considered rigorous not because of the rigor of thinking but
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because of the rigors of disciplinary norms. To think well implied thinking
according to disciplinary norms and rules. A new profile emerged: the profile
of the intellectual expert in some of the domains of the social sciences.
Dependency theory was perhaps the first intellectual production in Latin
America in which experts trained in economy and sociology were at the
same time intellectuals engaged in social and not only academic transforma
tions.
But this was also the period of the emergence of a new kind of intellectual,
the postcolonial intellectual a Ia Frantz Fanon. Thus, the coming out of
the postcolonial intellectual in the second half of the twentieth century is
considerably different from the counterpart in the early nineteenth century,
a la Esteban Echeverria or Domingo Faustino Sarmiento, in Argentina, and

Thomas Jefferson in the United States. In between them, and also in the
second half of the twentieth century, the social sciences arrived in Latin
America while revolution and decolonization arrived in India, Algeria, and
Indochina. The margins or the confines of the West, in Canal Feij6o's expres
sion-but the West nevertheless-had a different rhythm in their local his
tories. The legacies of the Creole intellectual of the early nineteenth century
had to be adapted to match the concerns in the Third World that Latin
America was experiencing after the Cuban Revolution. With the Cuban Rev
olution the scenario changed in three significant directions. On the one
hand, a new form of colonialism without territorial possession, similar to
that of the Uniled States in logic but opposite in content, invaded the history
of Latin America. On the other hand, it forced the rethinking of Russia and
the Soviet Union in the making of the modern/colonial world system. Fi
nally, it made possible to see the limits in Latin America of both Western
Christian and liberal imperialism and the Soviet Union's socialist imperial
ism. And the limits revealed the colonial difference, which had been unseen
and unthought by both (neo) liberals and (neo) Marxists. There was not an
easy match, say, between the Marxist intellectuals supporting the Cuban
Revolution and a position such as the one developed by Frantz Fanon. There
was, obviously, a strong sense of solidarity, but an almost invisible, although
very important, difference between the two: class as the basic concerns of
the former {liberals and Marxists); race and the colonial difference en
trenched in the modern/colonial world (and reemerging in the French/
Christian and Algeria/Muslim). But, above all, a rearticulation of "black
ness," based on Fanon's experience in Martinique, not far from Cuba but
far from Cuban Marxist intellectuals for whom the Afro-Cuban component
it was not yet clearly processed, was a large blind spot. Here we confront
once again, the blindness to the colonial difference.
In Argentina, Frantz Fanon was very influential among a group of intellec
tuals who were explicitly theorizing decolonization between 1966 and 1974,
approximately. Fanon contributed to bust the movement of the Argentinian
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and Latin American new left. Its clear appearance could be placed with the
creation of Past and Present, published by a group of young intellectuals
Oose Aric6, Oscar del Barco, Hector Smuchgler) of the Communist Party.

The journal was published in C6rdoba, not in Buenos Air�s,

�nd the

first

issue was released in 1963. There was, however, a clear dtstmcnon between
the Fanonists and the Marxist new left. The latter were concerned with revo
lution and social classes; the former, with decolonization and racism. How
ever, in Argentina itself, the Marxist new left carried the weight through the
years of the "Dirty War" (1976-82) and in exile Qose Aric6, Oscar del Barco,
and Juan Carlos Portantiero, three of the major intellectual figures of the
new left, were in M�xico during those years). The Fanonist new left did not
have the strength to become a force next to Marxism and it is difficult to
find articles or discussion about Fanon after 1976. The conclusions seem to
be clear, although it shall be explored in more detail: dictatorship took the
place of decolonization and implanted a brutal internal colonialism, intro
ducing some fundamental changes in relation to the internal colonial situa
tion described by Pablo Gonzalez Casanova (1965) and Rodolfo Stavenha
gen (1965): the "enemy" changed his face and the repression became

r.no�e

violent. The enemy was no longer classified by race (blacks,Jews, Amenndt
ans) but by ideology (Communists) that revealed the new face of Western
civilization. This figure of speech was pronounced quite frequently during
the "Dirty War," in alliance with the support that the Argentinian military
"junta" received from Washington. A paradoxical tum of events, indeed.
Socialism and communism, which are clearly part of the Western ideology
and part of Western metaphysics, were constructed as anti-Western projects
by the liberal and neoliberal Western hegemony. In this paradoxical move,
in which the colonial difference was once again suppressed, ethnic, gender,
and generation struggles were united and homogenized under the ideologi
cal classificatory rubric of "communism." When someone was suspected of
being a Communist (or any of its Argentinian versions), he was persecuted,
put in prison, killed, or forced to exile.
The postcolonial question in Latin America shall be reframed in terms

of post-Occidentalism and postdictatorship. This is one of the si�nifica�t
parallels and differences, between decolonization in Africa and Asta and m
Latin America. For, decolonization in Argentina and in the Southern Cone
did not have the Western state-national model as the point of arrival. As I

showed in chapter 3, the period of nation building in Latin America was not
after the consolidation of the nation-state in Europe but was constitutive of
the project of modernity. The question is not whether nation-states were put
in motion earlier in the Americas than in Europe (as Benedict Anderson

(1983] 1991 argued) but the fact that nation-state building in the Americas
was constitutive with the project of modernity. Decolonization, during the
cold war, implied nation building as the point of arrival (Fanon 1961; 11964]
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1988), with all the failures that are being recognized today (Beji 1982;
Mamdani 1996). Decolonization in the early nineteenth century did not
have the same take on nation building since the nation-state was not some
thing already constituted in Europe, but something that was being made
both in Europe and in Latin America. The enormous gap was, however,
the colonial difference to which, once again, Anderson ( (1983) 1991) was
oblivious.

VIII
Once upon a time I was convinced that there is no such a thing as "inside
and outside." I still hear today such a statement, in which I no longer believe.
I am not saying, of course, that "there are" inside and outside, but that
neither of such proposition holds water and that both are supported by the
same epistemological presupposition: that a referential assertion can be
made regarding the world and that assertions can be judged by their true
referential value. I understand that the assertion "there is no such a thing
like inside and outside" has another admonition. The question is not
whether such a "thing" exists or doesn't exist. To say that "there is an inside
and outside" is as absurd as to say that there is not. For who can tell us really
which one is true beyond God? On the other hand, both propositions-as

I just stated them-are supported in a very questionable principle: that it is
possible to assert what really is or is not. What I do seriously believe is that
what "is" is someone asserting what there "is." The undeniable fact is the
assertion itself, whether or not the content of the assertion corresponds to
what the assertion asserts. I do believe, consequently, that the glass is indeed
half full as it is half empty.
However, there is another caution to the assertion that "there is no such
a thing as inside and outside." What the proposition asserts is that we should
eliminate dichotomies from our vocabulary. And in this principle I do be
lieve, since colonial discourse was one of the most powerful strategies in
the imaginary of the modern/colonial world system for producing dichoto
mies that justified the will to power. Historically, that is that. It is fine with
me to assert that there is no inside and outside, out there in the world. It is
fine for me to eliminate dichotomies, or at least to try. What is more difficult
to achieve is forgetting or eliminating the historical dichotomies that colo
nial discourse and epistemology imposed upon the world by inventing colo
nial differences.
I am not so much interested here in a logical as I am in pursuing a historical
argument. If you talk about interior and exterior borders (e.g., exteriority) in
the modern/colonial world system, you are in some ways presupposing that
there is indeed an outside and an inside. If you assert, furthermore, that
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"Occident" is the overarching metaphor of the modern/colonial world imag
inary, you are somewhat asserting that "Occident" defines the interior while
you are also presupposing that there is an exterior, whatever that exterior
may be. Of course, you can say that the "totality" is the sum of the interior
and the exterior of the system and, therefore, there is no outside of the
totality. That is fine, but it is historically dangerous and irrelevant. Histori
cally, and in the modem/colonial world, the borders have been set by the
coloniality of power versus colonial difference.
Historically, and in the frame of the modern/colonial world system, I hear
today assertions equivalent to the logico metaphysical "there is no outside
and inside." It so. happens that such an assertion is pronounced by col
leagues who are clearly placing themselves "inside" and, by so doing, being
oblivious to the "outside." I have heard, on the other hand, colleagues (more
clearly colleagues in some corner of the Third World) who do believe in the
inside/outside distinctions. Now, one could explain this fact by saying that,
it is unfortunate, but they are theoretically behind, underdeveloped, as they
do not know yet that the last discovery in the humanities in the metropolitan
research centers is that truly there

is

no such thing as inside and outside. It

would be nice to have such an explanation, except that it counters the facts.
Colleagues in the Third World asserting vehemently the distinction between
inside and outside (which is made in the form of center and periphery, or
center and margin, or First and Third World) are the ones who are most
theoretically sophisticated and "developed." I also know colleagues in the
Third World who will no doubt emphatically assert that there is no inside
and outside. It may be that they are the less theoretically sophisticated and
the most intellectually colonized, repeating and rehearsing dominant propo
sitions coming from an academic avant-garde intelligentsia, and responding
to local histories "interior" to the modem/colonial world.
Inside and outside, center and periphery are double metaphors that are
more telling about the loci of enunciation than to the ontology of the world.
There are and there aren't inside and outside, center and periphery. What
really is is the saying of agents affirming or denying these oppositions within
the coloniality of power, the subalternization of knowledge, and the colonial
difference. The last horizon of border thinking is not only working toward
a critique of colonial categories; it is also working toward redressing the
subalternization of knowledges and the coloniality of power. It also points
toward a new way of thinking in which dichotomies can be replaced by the
complementarity of apparently contradictory terms. Border thinking could
open up the doors to an other tongue, an other thinking, an other logic
superseding the long history of the modem/colonial world, the coloniality

of power, the subalternization of knowledges and the colonial difference.

_______
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