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| am a citizen of two countries,
a member of multiple communities,

and a stubborn practitioner of many disciplines.
(Gomez Peia 1996: 80)

[...] la reconquistéhas arrived.
Demographically, socially, and culturally that islvwunder way.
Second, the ideologies of multiculturalism and sty
eroded the legitimacy of the remaining central &ets of American identity,
the cultural core and the American creed.

[...]
There is no Americano dream.
There is only the American dream created by an édRybtestant society.
Mexican-Americans will share that dream in thatietyc
only if they dream in English.
(Huntington 2004: 18; 256).

1. Introduction to the problem

In the actual global world culture, ideas, produigshnology, sciences, communication
and people are constantly crossing the existingdysr Cultural processes and mega mi-
grations have flooded and are smuggled across thefear case for this observation is
the border between Mexico and the USA. The hugstoaction of a three thousand kil-
ometres shield did not prevent or stop the mignatifcalmost 40mio of Hispanics into the
USA. At the same time, also the cultural bordets/ben France and the Maghreb have
changed substantially in the past forty years,oalg in a completely different way.
These floodings of national and topographical bierdee taking place all over the world.
European community dissolves its inner borders,smather or later Europe is going to
have its common constitution. In spite of this ioy@ments the differences between the
various regions within Europe are enormous, anctidsnation, racism and ethnic con-
flicts are a part of every day life. Still, migratis cannot be stopped, neither within nor
into Europe.
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Shields, fences and laws are merely desperat&édftective practices in order to
control migration. The electronic mail and the VWowide Web have transformed the
world into an ever-growing virtual surface that,are hand, expands the world in an al-
most infinite way and, on the other hand, compieggsadically so that we live in a per-
manent implosion.

This condition of a global world and the insighattive today live in a pluricultural
world leads to the consequence that terms likeilddagt national identity’, ‘national cul-
ture’ have to be thought and understood in a newiwarder to develop a peaceful co-
existence.

The globalization is a manifold process with pesitand negative sides. It opens
borders, makes the world permeable, but at the sameprovokes nationalism, essen-
tialism and affirmation of the Local and of the Qwacism and the construction of new
shields.

Carlos Fuentes is very aware of this situationcmtludes in his bodkn esto creo
(In what | believ

For fife centuries the West has been travellintpéoSouth and to the East and has imposed
upon the cultures of the periphery its economic @widical will without asking.

Now, this cultures are coming to the West and petalues which the West had always
claimed to be its own, to the test: mobility, frearket, and not only considering supply
and demand, but also human labour and the protecfibuman rights that protect each
guest worker.

| repeat: global interaction and communication cdrmxist. (Fuentes 2002: 342)

In this given context, the concept, the thinking #me strategy of hybridity is to hold a
prominent place within the actual cultural and tgm®logical debate. Particularly when
thinking in Samuel Huntington’s bodkho are we?2004), it is to be seen that this au-
thor finds himself in a binary opposition agairs socio-political, intellectual, and his-
torical position of Homi Bhabha, of William Luis thi his concept of ‘Latino-Culture’,
and also of the migration politics of Canada, EeropLatin America in the context of a
liberal tradition. Huntington’s conception of then&rican society is based on the concept
of “salience”, “substance”, and an “American creenierging from an Anglo-Protestant,
profoundly religious settler tradition. For Hunting, global societies and multicul-
turalism, which lead to “cosmopolitan and transmadi identities” (2004: xvi), represent
an evil against the American project of modellinghdorm/integrated Nation. For him,
they are the quintessence of the erosion of therigareidentity, for transnational identi-
ties, he claims; encourage the dissolution of thidd-State into many parallel societies.
These two positions, on the one side hybridityti@tegies of coexistence in hybrid
societies, and on the other side unilateral idestand national concepts, entered into a
new phase of discussion and signification whenstges of failure of a multicultural
politics in the Netherlands, England and elsewbeutd not be overlooked any more and
the following “clash of civilizations” took placad when the debate concerning an exist-
ence of parallel societies in the Netherlands, Gegmand other countries got louder.
In fact, terms like ‘Identity’, ‘Nation’, ‘NationaCulture’, ‘Ethnicity’, as well as the
notions of ‘Text’, ‘Fiction’, ‘History’ and ‘Arts’have received a revision in the context of
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the Cultural Studiesand of the theories evolved by Roland Barthesc&ol, Derrida,
Lyotard, and Deleuze, Homi Bhabha and Hayden Wiiese terms and notions have
since then been redefined and are now thought &t the intersections or crossings of
culture and the disciplines of scientific thinkingorder’ is, in this context, no longer a
separating or excluding but a ‘transversal’ oreathybrid’ category, a strategy of think-
ing about the World, Life, Subject, Political Cuktutand Science as homadic structures.
The category ‘border’ as a hybrid system has aeld@/powerful predomination in all
fields of knowledge, sciences and life after pasieguralism and after moments like the
fall of the Berlin ‘iron curtain’, after Huntingtésicontroversial book¥he Clash of Civi-
lizationsandWho are wepafter the war in Irag, as well as in the conteixthe global
economy and politics.

2. A poststructural Model of Hybridity

Since de early 90’'s | dedicated several publicatiorthe subject of postmodernism (cf.
de Toro 1991; 1996a), to post-colonialism and ldtyi In these texts | analysed hybridi-
ty going beyond the evident, which is that hybyidstallways inherent to culture, to iden-
tity and nations, and going beyond the statememtsarning the terminological exuber-
ance of the application of the term and its distomg in modern cultural theory, from its

biological and zoological origin (cf. de Toro 199896; 1997; 2002a; 2004). Particular-
ly in my publications of 2002a and 2004 | try topose a sort of “model” for this term,

which has been largely accepted and applied. Tdebate of post-colonialism in Latin

America itself and to that of Latin American schslan the USA, | have dedicated toita
large essay in 1999. Furthermore | would like tontima in this context some very im-

portant works in this field, for example, that afh@rlau (1994), Hernlinghaus/Walter
(1994), A. and F. de Toro (1999) as well as Si¢p@05). For this reason | will just con-

sider some of those proposals in the context opthsent volume.

Hybridity is, as a mayor concept in our times,abgct of very diverse reflections
and definitions and it is applied in very differé&etds (cf. Schneider/Thomsen 1997). In
order to work in a transdisciplinary and productivet also, systematic way it is neces-
sary to come to an understanding of the notiorybfidity in a broader metacontext. Hy-
brid systems are seen as systems “that have acbigplexity and that can only be de-
scribed at the base of the combination of diffen@aidels and processes” (Schnei-
der/Thomsen 1997: 19). In this context the resefchrtificial intelligence develops
“intelligent hybrid systems”. The mixing of systernas, for example in the fields of
technology and medicine the objective to increffs@ency. Acceleration, speed, multi-
functionality, increase of the complexity and syyesire other terms to describe hybridi-
ty. Often, terms are synonymous and have the samaeimilar extensional and inten-
tional relation as for example such as ‘interculity’, ‘multiculturalism’, ‘nomadism’,
‘heterotopy’, ‘difference’/'diffaerence’, ‘alteritfaltarity’, ‘mimicry’, ‘in-between’, ‘un-
homely’, ‘third space’, ‘diversity’, ‘discontinuitand ‘intertextuality’ ‘temporality’, ‘het-
erogeneity’, ‘syncretism’, ‘otherness’, etc.
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Because of this variety or terminological labyriata would like to risk a first mod-
el for a classification of the different levels which we think hybridity and apply its
concept. We distinguish between seven differeltdier levels for locating hybridity (cf.
de Toro 1997, 1999; 2002a; 2004):

1. Hybridity as a epistemological category or aat@gory of philosophy of sciences
(the disposition of thinking the world as a rhizoare not in dichotomies);

2. Hybridity as a theoretical/methodological caigg(as a synonym of ‘transversal’
science);

3. Hybridity as a category of cultural theorytlas strategy to manage with different
cultural, ethnical and religious groups (that is $ite of cultural difference and plu-
rality);

4. Hybridity as transmedial category, as the disaous media, systems of signs (In-
ternet, Video, Film, virtual worlds, analogous ahgital techniques etc.), diverse
aesthetics (literature, theatre, essay), mixedddie{literature/internet, thea-
tre/video/film/installations, painting/virtual dgsi);

5. Hybridity as an urban category, as form anigoBht types of organisation, plurality
of products and heterogeneous objects, art, cityrey architecture, companies,
ecology, nature, societies, politics, live styles;

6. Hybridity as territory of the body;

7. Hybridity as technology (natural sciences:melecular biology; medicine: micro
artificial limbs, virtual surgery; industries: engis with hybrid drive).

In these fields, hybridities are to be thoughtiffedent ways considering their respective
functions. Therefore we should locate the proces$dg/bridity and determine their
fields of application.

Hybridity as an ‘epistemological’ category (1) meda think the world, life and
knowledge in a temporary discontinual way startimogn the concepts of difference and
altarity. We understand difference as #pproach to the ‘othering of rationality’ and
history, as a logic of ‘supplementary’, as ‘folgleat’, as the sliding of cultural unities
so that they cannot be reduced to signs of anyrallor ethnical origin. While ‘differ-
ance’ means the deconstruction of the metaphysozadiental Logos, ‘altarity’ refers to
an operation of differance to describe very comttady and heterogeneous objects. With
the notion of ‘altarity’ the procedural charactétle negotiation of difference is marked.

Hybridity as theoretical/methodological concepti§zhe result of a network of the-
ories built upon the base of one main disciplin®e Term ‘trans-’ in the notion of trans-
disciplinarity, then requires a concept of diseiplthought as aet and intersection of
elements or parameters appealing to a dialog al®iérmined objects on de base of
formulating common questions and problems.

Hybridity, then is a matter dfansversakelations of disciplines, which means the
possibility to use scientific models of a diverseyenience as the sciences of theatre, lit-
erature, communication, history, anthropology, elbgy, sociology or philosophy, or the
recourse to elements of some of this disciplinésewries. Firstly, hybrid and transversal
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sciences are a concept of transdisciplinarity. 8&lgohybrid and transversal sciences are
also related to transculturality (3), which medresrecourse to diverse models of culture
(or fragments of them) that are not part of theelmdthe ‘home culture’. Thirdly, hybrid
and transversal sciences are related to transtiéyxtuaderstood as the dialog between
texts and discourses which come from differentidisees and cultures. Transtextuality
leads to multiple recodifications and reinventiohsultural signs without asking where a
certain element is coming from or if it is “origihar “authentic” or not. Only the
productivity of the reinvention is important. These the main aspects of a hybrid and
transversal science (de Toro 1999, 2002a; 2004).

With the term ‘transversal science’ we would likefollow Wolfgang Welsch’s
(1996) concept of transversal rationality whichimslerstood as a type of thinking or an
operation of passages/border crossings, “the Ingiloli cross-relations between different
complex systems” (ibid.: 761), that “allow diverf®ems of interchange, competition,
communication, correction, recognition and justigbid.: 762). Transversality does not
havea priori norms or principles (ibid.: 763); it is not nornvat (ibid.: 764).

Néstor Garcia Canclini formulates this type of kimig as a necessity:

Hoy concebimos a América Latina como una articélaonas complejada de tradiciones y
modernidades (diversas, desiguales), un contimeéeogéneo formado por paises donde,
en cada uno, coexisten multiples logicas de ddeaRdra repensar esta heterogenidad es
atil la reflexion [...] del posmodernismo, mas adique cualquier otra anterior. Su critica a
los relatos omnicomprensivos sobre la historia pusanlvir para detectar las pretensiones
fundamentalistas del tradicionalismo, el etnicisynel nacionalismo, para entender las
derivaciones autoritarias del liberalismo y el abisino. (1990/19921995: 23)

In order to avoid essentialism or hegemony, anihggthe warning by Garcia Canclini
seriously, we plead for the aspecpodductivityas the only important criterion when de-
ciding to choose one theoretical approach. Undedipctivity’ we understand two simul-
taneous processes: on the one haatentiality that is the capability of explanation
which lies in a given theory, and, on the otherdhdhne ability ofrecodification that is
the capability to relocate and apply a theory edbntext of the present investigation.
Culture, which is our object of research, is thewar only local, it is as well trans-
local (cf. de Toro 2002a; 2004). Culture can bengef by transculturality, like the cate-
gory ‘text’ can be defined by transtextuality, ggia Garcia Canclini makes clear:

But there is nothing in saying this, since it hiagags been apparent in cultural processes
that messages circulate from ‘high’ art to the plap’, that they then pass through the me-
dia and become popular culture, while all the tioeéng re-elaborated and re-cycled
throughout this process. (Garcia Canclini 1996: 85)

In the context of the crossing of cultures, hyltyidieans furthermorthie emphasizing of

the difference by simultaneous recognition of iffer@nce of the other in a common ter-
ritory that all the time has to be inhabited allemagain In the transcultural communica-
tion, there are negotiated, recodified and buikwa ‘Otherness’, the ‘Own’ and the ‘For-
eign’, the ‘Homely’ and the ‘Unhomely’, the ‘Unifor and the ‘Heterogeneous’, the’
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Essentialism’ and the ‘Hegemonial’. The concepgtyddridity represents theerlabora-
tion/Verwindungof binary systems in a “third space” as a siterainciation.

Hybridity understood as a ,transmedial’ categoryrgfers to the use of different
media that remain autonomous and keep their owctifumin a representation. The me-
dia enter into a competition with each other; tpgrate in a field of permanent tension.
Hybrid transmediality means, for example in thekgarf Jirgen Meier, a transgression,
crease/fold/pleat or piles in the context of esthétdissonant processes as the mixture of
architecture, art and light installations and \attworks (www.medienfueralles.de). He
projects his light composition “Lust for Life” ohé facades of buildings like a depart-
ment store at the Monckeberg-Passage in Hambwgwintual surface” at the Siemens
Office in Berlin, and users can surf and createidie colour landscapes with different
intensities, sequences and speeds.

Here, different systems get into contact: physiethods and processes for the con-
struction and refraction of light, artistic processmedia techniques, esthetical, arts and
philosophy concepts, in order to construct a virto@ractive world that raises a lot of
guestions, for example concerning perception aalityeJirgen Meier speaks of “light
climates” or “digital skins” in his works. The ban of such usually separated fields are
overcome in a rhizome-structure (Deleuze/Guatthtybridity here takes place on the
level of the objects and on that of the disciplines

Hybridity understood as a category of the bodyigGklated to desire, sexuality,
power, passion, violence, perversion, memory, histpersonal or collective) and
knowledge. The hybrid body results from diversealisses and experiences. Here, the
body functions as his own signature, as his own, sigbody-sign Thebody-signpro-
duces knowledge and contains love and hate, actapéand refusal, and it is first of all
body-material, flesh, odour and sweat, it is itsianessage and medium without an ex-
ternal function, it is not anymore mask or a seededree sign, an allegory or metaphor.

3. Nationalism vs. hybrid societies

3.1 Huntington’s Nationalist Model of Society: Cred — Salience — Protestant —
White

As we see, the hybrid condition of our time alseses severe reactions such as the nega-
tion of multicultural or hybrid societies and a deerd to returning to mythical and nation-
alist roots like in the case of Huntington.

An opposite model has been developed since thdewodithe 90’s by the Mexican-
US-American performer and theoretician Guillermar@a Pefia who has begun a tre-
mendous translation process that he chtisderizing in opposition to dichotomy-terms
as ‘Own/Other’, ‘Periphery/Center’ oFirst World/Third World that for Gbmez Pefia
now are part of andutdated colonialist vocabulargnd “completely overlappéd1996:

7). The recent events in Iraq show, on the othadheery clearly that imperialism —
which we had believed to be overcome — returns fwuitipower and with a missionary
and religious discourse covering strategic and econ interests.
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The crucial question today is: who is the ownezwfure if at the same time migra-
tions have flooded and have been smuggled thrdvegdpeographical borders? In opposi-
tion to the nomadic status of a culture that damsstop at geographical borders, the
problem begins when culture is thought as an ogic&b substance belonging to one eth-
ic group.

Meanwhile Gomez Pefia wants to develop and emplabeénew world borders”,
Samuel Huntington iMhe Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of W@kder
(1996) wants a “new World Order” under the leadgrsia radically conservative USA
which divides the world in evil/barbaric and goadilzed, on the one side the USA and
Western Europe and on the other the Arab worldd-samceWho are we%2004) the
Hispanics.

This dichotomy builds the intersection betweensiacand the negotiation and re-
cognition of difference. According to Huntingtomiad and transnational identities as they
are given in the case of the Hispanics, are ahmeszdt for the culture and the cohesion of
the US-American State: “In the 1960s, however, atibnal, dual-national, and transna-
tional identities began to rival and erode the prieence of national identity back to de
fore” (2004: xv), because “Race and ethnicity ae rargely eliminated: Americans see
their country as a multiethnic, multiracial soclefipid.) and he adds that

In the late twentieth century, however, the sakesnad substance of this culture were chal-
lenged by a new wave of immigrants from Latin Armarand Asia, the popularity in intel-
lectual and political circles of the doctrines aflticulturalism and diversity, the spread of
Spanish as the second American language and tharitstion trends in American socie-
ty, the assertion of group identities based on, rettaicity, and gender, the impact of dias-
poras and their homeland governments, and the ggos@mmitment of elites to cosmopol-
itan and translational identities. (lbid: xvi)

Multiculturalism and the transidentities treat tAaglo-Protestant culture and the Creed
of the founding settlers” (ibid.: xvii), which hagposes to be the core of American Soci-
ety. One can say, that with this book he begimrsisacle in order to save the USA (a po-
sition that he shares with Harald Bloom in filee Western cangn

All societies face recurring threats to their eetigte, to which they eventually succumb. Yet
some societies, even when so threatened, are asdle of postponing their demise by
halting and reserving the processes of declineemelving their vitality and identity. | be-
lieve that America can do that and that Americdrmailkl recommit themselves to the An-
glo-Protestant culture, traditions, and values thiathree and a half centuries have been
embraced by Americans of all races, ethnicitied raligions and they have been the source
of their liberty, unity, power, prosperity, and rableadership as a force for the good in the
world.

This is, let me make clear, an argument for theoirtgmce of Anglo-Protestant culture [...]

| believe one of the greatest achievements, petheggeatest achievement, of America is
the extent to which it has eliminated the racial atihnic components that historically were
central to its identity and has become a multiehmultiracial society in which individuals
are to be judged on their merits. That happeneeljéve, because of the commitment suc-
cessive generations of Americas have had to théoAigtestant culture and the Creed of
the founding settlers. (Huntington 2004: xvii)
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White, protestant, religious entrepreneurs budtdpposite to a Hispanic ethic, transcul-
tural, and transidentitary, cosmopolitan socieat tias all characteristics of a Diaspora
group. Huntington accepts a “multiracial”, but admulticultural” society of “diversity”,
because he considers that the first type of socmtybe assimilated in the melting pot,
while the second cannot be assimilated. But bditmregftions are simply wrong. Statistics
show very clearly that Hispanics of the third getien do not speak anymore Spanish or
they are bilingual. Clifford Geertz has describkdady many years ago the failure of the
melting pot which has been replaced by the idédiwdrsity’ as a new cultural, social an
political model.

Guillermo Gomez Pefia expresses himself in thiseoti a very lapidary way:

Today, in the ‘90s, our communities are ferocioaWyded by gender, race, class, and age.
An abyss — not a borderline — separates us froroluldren, our teenagers, and our elders.
The Columbian legacy of divisiveness is more presiean ever. This is contemporary
America: a land of diversity where no one toleraiéference; a land of bizarre eclecticism
where everyone must know their place. (1996: 15)

As well, Gloria Anzaldda formulated in the 80's:

The only “legitimate” inhabitants are those in poytke whites and those who align them-
selves with whites. Tension grips the inhabitafitt® borderlands like a virus. (Anzaldda
1987: 3-4)

The growing number of Hispanics in the USA provolkessconstruction of very violent
and racist metaphors aséxicanizatioh “ hell at our doorstegsor “the brown wave
(ibid.: 68), but nevertheless the process of hybaitbn is an ongoing one in the USA, as
Huntington (2004) himself diagnoses.

For Gomez Pefia and William Luis, the position ohkihgton is a xenophobic pro-
jection or a sort of valve in order to cover otpevblems inside the country. But Hun-
tington is convinced that the USA is going throagtheep identity crisis as result of the
demons of the “Globalization, multiculturalism, oogpolitism, immigration, subnation-
alism, anti-nationalism” which “had battered Amancconsciousness” (Huntington
2004: 4) and have lead to “dual loyalties and dugdenships” (ibid.) as a problem that
has “raised questions concerning America’s lingeiigtbid.) unity and the security of
the nation. Those processes have been supporysdiigatington, by the “Corporate ex-
ecutives, professionals, and Information Age techais [which] exposed cosmopolitan
overnational identities” (Huntington 2004: 4) and démy education system: “The teach-
ing of national history gave way to the teachingtbinic and racial histories. The cele-
bration of diversity replaced emphasis on what Acagrs had in common” (ibid).

Statements like these [he adds in his demagogidainc] reflected the extent to which
some people in American elite groups, businesanfiral, intellectual, professional, and
even governmental, were becoming denationalizedlamdloping transnational and cos-
mopolitan identities superseding their nationalesorfibid.: 7)

Huntington appeals to the founding myths of the Wa#ing that they
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[...] were few and homogeneous: overwhelmingly wiidtgish and protestant, broadly
sharing a common culture, and overwhelmingly cor@aito political principles embodied
in the Declaration of Independence, the Constitymd other founding document. (Ibid.:
11)

thanks to the exclusion of blacks and Indians foeenship.

Beside of the presence of Hispanics and the deraization, the threat to the USA
has one more reason: the End of the cold war,thétldisappearing of the “evil empire”,
the Soviet Union (ibid.: 11; 17), which until thaad contributed in a particular way to
the national identity and national cohesion. Enerare necessary to build an identity and
cohesion and for surviving:

Historical experience and sociological analysisisti@at the absence of an external “other”
is likely to undermine unity and breed divisionhiit a society. It is problematic whether
intermittent terrorists attacks and conflicts witdq or other “rogue states” will generate
the national coherence that twentieth century dats(lbid.: 18)

Bilingual or multilingual societies like Suisse@anada are, for Huntington, a real horror
vision to the measure that he conjures a racefremndlict:

The various forces challenging the core Americdtuoeiand Creed could generate a move
by native white Americans to revive the discarded discredited racial and ethnic con-
cepts of American identity and to create an Ameritet would exclude, expel, or sup-
press people of other racial, ethnic, and cultgratips. (Ibid.: 20)

And he provokes directly such a conflict;

Historical and contemporary experience suggesthimais a highly probable reaction form
a once dominant ethnic-racial group that feelsatemed by the rise of other groups. It
could produce a racially intolerant country witlgtievels of intergroup conflict. (Ibid.:
20)

In order to avoid this, he recommends:

This could mean a recommitment to America as algeelgious and primarily Christian
country, encompassing several religious minorigekhering to Anglo-Protestant values,
speaking English, maintaining its European cultbhealtage, and committed to the princi-
ples of the Creed. Religion has been and stilldsrdral, perhaps the central, element of
American identity. (Huntington 2004: 20)

Huntington sees in the Hispanics a colonization eneent against the interests of the
USA

Mexican immigration is leading toward the demogrepeconquisteof areas Americans
took from Mexico by force in the 1830s and 1840sxiManizing them in a manner compa-
rable to, although different form, the Cubanizatioat has occurred in southern Florida. It
is also blurring the border between Mexico and Aaselintroducing a very different cul-
ture, while also promoting the emergence, in soreaesaof blended society and culture,
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half-American and half-Mexican. Along with immigia from other Latin American
countries, it is advancing Hispanization through@moterican and social, linguistic, and
economic practices appropriate for an Anglo-Hispaaiciety. (Ibid.: 221)

with devastating consequences:

Mexican, together with other Spanish-speaking patpan, are creating a bifurcation in the
social-political structure of the United Stated @iggproximates nationality division... [and]
this could lead to a move to reunite these teragowith Mexico. That seems unlikely, but
Professor Charles Truxillo of the University of Néexico predicts that by 2080 the
southwestern states of the United States and tiikeano states of Mexico will come to-
gether to form a new country. (Ibid.: 246)

3.2 Gomez Pefa: “nomadic Mexican — multicentric —ybrid American culture”
and Anzaldua: “new mestiza” and the “borderlands”

Guillermo Gémez Pefa’s is a completely contrarytfmosto that of Huntington, which
he described already in the 90 asiaiSter cartography of the New World Ortlar op-
position to his own ¢onceptual map of the New World Bortef a “Fourth World,
which he sees as an alternative tioe”old colonial dichotomy of First World/Third
World’ (1996: 7), as a cartography of plurality built Bylicro-republics (ibid.: 5),
where each one is a nomadic center in a virtuabgeaphy: T am a nomadic Mexican
[...In a...] multicentric, hybrid American cultutéibid.: 1). GOmez Pefia describes a hy-
brid reality which is ignored by the political @& and which has consequences for that he
finds expressions asNtiyo Rico, Cuba York, Mexamerica, Amerindia, Afreaca,
Americamestiza y -mulata, Hybridamerica and Trarsaea” (ibid.: 6), or simply ‘bther
Americd.

Gbmez Pefia’s concept of community is not based datea of national state, but on
a structure of a plurality of places of enunciatitacontinent made of people, art and
ideas, not countriégibid.: 7). The people that habit the differepises define the to-
pography as a ‘Latin-Culture’, as a Culture of Brénce and of Otherness, where Differ-
ence and Otherness is not charged by a pejoramnaargic, where the one who opposes
against hybridity is “the other” , “the marginatedit's all margins, meaning there are
no ‘others’, or better said, the true ‘others’ atfeose who resist fusion, mestizaje, and
cross-cultural dialogug(Gomez Pefia 1996: 7). For GOmez Pefia, tthierd republics
or the ‘New World Bordérrepresent andtopian cartographyin which “hybridity is the
dominant culturg(ibid.: 5, 7) and anrreversible conditio of our timm spite of nation-
alist discourses such as that of the politiciathefGerman Christian Democratic Union,
Friedrich Merz, with his claim for the “leading twde” (“Leitkultur”), and in spite of the
very dangerous nationalist ideology of the ‘Own’Hbyntington.

The process of hybridization causes a delimitadioeh a redefinition of the concept
of ‘border o ‘border-culture. The peripheries settle down in the center amy thtro-
duce a thinking, culture and habitspEssage®r of theintersectionsand make one
aware that monosocial and monocultural concegsagéty, identity and culture belong
to an already past type of world. This fact demareds strategies for social coexistence.
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3.2.1'Latin-Culture’ as a hybrid model of coexistace

This model, that considers the publications of Mhll Luis, Gloria Anzaldda and
Guillermo Gomez Peiia, is based on the concepttbei@ess’ as the recognition of the
Other as the different-other with same rights. Taquiregecognition of an irreducible
difference in a common spaae as we already formulatdéige potentiality of the differ-
ence in a reciprocal act of recognitiofPotentiality’ and ‘recognition’ are expressions
for a constant negotiation of identities, an oatitin between exclusion and recognition;
they express the opposite to submission, adaptatidrassimilation. This means at the
end a revocation of the culture of the foreign. Mgposition is based on two aspects: an
ontological and a practical-pragmatic one. Othesrethe awareness and the acceptation
that the mere and simple encounter with a diffeotinér demands a deterritorialization of
the Own and a reterritorialization to the Other aio# versa. It is the awareness that a
cultural space is not the property of an ethnisamial community that has inhabited a
territory for centuries, but a very nomadic and ptem process and manifestation of to-
day’s impossibility to think and live in the nogia notion of “pure identities”, that
makes it clear that now the normal is the constoabf transidentities as the result of
intersectional encounters (cf. de Toro 2002). Gakuhat tried to establish monolithic
identities commited the genocides of Jewish pewptee European Middle Ages and
caused those in the former Yugoslavia. ‘Othernasa’hybrid identity does not demand
a specific form or essence of being. Every enuiatias — as Lacan formulated, Derrida
developed and Bhabha applied to the post-moderratrogs and identities — an act of
deprivation Entaul3eruny that creates a new identity space (cf. de TO023). Strate-
gies of hybridity have the function to make eviddnd space “in-between” where differ-
ent ethnic groups are part of these space andnhptalerated.

The imperative to accept a hybrid society is thsulteof the mega-migration that
cannot be stopped by whatever types of laws and.wdile examples of USA/Mexico, of
Ceuta, the Spanish enclave in Northern Africahefibter-Latin American migration or
of the immigration to Europe show this fact eveay dhore clearly. Both, the epistemo-
logical-cultural and ontological deterritorializati that happen in a migration space, force
a recodification of the ‘Own’ and of the ‘Other’.itWout such a strategy, people will go
on to be discriminated as foreigner and alien. &lesns are themselves highly discrim-
inating because the are based on the criteriob®otl and soil, which led towards a hi-
erarchy and exclusion. The biggest number of e#itigiand racially motivated social
conflicts are the results of exclusion or the lagkof recognition. If societies have mil-
lions of “foreigners” in the core of theirs couetsj they cannot claim for national purity
and homogeneous identities or for the exclusiva@sson of the culture.

I’m convinced that one of the sources of the coniliith the Muslim world has its
origin in the missing recognition shown in the aation that they were a medieval socie-
ty or underdeveloped and representing the evilofpost-modern world. They are the
actual barbarians evoking those of which Heroddrlisy and Federman wrote. And to
this barbarians, the Hispanics are added in thiodg of Who are weby Huntington.

Taking into consideration all this arguments we eaderstand Gomez Pefia when
he observes that
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Mexican identity (or better said, the many Mexigdentities) can no longer be explained
without the experience of ‘the other side’, ancewersa. As a socio-cultural phenomenon.
Los Angeles simply cannot be understood withount@kexico City — its southernmost
neighborhood — into account. (Gémez Pefia 1996: 178)

For him, culture isborder or ,borderlandculture and is equivalent with a new notion
of ‘home as open topography built by proliferating lin€&xpressions asgHome is al-
ways somewhere else. Home is both ‘*here’ and ‘tlergomewhere in between. Some-
times it's nowherg(ibid.: 5), where Somewhereor ‘nowheré or ‘somewhere in be-
tweenformulate the oscillation of identities betweardahrough different cultures, lead
to a thinking in whichhomeé gets the same status asihomely(in the language of Ho-
mi Bhabha) and turns into the source for buildinthad space

Beyond that recodification of the place of the ‘f@nborder/* borderland means
in the terminology of GOmez Pefia also a type @frs@s that | denominated — following
Wolfgang Welsch — “transversal science”. He proppse opposition to a neo-liberal
type of culture and of cultural theory based onNB&-TA-Contract, a fietwork of think-
ers, artists, and arts organizations from Mexit® United States, and Canada (and why
not the Caribbean?)in order to inaugurate afoss-cultural dialoguéand to develop
“interdisciplinary artistic modelgibid.: 9). In this way Gomez Pefia, as well Artdia,
introduces a new concept of art, culture, and seienEach of them is the starting point
for the other. In this contextyorder gets a semiotic status afdge as a locus of enun-
ciation and cultural production in a way Jorge LBigges already used it in the 30’s und
40’s of the 20th century in Buenos Aires. For GorRea:

[...] the border is no longer located at any fixedg@itical site. | carry the border with me,
and | find new borders wherever | go.

[...] My America is a continent (not a country) tignot described by the outlines on any
of the standard maps. (lbid.: 5)

The term border looses its topographic and excluding meaningtants into an expres-
sion of a permeable conce@order is now “a map of the Americas with no borders; a
map turned upside dow\Gomez Pefia 1996: 6), wher'borders is not equivalent
with ‘borderlessin the sense of culture without face (or identitythe frame of a unifi-
cation process of globalization, but includes tiffeistnces and does not mean their elim-
ination:

[...] ‘total culture’, ‘total television’, a grandse pseudo-internationalist world view a la
CNN that creates the illusion of immediacy, simoétiy, and sameness, thereby numbing
our political will and homogenizing our identitigbid.: 10)

For Gomez Pefiaborder represents the negotiation of different cultudantities as a
very hard work similar to aldorder Sisyphus(Gémez Pefia 1996: 1) with the aim of
“[...] redefinition of [...]Jcontinental topographyhere
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[...] the countries have borders that are orgalyidahwn by geography, culture, and immi-
gration, and not by the capricious hands of econatomination and political bravado.
(Ibid.: 6)

The categoryborder is, in his concept, a privileged space of expeninof reinvention,
recodification and a new form of inhabiting a spase Mdbius-Surface:

The border became my home, my base of operatiomgraboratory for social and artis-
tic experimentation [...]. But the border was natraight line; it was more like a M6bius
strip.1

[...]

We began to use the border art technique of regyiorder culture is by nature one of re-
cyclement).

[...]
We proclaimed the border region ‘a laboratory facial and aesthetic experimentation’.
(Ibid.: 63; 86, 88)

The categoryborder is substantially widened by Gomez Peftagrder means the
road, “a sort of moving Bermuda triangle inhabited byoafing community of trouble-
making traveler$...] my other, the conceptual one — the roldornada’ [...]" (Gémez
Pefia 2000: 10).

The ‘chicana’ artist Gloria Anzaldua proposed widr understanding oborder-
lands a similar concept to that oborder by Gomez Pefia, but also there are some dif-
ferences.Borderlandshas, for Anzaldda, a different meaning in comgami with fron-
tera/border as a topographic category of the exeiudiscrimination, violence and death,
where the difference become to be a martyrdomgaeepdf fight, of danger and persecu-
tion. ‘Border is in the terminology of Anzaldua, the hard frientwhere day after day
hundreds of Mexicans are taken as prisoners, at@hkilled. On the other sideyor-
derlandsis “a vague and undetermined place created by the enadtiesidue of an un-
natural boundary. It is the constant state of tiéine” (Anzaldua 1987: 3). To this se-
mantic widening, Anzaldua includes the female sktyuand her own lesbianism:

The actual physical borderland that I'm dealingwiit this book is the Texas-U.S. South-
west/Mexican border. The psychological borderlatiis sexual borderlands and the spir-
itual borderlands are not particular to the Soustwa fact, the borderlands are physically
present whenever two or more cultures are phygipafisent, wherever two or more cul-
tures edge each other, where people of differeessraccupy the same territory, where un-

1 Cf. my definition: A. de Toro (2001: 68-110):

El término de ‘orilla’ [...] lo quisiera definho como la orilla excluida, sino
comofisura (Spalty no Rif} sinoclivage donde se reune lo uno y lo otro,
donde en un plano se negocian las tensiones dietarttia, una especie de
cuadro de Escher o de una superficie de Mobiugjamo pluridimensional,
abierto, sin centro, simultaneo. ‘Orilldisura como aleridad, como ‘en
medio’ (‘inbetweei), como mimicra [...], comopli’ (‘Falte, ‘Knick,
‘Zwischenlage ‘arruga’, ‘pliegue’, ‘dobladura’, ‘intercalacidpl...].
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der, lower, middle and upper classes touch, whasespace between two individuals
shrinks with intimacy. (Anzaldua 1987: “Preface”)

[...]

running down the length of my body,
staking fence rods in my flesh,

splits me, splits me

me raja, me raja. (Ibid.: 1987: 2)

[...]
The secret | tried to conceal was that | was nomiad, that | was not like the others. | felt
alien, I knew | was alien [...].

[...]
She felt shame for being abnormal. The bleedingueed her from others. Her body had
betrayed her. (Ibid.: 42-42; cf. Luis 2005 and 8reb004)

‘Borderland means in her contexhicang across-border-emancipated-wom&as a
mestiza | have no country, my homeland cast meyetgll countries are mine because |
am every woman'’s sister or potential Iovgknzaldta 1987: 80) orAs a lesbian | have
no race, my own people disclaim’nfieid.).

The concept of thébrderlandsreveals the mechanism of power that oppresses the
woman in the chicano-machista social context akagehe stigmatization that the chica-
na suffers as writer, artist and lesbian. Anzaldiases the comparison of the chicana
and of the Malinche (the indigenous lover and tigns of Hernan Cortés, the Spanish
conqueror of Mexico) with the negative figure of tichingada”, the “fucked one” (ibid.:
22), as the dirty and traitor of her peapter concept ofdorderlandsis therefore insep-
arably tied to those of body, sexuality and gender.

We have two different positions concerning them&én of frontier: one colonial
and post-colonial (that of Anzladda) and an otleestymodern one (that of Goméz Pefia)
who accept the hybrid condition not only as a mammgrsituation, but describe it as the
epistemological and cultural situation of ambivakemvhich defines our presencéé
essence dt..] borders is oscillatioty (Gomez Pefia 1996: 12) and underlitige”“im-
portance of...] establishing cross-cultural allianceg@bid.: 11).

For GoOmez Pefia, hybridity is not the same as nuliicalism because he under-
stands the latter — in a similar way as Homi Bhabha exotization of the differences in
function of economic reasons (tourism)tiey literally cross the border in helicopters,
and prefer to deal directly with what they percemage'the centet” (ibid.: 11).

His concepts ofWorld Border cross-cultural alliancéshe ‘New World Bordéeror
‘Fourth World result as a model of hybridity that is equivalemtny own concept since
the 90th (1990; 1995, 1997, 1999); he formulates:

[...] the hybrid — a cultural, political, aesthetnd sexual hybrid — is cross-racial, polylin-
guistic, and multicontextual. From a disadvantagesition, the hybrid expropriates ele-
ments from all sides to create more open and fyslems. (Gomez Pefia 1996: 12)

Hybridity means for GOmez Pefia the performancevarde identities in different con-
texts, it is the capacity to act asomadic chroniclér or “intercultural translator.
Hibridity includes actions such agéspas$ “bridge’, “interconnect, “reinterpret,
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“remap and a strategy (not a credo) that unmasks ruptame discontinuities of history
and the mechanism of hegemonic power: éhounces the faults, prejudices, and fears
manufactured by the self-proclaimed center, anddtens the very raison d’etre of any
monoculture, official or ndt(ibid.: 12).

Hybridity represents for Gomez Pefia a new paradigroexistence in the face of
an institutionalized multiculturalism and of essaligt monocultures,the separatist cul-
tures of resistancdibid.: 12). Finally, hybridity is for Gomez Pef@ademographic, so-
cial, ethnic and cultural fact, which takes platgde of all human beings — all of them
are “the other” and need the “other” for their osurvival (ibid.: 70). We find a similar
strategy of thinking when taking into consideratissia Djebar’'s work. The Algerian
writer and movie director based her theory evigeorl the same ideas as Homi Bhabha,
Gomez Pefia and Anzaldua. She defines her identitgr writings as “territoire multi-
ple” (Djebar 1999: 28) that results from her Algerprigin and her French education in a
space “marge dmafrancghoni€ (ibid.), as “marche” (ibid.) based on a “écrityrertée
par un corps de femme” (ibidl1), in a writing as a space “au-dehors”, as ax‘dou-
ble” and “multiple” (ibid.: 12, 13), which is degptooted in her Berberian language, in
the classical Arab language, in the classicalditetradition and in the language of the
body (ibid.: 14). She is a writing subject “entreud mondes”/“entre deux cultures”
(ibid.: 15). She has a “writing-identity” and meam&oute a ouvrir” (ibid.: 17), in the
intersection between woman and man, between O¢@ddrOrient, between France and
the Maghreb, connected with the figure of the ‘aggne croyant: “habillé a
I'européenne mais parlant le dialecte local, jesertais, malgré mon costume, admise
d’emblée parmi leassis de la route ceux qui ont tout le temps” (ibid.: 20).

Her identity is ambivalent and lives in the permmarterritorialization, identity is a
movement and breaks spaces, frontiers:

[...] chercher a sortir des limites géographiquekadangue francaises pour analyser, discu-
ter, mettre en question cette notion ambiguiatecophonid...] je me place, moi, sur les
frontiéres...Une francophonie en constant et irrddestdéplacement, pourquoi pas?...
(Djebar 1999: 27)

Djebar replaces the formulation ‘entre-deux-langhesause of its ambivalent meaning
as potential confrontation or a possibly negathvdetween through ‘entrelangues’ or
‘entre-des-langues’ (ibid.: 32), as ‘sur marges’:

Rester sur les marges d’'une, de deux ou trois Emgudler ainsi le hors-champ de la
langue et de sa chair, c’est évidemment un teframtiére, hasardeux, peut-étre maréca-
geux et peu sdr, plutét une zone changeante @géfet unnon man’s langdou...

[...] ‘Sur les marges’ de la langue a traverseriasarire, ce serait la seule marche, notre
seul mouvement profond, au creux méme de la laegeeetion [...].

[...] il s’agit d’expérimenter le passage entre Esgues... (Djebar 1999: 30-31, 32)

William Luis finally proposes a model of Latin-Cuitke as a global epistemology:

Latino literature dismantles borders, betweendaditfiction, literature and history, the so-
cial sciences and the humanities. A study of Lalitepature implies a redefining of aca-
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demic disciplines and discourses. It brings togdttezature, language, sociology, history,
political science, demography, anthropology, mwsid the departments and programs they
represent. Latino literature recognizes differeeebestablishes a dialogue among Ameri-
can Studies, African-American Studies, Native ArcemiStudies, Latin American Studies,
Comparative Literature, English, and Spanish antlgoese. It undermines the autonomy
of these divisions, and proposes a different wagnefsioning them, not only as independ-
ent territorial entities, but more importantly agee that share common interests, research,
and methodology. (Luis 2005: 429)

He projects a future task for the humanities iy \similar way in which Gomez Peia
used to formulate it:

Our cultural institutions can perform an importesie: they can function as experimental
laboratories to develop and test new models oébolation between races, genders, and
generations, and as “free zones” for intercultdialogue, radical thinking, and communi-
ty-building.

[...]

The real tasks ahead of us are to embrace modkdhd tolerant notions of personal and
national identity, and to develop models of peaaadaxistence and multilateral coopera-
tion across nationality, race, gender, and religion

[...]

Cultural education is at the core of the solution.

[...]

We need to educate our children and teenagers #imdangers of racism and the com-
plexities of living in a multiracial, borderlesscsety — the inevitable society of the next
century.

The role that artists and cultural organizatiomserform in this paradigm shift is crucial.
Artists can function as community brokers, citizplomats, ombudsmen, and border
translators. And our art spaces can perform théipheiroles of sanctuaries, demilitarized
zones, centers for activism against xenophobiajrd@odmal think tanks for intercultural
and translational dialogue. (Gomez Pefia 1996: @6, 7

“Yes, we can talk to one another”, says Gomez P#&fiacan get along, despite our dif-
ferences, our fear, and our rage” (ibid.: 71), Bpebar concludes:

Suis-je vouée a étre une femme de transition,iVaicr du passage, a délivrer un message
sur deux canaux?

[...] Déplacement progressif, déracinement lentl@tfini, sans doute: comme s'il fallait
s’arracher sans cesse [...].

[...]

Pour ma part, bien qu’écrivant chaque jour dararigue francaise, ou justement parce
gu’écrivant ainsi, je ne suis en fait qu’une desrfees de cette multitude-la... Simplement
unemigrante La plus belle dénomination je crois, en cultstamique. (Djebar 1999: 48)
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