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Founding Statement 

Latin American Subaltern Studies Group 

Introduction 

The work of the Subaltern Studies Group, an interdisciplinary orga- 
nization of South Asian scholars led by Ranajit Guha, has inspired us to 
found a similar project dedicated to studying the subaltern in Latin America.' 
The present dismantling of authoritarian regimes in Latin America, the end 
of communism and the consequent displacement of revolutionary projects, 
the processes of redemocratization, and the new dynamics created by the 
effects of the mass media and transnational economic arrangements: these 
are all developments that call for new ways of thinking and acting politi- 
cally. The redefinition of Latin American political and cultural space in recent 
years has, in turn, impelled scholars of the region to revise established and 
previously functional epistemologies in the social sciences and humanities. 

1. The group explains that it uses the word subaltern "as a name for the general attribute 
of subordination in South Asian society whether this is expressed in terms of class, caste, 
age, gender, and office or in any other way." See Ranajit Guha, "Preface," in Selected 
Subaltern Studies, Ranajit Guha and Gayatri Spivak, eds. (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1988), 35. 
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The general trend toward democratization prioritizes in particular the re- 
examination of the concepts of pluralistic societies and the conditions of 
subalternity within these societies. 

The realization that colonial and postindependence elites agreed in 
their views of the subaltern led the Subaltern Studies Group to question the 
master paradigms used in representing colonial and postcolonial societies, 
both in the cultural practices of hegemony developed by elite groups and 
in the disciplinary discourses of the humanities and social sciences that 
seek to represent the workings of these societies. Guha's inaugural article 
in the first volume of the Subaltern Studies series, published by the group 
beginning in 1982, lays out the ambition of the project to displace the casual 
and descriptive assumptions about South Asian colonial history embedded 
in the dominant models of colonial, nationalist, and traditional Marxist his- 
toriography.2 His 1983 book, Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgency, 
criticizes the prejudice in previous historical scholarship favoring insurgents 
who present written agendas and carefully thought-out programs. This de- 
pendency on the written record, Guha notes, betrays a prejudice for both 
literacy and foreign and indigenous elites in the very construction of South 
Asian historiography. 

Reading this historiography "in reverse" (or "against the grain," in 
the idiom of deconstruction sometimes used by the group) to recover the 
cultural and political specificity of peasant insurrections has, for Guha, two 
components: identifying the logic of the distortions in the representation of 
the subaltern in official or elite culture; and uncovering the social semiotics 
of the strategies and cultural practices of peasant insurgencies themselves.3 
The insight of Guha was that the subaltern, by definition not registered or 
registrable as a historical subject capable of hegemonic action (seen, that is, 
through the prism of colonial administrators or "educated" native leaders), 
is nevertheless present in unexpected structural dichotomies, fissures in 
the forms of hierarchy and hegemony, and, in turn, in the constitution of the 
heroes of the national drama, writing, literature, education, institutions, and 
the administration of law and authority. 

The subaltern, in other words, is not only acted on, despite the ten- 
dency in traditional paradigms to see it as a passive or "absent" subject that 
can be mobilized only from above; it also acts to produce social effects that 
2. Ranajit Guha, "On Some Aspects of the Historiography of Colonial India," in Selected 
Subaltern Studies, 37-43. 
3. The classic statement of this double endeavor is Guha's "The Prose of Counter- 
Insurgency," in Selected Subaltern Studies, 45-84. 
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are visible, if not always predictable or understandable, by these paradigms 
or the state policies and research projects they authorize. It is the recogni- 
tion of this role of the subaltern, how it curves, alters, modifies our life strate- 
gies of learning, understanding, and research, that underlies the doubts 
besetting these traditional disciplinary and historiographic paradigms, para- 
digms that are themselves related to the social projects of national, regional, 
and international elites seeking to manage or control subject populations 
and that bring in their wake the danger of filtering cultural hegemonies all 
the way across the political spectrum, from the elites themselves to the epis- 
temologies and discourses of revolutionary movements looking to subvert 
their power in the name of the "people." 

The Subaltern in Latin American Studies 

The limits of elite historiography in relation to the subaltern do not 
come as an unexpected theoretical surprise in Latin American Studies, 
which has long worked with the assumption that nation and national are not 
popular, all-inclusive terms. The concept and representation of subalternity 
developed by the South Asian Subaltern Studies Group does not gain cur- 
rency until the 1980s; but Latin American Studies has been involved with 
related issues since its inauguration as a field in the 1960s. The constitution 
of the field itself (and of the Latin American Studies Association as its orga- 
nizational form) as a necessarily interdisciplinary formation corresponds to 
the way in which the South Asian group conceptualized the subaltern as a 
subject that emerges across, or at the intersections of, a spectrum of aca- 
demic disciplines ranging from the philosophical critique of metaphysics, to 
contemporary literary and cultural theory, to history and the social sciences. 
Indeed, the force behind the problem of the subaltern in Latin America could 
be said to arise directly out of the need to reconceptualize the relation of 
nation, state, and "people" in the three social movements that have centrally 
shaped the contours and concerns of Latin American Studies (as of modern 
Latin America itself): the Mexican, Cuban, and Nicaraguan Revolutions. 

We may plot the relationship of the emergence of Latin American 
Studies with the problem of the conceptualization of subalternity in terms 
of three major phases from 1960 to the present. 

Phase One: 1960-1968 
As is well known, although most of Latin America gained formal inde- 

pendence in the nineteenth century, the resulting postcolonial nation-states 
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were ruled predominantly by white criollos who developed internal colo- 
nial regimes with respect to the Indians, the slaves of African descent, the 
mestizo or mulatto peasantry, and the nascent proletariats. The Mexican 
Revolution marked a point of departure from this white- (and male-) domi- 
nated, oligarchic, and Eurocentric model of development, depending as it 
did on the agency of Indians and poor mestizos not only as soldiers but 
also as leaders and strategists of the revolutionary upheaval. In postrevo- 
lutionary Mexico, however, in a process that has been amply studied, this 
protagonism was blunted at the economic, political, and cultural levels in 
favor of the rise of a new mestizo upper and middle class by the suppres- 
sion of Indian leaders and communities, and by the resubalternization of the 
Indian as a "cultural" artifact of the new state apparatus (e.g., in Mexican 
muralism) rather than as an actual historical-political agent. 

The Cuban Revolution represents a partial revival of the impulse 
toward a surfacing of the subaltern, in particular raising against the primacy 
of Eurocentric historiographic and cultural paradigms on both a practical 
and a theoretical level the question of the non- (or post-) European character 
of the social subject of Latin American history in the context of decoloniza- 
tion. Roberto Fernandez Retamar's rereading of Fanon and the discourse 
of national liberation in his essay Caliban was an example of the new ways 
of conceptualizing Latin American history and identity. 

This impulse influenced not only the Boom writers in literature, such 
as Mario Vargas Llosa, Carlos Fuentes, and Gabriel Garcia Marquez, but 
also intellectuals in the social sciences, such as Andre Gunder Frank and 
the dependency-school theorists. Both groups came to see the establish- 
ment of viable economies and societies in Latin America as contingent on a 
radical structural "break" with the dominant system, a break that, at least in 
theory, would both allow and be produced by the protagonism of subaltern 
subjects. 

The Cuban Revolution opened up cultural and political practices that 
were no longer satisfied with the representation of the social subject of 
Latin American history as the middle or upper class. The new prestige the 
revolution gave to Marxism among Latin American intellectuals and cul- 
tural workers provided an optimism and epistemological certainty regarding 
the nature of historical agency. The concept of the people as the "work- 
ing masses" became the new center of representation. Among the most 
significant results of this shift in the field of culture were the documentary 
film school of Santa Fe created in Argentina by Fernando Birri, the films 
of the Brazilian Cinema Nouvo and Cuba's ICAIC, the Bolivian concept of 
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"film with-the-people" developed by Jorge Sanjines and Grupo Ukamu, the 
Colombian "teatro de creaci6n colectiva," the Teatro Escambray in Cuba, 
and related movements in the United States like the Teatro Campesino. 

But, even where this work engaged problems of gender, race, lan- 
guage, and the like, its insistence on a unitary, class-based subject and its 
concomitant assumption of the identity of theoretical-literary texts produced 
by elite intellectuals with this subject veiled the disparity of blacks, Indians, 
Chicanos, and women; alternative models of sexuality and of the body; 
alternative epistemologies and ontologies; the existence of those who had 
not entered into a social pact with the (revolutionary) state; the "lumpen." 
(A good dramatization of the issues involved, but one that also is "part of 
the problem" in its manner of posing them, was Sara G6mez's exploration 
of class, race, and gender conflicts in postrevolutionary Cuba in her film De 
Cierta Manera [One Way or Another].) The subject of history was never in 
question, and so neither was the adequacy of its representation (both in the 
mimetic and the political sense) by revolutionary sects, by the new forms 
of art and culture, or by new theoretical paradigms like dependency theory 
or Althusserian Marxism. 

Phase Two: 1968-1979 
The crisis of the model of protagonism represented by the Cuban 

Revolution comes with the collapse of Che Guevara's guerrilla group in 
Bolivia and of the foco-based guerrilla fronts generally in the late 1960s, 
a collapse predicated in part on the separation between these groups and 
the masses they sought to dynamize into revolutionary action (an eerily 
apt image of this was Guevara's recognition, noted in his Bolivian Diary, of 
the lack of response in the eyes of the Aymara-speaking peasants of the 
altiplano he was trying to organize). 

The U.S. New Left and antiwar movement, the French "May," and the 
student demonstrations and subsequent massacre at Tlatelolco in Mexico 
in 1968 signal the entrance of students as political actors onto the world 
stage, displacing traditional social-democratic or Communist parties and 
formations. The cultural practices informing this insurgency are exemplified 
in Latin America by Violeta Parra and the nueva trova movement in Latin 
American music, or by the emergence of reggae and some forms of rock 
as oppositional musics. The moment is characterized politically, on the one 
hand, by a "generational" struggle between elite and middle sectors and 
a new, class-amorphous social sector, which the student-based New Left 
seeks to represent; on the other, by the broad alliance politics or popu- 
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lar frontism of movements such as the Chilean UP (Popular Unity) under 
Allende. 

In cultural production, the emergence of testimonial and documen- 
tary forms shifts dramatically the parameters of representation away from 
the writer and the avant-gardes. In contrast to the ambition of the Boom 
novelists to "speak for" Latin America, the subaltern subject represented 
in the testimonial text becomes part of the construction of the text itself. 
The dissatisfaction with the Boom's male-centered strategy of "metafiction- 
ality" leads to a new emphasis on the concrete, the personal, the "small 
history," writing (or video work) by women, political prisoners, lumpen, and 
gays, raising, in the process, questions of who represents whom. Simulta- 
neously, there is the initiative in academic literary criticism to construct a 
"social history" of Latin American literature, represented by projects such 
as the Ideologies and Literature group at the University of Minnesota and 
the Instituto de Estudios Latinoamericanos "R6mulo Gallegos" in Caracas, 
both nourished by the diaspora of Southern Cone leftist intellectuals in the 
years following 1973. 

This phase also marks the introduction into Latin America of French 
poststructuralist theory, Gramscian Marxism, and the heritage of the Frank- 
furt school, which serves to destabilize some of the assumptions of the 
various forms of orthodox Marxism dominant in the 1960s and the model 
of "modernization" generated in U.S. social sciences. In response to the 
formalism of structuralist semiotics, a "social" semiotics stressing hetero- 
glossia, dialogism, and the multiplicity of discourses and signifying practices 
gains currency, impelled by the Latin American reception of the work of 
Bakhtin, Voloshinov, Lotman and the School of Tartu, and the emerging 
field of popular culture studies in the United States and Great Britain. 

Phase Three: The 1980s 
The Nicaraguan Revolution, and the contingent spread and impor- 

tance of liberation theology theory and practice, become primary points of 
reference in this phase. Culture, democratization, global, "post-" (Marx- 
ism, modernism, structuralism) become key words. High culture forms such 
as literature are bracketed by the critiques developed by deconstruction, 
feminism, black and Chicano studies in the United States, and in their place, 
an anthropological sense of culture as "lived experience" comes to the fore. 
In tandem with the emergence of projects such as the Subaltern Studies 
Group, or the Birmingham Center for Cultural Studies directed by Jamaican 
Stuart Hall, Latin Americanists begin to question deeply the persistence 



116 boundary 2 / Fall 1993 

in Latin American modernity of colonial or neocolonial systems of repre- 
sentation.4 There is a new sense that both cultural and political dynamics 
have begun to function in a global context that problematizes the center- 
periphery model of dependency theory as well as the strategies of economic 
nationalism that follow from it (the end of the growth cycle of the sixties and 
the debt crisis will be the dominant economic facts of the decade in Latin 
America). 

The rapid development and spread of information technology is the 
defining technological feature of this phase, permitting, among other things, 
the circulation of texts and cultural practices from areas of the formerly 
colonial world in new, global circuits of information retrieval and exchange 
(the publication, subsequent reception, and current centrality in the U.S. 
multiculturalism debate of Rigoberta Menchu's testimonio, is one small, but 
significant, example of the new ways in which cultural objects are created 
and circulate). With the proliferation of television, the dominant new cultural 
form in Latin America becomes the telenovela, and communications the 
fastest growing academic field. 

It is the moment, precisely, of the emergence of Cultural Studies 
within the Anglo-American academy, an emergence fueled by the conjunc- 
tion of feminist theory and activism, the critique of colonial discourse, new 
forms of Marxism and social theory (Jameson, Mouffe and Laclau's "post- 
Marxism," Lyotard's postmodern condition), the psychoanalytic account of 
the construction of the subject provided by Lacanian theory, the new at- 
tention to the mass media and popular culture, and the new experiences 
of globality and simultaneity. With a delay of about five years, this emer- 
gence is replicated in Latin America itself and in Latin American Studies. It 
would be appropriate, then, to conclude this narrative of the relation of the 
problem of subalternity to Latin American Studies with two observations: 
(1) the project of developing a Latin American Subaltern Studies Group 
such as the one we are proposing represents one aspect, albeit a crucial 
one, of the larger emergent field of Latin American Cultural Studies; (2) in 
the new situation of globality, the signifier Latin American itself now refers 
also to significant social forces within the United States, which has now be- 
come the fourth- or fifth-largest Spanish-speaking nation in the world (out 
of twenty). 

4. See, for example, Angel Rama's posthumous La ciudad letrada (Hanover, N.H.: Edi- 
ciones del Norte, 1984). 
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Founding Concepts and Strategies 
It is above all the emerging consensus on the need for a democratic 

world order that sets the stage for our work. The ethical and epistemological 
nature of this consensus and the fate of the processes of redemocratiza- 
tion in Latin America itself are, we believe, linked in ways that impose new 
urgencies and challenges on our work as scholars and teachers. These 
involve, on the one hand, a heightened sensitivity to the complexities of 
social difference and, on the other, the composition of a plural, but bounded, 
space or platform of research and discussion in which everyone has a place. 
Traditional configurations of democracy and the nation-state have barred 
subaltern social classes and groups from actively participating both in the 
political process and in the constitution of academically authorized knowl- 
edge, and have not recognized their potential contributions as a pool of 
human capital, except by default. 

What is clear from the work of the South Asian Subaltern Studies 
Group is the axiom that the elites represented by the national bourgeoisie 
and/or the colonial administration are responsible for inventing the ideology 
and reality of nationalism. Their way of looking at things is located within the 
parameters of the nation-state as constituted at points of intersection, and 
interest, between a formerly hegemonic colonial power and a future post- 
colonial system of new states, in which they will play key leadership roles. 
At the same time, it is what Guha calls the "historic failure of the nation 
to come into its own,"5 a failure due to the inadequacy of elite leadership, 
that is the central problematic of postcoloniality. The new global political 
economy brings in its wake a conceptual movement to de-emphasize para- 
digms of nation and independence, a shift that accounts for the changes 
in terminology in the social sciences. Consensus, pluralism, democracy, 
subalternity, power shift, new global order, and Grand Area are examples 
of this mutation. They have substituted terms such as modernization, dic- 
tatorship, party, revolution, metropolis/periphery, development, national- 
ism, and national liberation. One of our first tasks is to track the ways in 
which terms mutate, and what it means to use a given terminology. 

In addition to conceptualizing nation as at least a dual space (colo- 
nial or metropolitan/Creole elites; Creole elites/subaltern groups), the study 
of the subaltern in Latin America involves other structural dichotomies. As 

5. Guha, "On Some Aspects," 43. 



118 boundary 2 / Fall 1993 

a space of counterposition and collision, the nation includes multiple frac- 
tures of language, race, ethnicity, gender, class, and the resulting tensions 
between assimilation (ethnic dilution and homogenization) and confronta- 
tion (passive resistance, insurgency, strikes, terrorism). The subaltern func- 
tions as a "migrating" subject, both in its own cultural self-representations 
and in the changing nature of its social pact with the state(s). According to 
both the mode of production narrative of classical Marxism and the mod- 
ernization narrative of sociological functionalism, a migrating subject must 
be plotted against its position in the stages of development of a national 
economy. In such narratives, the consent of the subaltern classes and their 
identity as economic categories underwrite the increased productivity that 
is the sign of progress and economic stability. The question of the nature 
of the subaltern social pact is integral to the effective functioning of govern- 
ments in the present, as much as to plotting their future. 

De-nationalization is simultaneously a limit and a threshold of our 
project. The "de-territorialization" of the nation-state under the impact of 
the new permeability of frontiers to capital-labor flows merely replicates, in 
effect, the genetic process of implantation of a colonial economy in Latin 
America in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. It is not only that we 
can no longer operate solely within the prototype of nationhood; the con- 
cept of the nation, itself tied to the protagonism of Creole elites concerned 
to dominate and/or manage other social groups or classes in their own soci- 
eties, has obscured, from the start, the presence and reality of subaltern 
social subjects in Latin American history. We need, in this sense, to go 
backward to consider both pre-Columbian and colonial forms of prenational 
territorialization, as well as forward to think about newly emerging territo- 
rial subdivisions, permeable frontiers, regional logics, and concepts such 
as Commonwealth or Pan-Americanism. 

Calling the concept of nation into question affects, in turn, "national" 
notions of elite and subaltern. In Latin America (and now in the United 
States), patterns of migration, or the recent phenomenon of resettlement, 
impinge on existing social and economic formations, their legal status guar- 
anteed by the state, and consequently on the representation and protago- 
nism of the subaltern. What are the boundaries of Latin America if, for 
instance, we consider New York the largest Puerto Rican metropolis and 
Los Angeles the second-largest Mexican metropolis? Or, if we are dealing 
with the English-speaking Afro-Caribbeans of the Atlantic Coast of Nica- 
ragua who call themselves Creoles and whose cultural tastes include U.S. 
country music and Jamaican reggae? 
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This insistence on thinking the subaltern from the standpoint of post- 
modernity does not mean that we do not intend to pursue the traces of 
previous cultural hegemonies in the formation of the subaltern or of the cor- 
responding area-elites. We can find the subaltern only in the seams of the 
previously articulated sociocultural and administrative practices and episte- 
mologies, in the cloning of cultural mentalities, and in the contingent social 
pacts that occur at every transitional juncture. According to elite writings, 
nationalism is an idealist venture conducted by the same elite, guided in 
part by a "literary" ideal of nationhood. The native elite, with its antagonism 
toward the colonizer, allegedly advocates the good of the people, the sub- 
altern classes, claiming altruism and self-abnegation instead of a search for 
class empowerment. The history of the national bourgeoisie becomes the 
spiritual (auto)biography of the elite, a fact not lost on the subaltern classes 
and directly contributing to their political and cultural formations (the well- 
known resistance to Spanish-language literacy in some Indian areas and to 
"high culture" generally on the part of subaltern groups, for example). Not 
to acknowledge the contribution of the people to their own history manifests 
the poverty of historiography and points to crucial reasons for the failures 
of national programs of "popular" entitlement. Subaltern (trans)nationalism 
is recorded negatively only as a problem of law and order, and positively 
only as a response to the charisma of elite leaders, in other words, as ver- 
tical mobilization through the populist or media manipulation of groups and 
factions. 

To represent subalternity in Latin America, in whatever form it takes 
wherever it appears-nation, hacienda, work place, home, informal sector, 
black market-to find the blank space where it speaks as a sociopoliti- 
cal subject, requires us to explore the margins of the state. Our premise, 
again, is that the nation, as a conceptual space, is not identical to the nation 
as state. Our initial concepts are therefore more geographical than institu- 
tional. Our research strategies oblige us to do archaeological work in the 
interstices of the forms of either domination-law and order/military and 
police powers-or integration-learning and schooling. From the perspec- 
tive of subalternity, the alternate use of police and teachers may well be 
coordinated strategies of transnational projects for economic extraction and 
territorial administration. We must be careful, in the process of conceptu- 
alizing subalternity, not to ensnare ourselves in the problem, dominant in 
previous articulations of "national" liberation (for example, in some forms 
of Puerto Rican nationalism or in Latin American literary Arielism), of the 
national elite itself as subaltern, that is, as transcriber, translator, interpreter, 
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editor: to avoid, in other words, the construction of postcolonial intelligen- 
tsias as "sharecroppers" in metropolitan cultural hegemony. This is not to 
dismiss the problem but simply to indicate that retaining a focus on the in- 
telligentsia and on its characteristic intellectual practices-centered on the 
cultivation of writing, science, and the like-leaves us in the space of his- 
toriographic prejudice and "not-seeing" that Guha identified in his studies 
of peasant insurgency.6 

To the extent that nation and national are reconceptualized as 
colored, and move from criollo to mestizo, from mestizo to mulatto, black, 
and Indian, from male to female, we approximate more closely the idea 
of territoriality-areas, spaces, and geography-we seek to encompass. 
In other words, it is the inter/national, internecine deinstitutionalized social 
subject that confirms the structure of globalization, of population control 
(political as much as biological), be it in terms of "prestige," "culture," or 
maquiladoras. Paying attention to and acknowledging the presence of this 
subject is an index of the importance of the subaltern groups, of how they 
force themselves into the administrative structures and practices of domi- 
nation as flesh-and-blood living beings. Since colonial and "national" episte- 
mologies have given them the status of objects, their activity seems "erup- 
tive," breaking with models of vertical mobilization and calling into question 
hegemonic party/state forms of social control and representation, forcing 
the state and its agents (including university professors and research foun- 
dation staff) to negotiate a more horizontal social and research dynamic or 
to face the bomb in the path of their own project of making history. 

We do not, however, want to simply exclude the question of the 
"national" and forms of nationalism and "national-popular" mobilization, 
for example, the sort involved in the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua 
(we are influenced here by the work of Carlos Vilas on the question of 

6. This may indicate one point of difference between the Subaltern Studies proposal and 
those of, for example, Roberto Fernandez Retamar or Edward Said, with which it shares 
many concerns. In his foreword to Selected Subaltern Studies, Said puts Guha and 
the members of the group in the company of Fanon, Salman Rushdie, Gabriel Garcia 
Marquez, Ngugi wa Thiongo, C. L. R. James, et cetera (ix-x). This is appropriate to the 
extent that their work is, in Said's words, "a hybrid," partaking jointly of Western and 
non-Western concerns and theory. But where Said and Retamar envision a new type 
of intellectual as the protagonist of decolonization, the, admittedly paradoxical, intent of 
Subaltern Studies is precisely to displace the centrality of intellectuals and intellectual 
"culture" in social history. 
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the identity of the social subject of the revolution).7 Neither do we want 
to establish a fissure between the theoretical and the political. The sub- 
altern is not one thing. It is, to repeat, a mutating, migrating subject. Even 
if we agree with the general concept of the subaltern as the masses of the 
laboring population and the intermediate strata, we cannot abjure the inclu- 
sion of nonworking subjects unless we want to run the risk of repeating the 
mistake of classical Marxism on the question of how social agency is con- 
structed. We need to access the vast (and mobile) array of the masses- 
peasants, proletarians, the informal and formal sectors, the sub- and under- 
employed, vendors, those outside or at the margin of the money economy, 
lumpens and ex-lumpens of all sorts, children, the growing numbers of the 
homeless ... 

We need to conclude this statement, however, with a recognition of 
the limits of the idea of "studying" the subaltern and a caution to ourselves 
in setting out to do this. Our project, in which a team of researchers and their 
collaborators in elite metropolitan universities want to extricate from docu- 
ments and practices the oral world of the subaltern, the structural presence 
of the unavoidable, indestructible, and effective subject who has proven 
us wrong-she/he who has demonstrated that we did not know them- 
must itself confront the dilemma of subaltern resistance to and insurgency 
against elite conceptualizations. Clearly, it is a question not only of new 
ways of looking at the subaltern, new and more powerful forms of infor- 
mation retrieval, but also of building new relations between ourselves and 
those human contemporaries whom we posit as objects of study. Rigoberta 
Menchi's injunction at the end of her famous testimonio is perhaps relevant 
in this regard: "I'm still keeping secret what I think no-one should know. Not 
even anthropologists or intellectuals, no matter how many books they have, 
can find out all our secrets."8 

7. Carlos Vilas, The Sandinista Revolution: National Liberation and Social Transformation 
in Central America (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1986). 
8. Rigoberta Menchui, I, Rigoberta MenchO: An Indian Woman in Guatemala, trans. Ann 
Wright (London: Verso, 1984). 
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