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recently, the social location and ideology of the readers and in-
terpreters of such texts.” As a result, the issue of perspective or
standpoint has come fully to the fore in both theological and crit-
jcal disciplines, with a corresponding and sustained critical focus
on the theologian or interpreter and his or her social location.

To be sure, this issue of perspective and social location was not
altogether absent from the traditional theological or interpretive
enterprises, though it was never explicitly addressed or analyzed
as such: systematic theology always exhibited a profound regard
for its own religious or ecclesiastical tradition—that sense of and
search for a proper grounding in Catholic, Orthodox, Reformed,
or Evangelical theology; similarly, historical criticism constantly
emphasized the Sitz im Leben Or historical matrix of the text in
question, uniformly conceived in terms of theological content,
i.e., how the message OT teaching of the text presupposed, re-
fected, and addressed 2 particular historico-theological situation
or problem at hand.

However, recent theoretical developments have led to a radi-
cal expansion of this concept of perspective and social location.
In effect, social location 1s now seen as going well beyond both
religious affiliation and historico-theological matrix to include a
wide variety of identity factors such as gender, ethnic or racial
baekground, socioeconomic class, sociopolitical status and alle-
giance, sociocultural conventions, educational levels, and ideo-
logical stance. All of these factors are now perceived as shaping
or influencing the theological and interpretive tasks, and thus
subject to critical attention and analysis. Consequendy, neither
task is seen as reflecting or yielding a universal perspective, as
speaking for and to the world; rather, both tasks are seen as
pointing to, and reflecting the richness and dignity of, the local
perspective, howsoever defined: as speaking for and to the local
context, though also, to be sure, in critical dialogue with all oth-
er such voices in the world, and thus as speaking ultimately to

the entire world as well.?

HISPANIC AMERICANS AS SOCIAL LOCATION

One such configuration of social location, presently giving rise
to its own theological and hermeneutical voice, is that of Hispan-
ic Americans, circumscribed both in terms of ethnic background
(Hispanic) and sociopolitical status and allegiance (American):
individuals of Hispanic descent, associated in one way or another
with the Americas, who now live, for any number of reasons, on a
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permanent basis in the United States." This group further reveals
a complex twofold character: on one hand, it is quite distinct
and readily identifiable; on the other hand, it is also quite varied
and thoroughly diverse. Thus, it would be quite improper to re-
gard it, whether from the outside or the inside, as a monolithic
or uniform entity, except for specific and clearly articulated ana-
lytic or strategic reasons. In effect, I believe that Hispanic Ameri-
can theology must always be keenly mindful of the many similari-
ties that bring us together, as well as the many differences that
set us apart. In other words, I conceive of Hispanic American
theology as a rich theological locus or matrix within which a wide
variety of vibrant theological currents can be found; a rich theo-
logical voice within which a broad variety of distinctive inflec-
tions can be perceived.

In what follows, I should like to pursue a number of funda-
mental similarities and differences to be found within the group
as a preliminary step towards a beginning elaboration on my part
of an autochthonous, self-conscious, and critical Hispanic Ameri-
can theology and hermeneutic—a theology and a hermeneutic
that I see as characterized by a radical sense of mixture and oth-

erness, of mezcolanza and otredad, both unsettling and liberating
at the same time.”

Hispanic Americans: Binding Similarities

One finds a very clear and pronounced tendency from outside
the group to describe all Hispanic Americans in terms of an un-
differentiated and highly uncomplimentary sameness. While we
certainly do have many and profound characteristics in common,
Hispanic American theology must address and analyze in an
open, direct, and critical fashion both the image of the group n
the wider society—what is attributed unto us by way of stereotype
and prejudice; and the image of the group that we ourselves
have—what we consider to be our truly distinctive similarities.

1. A first similarity has to do, therefore, with external percep-
tion. There is no doubt that from the outside, from the point of
view of the dominant culture, a rather monolithic and highly dis-
paraging perception of Hispanic Americans does prevail.® Each
and every member of the group has myriad tales to tell in this re-
gard, many of which are remarkably and frighteningly similar.
Sad to say, such stories also abound in our churches, our semi-
naries and divinity schools, our graduate programs in religion—
right across the full breadth of the ecclesiastical and theological
spectrum, from left to right and right to Jelft?
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What is this popular conception of .the Hispanic Americant?ml_
should like to summarize it in what is perhaps 1ts mo_st ou 5
geous and virulent, though not at a:ll dncornmon, varizmor(i1 by
means of a cumulative series of adjeciives with correspon 1&11%
popular images: (a) lazy, unproductwe, unenterprimn%;—and
sleeping Mexican with the wide sombrero, drmkmfg teq;‘l_lsmrmd
whiling away the day against a wall, or a bunch 0 opet o
Caribbean men drinking beer and ‘playmg dominoes 2 ﬁ_ 1at.m,—
rundown park; (b) carefree, fun-ldvmg, romanun( sensua sy
lover types with bushy mustachios and_beguilm_g szn?inVOlu :
bright{olored, low-cut dresses; maracassWinging trios 1flln head[:-
tuous vedettes with plenty of fiowers or fruits upon tnetr c rs,
(c) disorderly, undisciplined, Yioient-——_uncontrolltidllgrogenie oan,_
breeding like rabbits, and knlfe—i.vielding gangs, 1 1%% on c an
other like animals; (d) vulgar, uninteihgent, unteacha e——ts nd
swarthy, and primitive people, w1_th funny bioker; accen st _ im
happily occupying the most menial and servile o oclcn_pai thie.
Aside from the extreme charac.ter of such a fdrmn ?udn, the
overall perception of thf(:i groul:; is clearly that of an inferior,

ivili: neducated people. ' .
Cwiiizzci;ezi?(i“:al sense, th(i)refgre, this is the first and lmlélledlatef
characteristic that unites all Hispanic Ame.ricans, re_gar esstﬁe
geographical origins, social status, Or educational ai-ttalinmin e 1
perception that the dominant culture ilas of us; the p %cti 0
which we have been relegated and codr1:51g1éied':3 the expectato

ibilities that have been granted unto us. .
ang.pgb:i:zloiid similarity has 10 do with_ who we are, with our 1cud-

ture, our history, and our language. It is an idenuty that 115 in u;i;-_
ently and uniquely mixed—we are 1ndeed a hybrid peolp € asw =
tizo and mulato people, whether mn biological or cultura t;?l 1nn ,ted
both.® It is this identity that has been traditionally ce Pil )rfida
throughout Hispanic Americ&a }?n the )12th of October, a hohday

av of La Raza (the race).

kn(g)viflntl?iitgreiedh;ind, we are the children of Spain and thus ot;i EU;;
rope, Mediterranean and Catholic Europe——deeplyhroc;iet 17
Western civilization as mediated by the language, the hlS ohr)li
and the culture of Spain. On the other harid, we are also t e(él 1S
dren of pre-Columbian America and Africa—deeply r%(ljlit ae
well in other ancient cultures, historiles, and 1ang'uagesl.) ust, gvr
are neither European nor Amerindlan nor African, but rg dtlae

criollos, the native children of the white and the black‘an s

brown, of the conquerors and the conquered, t_he. masters ?n"

the slaves, the North and the South.? Such mestizaje and mulatez
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permeates our art, our music, our language, our food, our reli-
gion, our very way of constructing and functioning in the world.
Thus, biological and/or cultura] miscegenation lies at our very
roots and stamps our very praxis, sharply distinguishing us in a
society that still thinks of itself by and large, even today,
of black and white. !

3. A third similarity concerns our sociopolitical status and al-
legiance, both past and present. On the one hand, we stand in g

in terms

ploitation; totalitarian and despotic governments, usually centered
around the personality cult of singularly unenlightened caudillps
(national leader; Siihrer; duce); widespread corruption and injus-
tice; and systematic violation of all human rights. It is a tradition at
once tragic and hopeful, predestined and changeable, utterly de-
spairing of politics yet firmly committed to life and freedom.

On the other hand, through our permanent presence in the
United States, our miscegenation has begun to acquire yet anoth-
er and radically different dimension: we are now also becoming
the children of Europe, Nordic and Protestant Europe, as medi-
ated by the Anglo-Saxon world. Through this tradition we have
not only begun to acquire a new language, culture, and history,
but have also come to know a very different and much more be.
nign political tradition, marked by freedom and stability—
national independence and se]f—determination; democratic and

based on the rule of law; and widespread respect for human
rights." It is a pragmatic and optimistic tradition, where our
deep commitment to life and freedom can at least hope to take
root and flower.

4. A final similarity concerns our present social conditions in
American society. The statistics clearly show that, as a whole, the
group is truly marginalized and disadvantaged.'? It is politically
underrepresented and ineffective—an enormous and crippling
disadvantage in the American political scene, where lobbying
and pressure constitute the very essence of political life; econom-
ically hard-pressed, with almost a quarter of its population living
in conditions of poverty, as defined by the government, and
many others on the borderline; and educationally precarious,
with an alarming rate of failure at all levels of the educational sys-
tem and severe underrepresentation in all skilled or professional
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lines of occupation.” At the same time, recent tr_endfs acrlxigats:liivgel;
Iso show the group as a whole bffcommg in asingly
2 oy f itself as a group within the society, more and mo
illing t0 Ot together as a united force in the light 9f sumla:r per-
Wﬂhtlil(;gntsoai(l:d cc%nditions, a growing and extensnLe interaction at
2:51‘}’ e o % V%leliiwti:: Eg?slgilgjrsegg E::IZ.ntral part of the
'SUCh_ fujilj(lilir:ils:rta :*:;Illtly and experience, and provide a basic
Hl?pamfcd arture for a Hispanic American theol(_)gy. We are a
D op 01' ing in two worlds: away from our traditional homel,
pﬂOP_le 1V11rzigestablishing a new home; firmly tied to a rlch cul-
el Emet ready and struggling to take on yet another d1m6111—
t}lra] pfaSt, l}'][ural miscegenation; accustomed to intolerable leve ;
f)lt(EJ go?iti(ézl oppression and instability, seaacging fort :dmgzi)lirznod
it m; rejected and denigra 1,
P?lli)tllrcez(l:ll ?sagira?iviﬂilecige, cujlture, and counUg—lnbit?Eltiiz
i ) !
i and of promise and plenty. We are t us 1
rpnelg;tlg ztt}lllf)ine in ngither world—the permanent “others.
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i itle “Hi ic Americans” or any other
with the title “Hispanic ' g cmumen &
ellations are not of ou
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i iven unto us. On the other hand, :
ing, but are rather give other ha v e al
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It would be foolish to pretend, therefore, that the Mexican tra-
dition is parallel to the Caribbean, or that the tradition of the
upper Andes, of Peru and Ecuador, corresponds to that of the
lower Andes, of Chile and Argentina. Similarly, it would be fool-
ish to pretend that all Caribbean peoples share the very same tra-
dition, be they Cubans, Dominicans, or Puerto Ricans. Such di-
versity of traditions lends enormous richness to our theological
voice and should not be submerged.

2. A second difference concerns the nature of, and rationale
for, our present socio-political status and allegiance. One finds
among Hispanic Americans many who are first-generation immi-
grants, who have come to this country for political and/or eco-
nomic reasons—for this group, exile tends to override minority
status as the fundamental reality. Many others are the children,
immediate or distant, of immigrants—for this group, minority
status tends to be the predominant reality. And there are many,
who, to the great surprise and amazement of the dominant cul-
ture, are not immigrants at all, but rather acquired subjects
through expansionism and annexation—for this group, minority
status is sharpened by a history of previous or ongoing colonial-
ism as the fundamental reality."”

Again, it would be foolish to pretend that the most recent ex-
perience of Nicaraguans, Guatemalans, or Salvadoreans fleeing
for their lives in the midst of civil war is similar to that of the
great migration of Puerto Rican families to the cities of the
Northeast in the 1940s and 50s, or that the massive exile of Cu-
bans in the 1960s and 70s is similar to the situation of Mexican
Americans born in the borderlands of the Southwest, or Puerto
Ricans living on the island. Such experiences provide the many
hues and tones of our theological voice and should not be ig-
nored.

3. A third difference has to do with our socioreligious affilia-
tion. While traditionally, to be sure, Roman Catholicism, in any
of its various forms and expressions within a broad syncretistic
framework, has been the basic religious matrix for the vast major-
ity of Hispanic Americans, such is no longer the case; indeed, to
the great alarm of the Catholic clergy and episcopacy, recent
years have seen a phenomenal growth, both here and in Latin
America, of the Protestant churches. From an ecclesiastical point
of view, therefore, the group is not only extremely diverse, but
also (and regrettably), minimally ecumenical.

Again, it would be foolish to pretend that the world of Roman
Catholic Hispanics, deeply steeped in popular religiosity, corre-
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sponds to that of Protestant Hispanics, f(_)r wh(fnf]gI ‘the Blcblffr ((;(t);;:
i iding light, or that the vision ol Flispanic . :
stitutes the guiding hght, : ey ik
i inli hurches is the same as tha P
tants in the mainline c L of Hispan'e
i i tecostal churches. Such persp
testants in evangelical or pen

Eizfzs provide the many subtle and notso-subtle colors of our
theological voice and should not be overloo‘ked. ' ¢ oaci 5F
Such fundamental differences also constitute a centrelldp Lo
the Hispanic American reality and experience, and prol\fl e ?r }Fus
ther point of departure for a Hispanic Amle(llrlczll)n ttl;_eodo(;ggiﬂselveq
i live in two worlds, but Iin g

ain, we are a people who
a% home in neither one. As such, however, we shalre a world of
ELihe past, but we do so with many homes,_ many mlxtures,hmanz
traditioriq and many conceptions of reality. }YVE furt?er s i{;ﬂy

B i i aces
t again, we do so with many s
world of the present, but ag i eped
i i isions of God and the world.

histories, and many vision _ _
not only a bicultural people but a multicultural people, the per
manent others who are also in various respects others to one an

other.

A HISPANIC AMERICAN THEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Out of this rich, complex, and rapidly growing social conﬁgﬁ;
ration, a strong theological voice. has_ begup to errlxe?ge rilr'lc x;zims
years, a voice that I like to describe, in deliberate y 11;10 e a:
as a manifest destiny—self—conﬁdent, vel_lgmfénii z;ln u neu};pc)al
ble. In keeping with the larger .theololg::;iiil igar(:hegr?(feree(lom

ments outlined above, it 1s a vo1C dim,
iCirf;Z;)OeI;ldence, and autonomy; a vpice .that seelfs tohs;zea‘l; hlfI:lS 1tt(s).
own terms and with its own visions in _mmd; a.v01ce tha y\(r)ln oy
lay claim to its own reality and experience, give effgpresmw
own view of God and the world, and chart its own ut‘l,;l‘e}; -

In what follows, I should like to artlcplate some o t e1 u -
mental lines and contours of a_l—.llsparln;:l _Ar?lf;lgir;pt;rﬁi (A;g]){fl,e 2
viewed from my own angle of vision within the ‘ iy

reality and experience—a first-generation immigran of Gz 3
f1:‘;[11;162111 dzscent, sppeciﬁcally from the Cuban .e}-(penenci oli E;)élgt
cal exile, and grounded in a Romap Cathlollm_smuml'lc 1 et
home in popular religiosity .tha}l in a h‘StO“fl:% ytlllréolo g,that
and politically retrograde ins‘tuutlonal church. The ; ez%zlama
I envision is a theology of mixture and otherness—of m
an?.ogtef:%da theology cannot but be a theology of strggglt?, 123:;
ation, and self-determination.'® Given the overwhelming cu
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barriers faced by all members of the group (the dominant per-
ception of an inferior, uncivilized, and uneducated people), and
the enormous social barriers faced by a vast majority of the
group (e.g., political, socioeconomic, and educational), such a
theology inevitably involves a path of struggle, liberation, and
self-determination. The theology of mixture and otherness is a
theology that is very much on the way—from exclusion to inclu-
sion, from passivity to action, from silence to speech, from margi-
nalization as an inferior other to an autochthonous, self-
conscious, and critical irruption of an other that does not regard
or present itself as superior—that would be a tragic mistake, in
the divisive tradition of colonialism*—but rather as an equal.
First, such a theology must engage in an active and sustained
struggle against the reigning social perceptions and conditions,
exposing them for what they are, their rationales and conse-
quences, openly and without fear. This is a struggle that must also
be waged in ecclesiastical and theological circles. As such, it is a
theology that demands conscientization, education, and sophisti-
cation. Second, it must have liberation in mind, a compelling and
eschatological view of a different world with different possibilities
and alternatives, a world in which human dignity, respect, and
rights prevail. This concept of liberation must be extended as
well to the ecclesiastical and theological realms. As such, it is a
theology that demands commitment, strategy, and savoir-faire.
Third, it must strive for self-determination in the retrieval and re-
telling of its own history, in the articulation of its own view of real-
ity, and in the expression of its own future dreams and visions.
This sense of self-determination is likewise imperative in all theo-
logical and ecclesiastical circles. As such, it is a theology that de-
mands self-confidence, self-definition, and self-direction.

These three essential components of the Hispanic American
theology envisioned—struggle, liberation, and self-determina-
tion—I do not see at all as separate or sequential but rather as
thorougly interrelated and interdependent, though any one ele-
ment may predominate at any one time, depending on the cir-
cumstances and the strategic aims in question.

2. Such a theology must be ultimately and radically grounded in
our profound sense of otherness, our twofold experience of living
in two worlds but at home in neither one, and always playing the
role of others. This experience is both unsettling and liberating.

The experience is quite unsettling insofar as we find no true
and permanent home anywhere—having left our traditional
home, we find that our present home is alien, invariably disdain-
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ful and hostile; leaving our present home, we fu:jd nthz;tn(()juﬁ rt:;(r:ln -
tional home is also alien, largely uncomprehendi gwe o el
ic. We no longer fit where we came from, an Y
atheﬁc- here we are. Both our present and fo.rme'l-" compatr}
do nm,ﬁ:;lw s askance, as strangers, though a major dlfference l-i
otsl—j:gsgteg ink this régard: while the latter do so,t?g; t};lea 1:1}?1;
o i st without exception, harsily.
part, bemgﬂl}’;e tiksmaligrcr:lrtlﬁié Elt?;l?ating insofar as we perc.ewe‘lfnf-
L Xpem}f;nc tent to which all reality has a social exterior, S'C?i -
med'latdy ) lefefndation. We function relatively well‘ in our tradi-
ff)ldlﬂg: i 'O :ve know its traditions and conventions; we 'EL%SO
UOHEﬂ. homesr.e or less well in our present home: we have a\hsot
flmCUO? rl?o its conventions and traditions. We know w };a
gk }?OW rlci move, and we find that we can go from t'ei
T e the ‘:}Vl?er and baék again—in an endless process of socia
o el t'he Oand retranslation—rather easily. We can thus com;
ll‘aﬂﬂﬂﬂg e trast such worlds: the things people do, Fhe reasons
hy 'an fionthemh the overall framework that underlies and sus-
‘gilzsu;lizh (E)iCtiOHS’ and rationales. We kr(xiowh,. t?er;{ggeénliitoxi
i e, and this tor
Ciliﬂ - is\f(:snise?ktzn;aféczb?ﬁd if)l c;?ftsle; a fhndamental critique of
Eo%}? V%orlds, an informed critique from the mstlltli:(.)logy —
Consequently, the theology 1 envision 1.5 a A
hew otherness and alienation, but 1ather‘1§se _ source
ﬂ? Egsgtity and affirmation, comfort and understanding,
0
™ arlSd cﬁt:;lt;rgélogy must be ultimately and raldically grou?de:;l
3.e]llui(rzl our biolt;gical and culturzlll mixture, in our ow;xa ”ﬁf a
o 'w' nd mulatez, in our OWn €Xpansive and_expandl?g Tg'té_and_
e uled or; both sides, by 2 see'mingly intractable w fl e
i)cl)zcllcilyr;ema’lity a Hispanic American theo][‘cl)vgy ﬁustfe‘:l gfther
ixt ioice in diversity. We, lIke
knowleﬁige }rlr'miigll:ledagfe fg)(tnf)il;nbiculturgl but also multicultu-
peo}i}\fe - Itl 1tzkke del,ight in reading, as our very own, Cer;z&;?i:
I(P:J"iil.illéi C:nd Asturias—and now Shakespeare, DICkenS;r?:mbo _1_ -
man; in’ listening to a zarzuela, a tango, a corrld;o,h?ii 1?31- i
musical comedy, a country ballad, or a Nﬁgro EMaya;l S
on a Velazquez, an Arawak petroglyp , OF o et
Fpurine——a Reynolds or a Benton; Im v151t}n'g % edo,
k:%lacfm, or Macchu Picchua—Cz'irpbndge or Wllillan;z urfnI —
As such, the theology I envision can playbt t:, x rxl‘yNorth B
role of self-conscious bridge or translatlt?rh ;nd S i white
South, first world and third world, Engls
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and every other color under the sun. First and foremost, such a
theology must be imbued with a deep sense of respect for the
“other,” moving beyond paralyzing stereotypes to understand
other theological voices in their own terms and visions. Given its
own perception as primitive and inconsequential, it must go out
of its way to acknowledge and understand the identity and digni-
ty of other theological voices. Second, it must go beyond an in-
formed understanding of the other to a proper conversation
with the other. Given its own tradition as mixed and marginal-
ized, it must avoid provincialism and engage in global dia-
logue—giving and taking, sharing and appropriating, enlighten-
ing and being enlightened. Third, it must go beyond proper
conversation with the other to critical exchange with that other.
Given its own history of domination and sense of self-
determination, it must be ready to offer and accept critique,
straightforwardly and to the point, kindly but firmly.

In a world of increasing and irreversible theological pluraliza-
tion and globalism, such a theology can indeed play a major and
constructive role. It has many skins, many faces, many tongues,
many mixtures. It knows them from within and without, and it is
not ashamed of any of its components. It is a theology that can-
not allow itself to override the other as it itself was overridden, or
to shun mixture as it itself was shunned; its mission is to respect
and affirm both itself and the other.

4. Again, such a theology must be profoundly critical: it must
constantly engage in critical exchange with other theological
voices, with its own theological ancestors, and with itself, in all its
many forms and variations. Given its sense of mixture and other-
ness, it is ideally suited for this task—it must regard all “reality” as
both nature and construction, life and interpretation, with an
underlying ideological basis and program, and hence subject to
analysis, critique, and change. Given its sense of origins, not only
in a historical tradition of violence and injustice, but also in an
ongoing context of marginalization and discrimination, it must
develop a highly refined hermeneutics of suspicion at its very
core, with a healthy and instinctive distrust of power and author-
ity, a questioning of everything and everyone. Given its sense of

silence and passivity, of expected docility and gentleness, it must
express such suspicion and critique loudly and without cease. It
is a theology that must embrace criticism as a vocation, and pro-
ceed to exercise it with aplomb and without reservations.

Such a theology cannot spare criticism with regard to other
theological voices, even emerging and allied voices: to do so
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sGiven the traditional understanding of mestizo and meslizaje as the mixeure of
Furopean and Amerindian and of mulato and mulatez as the mixture of Europe-
an and African, 1 do not like to use one term or the other. Thus, to refer to the
mixture as such, which includes the union of Amerindian and African (zambo) ,
[ prefer to use such terms as miscegenation or hybridization. All of the possible
mixtures were elaborately catalogued and named in the course of the colonial
period; such mixtures were brought to the canvas in a most revealing series of
family portraits painted in the 1760s by the Mexican artist, Miguel Cabrera.

"The term criollo has various connotations: (a) the children of Furopeans
born outside of Europe; (b) the children of Spaniards born in Hispan'\c Ameri-
ca, the descendants of szmiards in Hispanic America, or what is native to His-
panic America; (¢) children of Africans born outside Africa. See M. Moliner,
Diccionario, 1:803. [ am using it in a very broad sense, along the lines of the
third meaning of (b), with reference to all those born in Hispanic America, re-
gardless of origins or mixtures.
1wThe claim is not that miscegenation has always been appreciated or even ac-
knowledged, that racism is not present in our midst. The claim is that—whether
we like it or not, whether we admit it or deny it, whether we embrace it or excori-
ate it—we are mixed to the core. I am reminded in this regard of a delicious and
very ironic Caribbean song, entitled, “Y (u abuela onde etd” (“And where is your
grandmo\her?”), involving an aspiring family that tries t0 hide a darker-than-
tolerated grandmoLher in the kitchen of the house, while the chorus—the eyes of
the neighbors—-repea[edly asks, “and, by the way, where is your grandmother?”
The song not only reveals the racism of our own societies, though very different
from that experienced in U.S. society, but also the mixed nature of our people,
further conveyed by the antranslatable aphorism, “KI que no Liene de dinga, tiene de
mandinga.” 1f not from a biological point of view, then certainly from a cultural
oint of view, both saying and song hold true for us all. For the song itself, see the
CD album entitled, “Estampas de Luis Carbonell” (Kubaney, CDK-165).
g ch a contrast should not be seen in either/or terms. It does not take His-
anic Americans long to realize that the picture of the country traditionally X
ported abroad is only relatively true—not 'mfrequently, freedom is curtailed,
the democratic system compromised, 'mjustice and corruption overlooked, and
human rights violated. The streets are neither paved with gold, nor do the
poor, huddled masses receive 41l that warm a welcome. Relatively speaking,
trast does remain a significant one indeed. This contrast also
has a much darker and troubling side as well, as Hispanic Americans begin to
realize that their new country has been responsible, many times and in many

e subversion of freedom, its process and its hopes, and for the prop-
tion to the

however, the con

ways, for th
agation of injustice in their respective homelands—in direct opposi
values and ideals of the country.

1*The claim is not that there are no differences in social status or economic
class among Hispanic Americans, but that the group as a whole shows 2 consid-
erable lag with respect to the rest of the population, even among those who are
citizens of the country by birth.

1350n political power, S€¢, e.g., David Gonzalez, “Hispanic Voters Struggle to
Find the Strength in Their Numbers,” The New York Times 26 May 1991; on eco-
nomic distress, se€, €.8. Felicity Barringer, “Hispanic Americans Gain but Still
Lag Fconomically, Report Says,” The New York Times 11 April 1991; on educa-
tional problems, se¢, e.g., Karen de Will, “Rising Segregatiun is Found for His-
panic Students,” The New York Times 9 January 1992: A9.
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"Such developments are at work as well in theological circles. For example,
an ecumenical theological organization (La Comunidad of Hispanic American
Scholars and Teachers of Religion), associated with the Americdn Academy of
Religion, has been formed, facilitating a much-needed forum for discussion
and interaction. Similarly, in the fall of 1991, a highly successful ecumenical
conference on Hispanic Theology took place at Auburn Seminary in New York
City (“Faith Doing Justice: An Ecumenical Conference on Hispanic Theology™),
the first of many envisioned for the future.

"See, e.g., A. M. Isasi-Diaz, Hispanic Women: Prophetic Voice in the Church (San
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988)—a view of Hispanic women largely in terms of
Catholic women; H. Recinos, Hear the Cry! A Latino Pastor Challenges the Church
(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1989)—a view of the Hispanic
American reality largely in terms of the barrio, grounded in the Puerto Rican ex-
perience in the cities of the Northeast; J. Gonzdlez, Masiana: Theology from a His-
panic Perspeciive (Nashville: Abingdon, 1989)—a view of the Hispanic American
reality largely in terms of exile. Though in all cases explicit allowance is made
for differences, nevertheless one reality, that of the author, tends to become
representative of or paradigmatic for the others. On this point, see the sharp
comments by J. Quifionez-Ortiz, “The Mestizo Journey: Challenges for Hispanic
Theology,” Apuntes 11 (1991) 62-72.

"“The claim is not that division and separatism should be preserved and fos-
tered, whether within the group itself or in the country at large. Such a strategy
would be absurd, not only unattainable, but also highly counterproductive.
First, we already come, each and every one of us, from a tradition of mixture.
Second, we have established a permanent presence in the country. Third, we
can only find the social and political strength we need in union and numbers.
The claim is rather one of enlightened integration, whereby we do not lose an
essential part of our identity in and through such a mixture. The aim should be
a respectful and liberating mixture—enriching for each group, for Hispanic
Americans as a whole, and for the country at large.

"From a legal point of view, therefore, Hispanic Americans include born cit-
izens, naturalized citizens, legal residents, and illegal residents. There are also
many Hispanic temporary workers, both legal and illegal, but, given the ab-
sence of a permanent association with the country, this group does not qualify
as Hispanic American.

"In terms of the traditional system of theological and interpretive colonian-
ism, it is proper to speak further of an ongoing process of “decolonization,” a
process in which the voice and vision of the newly independent begin to take
shape with a view towards autonomous self-definition and self-direction. This
process involves of necessity a radical critique of the “colonizers,” of the theo-
logical “masters,” much to their surprise and consternation.

“For liberation as a fundamental characteristic of Hispanic American theol-
ogy, see my “A New Manilest Destiny: The Emerging Theological Voice of His-
panic Americans,” Religious Studies Review 17 (1991) 101-109; for liberation as a
fundamental characteristic of Hispanic American hermeneutics, see my “His-
panic American Theology and the Bible: Effective Weapon and Faithful Ally”
(see n. 4 above).

*See in this regard Edward W. Said, “Yeats and Decolonization,” in National-
ism, Colonialism, and Literature (S. Deane, ed.; Minneapolis: University of Minne-
sota Press, 1990) 69-95.
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MUJERISTA THEOLOGY'S METHOD: A LIBERATIVE PRAXIS,

A WAY OF LIFE

Ada Maria I. sasi-Diaz

a liberative praxis-—reﬂective action that
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