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Abril Trigo
Global Realignments and the Geopolitics of 
Transatlantic Studies: An Inquiry
I have always looked at Transatlantic Studies with a little bit of skepticism, given the relentless compartmentalization of fields of research and the compulsive bidding of new critical paradigms which come and go according to fashion, so prevalent in the global academic market. This innovation rush obeys not only to the whims of obsessive intellectuals, but to the pressing need to be always on the cutting edge, make an original contribution, and become a star in an academic market driven by planned obsolescence, the ideology of efficiency and reward, and the culture of instant gratification, which dictate the current entrepreneurial ethos of the institutions of higher learning and the intellectual marketplace. Restrained by skepticism but driven by curiosity, I questioned myself, what is new in Transatlantic Studies that makes of it a new critical paradigm, as many advocate? I could have started by mapping out the main topics, recurring texts and authors that fuel its growing body of research, and reviewing their most common methodologies, interdisciplinary apparatuses, and theoretical frameworks. But that would have been a grueling task given the scant theoretical production, which sharply contrasts with a thriving body of research. I am more interested in exploring the overlaying narratives and conflicting interests involved in their emergence and evolving configuration, in relation to the epistemological shifts, cultural transformations and geopolitical realignments brought on by globalization. 

My hypothesis is that Transatlantic Studies are the outcome of a dual shift: a geographical displacement provoked by the geopolitical de-bunking of area studies and an epistemological rift produced by the new global regime of capitalist accumulation. The geographical shift in the focus from continental regions to oceanic ranges was meant to salvage area studies from their virtual obsolescence; the epistemological rift from hardcore, neo-positivistic and development social sciences to relativistic, postmodern and postcolonial interculturalism was a response to the economically driven and globally experienced cultural turn. This combined shift, from which Transatlantic Studies emerged, translates profound geopolitical realignments, economic transformations and epistemological quandaries that traverse and make up our global age. As an outcome of this global realignment, the intellectual crisis of U.S. Hispanism and Spain’s freshly acquired international status, Hispanic Transatlantic Studies adopts this dual shift and adapts it to a renovated Pan-Hispanism. This complicates things further, insofar as it involves the overlapping interests of Spanish capitalism and transnational corporations, so that the first is put to work at the service of the latter under the pretense of a shared cultural tradition, and Hispanic imperial nostalgia becomes an alibi for global geopolitics. As Felipe González, former president of Spain, wrote in 1999: “Nuestro futuro como españoles en Europa pasa, sin que sea un capricho de la geografía, por Iberoamérica, por nuestra capacidad de interacción con esta parte de nuestra identidad que no debemos confundir con nosotros” (“Our European future as Spaniards –and this is not a geographical whim– is linked to Iberoamérica, due to our interaction with this part of our identity that we shouldn’t confuse with ourselves”) [2003, 115]. Or as José María Aznar, at that time president of Spain, said: “Nosotros tenemos una vocación atlántica evidente por nuestra posición geográfica y por nuestros lazos con América. ¿Cómo se puede explicar la historia de España sin América?” (“We have an Atlantic call thanks to our geographic position and our relation to America. How do we explain the history of Spain without taking America into consideration?”) [2004, 164]. If we accept Joseba Gabilondo’s definition of globalization as “the active and ahistorical actualization of history in so far as the latter can be mobilized by capital in order to further expand commodification in the present,” we must agree with him that “The Hispanic Atlantic, in its global and post-national/-colonial deployment, constitutes one case of such retro-jective mobilization of multinational capital” [2001]. 

The Geopolitical Shift of Area Studies
The crisis of area studies brought forth by the fading of Cold War politics, the challenge of the postmodern paradigm (the emergence of feminism, ethnic and cultural studies), and its rebuke as scientific colonialism, was met by different strategies. While the Report on the Restructuring of the Social Sciences written by the Gulbenkian Commission led by Immanuel Wallerstein recommended several innovations in area scholarship, particularly in regard to the opening of the social sciences to interdisciplinary research and the adoption of a global and systematic interpretation of contemporary events [1996], the Ford and the Rockefeller Foundations, important sources of funding for language and area training since the 1950s, promoted several projects to revitalize area studies, “lest it be supplanted by a vague globalism that avoids place, culture and language specificity. Central to this revitalization effort is the imagining of new geographies –new spatial frameworks that encourage alternative ways of seeing the world” [Lewis and Wiwen 1999, 161]. 
Consistent with this purpose, the Rockefeller Foundation funded the ambitious “Inter-American Cultural Studies Network,” whose transnational, post-national and global remapping of Pan-Americanism is pretty obvious. The project, directed by George Yúdice, aimed to adjust Latin American studies to the logics of globalization and redefine it as Cultural Studies of the Americas, an “uneven transnational space of inquiry and intervention… ‘The Americas’ –a single but incredibly complex fractal structure (re)emerging in global politics in the wake of current economic, social, and cultural reorganizations” [CULTNET]. The project’s cornerstone would be CULTNET, an electronic network of scholars, artists and activists throughout the Americas, which would serve as a forum and a clearinghouse for research and the promotion of collaborative work. However, the project’s most remarkable feature was its aim to establish some sort of institutional brokerage between U.S. cultural studies, practiced predominantly within the humanities with an emphasis on textual analysis and cultural studies in Latin America, more definitely empirical and socially concerned due to their liaisons to the social sciences and definite politics, in order to encourage cross-fertilization across transnational scenarios.

According to the same strategy, the Ford Foundation promoted several projects. Among the most important, it commissioned a white paper from the University of Chicago entitled “Area Studies: Regional Worlds (Globalization Project 1997),” which recommended moving away from static “trait geographies” and focusing instead on “process geographies,” in order that regions could be conceptualized as both dynamic and interconnected. In 1997 it started a new program called “Crossing Borders: Revitalizing Area Studies,” offering grants to thirty universities across the country to support interdisciplinary and inter-regional ways of thinking, writing and teaching about the world and finally, in 1999 it awarded larger grants to allow eighteen universities to continue their investigation. One of these programs was the “Oceans Connect: Culture, Capital, and Commodity Flows across Basins” at Duke University. The premise of this project was that the border crossings envisaged by the Ford Foundation could be accomplished by regrouping area scholars around maritime basins, or to put it differently, by redrawing area studies around military and commercial maritime flows. Of course, this idea of the Atlantic as a geopolitical crucible, first envisioned as a domain of inquiry by historians like Fernand Braudel and Pierre Chaunu, constitutes the strategic foundations of NATO, but eventually would evolve from the study of regional formations to the study of oceanic flows of people, commodities and cultures between different regions: “Here is the rule –or ought to be– follow the people, the money, the things, and the knowledges wherever they go […] The resulting history is not a global history; it remains local, regional, thematic, or even national. But it is a history that recognizes a global context, and at one level and in various degrees all histories share in a global history after 1500” [Bender 2007, xvii]. This is the intellectual and geopolitical bedrock of Transatlantic Studies. 

The Post-Theoretical Vantage Point
One of the most noticeable characteristics of Transatlantic Studies reproduced by Hispanic Transatlantic Studies is its unmistakable theoretical restraint, a premeditated reticence to venture into the advancement of new critical models that responds, sustains Julio Ortega, to a post-theoretical scenario characterized –and he quotes Ernesto Laclau– by “a process of mutual contamination between ‘theory’ and ‘empiria’” [Ortega 2003a, 109]. Although the ultimate reason for the post-theoretical penchant of Hispanic Transatlantic Studies would be the creation of a more open, horizontal space of transdisciplinary dialogue that would promote not only a reconsideration of literary discourses, but also the possibility of new crossings between reading, texts, genres and contexts, it also evinces some sort of academic cleansing from the theoretical excesses of the 1990s, “a self-derivative critical activism and its redundant academic sequels” which ultimately transformed “major theoretical models into systems of authority, sheer academic power, and mass-mediating fads” [2003a, 109]. Now, the question is whether this theoretical shift away from theory is simply a reaction against the over-theorization of the 1990s or a strategic maneuver linked to a specific global design.

There is no doubt about the widespread resistance, as so clearly transpires from the quote above, to the “agotamiento de los modelos críticos dominantes, los límites de los relatos teóricos que ocupaban el Mercado académico y las derivaciones autoritarias de algunos grupos normativos” (“exhaustion of the dominant critical models, the limits of the theoretical narratives prevalent in the academic market, and the authoritarian derivations of some normative groups”), as well as the rejection of the commodification of the academic work, which has speeded up the professional formation, inculcating an instrumental notion of academic productivity, completely lacking on intellectual debate, and enraptured with the vanity fair which has become the annual meeting of the Modern Language Association, as Ortega, again, rightly spells out [2003b, 105-6]. However, there is much more in the epistemological scope and the political implications of the post in post-theory, which Ortega construes as a theoretical overcoming of theory through the calculated misreading of Ernesto Laclau, when, as a matter of fact, post-theory designates exactly the opposite, as Laclau himself makes clear in his preface to the volume Post-Theory. New Directions in Criticism, where he underlines (and I take the quote where Ortega left it out): “So, although we have entered a post-theoretical universe, we are definitely not in an a-theoretical one. The deconstructive tradition, approaches such as Foucault’s genealogic method, the logic of the signifier in Lacan and the various currents emerging from the Wittgensteinian opening have contributed a new sophistication in the analysis of the concrete, which can no longer be conceived in terms of an unproblematic empiricity” [1999, vii]. I will even dare to say that post-theory refers to certain forms of postmodern meta-theoretical disquisitions which problematize not only the ideologically contested meaning of the always historically overdetermined articulation of theory and practice, but also the international or transnational division of labor between producers of theory and providers of empirical data, the last being the role assigned to Latin America by Western centers of theoretical production, including of course, Latin American studies. Post-theory, in a sense, would designate a new brand of meta-theoretical discourse.
It is unquestionable that, as I have written in The Latin American Cultural Studies Reader, the 1990s staged the blooming and the subsequent implosion of U.S. Latin American literary and cultural studies, whose main loci of enunciation shifted, due to a combination of factors, from Latin America to the U.S., with apparent theoretical, methodological and geopolitical repercussions. Among these factors, we should recall the effects of globalization on the academic market, the shifts and the expansion of U.S. Latin Americanism and the crisis of U.S. area studies which I briefly reviewed a moment ago, as part of a complex environment of epistemological upheaval, political instability and geopolitical realignments. The induction of academic circuits into the logic of the market economy, with its commodification of fashion-theories and academic-stars, had finally reached the peripheral field of Latin American Studies, even if as an offshoot of predominant global trends. The expansion of the Spanish language market, alongside an unprecedented migration of Latin American academics to the U.S. during the 1970s and 1980s, led to a dramatic growth of Latin American programs. Latin American Studies, which in the framework of Cold War area studies had promoted the functionalist ideology of modernization theory, its logic of industrialization and its mantra of productivity [Rostow 1961; Montgomery 1997], simply became obsolete with the fall of the Berlin Wall and the final shift from international geopolitics to transnational globalization. However, while promoting the instrumental knowledge of Latin America, Latin American Studies had bolstered also a generation of progressive, anti-imperialist U.S. Latin Americanists, who were gradually torn between feelings of solidarity and superiority toward their object of study and disenchanted with leftist politics and deprived of ideological ground, had to recycle themselves in order to defend their institutional spaces, jeopardized by the neoliberal restructuring of universities. Under these circumstances, the frantic search for a new critical paradigm led to the demystification of old epistemological categories, such as dependency theory, shaken by the shift from structuralism to post-structuralism, empirical fieldwork to discourse analysis, social sciences to humanities, interpretation to theory and literary to cultural studies. This in turn nurtured an intense theoretical exchange between opposite tendencies vying for hegemony in the emergent field. The ensuing cross-fertilization produced high levels of theoretical oversaturation and deconstructive hypertrophy, which resulted in the partial obfuscation of the object of study, the flattening of the social materiality to its discursive texture and the consequent emasculation of critical rigor. It also boosted fragmentation and atomization, notwithstanding the multiple regroupings [Trigo 2004, 347-8].
Nevertheless, I do not think that Hispanic Transatlantic Studies’ embracing of the post-theoretical position can be explained away as a backlash against the flagrant epistemological excesses and political abuses of gratuitous theorization. As I see it, it is a strategic maneuver in order to adopt a very peculiar vantage point, the vantage point of those who are not against theory but beyond theory, those who managed to remain fairly unscathed by the academic, institutional and political squabbles of the 1990s, and therefore have the moral and intellectual authority to clean up the rubble and reorganize the field anew. This means, of course, the adoption of a new critical and theoretical paradigm, Transatlantic Studies, which due to its post-theoretical stance, cannot be named or theorized as such. The post-theoretical maneuver makes it possible to postulate a hermeneutic praxis as a new theoretical paradigm without the anxiety of being subjected to critical scrutiny. 
Thanks to this strategic vantage point, Hispanic Transatlantic Studies can stand as a unique space of intellectual interaction and transdisciplinary dialogue that doesn’t need to be authorized by any critical school, because it surpasses them in a dialogic horizontal space, free of normative codes and abusive canons [Ortega 2003b, 105]. Free at last of theoretical agendas and dogmatic cliques, this democratic and cosmopolitan academic space would be exceptionally qualified for the pursuit of a very ambitious agenda, which ranges from the defense of particularities to the reexamination of the national and its borders in a post-national context; from the reevaluation of hybridity in communities, nations and citizenships to the redefinition of globalization as a source of difference; and last but not least, from the reformulation of the “el largo y desigual intercambio entre España y América hispánica, de modo que de superar la lamentable división de areas ‘peninsular’ e ‘hispanoamericana’ que ha envejecido en la rutina” (“long and unequal exchange between Spain and Hispanic America, in order to overcome the deplorable division between the Peninsular and Hispanic American areas, which has become obsolete and perfunctory”) [Ortega 2003a, 113-4] to the renovation of Spanish academic circles, entrenched in the practice of historical philology and the preservation of intellectual fiefdoms [Ortega 2006a, 93]. 
The Revival of Hispanism
This is a truly daring agenda. No matter how arguable some issues are or for how long they have been under discussion this is indeed a challenging endeavor whose primary intention is to reunite and establish anew a worldwide field of Hispanic literary and cultural criticism. However, one of its perhaps unintended consequences is the promotion of a new form of Hispanic revivalism, “as Madrid places itself at the center of international arrangements, the language is reaffirmed as the primary and legitimizing vehicle for intercultural relations, and the expectation of profitable business paves the road for the re-entry of Spanish capitals in the old colonies” [Moraña 2005, xix].
Hispanism, according to Joan Ramón Resina, can be defined “as the academic game that sets the rules and arbitrates the practices that endow with value the cultural memory of and about Hispania […] An emanation of empire, Hispanism is the earliest instance of a postcolonial ideology engaged in promoting hegemonic ambitions by cultural means” [2005b, 160-3]. According to this, Hispanism is both an ideology endowed with a geopolitical agenda and a field of research supported by a positivistic discipline, a dual status which perhaps explains much of its ambiguity and imprecise boundaries: “Is Hispanism, for instance, limited to Spain, or does it also include Latin America? Does it primarily focus on literature, or rather on history and culture? Is it necessary for a Hispanist to be a Hispanophile as well? And if so, does that imply a love and interest for Spain, for Spanish America, or just for the Spanish language?” asks Sebastiaan Faber [2005, 65], even though he may use both definitions in the same article to showcase the field’s inner tensions: “Spanish has in fact been hegemonic from the standpoint of many other cultural fields –including subaltern fields within Hispanism like Quechua, Catalan, or Basque” [2008, 12]. Despite its elusiveness, most critics tend to narrow it to “el estudio de la lengua y la literatura españolas y de las cosas de España” (“the study of the Spanish language and literature and all things related to Spain”), according to the definition of the 1936 edition of the dictionary of the Real Academia Española [Santana 2008, 34]. In this regard, Hispanists have tended to be Hispanophiles, affirms Faber [2008, 12] and, in consequence, Latin American cultures and even more so indigenous cultures, have always been in a subordinate position in the field of Hispanism, whose ideology upholds “the existence of a unique Spanish culture, lifestyle, characteristics, traditions and values, all of them embodied in its language; the idea that Spanish American culture is nothing but Spanish culture transplanted to the New World; and the notion that Hispanic culture has an internal hierarchy in which Spain occupies a hegemonic position” [del Valle and Gabriel-Stheeman 2002, 6]. The denial to Latin America, its indigenous peoples, and the regional cultures within Spain of any form of cultural specificity involves a convoluted mystification of Hispanic culture as quintessentially popular, historically authentic and spiritually superior that reifies Spanish transnational (neoimperial?) ambitions behind a narrow cultural nationalism. This makes Faber conclude that “Hispanism, as a term and a disciplinary paradigm, has long outlived its validity and legitimacy –or, for that matter, its usefulness” [2005, 64]. 

As Resina recalls, “Hispanism arose in the nineteenth century, together with the national philologies, as a compensatory strategy to offset Spain’s staggering territorial losses in America” [2005, 163]. IT was the byproduct of a geopolitical defeat and a national crisis, ideologically negotiated by the noventayochistas through an amalgamation of nationalism, populism, spiritualism, historicism and positivism. “Bajo las condiciones de la bancarrota polítia y military de 1898, y de la crisis de los valores históricos que habían definido la mítica grandeza de la España cristiana, intelectuales como Ganivet, Unamuno, Azorín y Maeztu elevaron una identidad nacional capaz de superar el conflicto con las ex-colonias en nombre de una espiritualidad trascendente, de un nihilismo heroico, del mito quijotista. Bajo su postulado, la perdida grandeza colonial española se reformulaba en términos trágico-existencialistas” (“Under the political debacle of 1898 and the crisis of the historical values that justified the mythical grandeur of Catholic Spain, intellectuals like Ganivet, Unamuno, Azorín and Maeztu raised a national identity which should overcome the conflict with the ex-colonies in the name of some transcendental spirituality, heroic nihilism, Quixotic mythology. According to this, the lost Spanish colonial grandeur was reformulated in tragic and existential terms”) [Subirats 1995, 37]. 
The history of U.S. Hispanism would be even more contradictory, torn apart between its devotion to the cultural splendor of the former Spanish empire and its allegiance to the hemispheric interests of the emerging U.S. imperialism. This is magnificently captured by James Fernández’s “Longfellow’s law”: “at the origins of U.S. interest in Spanish is the view that Spanish is an American language, with a history and, most important, a future as such […] however, this interest in the American language called Spanish […] was translated in practice into an interest in the language, literature and culture not of Latin America but of Spain. A double displacement would seem to be at work here: from Latin America to Spain and from language/politics/commerce to literature/history/culture” [2002, 124]. In other words, the popular demand for a second-rate European language deemed necessary to do business with Latin America would foster the academic prestige of Hispanism, despite the fact that the ideology of Hispanidad was in great part a reaction against the cultural, economic and political expansion of Pan Americanism. As Faber demonstrates, both the journal Hispania, founded in 1918, and Revista Iberoamericana, official journal of the Instituto Internacional de Literatura Iberoamericana, founded in 1938 under the auspices of Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor Policy, always played both cards. The IILI, despite being devoted to the study of Latin American literatures (explicitly excluding Spain and Portugal), and openly adhering to U.S. Pan Americanism, would be always tainted by the connotations of the term Iberoamérica, used at the time as the Hispanic alternative to the suspiciously Gallic América Latina, and by the political ambivalence of adopting an anti-fascist and anti-communist position during the Spanish Civil War [Faber 2008, 18-9; 2005, 70-5]. These ambiguities will leave an indelible mark in U.S. Hispanism, since interest in Latin America will be coded for a long time as primarily economic and geopolitical, while interest in Spain would be exclusively cultural [Fernández 2002, 133], thus consolidating the prestige of Spanish literature over Latin American texts, and the hegemony of Peninsularist scholars over their Latin Americanist colleagues. 

The defeat of the Spanish Republic in 1939 drove hundreds of intellectuals into exile; many of them, moderate liberals, would end up in U.S. academia, thus strengthening Peninsular Hispanism and counteracting the surge of Latin Americanism during the 1930s. Though this influx of first-rate anti-Francoist intellectuals increased the field’s prestige, “it did not significantly change the fundamental conservatism of the discipline, its wariness of politics, or the way it navigated the economies of prestige […] They tended to espouse a vision of Spain and Spanish culture that was ideologically hispanista […] They celebrated the colonization of the Americas as a triumph for Spain and the whole of humanity, and conceived of Hispanic culture as a source of uniquely ‘spiritual’ values in an increasingly materialist world” [Faber 2008, 23]. This notion of Hispanism, so well articulated by Américo Castro, dovetailed with the functionalist institutionalization of the humanities (professionalization, depoliticization, neo-positivistic rigor provided by formalism and New Criticism), in need of academic legitimacy and social prestige. The protection of the discipline implied for these Hispanists the vindication of Spanish culture and history, even though this could coincide with Francoist neo-imperial nostalgia. This ideological investment and the methodological adherence to the positivist national philology founded by Marcelino Menéndez y Pelayo and Ramón Menéndez Pidal, will make Cold War U.S. Hispanism specially unreceptive to the theoretical and methodological revolution that will shake the humanities and the social sciences, and will deepen the future rift between Hispanism’s conservative hermeneutics and the more politically driven Latin American studies, encouraged in the 1930s by the Pan American policies of president Roosevelt and developed since the 1960s under the clout of the Cold War [Faber 2008; Resina 2005].
In view of this history, the challenge raised by Transatlantic Studies to the division between Latin American and Peninsular sections, so ingrained in the departments of Spanish in the U.S., and its strategy of building bridges is, at least, problematic. It is obvious that the geographical division in area studies is absolutely arbitrary and espouses a particular geopolitical worldview in accordance with certain epistemological and methodological paradigms, as any disciplinary classification does. The distinction between Peninsular and Latin American studies won legitimacy after World War II, and consequently carries all the ideological biases and geopolitical drawbacks of area studies, according to which “non-Western areas were analytically the same as Western areas, but not quite,” the difference being explained by the leveling of a presumed universal knowledge and the instrumentation of modernization theory [Gulbenkian Commission 1996, 40]. We all know very well the geopolitics behind the institutionalization of area studies in the international playground of the Cold War, insofar as they embodied a neocolonial remapping of the world, the appropriation and instrumentation of knowledge about the so called Third World and underdeveloped countries, and the translation of ideological warfare into academic knowledge. The learning of foreign languages, literatures and cultures became suddenly politicized, in a very twisted way. As the Committee on World Area Research (CWAR) of the Social Sciences Research Council (SSRC) stated in 1945, “National welfare in the postwar period more than ever requires citizenry well informed as to other peoples, and the creation of a vast body of knowledge about them” [Wallerstein 1997, 202]. Besides the obvious interest in the Soviet Union and China, the regions deemed to have more strategic value were the Far East and Latin America. Latin American Studies, born under this geopolitical framework, will flourish over the next decades. Shored up by political initiatives, like Title VI of the National Defense Education Act (1958), the Peace Corps and the Alliance for Progress (1961), and the counterinsurgency detection plan Operation Camelot (1964), it will provide the scientific alibis for the many forms of cultural intervention (academic, mediatic, humanitarian, religious, economic, etc.) that will be denounced from Latin America as scientific colonialism or cultural imperialism [Wallerstein 1997, 220-4].
Nevertheless, while promoting the instrumental knowledge of Latin America, Latin American Studies had bolstered also a generation of progressive, anti-imperialist Latin Americanists, who torn between feelings of solidarity and superiority toward their object of study, had to recycle themselves and rethink their field. Meanwhile, the expansion of the Spanish language market, alongside an unprecedented migration of Latin American academics to the U.S. during the 1970s and 1980s, led to a dramatic growth of Latin American programs. All these circumstances led in the 1980s, precisely when area studies began to fade, to the virtual emancipation of Latin American studies from the historical hegemony of Hispanism. In a way, Hispanic Transatlantic Studies could be understood as a reaction against this reversal, which actually responds to global and national demographics, the demands of transnational and national markets, and the actual intellectual production in both fields. In the words of an heterodox but prominent Peninsularist, “As a result of these strictures, a ‘new field’ in ‘trans-Atlantic studies’ has arisen, permitting ‘Peninsularists’ to reposition themselves nearer the dominant Americanism” [Resina 2005a, 96]. Displaced from its long-lasting hegemony, which allowed it to identify its specific interests with Hispanism, indicates Mario Santana (another Peninsularist), Peninsular Hispanism must justify its existence in an unstable disciplinary field, thus experiencing a certain degree of Latin Americanization and shifting progressively to the study of the “transatlantic production” [2008, 35-6]. According to Faber (yet another Peninsularist), this turn to cultural studies and the insertion of “Iberian phenomena into emerging comparative fields, in a transatlantic, European, Mediterranean, or more global framework” offers “Peninsular Hispanism new strategies for shoring up its position within the savage economies of prestige that govern American academia” [2008, 28-9]. 
In consequence, Hispanic Transatlantic Studies is to a degree a byproduct of the increasing questioning of the field of Hispanism by Hispanists themselves, and by this I refer to the ongoing debate among Peninsularists about the history of the discipline, its position in the academic field and its relationship to Latin American studies. This complex debate, which in a very simplified version pits Peninsularists in the Anglo-Saxon academy against Peninsularists in Spain, actually unfolds the profound crisis of Hispanism by deploying the psychodrama between U.S. Hispanism, always trying to catch up with the latest theoretical post, and the incestuous endogamy of traditional Hispanism, entrenched in historical philology, or, as Ángel Loureiro put it, between the neurotic conservatism of Spanish Hispanists and the psychotic avant-gardism of U.S. Peninsularists [1995, 34]. What is at stake, asserts Resina, is how to turn Hispanism into a venue for the open, plural and equitable coexistence of the many cultures in Spain and Latin America [2005, 172]. Is this still possible?
The underlying fact is that Latin American and Hispanic literary criticism and cultural studies have become over the years completely divergent fields, which face dissimilar problems, apply different methodologies, involve distinctive theoretical paradigms and demand entirely opposite epistemological and even ontological perspectives regarding global affairs. To promote collaboration and dialogue between these two different fields in order to better understand some complex cultural processes and historical conjunctures is simply reasonable. The necessity to develop a bifocal perspective capable of apprehending the complexities of the colonial period, for example, goes without saying, because up to a point, the history of Spain and Latin America were deeply intertwined. The colonial societies, cultures and literatures of the New World cannot be understood without taking into consideration their colonial condition, and the same should be said (although is rarely admitted) of the European metropolises. Who can deny the pertinence of a Transatlantic perspective for the study of certain periods of intense economic, political, demographic or cultural transactions, such as the literature of exile (e.g. the Republican exiles in Latin America after 1939 or the Latin American refugees in Spain after the 1970s), or certain parallel literary movements (e.g. Modernismo and the Generation of 98), or the long-lasting influence of certain journals and publishing houses (e.g. Revista de Occidente or Espasa Calpe), or the impact of certain editorial policies (e.g. the important role of Spanish publishers in the fabrication of the Latin American boom)? However, an approach that is indisputably relevant for certain periods or specific phenomena cannot be indiscriminately applied without serious mystification.
But even more problematic is the adoption of a pan-Hispanic subject position of worldwide scope, based upon an Atlantic cultural stratum and therefore completely unrelated to the equally problematic Hispanic or Latino identity attributed to the Latin American migrants and their descendants in the United States. Personally, I could fit into this transatlantic Hispanic identity much better than into the U.S. Hispanics identity. I was born in Uruguay, from Galician, Italian and German ancestors. Trigo is a Galician surname of Sephardic origin, and the Ehlers brothers came from Germany to escape from political persecution. My education was that of a liberal, Europeanized country that no longer exists. I lived in Spain for a short time and even earned a Ph.D. in Spanish philology from the Universidad Complutense (Manuel Alvar, president of the Real Academia Española and a staunch Hispanist, was my adviser). But I don’t feel Hispanic at all, although I feast on the language, which is mine, I love the peoples of Spain, who are family, and I definitely partake of the wonders of Spanish cultures. How do we convince the Bolivian Aymara, the Peruvian Quechua and the Guatemalan Maya that “the road to freedom runs through Hispanicization,” as Alvar used to say? According to Resina, “Since Hispanism is based on this smug collusion over the pressure that the colonial language continues to exert on native cultures of America and of the Iberian peninsula, I can see neither an ethical nor a serious epistemic reason to retain Hispanism as the common disciplinary structure for the transmission of knowledge about Latin America and the Iberian peninsula” [2005a, 97]. Or, as another Hispanist appeals, “Those of us who work in the field of Hispanic studies should be free to choose our political, cultural, and theoretical affiliations and alliances, and not be forced into the disciplinary, Hispanophilic straitjacket that the concept of Hispanism seems to presuppose. To be sure, often these alliances will naturally unite a section of Latin American studies with one working on the Peninsula […] but there is no need for these trans-Atlantic connections and cross-fertilizations to be legitimized with the invocations of ‘spiritual unity,’ ‘common soul,’ or other lofty, Pan-Hispanist rhetoric” [Faber 2005, 90].

A  Geopolitical Design
Contemporary Hispanic revivalism, which reached its operatic climax during the neo-imperial nostalgia staged during the festivities for the quincentenary of the so-called “Encounter” in 1992, in which the postmodern representation of a techno-scientific discovery substituted the heroic and theological account of a spiritual conquest [Subirats 1995, 39], cannot be disconnected from the extraordinary expansion of Spanish corporations, their relentless takeover of banks, industries, land and strategic resources everywhere in Latin America, and their managerial strategy to portray themselves as brokers between Latin America and the European Community, at a time when Latin American economies were forcefully converted to the neoliberal model. The arrogance, brutality and sense of impunity with which Spanish corporations, such as Telefónica or Repsol, have behaved in Latin America can only be characterized as unscrupulously neocolonial. Some deals, such as Iberia’s purchasing of Aerolíneas Argentinas, verge on the outrageous. As of 1999 Spain became the largest investor in Latin America after the U.S. Spanish direct investment was highly concentrated in banking, telecommunications, public services, oil and natural gas, and the seven largest Spanish corporations, BBVA, Banco Santander, Endesa, Iberdrola, Unión Fenosa and Repsol had assets worth 283 billion U.S. dollars and serviced 128 million customers [Toral 2005]. In most cases, Spanish companies resorted to purchasing state enterprises and pre-existing assets when making their foreign investments. In fact, 64% of Latin Americans believe that these privatizations have brought them no benefit at all, according to a survey carried out by Latinobarómetro in 2001 [Casilda Béjar 2002].
This obviously demonstrates a geopolitical division of areas of influence, by which Spanish corporations became intermediaries between the Latin American markets and global capital, while Latin American migrants flooded Spain. In a sort of quid pro quo, the U.S. allowed Spanish capital to move freely into Latin America while Spain, under Aznar leadership, became a staunch geopolitical ally of the Bush administration [Seiglie 2004]. Does this opposite flow of capital and bodies show the emergence of a new Spanish imperialism, asks Gabilondo, or is it global capital disguised as Spanish [2001, 92]? Felipe González, arguably the ultimate architect of Spanish modernization, wrote in 1999: “les debemos tanto históricamente que tienen derecho a esperar que lleguemos como lo que somos, no como aguerridos ejecutivos de Wall Street” (“We owe Latin Americans so much historically that they have the right to expect us to behave like ourselves, not as the hardened managers of Wall Street”) [2003, 115]. 
The virtual monopoly of the Spanish language market, hold by a few transnational corporations consolidated upon the flourishing Spanish publishing industry, such as Bertelsmann, Vivendi, Grupo Planeta and Santillana, is a case in point of this geopolitical design; the aggressive expansion of the Instituto Cervantes, which modeled after the Alliance Française, the British Council, and the Goethe Institute, has branched out in over twenty different countries with 54 centers since its not coincidental inception in 1991, is another. The multiple activities organized and funded by the Instituto, in principle devoted to advance the study of Spanish language and culture throughout non-Spanish speaking countries and to consolidate the cultural bonds between Spanish speaking countries, ultimately promote a global version of Pan-Hispanism under the geopolitical leadership of the Spanish state. As Carmen Caffarel, current director of the Instituto Cervantes, said at the conference “Learning to export: cultural products for the world,” the Castilian language has a growing added-value, and only in the U.S. there are more Spanish speakers than in Spain, representing a market of 600 billion dollars [“El castellano” 2008].
The homology captures vividly the main tenets of a coherent design carried out by the Instituto Cervantes, made apparent in the Congreso Internacional de la Lengua Española (International Congress of Spanish Language), organized by the Instituto and the Real Academia Española in different Latin American cities every three years. The CILA, modeled after the congress gathered in Seville in 1992 as part of the Quincentennial celebrations, has been held in Zacatecas, Mexico (1997); Valladolid, Spain (2001); Rosario, Argentina (2004); and Cartagena, Colombia (2007). The next one is planned to meet in Valparaíso, Chile, in 2010. Although every congress is focused on a different subject, two distinctive thematic axes seem to traverse them all and converge in the layout of a carefully crafted geopolitical strategy: the celebration of the cultural and ideological value of Spanish linguistic uniformity and how to promote it, and the appraisal of the economic and political value of Spanish language and the ways to develop it. 

As King Juan Carlos I summarized in the inaugural address to the III Congress held in Rosario: “El complejo fenómeno de la globalización plantea problemas que no deben ignorarse. Son muchos los que avistan el peligro de una incontrolable fuerza uniformadora que amenaza con borrar las diferencias […] Desde el punto de vista lingüístico parece claro que ese mismo fenómeno globalizador puede permitir al español en su creciente expansión consolidarse como lengua de comunicación internacional”. (“The complex phenomenon of globalization brings to the horizon problems that we should not ignore. Many forecast the danger of an unstoppable homogenization which will wipe out all differences […] From a linguistic point of view it is clear that the same globalization can assist Spanish to expand even further and consolidate itself as an international language”) [Rosario 2004]. Or, as the then Director of the Instituto Cervantes, César Antonio Molina put it, “que el siglo XXI sea el siglo del español” (“be the 21st century the Spanish century”) [Rosario 2004]. However, this neo-imperial whiff is best made apparent in the historical analogy offered by Jon Juaristi, at that time director of the Instituto Cervantes, in his closing remarks to the Congress in Valladolid: 
Sí hay cierto parecido entre la situación histórica de Castilla de entonces y nuestra situación actual, y un paralelo innegable entre la España del otoño medieval y la comunidad hispánica hoy. Como en nuestro tiempo, los españoles del siglo XV encaraban los desafíos de una revolución tecnológica, de una mundialización de la política y de una incipiente civilización global […] Más allá de todos los desmanes e injusticias de la conquista y el orden colonial, la lengua española sentó los cimientos de una civilización en la que los desarraigados y oprimidos lucharían por el reconocimiento de su dignidad humana contra el rígido sistema de castas, valiéndose de la vieja lengua de Castilla, lengua que remozaron con los acentos y vocablos de las lenguas amerindias.

(There is a certain similarity between the historical situation of medieval Castile and our own, as well as an obvious parallelism between medieval Spain and the present Hispanic community. As nowadays, 15th century Spaniards faced the challenges of a technological revolution, a political globalization, and an incipient global civilization […] Beyond the excesses and injustices of the conquest and the colonial order, Spanish language set the foundations of a civilization in which the dispossessed and the oppressed would use the old Castilian language, enriched with the accents and vocabulary of Amerindian languages, to demand the recognition of their human dignity against the caste system.) [Valladolid 2001]
The economic and symbolic significance of these latest developments cannot be detached from the ideology of Hispanism that at different times in history has always professed some sort of trans-Atlanticism, as becomes transparent in the words of José María Aznar: “A España le interesa una mayor protección atlántica y contribuir a que Europa también la tenga […] porque sería un suicidio histórico renunciar o postergar lo que Braudel llamó el ‘destino transatlántico’ de España. Por ello, España tiene que articular una política de ‘relaciones especiales’ con las dos Américas […] La cultura y la historia comunes son el mejor fundamento para compartir mercados, colaborar en los foros internacionales y cooperar en los foros inernacionales […] La apertura de los mercados, acompañada de procesos de privatización internos, el desarrollo de organizaciones económicas regionales y la emergencia de clases medias que apuestan por el sistema democrático, convierten hoy a Iberoamérica en un escenario político, económico y social de enorme atractivo y proyección en el mundo” (“Spain is interested in obtaining a greater Atlantic projection and in helping Europe to obtain it as well […] because it would be suicidal not to recover what Braudel called Spain’s ‘transatlantic destiny.’ That’s why Spain has to develop a policy of ‘special relations’ with the Americas […] Our common history and culture is the best foundation for sharing markets and collaborating in the international arena […] The opening of markets, the process of privatization, the development of regional economic blocs and the emergence of a middle class who bet on the democratic system have transformed Ibero-America into a highly attractive political, economic and social scenario” [1994, 170-1]). The almost farcical squabble between Hugo Chávez and Juan Carlos I, at the closure of the Ibero-American Summit held in Santiago de Chile in November 2007, in which the provocatively plebeian manners of the mestizo, democratically elected president of Venezuela, who was actually voicing with complete disregard of diplomatic etiquette the resentment of millions of Latin Americans, were shut down by the authoritarian “¡Por qué no te callas!” of the king of Spain, a descendant of the Bourbon house appointed to the throne by a fascist dictator, is a painful reminder of the subtle and insidious ways in which colonial relations constantly reappear. “Even though the terms and rhetoric of the new exchanges have obviously been modified, the renovated relations between Spain and Latin America are –needless to say– still marked by the sign of economic asymmetry and cultural condescension” [Moraña 2005, xix]. 
The Epistemological Loop 
This is why Transatlantic Studies, and perhaps even more so their Hispanic branch, suffused with Hispanism’ trans-historical spiritualism and de facto monolingualism, involve a conservative hermeneutic turn cloaked as radical criticism. Despite repeated declarations about the need to move “beyond disciplinary and monocultural perspectives” [Kaufman and Macpherson 2000, xix|, most of the examples of transatlantic research that I know of rely on interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary methodologies widespread in cultural and postcolonial studies. Sometimes, the veneer of methodological audacity is no more than a reflex of the philological tradition of loose historicism, as Faber suggests [2008, 26]. Ultimately, if the purpose of studying the bidirectional effects of “colonial encounters” is to identify the other in order to identify the self, as Kaufman and Macpherson suggest [2000, xviii], the perspective continues to be adamantly monocultural and oblivious to the historical dynamics of power. As Resina has forcefully written, “Trans-Atlantic studies as a subspecialty within Hispanism, Francophone studies as a new focus within French, and similar disciplinary displacements cover legitimate cultural territory, but they are neither more honorable, as their practitioners sometimes imply, nor intellectually broader than the national traditions from which they stem. Nor are they intrinsically multicultural; rather, they tend to reinforce the hegemony of former colonial languages, squeezing out even further the native languages and cultures, which rarely if ever come under such headings” [2005a, 81].

Let me be clear, I am not saying that there is no transdisciplinary work or critical political thinking in Hispanic Transatlantic Studies. On the contrary, there are plenty of examples of ethnically sensitive and politically sharp analyses, particularly regarding the colonial period, which obviously cannot be seriously studied without taking into consideration the economic, political, military and cultural flows and blows between Europe and the Americas. But despite the existence of this geopolitically sensitive production, and the thoughtfully balanced approach of the politically conscious Latin Americanists committed to this perspective, for whom the dilemma is “cómo trascender unos estudios transatlánticos que siempre se imaginan atrapados entre el expansionismo global español, la dominante academia norteamericana y la indiferencia latinoamericana” (“how to overcome a certain practice of Hispanic Transatlantic Studies trapped between the global Spanish expansionism, the dominant U.S. academy and the Latin American indifference”) [Merediz and Gerassi-Navarro 2008, 13], I concur with Resina when he affirms that “There is nothing particularly ‘interdisciplinary’ or ‘border-crossing’ in most of these moves, which in fact reinforce the discipline’s traditional reliance on the legacy of the empire. Merely inverting the sign of the discourse and turning the apology of colonialism into post-colonial critique changes nothing, as detractors turn objectively into accepters” [2005a, 96]. Obviously, the criticism of Hispanic Transatlantic Studies as an epistemological loop or, even more so, as an extremely sophisticated colonial stratagem, does not come only from mistrustful Latin Americanists. 
In fact, this surreptitious depoliticization can be read between the lines in the most authoritative definitions of Transatlantic Studies. Paul Giles, for instance, has said that, “Transatlantic Studies might be said to situate itself at that awkward, liminal place where the national meets the global,” and as a result, “transnationalism focuses upon the frictions and disjunctions brought about by the slow but inexorable erosion of national formations along with the various reactions and tensions which this process produces.” And then he adds, to further emphasize Transatlantic Studies indebtedness to Homi Bhabha’s branch of postcolonial theory: “Transatlantic Studies takes its impetus from an uncomfortable, highly contested situation where traditional identities find themselves traversed by the forces of difference” [2000, x]. In a later work, Giles complemented this definition by stating that Transatlantic Studies is a field that cuts “across established disciplines and geographical areas, not as seeking in a globalizing way to transcend difference or local particularity, but to look at them as from an unfamiliar perspective” [quoted in Kaufman and Macpherson 2002, xiv]. What really matters in this definition is not what it says but what it doesn’t. There is a curious conflation of the transatlantic with the transnational, which could shrink Transatlantic Studies to the study of cultural hybridity in a postcolonial third space. Defined in this way, it would only apply to the so called post-national juncture that some critics contend has been brought up by globalization, leaving aside pre-national colonialism and modern national imperialism. More importantly, this is a definition that obviates any reference to power structures, historical processes and the global dynamics of capitalism, and as Resina pinpoints, reformulates from a transnational, cosmopolitan, transdisciplinary and multicultural perspective a less explicit version of Western ethnocentrism. Something strikingly similar to what Fernando Coronil has called “globalcentrism,” the global conversion of Western ethnocentrism, which unilaterally declares the self-effacing of the Western subject and the universal equality of difference, thus disguising present-day colonial relations [2000]. 
How this definition translates into Hispanic Transatlantic Studies? Let’s take a look at the nuanced characterization proposed by Julio Ortega, one of its most distinguished advocates:
En esa búsqueda de iniciativas críticas, que suman además la enseñanza y la metodología, los ‘estudios transatlánticos’ aparecen como una posibilidad distintiva, libre de la genealogía disciplinaria, que reduce los textos a su origen, pero también libre del parti pris liberal, que requiere de un sujeto en el papel de la víctima (colonial, sexual, imperial, ideológica…). La lectura transatlántica parte de un mapa reconstruido entre los flujos europeos, americanos y africanos, que redefinen los monumentos de la civilización, sus instituciones modernas, así como las hermenéuticas en disputa. Por ello, esta lectura da cuenta más que de un tiempo histórico d un tiempo trans-histórico, entrecruzado de relatos una y otra vez actualizados […] La historia cultural del sujeto transatlánticos no hace sino recomenzar. 
(In a search for new critical approaches which include teaching and methodology, Transatlantic Studies look like a distinctive possibility, free of disciplinary genealogies which reduce texts to their origins, and free of the liberal bias that requires a subject reduced to the role of victim, either colonial, sexual, imperial or ideological. The transatlantic approach departs from a map that is redrawn from the European, American and African flows which redefine the monuments of civilization, its modern institutions and its different interpretations. For this reason, more than explaining any particular historical period, this approach gives an account of a trans-historical time traversed by narratives updated over and over […] The cultural history of the transatlantic subject begins once anew) [2003a, 114].
Two intricately interwoven propositions stand out in this dense paragraph: the claim to consider subaltern subjects not as victims of European colonization, imperialism, slavery and so on, but as full partners in the development of modern civilization and the emergence of a trans-historical transatlantic subjectivity. I fully agree in regard to the liberal bias that led during the 1980s and 1990s to the over-victimization of the victims and the postmodern celebration of marginality as an epistemological and political vantage point, but we cannot forget that the history of Latin America and Africa as well is indeed a history of victimization, domination, annihilation, exploitation and acculturation. America was part of the modern world since the very beginning, but always in a subservient and subsidiary way. We cannot thin out the intricate European, American and African colonial (and neocolonial) entanglement as simple, harmless, innocent flows of peoples, ideas and cultural artifacts, completely detached of economic structures and political designs. We have to be careful when using politically cleansed expressions such as “dialogical encounters,” “contact zones,” “cultural exchanges,” “dynamic interactions” or “ethnic reciprocity,” all notions tainted with cultural anthropology’s functional relativism that contribute to mystify “the peculiar relationship linking Europe and Africa to the Americas” [Kaufman and Macpherson 2000, xix]. Isn’t it peculiar to consider “peculiar” what could be simply named colonialism or, better yet, coloniality, as Latin American postcolonial thinkers have proposed? Isn’t it a mystification of capitalism and globalization to speak of an Atlantic civilization? Isn’t it a gross historical decontextualization to approach intercultural processes without taking into consideration the national as one of the central cultural categories, especially during the modern national era?
The very notion of a transhistorical time suggested by Ortega empties out history, that is, the succession of historical colonial formations so aptly captured by the term “coloniality,” originally proposed by Aníbal Quijano in order to refer to the complementary and necessary dark side of modernity and capitalism [2000]. Who is going to deny that “the process of colonization was not a one-way street in which Europeans imposed their ideologies and social structures upon a passive continent,” as is repeated so often in Transatlantic Studies’ body of research [Castillo and Schweitzer 2001, xvi]? In my experience, I have found this kind of one-dimensional narrative according to which the European powers imposed “their cultural institutions, ideologies, and value systems on passive silent victims while remaining unaffected themselves” only in the most propagandistic denunciations of colonialism and imperialism [Castillo 2000, xiii]. 
So, why is Ortega so anxious to distance Transatlantic Studies from postcolonial studies, as well as from some unambiguously Latin American anti-colonial theories, like dependency theory or Fernández Retamar’s Calibanism? It is because, as Ortega makes plain in a clear misreading of postcolonial theory, “en los estudios poscoloniales la hipótesis dominante ha sido el paradigma político del imperialismo […] y su noción simétrica de eje y periferia, así como el esquema ideológico del amo y el esclavo, y la ética del Otro y la otredad. Implica, por otro lado, la vision historicista del sujeto colonial privado de identidad por la fuerza brutal de lo moderno” (“the dominant hypothesis of postcolonial studies has been the political paradigm of imperialism and its symmetric notion of center vs. periphery, the dialectics of the master and the slave and the ethics of otherness” which entail “a historicist vision of a colonial subject deprived of identity by the brutal imposition of modernity” [Ortega 2003, 114]. As a result, in order to avoid what according to him is a simplistic and reductive interpretation, he proposes to adopt an intercultural point of view, which would allow us to demonstrate that the colonial subject does not always suffer victimization but, on the contrary, many times is able to negotiate her own limits and participate in a dialogue, not confined to the closure of the master’s narrative. According to this, Caliban not only learns how to curse with language, but also how “to know his own limits, affirm his body, represent his own role [and] act out the identity as native that the others have attributed to him, even playing with his name and his evil reputation.” Furthermore, “it is thanks to language that he can now take charge of his own mission. Names give him back the island of abundance. He still does not know what to do with this uncertain power, but learning to speak has taught him that the world becomes valuable by virtue of the way it is named. It is in language that the power of naming –the power of transformation and recovery- will be decided […] The language that he has learned is his first profit from becoming human”  [Ortega 2006b, 35 and 47]. In other words, according to Ortega, Transatlantic Studies challenges an interpretation which accentuates the monstrosity of the subject in order to denounce her victimization, and portrays instead the subject “en el proceso de su humanización para demostrar su construcción de una agencia” (“in the process of humanization and acquisition of agency”) [2003, 115]. To put it differently, the colonial subject is actually empowered as a sovereign subject when she adopts the culture imposed by the colonizer; the Latin American Caliban becomes wholly human –or civilized, as Domingo Faustino Sarmiento would have preferred– only after he has learned his master’s language.

Ortega’s take on postcolonialism doesn’t add much to the ideological premises of Hispanism, which, according to Resina, “operates as if ‘the Hispanic World’ represented a somewhat variegated but strictly monolingual territory” and subalternity were “the flip side of the cultural law that Hispanism furthers” [2005, 161]. As a corollary, Latin American societies and cultures can be fully comprehended only as the product of a dialogue with European civilization and through the conflict-free intercultural prism of Transatlantic Studies. Paradoxically, although this position seems to run against the victim syndrome so widespread in cultural and postcolonial studies, according to which there is always a spark of resistance in any subaltern or popular practice, it ends up reinforcing the syndrome’s diffusion of social conflict and political hegemony as central historical analytical categories, replacing them by adaptive tactics of acculturation, accommodation and survival. 

Nevertheless, Hispanic Transatlantic Studies can be conceptualized in entirely different terms, as can be seen in the definition provided by Eyda Merediz and Nina Gerassi-Navarro, who put the emphasis in the historical articulation of geographic movements, political power and economic structures: “Los estudios transatlánticos parten entonces de un Atlántico que es, ante todo, un espacio geopolítico que genera sus propias estructuras de poder, por lo que la conexión entre el imperialismo y la modernidad, como apunta Joseba Gabilondo, es su preocupación predominante” (“Transatlantic Studies presuppose an Atlantic that is, to begin with, a geopolitical space that generates its own power structures, which explains why its predominant preoccupation is the connection between imperialism and modernity”) [2008, 14]. The history of the Atlantic, according to this view, is the history of modern capitalism, which is to say the history of European colonialism and Western civilization. The history of the transatlantic trade is the history of the primitive accumulation which made possible the further development of capitalism, only successful by the continuous colonial, imperial and neocolonial expansions. I cannot agree more with this conceptualization. Unfortunately, Hispanic Transatlantic Studies are irrevocably tainted by the ideology of Hispanism and the geopolitical designs of Spanish capitalism. Moreover, I am still unconvinced about the disciplinary legitimacy, the theoretical necessity or the strategic convenience of revamping a field that adds so little to already existing fields. It is true, as Resina says, that it covers a legitimate historical and cultural space, but it is also true that that space could be covered as well, as it is actually covered, by other, sometimes not less problematic fields of research, like postcolonial and cultural studies. Therefore, based upon my previous reasoning and despite what some critics, such as Francisco Fernández de Alva, Pedro Pérez del Solar, Raúl Marrero-Fente and Julio Ortega believe, I have to conclude that Transatlantic Studies (and even more so Hispanic Transatlantic Studies) do not constitute a new critical paradigm –since they rely on paradigms already widely accepted–, or yet another discipline –since they do not have a particular object of inquiry, nor propose any specific methodology, nor pinpoint a set of specific theoretical problems, all of which they partake with different disciplines (e.g. history, anthropology, literary criticism), established fields (e.g. cultural studies, postcolonial studies), and the current theories in the academic market. 
But even more importantly, Transatlantic Studies are the result of a dual shift: a geographical displacement provoked by the geopolitical de-bunking of area studies, and an epistemological rift produced by the bankruptcy of the socialist block and the unstable consolidation of a flexible and combined regime of capitalist accumulation. This combined shift, which translates profound geopolitical realignments, economic transformations and epistemological dilemmas that traverse and constitute our global age, is perhaps more striking in the ideological doubling implicit in Hispanic Transatlantic Studies, because “As the original space of Spanish imperialist expansion into the Americas, the Atlantic is a foundational space and yet, perhaps because of globalization, it is making a new appearance with a (post)historical –and theoretical– synergy that we are only now beginning to feel, grasp, and analyze” [Gabilondo 2001, 93]. If Transatlantic Studies are the outcome of the geopolitical realignment of area studies and their subsequent recycling under the epistemological banner of inter-culturalism, Hispanic Transatlantlic Studies dovetail with this global realignment, effecting a re-turn to the ideology of Hispanism, confusedly entangled with the overlapping interests of Spanish capitalism and transnational corporations, in such a way that Spanish cultural and moral hegemony over the Hispanic world becomes an alibi for global economics and international geopolitics. 
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