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enero de 1994; López Anaya, “El universo de lo cursi”, La Nación, 9 de
octubre de 1993; Fabián Lebenglik, “Mensaje de dos. Gumier & Schiliro”,
Página/12 (Buenos Aires), 23 de marzo de 1993; Lebenglik, “Un Gumier
moderno y no posmo”, Página/12 (Buenos Aires), 24 de noviembre de
1992; Edward Shaw, “Youth blossoms in springtime”, Buenos Aires Herald
(Buenos Aires), 20 de septiembre de 1992; Lebenglik, “Quien quiera ver,
que vea”, Página/12, 25 de agosto de 1992.

Gumier Maier, años después, en una publicación de 1994
titulada 5 años en el Rojas —que como su nombre lo indica
constituía una historia de la galería— especificaba aquellas
cualidades que Briante había expresado en los términos de
una “sala atorranta”, de una “nueva actitud”, de “el arte
contra El arte”:

Towards a Critical Mass: Documenting the State of Chicano Art
Tere Romo
Chicano Studies Research Center (UCLA), Los Angeles

4 Boletín mensual en el que el Centro Cultural publica sus actividades.
5 Gumier Maier, “Avatares del arte”, La Hoja del Rojas (Buenos Aires: Centro

hubo una vez un pasillo ancho que conducía a los
baños de ambos sexos y también a la amplia entrada
de una sala teatral [precedido] por las bullangueras
mesas de un bar para estudiantes […] El por entonces
director [del centro Cultural Ricardo Rojas] había decidido destinar un espacio a exposiciones. […] Fui llamado
para hacerme cargo del mismo con absoluta libertad
y presupuesto inexistente. Convocar a un artista para
que oficie de curador no es lo habitual, pero no hubo
ocasión para la perplejidad. Existía un conjunto de
artistas muy jóvenes que venían exponiendo mayormente en sitios como bares y discotecas y que no
podían aspirar a lugares de exhibición más confortables
porque sus [producciones] no comulgaban con los
cánones hegemónicos del arte de los ’80”, aquel en
el que las obras eran concebidas como una “proposición” y en las que abundaban “los chorreados, el
baddrawing, el badpainting, el color sucio o disonante,
y todo otro tipo de accidentes deliberados.22

responses. Pedro Rodriguez, a professor of Chicano studies at
Washington State University, revalidated the Montoyas’ stance
on the importance of producing art grounded in the sociopolitical tenets of the Chicano Movement in “Arte Como Expresión
del Pueblo.” In “Response: Another Opinion on the State of
Chicano Art,” Los Angeles-based art historian Shifra Goldman
countered that artistic and cultural resistance could remain
effective—even within the dominant culture—if it maintained
its ideology. The Montoyas’ essay also prompted letters to the
journal, including one from a member of the group Mujeres
Muralistas, San Francisco painter and muralist Graciela Carrillo.

Cultural Ricardo Rojas, junio de 1989). Fondo documental Fundación Espigas.
6 Gumier Maier, Marcelo Pombo. Producción 88–89, (Buenos Aires:

Centro Cultural Ricardo Rojas, octubre de 1989). Fondo documental
Fundación Espigas.
7 Lebenglik, “Dos artistas en el teatro”, Página/12, 19 de diciembre de 1989.
8 Lebenglik, “Nadar sobre la superficie”, en Nadar sobre la superficie, cat. exp.

(Buenos Aires: Espacio Giesso, 6 al 23 de noviembre de 1991). Fondo
documental Fundación Espigas.
9 Se trataba de la primera muestra individual de Benito Laren. Véase:

Lebenglik, “San Benito en San Nicolás”, Página/12, 7 de mayo de 1991.
10 Gumier Maier, “Avatares del arte”.
11 El diario La Nación es uno de los matutinos más importantes y tradicionales

de Buenos Aires.
12 Los artistas que integraron esta exposición, además de Miguel Harte y

A point central to the understanding of these documents and
the resulting debate is the role of the Seattle-based Metamorfosis
in the exchange of ideas prompted by the Montoyas’ essay.
Metamorfosis, which was launched on May 13, 1977, was an
essential cultural contributor to the Chicano Movement in
the state of Washington and beyond until 1984. It provided a
forum for academic papers and artistic writing on Chicano/
Latino arts and culture in the Northwest during a period when
the Chicano Movement at the national level had begun to
dissipate. The journal’s influence is especially impressive when
one takes into account the relative isolation of Seattle from
other Chicano cultural centers such as San Francisco, Los
Angeles, San Antonio, and Denver.1 The fact that Metamorfosis
used off-campus, community-based entities for design and
printing (for example, the issue with the Montoyas’ essay was
produced in the San Francisco Bay Area) points to a strong
network of Latino artists, which made it possible for this small
and very specialized publication to be produced and widely
distributed. As a result of this symbiotic relationship, the
debate on Chicano art spread beyond academic centers and
was fueled by the participation of independent scholars
and community artists.

Marcelo Pombo, fueron Ernesto Ballesteros, Silvana De La Torre, Tomás
Fracchia, Eduardo Gazzotti, Miguel Harte, Patricia Landen, Guillermo
Lerner, Jorge Macchi, Ernesto Oldenburg, Pablo Paez, Martín Reyna,
Gustavo Romano, Pablo Siquier, Santiago Spinosa y Viviana Zargon.
13 López Anaya, “Virtudes, fracasos y mimetismos en una exposición de arte

joven”, La Nación, 2 de marzo de 1991.
14 López Anaya, “El absurdo y la ficción en una notable muestra”, La Nación,

Estas palabras hacían entonces explícitas las polaridades sobre
las cuales, entre 1989 y 1992, se había elaborado el discurso
que sirviera para caracterizar e instalar a los artistas del Rojas,
sus producciones y a la propia galería; a aquel “arte contra
El arte”. Discurso que ahora, en 1994 y en el contexto de su
enunciación adquiría un carácter “histórico”, evidencia de la
inscripción y relevancia de la Galería del Rojas en la escena del
arte argentino de la década del ‘90.

1 de agosto de 1992.
15 Sobre este tema véase, por ejemplo: Diego González, “Las políticas del

planeta brilloso”, Ramona 32, (2003): 4; Andrea Giunta, “Marcas del pasado”,
Lápiz 158–159, (diciembre 1999-enero 2000): 47; Elena Oliveras, “Arte
argentino en los 90” en Elena Oliveras, La levedad del límite. Arte argentino
en el fin del milenio, (Buenos Aires: Fundación Petorutti, 2000); Gumier
Maier, “El Tao del Arte” en El Tao del Arte, cat. exp., (Buenos Aires:
Gaglianone, 1997), 7–14; Hernán Ameijeiras, “El arte político es para meter
dedos en el culo de la gente”, La Maga (Buenos Aires), 16 de junio de 1993;
Ameijeiras, “Un debate sobre las características del supuesto ‘arte light’”,
La Maga (Buenos Aires), 9 de junio de 1993.
16 Gumier Maier, “El Rojas”.

Notas

17 [anónimo], “El Rojas como centro”, Página/12, 8 de agosto de 1989.

1 El Centro Cultural Rector Ricardo Rojas, fundado en 1984, está ubicado

18 Esta exhibición, desarrollada en Galería del Rojas, en algunas publicaciones

se la encuentra citada como Harte-Pombo-Suárez I a raíz de las sucesivas
exposiciones que este trío de artistas realizó: Harte-Pombo-Suárez II,
Buenos Aires, Centro Cultural Recoleta, 1990; Harte-Pombo-Suárez III,
Buenos Aires, Fundación Banco Patricios, 1992 y Harte-Pombo-Suárez IV,
Buenos Aires, Galería Ruth Benzacar, 2001.

en la zona céntrica de la ciudad de Buenos Aires, en la Av. Corrientes 2038.
2 Actualmente la galería se encuentra en un edificio contiguo al Centro Cultural.
3 Véase, por ejemplo: Rodrigo Alonso y Valeria González, Ansia y devoción.

Imágenes del presente (Buenos Aires: Fundación Proa, 2003); Inés
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(2003): 4; Victoria Verlichak, El ojo del que mira. Artistas de los noventa,
(Buenos Aires: Fundación Proa, 1998); Jorge Gumier Maier, “El Tao del
Arte” en El Tao del Arte, cat. exp., (Buenos Aires: Gaglianone, 1997), 7–14;
Marcelo E. Pacheco, “Arte por el arte”, Magazín literario 0 (1997), 8; Pierre
Restany, “Arte argentino de los 90. Arte guarango para la Argentina de
Menem”, Lápiz 116 (1995), 50; Gumier Maier, “El Rojas” en 5 años en el
Rojas (Buenos Aires: Centro Cultural Ricardo Rojas, 1994), [s/p]; Carlos
Basualdo, “Contemporary Art in Argentina: Between the Mimetic and the
Cadaverous” en David Elliott, Art From Argentina. 1920–1994, cat. exp.,
(Oxford: Museum of Modern Art, 1994), 114–123; Jorge López Anaya,
“Gumier Maier: la estética de los 90”, La Nación (Buenos Aires), 22 de

19 En este artículo, el significado de la palabra “atorranta” concuerda con

uno de los usos comunes que tiene en la Argentina. Es decir, refiere a un
carácter desfachatado, desvergonzado, de poca categoría.
20 Miguel Briante, “Cuando los costados encierran el centro”, Página/12,

19 de diciembre de 1989.
21 Véase, por ejemplo: Briante, “Riesgo cumplido. Pintura más joven”,
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34

Fig. 1. Cover, Metamorfosis: The Journal of Northwest Art and Culture, vol. 3, no. 1 (1980).

In 1980, Metamorfosis: Northwest Chicano Magazine of Literature
and Culture, a journal published by the Centro de Estudios
Chicanos at the University of Washington in Seattle, published
an essay by Chicano artist and activist Malaquias Montoya
and his wife, Lezlie Salkowitz-Montoya (fig. 1). Titled “A Critical
Perspective on the State of Chicano Art,” it was a scathing
indictment of artists who, according to the Montoyas, had
abandoned the core values of the Chicano Movement and
had been co-opted by the mainstream art world. Instead of
serving the Movement by representing pictorially the struggle
for societal equality, these artists were creating personal
imagery for the sole purpose of entering the art market. The
Montoyas believed that the economic situation that gave
birth to the Movement had not changed, thus Chicano artists
needed to remain committed as activists. The subsequent double
issue of Metamorfosis, which appeared in 1981, included two

The journal published the Montoya essay to “encourage
dialogue on the state and function of Chicano art” thus inviting
artists and critics to “respond to the position represented here
in the form of letters, reviews or articles.”2 These sources—
the Montoyas’ essay, the two published responses, and
Carrillo’s personal letter—along with an understanding of
Metamorfosis’s role as a forum for academics and artists, not
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War protests, and university youth leadership demands.
According to scholar and cultural critic Tomás Ybarra-Frausto,
because it was “anguished by the lack of social mobility, frustrated by insensitive institutions which fostered discrimination
and racism, and exploited in economic terms, the Chicano
community engaged in a total evaluation of its relationship to
the dominant society.”3
Key to understanding the community’s reevaluation was the
bicultural condition of Chicanos: a people with a historical
connection to Mexico who exist within a (North) American
geopolitical reality. The proximity of the United States to Mexico
allowed for a constant infusion of social “nutrients” via new
immigrants, cultural objects, and family visits.4 At the same
time, there were many Mexican American families whose
presence in the United States extended back for generations
and who no longer spoke Spanish. The imperative of uniting
a heterogeneous community became an important challenge
to the Chicano sociopolitical agenda. A major step was taken
with the adoption of “El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan” at the First
National Chicano Liberation Youth Conference held in Denver,
Colorado, in 1969 (fig. 2). This seminal document and the
conference’s rhetoric generated language—that is, content
and media—for art-making in the service of cultural identity
and political unity. El Plan declared, “We must ensure that our
writers, poets, musicians, and artists produce literature and art
that is appealing to our people and relates to our revolutionary
culture.”5 Thus, a cultural production of art that supported the
Movement’s goals of political resistance and cultural affirmation was emphasized.

Fig. 2. “El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan,” adopted in 1969 at the First National Chicano
Liberation Youth Conference in Denver, Colorado.

only provide valuable art historical information during a key period of Chicano art but also contribute to a more comprehensive
Chicano art historical scholarship. More important, the
Montoyas’ essay and its reverberations among Chicano artists,
critics, and curators opened the door to Chicano art criticism.
In order to fully appreciate their combined importance, it is
necessary to place these documents in the context of the early
Chicano Movement history.

The Chicano Movement’s integration of politics and art had
a profound impact on Mexican American artists by essentially
mandating that they become community activists. Initially,
Chicano artists incorporated all art media that affirmed and
celebrated a Mexican cultural identity, utilizing both political
and artistic tactics to reach the overall goal of resisting American
oppression. As historian Juan Gomez-Quiñones notes, “Against
domination various kinds of resistance take place… Political
dissent, class conflict and cultural resistance reinforce each
other. Culture must be joined to politics of liberation for it to be
an act of resistance.”6 To that end, many artists turned to
familiar public art forms: the mural and poster.

The Chicano Movement—known also as El Movimiento or La
Causa—possessed elements of political resistance, cultural
affirmation, neo-indigenous spirituality, and national liberation.
Beginning in the early 1960s and concentrated in the United
States’ Southwest, the Movement had a multilayered approach
to multiple goals. Some goals were specific to a particular region,
yet it brought together participants of different sexes and from
different age groups and socioeconomic backgrounds. In many
ways, the Chicano Movement was composed of a series of smaller
movements inspired by the momentum of the larger national
Civil Rights agenda, United Farm Workers boycotts, Vietnam

Malaquias Montoya, who became one of the foremost proponents
of these art forms, was recognized for his dedication to creating
art based on what I term “the aesthetics of the message,” the
capacity to assign equal attention to visual form without sacrificing the political content. Montoya arrived at University of
36

California, Berkeley, in 1968, at the height of the campus strikes
led by the Third World Liberation Front (TWLF). Along with the
TWLF strike at San Francisco State College, the strikes at
Berkeley were among the longest, most costly, and most militant
student strikes in California history.7 Montoya, who had done
commercial silk-screening while a student in San José, California,
quickly became involved in producing posters for the strike.
During this time, Montoya also met and joined three other
Chicano artists—Manuel Hernandez, Esteban Villa, and Rene
Yañez—to form the Mexican American Liberation Art Front
(known as MALA-F, or Mala-efe), a collective based in Oakland.

Taller closed in 1980 and even after he left the CCAC and became
a professor at the University of California, Davis, in 1989.
Malaquias and his wife Lezlie wrote their essay in 1980, just
as the Chicano Movement was changing and giving way to the
forces of multiculturalism in the United States.13 Beginning in
the mid-1970s, cultural organizations, educational institutions,
and government agencies that funded the arts embarked on
efforts to diversify programming and class offerings. Even now,
more than two decades later, it is difficult to assess the success
of these efforts, but one concrete outcome was the increase in
cultural activities sponsored by government and mainstream
institutions that sought to “reflect” or “celebrate” ethnic diversity. From about 1980 through the late 1990s, many major
museums and commercial galleries participated in these efforts.
A majority of the museums were spurred by the increased number of grant opportunities and by pressure from public funders.
It was this major shift—the increase in funding to artists of
color, either through grants to ethnic arts organizations or to
individuals for major traveling exhibitions and public art commissions—that the Montoyas found troubling. For them, the
expanded opportunities afforded to Chicano artists to exhibit
and sell their work as a result of multiculturalism only served
to co-opt and to divert them from the true work of the Chicano
artist. It was this threat of co-optation that they addressed in
their Metamorfosis article.

MALA-F was the first of its kind and the important precursor
to other California collectives, including the Galeria de la Raza
in San Francisco and the Rebel Chicano Art Front (RCAF) in
Sacramento. Formed “for the purpose of organizing Chicano
artists who are interested in integrating art into the Chicano
social revolution sweeping the country,” the collective offered
Chicano artists the opportunity to critique each other’s work,
discuss important social issues, such as the Chicano civil
rights movement and the United Farm Workers struggle for
unionization, and strategize their role as artist-activists.8
MALA-F developed a manifesto of cultural nationalism that
compared the Chicano Movement of the 1960s with the
Mexican Revolution of 1910, which also sought to reject western
European–influenced art in favor of a more indigenous
Mexican expression.9 The group lasted for only a year, but it
held many meetings in which discussion and debate focused
on the philosophy and definition of Chicano art.10 According
to MALA-F member Esteban Villa, “Discussions were heated,
especially the polemics on the form and content of revolutionary
art and the relevance of murals and graphic art.”11

“A Critical Perspective on the State of Chicano Art” (fig. 3) begins
with a detailed outline of a trend that had become apparent in
the late 1970s: Chicano artists were moving away from a community focus to individual artistic pursuits. According to the
Montoyas, the United States’ capitalistic system of oppression
demanded that Chicano artists produce an art of protest. They
cautioned against the temptation to exhibit and sell art within a
mainstream art market which was part of a political and economic
system that exploited Chicanos and the members of immigrant
communities in the United States. The essay historicizes
Chicano art by outlining its origins and development not only
within Chicano/Mexican American art history but also as part
of larger international, sociopolitical artists’ movements. It
contains a detailed description of two approaches that artists
had developed over the preceding fifteen years: the “participatory
approach,” which was deemed unrealistic because it meant
“giving up some of the wealth in order to establish a reasonable
balance,” an “interchange” that could not be considered even
by “the liberal sector”; and the “intermediary approach,” by
which artists who understood the system minimized their participation in it.14 It is the latter that the Montoyas supported,
since it allowed the ideals of the Chicano Movement to reach a

Because of his experiences at UC Berkeley and his participation
in MALA-F discussions, Montoya understood that art could have
no other role than that of social change. In fact, he believed that
“the struggle of all people cannot be merely intellectually
accepted. It must become part of our very being as artists.”12
As a result, after graduating from UC Berkeley and becoming
an instructor at the California College of Arts and Crafts (CCAC)
in Oakland, Montoya’s strong commitment to community artmaking led him to establish the Taller [“workshop”] de Artes
Graficas with fellow MALA-F artist Manuel Hernandez. The
concept of the Taller placed a high importance on teaching art
in the community. For Montoya and Hernandez, it was not
enough to make art for the community; art had to exist within
the community through ongoing art classes, poster workshops,
and exhibitions. Montoya continued his commitment to teaching in the community and creating an “art of protest” after the
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can take place and make possible a re-dedication to the original
commitment and to working together.”16 Consequently, Chicano
art became predicated on aspiring to the goals of transforming
each individual and, thereby, generating social change within
the community and ultimately across the nation.
Second, yet equally important, even though the Montoya essay
can be seen as another example of the “artist as critic” perspective, it was unique in its unilateral definition of Chicano art as
inherently and exclusively oppositional. The essay also took the
additional step of publicly assailing the artists that abandoned
this stance for material gain or artistic fame, something no
Chicano artist had done before. By publicizing their beliefs in
Metamorfosis, the Montoyas prompted a response from other
artists, curators, and scholars. Even if they did not write a letter
in agreement or disagreement, the essay made readers think
about the need to define Chicano art and to place it within the
context of a Chicano art history that described its origins,
development, and future direction.
While we may never know how many letters were received,
we can evaluate the two responses that appeared in the next
issue. Pedro Rodriguez’s “Arte Como Expresión del Pueblo”
(fig. 4) echoed the tone and sentiment of the Montoyas’ essay.
Now a visual artist living in Texas, in 1980 Rodriguez was
teaching at Washington State University. His essay posited
the uniqueness of Chicano art as stemming from its “radical”
origins. Rodriguez made the case that before the Chicano
Movement, Mexican American artists had created mainstream
art, which he characterized as not reflecting “our identity, our
culture, or our racial, economic and political conditions.”17 In
addition, the establishment’s refusal to accept Chicano art
alienated Chicano artists and the community they represented
and served to make the art more radical and artists justifiably
more defiant. Yet, Rodriguez acknowledged that in the late
1970s, as artists began to meet and form collectives and to
create their own art galleries and cultural centers, the government
took notice and funds became available through such entities
as the National Endowment for the Arts. “The term ‘Chicano’
became an acceptable term,” Rodriguez observed. “The
Movimiento became an avenue for success for a few individuals,
while the masses of people remained in essentially the same
powerless position, or worse.”18 The essay also refuted the
accusation that Chicano artists sacrifice aesthetics in deference
to the sociopolitical message. Instead, Rodriguez argued, this
accusation only obscured the fact that it was the mainstream
art world that used this excuse not to accept the many Chicanos
who continued to produce political works. In conclusion,
Rodriguez asked an essential question: “Why should artistas

Fig. 3. Malaquias Montoya and Lezlie Salkowitz-Montoya’s “A Critical Perspective on the
State of Chicano Art,” published in Metamorfosis (1980).

wider public as well as their local community. Their essay concluded with a call for artists to reaffirm the original goals of
the Chicano Movement: to make art that serves the community
and continues to function as a catalyst for social change.
Chicano art history was at a major juncture in its development in
1980. Although various artists and scholars (mainly from the literary field) had written about Chicano art as early as 1971 and
had described it in very general terms, the Montoya essay is
especially noteworthy on two counts.15 First, although not declared
as such, it functioned as an artist manifesto that articulated a
distinct ideology with concise objectives, and it provided the first
encompassing definition for Chicano art: “It is the responsibility
of Chicano artists to show the importance of aspiring not for
that material accumulation, which is so unrealistic for most of
La Raza and keeps so many crippled and enslaved, but for a
system that truly provides the necessary things for everyone.”
Thus, Chicano art was no longer defined solely by its imagery
(artistic content), but by the Chicano artist’s active participation
in a proactive movement against all oppression and a lifelong
commitment to leading the struggle. In fact, according to the
Montoyas, “Art must be used to facilitate and redevelop that
artistic sensitivity within all people… Through Chicano art, by
the visual education process, a transformation of individuals
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Fig. 4. Pedro Rodríguez offers a response to the Montoyas in “Arte Como Expresión del
Pueblo,” Metamorfosis (1980–81).

Fig. 5. Shifra Goldman’s “Response: Another Opinion on the State of Chicano Art,”
Metamorfosis (1980–81).

not make explicit their political ideology?”19 Here he cited as
examples and models the murals and writings of the great
Mexican muralists, the writings of Moholy-Nagy, and the
rhetoric of the Cuban Revolution. In fact, the essay ends with
a long quote from Fidel Castro.

on the State of Chicano Art” (fig. 5)—registered her disagreement
with the Montoyas. Her response opened with a different quote
from Castro: “The enemy is not abstract art but imperialism.”
Goldman first responded to the Montoya’s description of
“co-optation” by discussing the need to consider its complexity.
She stated her appreciation for the Montoyas’ essay and
acceptance of many of their premises, but she also declared
her intent to expose contradictions and to clarify, and in some
instances refute, certain definitions and assumptions.

Rodriguez agreed to a significant degree with the ideology
expressed in the Montoyas’ essay. Along with connecting the
definition of Chicano art to its origins as an art with a political
message and sociocultural purpose, Rodriguez also supported
the international aspects of Chicano art as expressed by the
Montoyas. For them, Chicano art was not a nationalistic art
that served only the Mexican American community from which
it sprang; it was also part of a larger effort to reach across
continents to join with other artist-activists striving to produce
an “art of struggle” that exposed and fought oppression. The
title of Rodriguez’s response, which translates as an “Art As
an Expression of the People,” expressed his support for the
Montoyas’ arguments, and his essay issued a similar challenge
to Chicano artists.

She then presented her response in three sections: Is Separatism
Possible or Desirable?, Characteristics of Art Production, and
Artistic Survival and Art Consumption.20 In the first section
Goldman examined the Montoyas’ proposal that Chicano artists
separate themselves from the dominant culture. She called
this “an illusion” and defined Chicano art as a combination of
technology, formal expression, and ideology, and discussed the
relationship of each element to Chicano art practices. Goldman
proposed that separatism, not resistance, constituted a more
realistic position. In fact, Goldman writes, the Chicano “vanguard
—political militants, artists, intellectuals, and self-educated
workers, students—now have the twin obligation of dissemi-

The title of Shifra Goldman’s essay—“Response: Another Opinion
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co-workers and maybe that should be the issue to discuss that
is more real than ‘A Critical Perspective on the State of Chicano
Art.’”24 In her third point, Carrillo questioned the reality of
adhering to a political belief at the expense of basic survival:
“If we follow the route of a Marxist-dreamworld [sic] in a capitalist society, depending on only our communities for financial
support and not going outside them, we’d starve.”25 Ironically,
in her fourth point Carrillo echoed one of the beliefs expressed
by the Montoyas: using art to educate, to provide role models,
and to offer opportunities for what Carrillo described as “working together for a better existence on this world.” Carrillo
urged the Montoyas to take a more “positive/optimistic point
of view” in her fifth point. She ended with a question, which
was more of a plea: “What happened to the word carnalismo?”
—a term used in the Movement to denote brotherhood or sisterhood. She was clearly frustrated by the Montoyas’ idealistic
call for artistic integrity and political purity in the face of the
daily economic challenges experienced. Carrillo’s letter also
serves as a powerful reminder of the very real gender issues
confronted (even still) by Chicana artists and the balancing act
required of those who, like her, functioned daily as “painter,
muralist, mother, worker.”26

nating and testing constantly evolving new ideas within the
U.S. Mexican community, and among potential allies outside
that community.”21 Next Goldman defended the ability of Chicano
artists to retain an oppositional perspective while experimenting with a range of styles and techniques, including those
associated with mainstream art movements. Using the example
of the Cuban poster makers, Goldman reminded readers that
“the Cubans freely appropriated the most contemporary artistic
modes of the capitalist world and placed them at the service of
revolutionary content.”22
In the last section, Goldman addressed the Montoyas’ concern
with the overall co-optation of Chicano art. She challenged their
notion that such work be exhibited only in alternative spaces,
pointing out that artists, out of economic necessity, have always
sustained varying levels of engagement with the art market
and major institutions. Furthermore, she argued that Chicano
artists should use the establishment—including its museums,
galleries, and educational institutions—to promote their
sociopolitical and cultural agenda: “It is not technology, style,
or even the art structure that is at fault … but the philosophies
and practices that inform them. They must be adapted to the
needs of the people.”23

Upon its publication in 1980, the Montoya essay incited a furious
and long-lasting debate on the definition of Chicano art. Today,
it attests to the myriad definitions already in circulation by that
year. Individually, the three essays published in Metamorfosis
and the Carrillo letter elucidate diverse personal and aesthetic
perspectives on issues related to the role of Chicano art and
artists during the waning of the Chicano Movement. Taken
together, they provide an important window on the development
of Chicano art and criticism in a transitional period. The slow
separation of Chicano art from its initial dependence on posters
and murals and its corresponding role as the voice and/or tool
of the Movement, and its shift back to expressing the artist’s
vision, gave rise to tensions, especially the pull between individual expression and the collective agenda. For artists such
as the Montoyas, a true Chicano art could only be achieved
by realizing “the political significance of Chicano Art and its
unifying power.”27

The most significant aspect of Goldman’s response was her
conclusion that for Chicano artists to remain outside of the
American art world as proposed by the Montoyas was unrealistic
and impractical and represented a reductive characterization
of Chicano art and culture. She argued that the complexity
of practical concerns—something as simple as access to art
supplies—denied the possibility of pure separatism. Instead,
Goldman insisted that Chicano artists could retain critical,
culturally specific practices by avoiding the production of art
for art’s sake and by rejecting superficial novelty. She proposed
that Chicano art was more accurately described in terms of
ideological heterogeneity and complexity, with a historical
tendency toward reformist politics and cultural nationalism.
Graciela Carrillo’s unpublished letter to Metamorfosis (fig. 6)
offers further insight into artists’ reactions to the Montoyas’
essay. Carrillo challenged the authors not only on their choice
of a “college professor” rhetorical style, which made the essay
hard for her to read, but also on their ideological stance, which
did not represent her views as a Chicana artist. She outlined
her views in six bulleted points. In the first two and the last
points, Carrillo addressed what she perceived to be the male
and Marxist perspectives of the Montoya essay, noting that
MALA-F did not have female members: “Women can also contribute to the society not only as mothers and wives, but as

Fig. 6. Graciela Carrillo, unpublished letter to Metamorfosis and Malaquias Montoya, December 18, 1980.

no. (February, 2003), 3.

mass” for the development of Chicano art criticism. The perspectives reflected in these documents underscore the reality
that Chicano art was never a monolith. Equally important, the
documents are testaments to the ability of Chicano art to
evolve and remain relevant.

Ed.Note: The French student uprisings of May 1968 spurred militancy
across universities the world over, including the events in California, which,
in turn, reverberated across American campuses. Established in January
1969, Berkeley’s TWLF was born from the coalescence of three minority
student fronts that called a strike on January 22, 1969, requesting: the establishment of a Third World College with four departments; the appointment of
minorities to administrative, faculty, and staff positions at all levels in all
campus units; greater admission, financial aid, and academic assistance for
minority students; minority control of all minority-related programs; and,
finally, amnesty for all student strikers. Among other things, their efforts
succeeded in establishing the Department of Ethnic Studies during the fall
of 1969. See: Ling-chi Wang, Newsletter of the Department of Ethnic Studies
at U.C. Berkeley, vol. 2; no. 2 (Spring 1997). For a Latin American perspective
on the same turbulent time, see Cristina Rossi’s essay on Julio Le Parc’s
connections to the French student uprisings of May 1968 Parisian unrest
(“Julio Le Parc y el lugar de la Resistencia,” published in this same volume).
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Ilus. 1. Acta de fundación del Centre de Recherche d’Art Visuel, París, julio de 1960. Archivo Julio Le Parc.

A través de los años, la actitud [del artista argentino] Julio Le
Parc se mantuvo inclinada hacia la confrontación de ideas y
la resistencia al circuito oficial de circulación del arte. Nuestro
análisis focaliza las articulaciones entre los posicionamientos
asumidos en manifiestos y panfletos, hoy suficientemente
conocidos, y un grupo de documentos posteriores al Mayo
Francés (1968) y menos difundidos. Situados en el clima de
represión y censura impuesto por los golpes de estado que se
produjeron en los países latinoamericanos durante la década del
70, estos escritos testimonian la activa participación del artista
argentino en las estrategias grupales de resistencia.
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mantuvieron una actitud crítica hacia las políticas implementadas
tanto por las instituciones artísticas, como por los gobiernos
militares que se instalaron en América Latina.
El circuito de consagración como espacio de confrontación
Desde 1960 los integrantes del Centre de Recherche d’Art Visuel
se propusieron tratar de modificar la actitud tradicional del
artista, profundizando las investigaciones individuales en el
intercambio grupal y dirigiendo las capacidades personales
hacia los resultados conjuntos [ilus. 1]. También intentaron
trabajar desde una posición libre de las presiones estéticas,
sociales y económicas.1 La Bienal de París fue uno de los
primeros espacios institucionalizados contra el cual manifestaron su disconformidad los artistas del núcleo original del
Centre, que luego formaron el Groupe de Recherche d’Art Visuel
(GRAV), aunque algunos de los integrantes argentinos ya se
habían rebelado contra la institución educativa antes de abandonar Buenos Aires. En ese caso, se trató de la participación
de Le Parc y sus compañeros en los movimientos estudiantiles
que, en 1955, ocuparon las escuelas de bellas artes con la

La lectura de las fuentes propuestas nos permite, por un lado,
estudiar las intervenciones de Le Parc en la escena sociopolítica
rastreando las marcas en las que pervive la modalidad de trabajo
adoptada desde sus primeras investigaciones visuales, en las
que se ponía el acento en los intercambios colectivos y la confrontación de ideas. Por otro lado, al desplegar estas fuentes
podremos ir redibujando parte del entramado que unió a los
artistas latinoamericanos que, desde sus países o en el exilio,
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