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Resumen:  

Con el paso al siglo veintiuno, pueblos latinoamericanos han dado un nuevo y significativo impulso a los procesos para lidiar con abusos a derechos humanos ocurridos durante regímenes militares y guerras civiles aun no resueltos.  Procesos de verdad, reconciliación y justicia fueron revisitados; juicios a personas involucradas con la perpetración de violencia, tortura, secuestros, asesinatos, y desapariciones fueron (re)abiertos; y nuevas  interpretaciones y preguntas acerca de sucesos pasados fueron elaboradas.  El surgimiento de lo que se conceptualiza aquí como una segunda ola de movilización por la memoria, verdad y justicia – la primera ola ocurriendo previamente con las transiciones a regímenes democráticos y la firma de tratados de paz-- no representa necesariamente una sorpresa.  Investigadores sociales ya habían teorizado sobre varios factores que influenciarían la continuación de tan complejo proceso sociopolítico, legal y cultural: factores como la maduración de la generación nacida durante tiempos de violencia (Mannheim, 1952; Kaiser, 2005); la expansión global de una cultura de la memoria (Nora, 2002; Huyssein, 2000; Ricoeur, 2006); y la solidificación de los regímenes internacionales de derechos humanos (Lessa and Payne, 2012; Hite and Ungar, 2013; Roht-Arriaza and Mariezcurrena, 2006).  Sin embargo, la segunda ola de movilización merece atención académica debido a su expansión geográfica continental, su profundidad conceptual, y por lo tanto, su relevancia política, social y cultural.  Es en esta segunda ola que principales estrategas de violencia sistémica y perpetradores de violencia de todas las jerarquías militares fueron llevados (o vueltos a llevar) a la corte, enjuiciados, culpados y encarcelados.  En la segunda ola, aun mas gente desaparecida fue encontrada (muerta, como con el descubrimiento de fosas masivas, y viva, como con la reaparición de hijas e hijos de padres desaparecidos).   Por último, es durante esta segunda ola cuando la colaboración entre miembros de la sociedad civil y las fuerzas militares fue abordada de pleno, resultando en juicios sobre la participación civil en el sistema represivo y la revisión de cómo fuerzas paramilitares y otros grupos armados contribuyeron a la normalización del abuso de la violencia.  Como un todo, esta segundo ola de movilización por la memoria, verdad y justicia generó un renovado vigor para lidiar con el horror de la matanza en su mayor complejidad: en cuanto estuvo relacionada tanto con grupos militares como civiles; en como entretejió ideologías políticas con estructuras raciales, étnicas, religiosas, de clase, genero y orientación sexual nacional e internacionalmente; y en tanto reflejó contradicciones y ambivalencias sociales y culturales instauradas sobre el propio significado y la posibilidad misma de la justicia y la equidad.  Con el objetivo de analizar este proceso reciente, este trabajo de investigación estudiará los casos de Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Brasil, Colombia, Uruguay, Perú, Bolivia y El Salvador, y ofrecerá una explicación acerca del desarrollo de complejos procesos de “encuadramiento publico de la memoria colectiva” (Goffman, 1974; Philips, 2004; Crenzel, 2008; Jelin, 2003; Arias y del Campo, 2009) a partir de una “epistemología crítica desde abajo” (Harding, 1998; Collins, 2000; Connell, 2007; Jaggar, 2008; Mignolo, 2012; Go, 2013; Bortoluci and Jansen, 2013).  
Texto en Ingles (traducción al español será completada mas adelante) 


With the turn of the century, the process of dealing with the still unresolved human rights abuses under authoritarian regimes1 and civil wars2 in Latin America has been significantly reinvigorated.  Truth, reconciliation, and justice efforts have been revisited, trials of people involved with violence, torture, abductions, murders, and disappearances have been (re)opened, and new interpretations and questions about what happened have been raised.  The emergence of what can be conceptualized as a second wave of memory, truth, and justice mobilizations—the first wave having occurred early on with transitions into democratic regimes and the signing of peace accords3—has not necessarily been a surprise.  Scholars have theorized that the coming of age of a generation born and raised during times of widespread violence could awaken new interpretations and demands for addressing unsettled aspects of the past (Mannheim, 1952; Kaiser, 2005).  Moreover, researchers have pointed out that the global upsurge of a culture of memory, given the acceleration and democratization of history in postmodern capitalism (Nora, 2002; Huyssein, 2000; Ricoeur, 2006) and the solidification of international human rights accountability (Lessa and Payne, 2012; Hite and Ungar, 2013; Roht-Arriaza and Mariezcurrena, 2006) , would be fertile ground in which renewed efforts by previously marginalized groups to seek justice and rebuild memory could flourish.  

At the same time, looking at the region as a whole and aware that each country experienced these processes in a different way, to a different degree, at a different time, and with unique contributing events,4 three other factors have influenced the revival of memory, truth, and justice mobilizations.  The first and arguably most relevant is what has been identified as “the impossibility of justice” (Arias and del Campo, 2009: 11; Rigney, 2012).  Despite the expansion of democracy, the establishment of truth and reconciliation commissions, their reports documenting systemic human rights abuses, the trials and sentencing of the military in charge of designing, directing, and/or executing such violence, and the memorialization of the horror of the past conflict, justice has not been achieved.  Among the main setbacks have been executive orders that ended the prosecution of the crimes committed during authoritarian regimes and civil wars and the use of amnesty laws5 either to prevent prosecutions or to free those who had been convicted (Santos, Teles, and de Almeida Teles, 2009; Andreozzi, 2011; Centro de Estudios Legales y Sociales, 2011; Lessa and Payne, 2012). These decisions generated a widespread sense of incompleteness and disenchantment with the promises made by the new regimes: political calculations and power imbalances seemed to have overtaken the rule of law once again.  This public dissatisfaction (particularly among victims of violence and members of human rights organizations) was, however, not unexpected given that, in general, processes of transitional justice were bound to be precarious at best.  Besides the delicate balance that transitional governments had to maintain to appease the still volatile political environment with the threat of a resurgence of either military rule or polarized civil (armed) conflict (Quinalha, 2013; Lessa, 2013), the wide diversity of groups interested in seeking justice had different interpretations and expectations of what could actually constitute a “fair” solution—trials for all involved in violent activities, economic reparations to victims, memorialization of spaces where violence took place, funding for forensic investigations, or leaving the past in the past (Jelin, 1994; 2003; Loveman and Lira, 2002; Crenzel, 2008; Stern, 2010; Salvi, 2013).  
The second factor was the remarkable persistence of processes of collective memory and justice with the ultimate goal of coming to terms with the facts and the various effects of extremely violent and traumatic events.  This persistence rendered futile any effort to put a premature end to those processes.  Indeed, neither the suspension of trials nor the declaration of amnesties that were intended to prevent the past from becoming “the gravedigger of the present” (Nietzsche, 2010 [1974]: 3) was able to repress collective memory and justice mobilizations.  Memories were bound to resurface and groups to continue to dialogue with and dispute one another about the veracity and relevance of their truths and claims (Freud, 1919; Sennet, 1998; Schudson, 1989; Alexander, 2004; Eyerman, 2004).  The emergence of a second wave of memory, truth, and justice mobilizations in Latin America showed the perseverance of both dominant and marginalized groups in their efforts to legitimize and/or impose their versions of the past and support laws and policies that satisfied their interests (Foucault, 1975; Burke, 1989; Zerubavel, 1996; Popular Memory Group, 1998; Jelin, 2003; Sarlo, 2005).  Their resilience was sustained by the commonality of injustice, amnesty, and impunity across borders; transnational awareness and collaboration contributed to the renewal of claims and the bracing of counterhegemonic doxa and praxis (ideologies and practices) (Marx, 1845; Bourdieu, 1977).  The continuous involvement of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights and the extraditions and trials of the military in the courts of other countries further reinforced mobilizations for memory and justice (Roht-Arriaza and Mariezcurrena, 2006; Lessa and Payne, 2012; Hite and Ungar, 2013).  

Additionally, this perseverance was influenced by the centrality in the region of political mobilization and social movements on multiple issues (Eckstein and Garreton, 1989; Stahler-Sholk, Vanden, and Kuecker, 2008; Stahler-Sholk, Vanden, and Becker, 2014)—a rich culture of collective action and dissent that would persist and manifest itself with varying purposes and intensities in different times and places.  Because of the inherent complexities and shortcomings of the processes of truth, reconciliation, and justice, human rights organizations increased their demands and new groups emerged to join them, introducing further issues (Hite and Ungar, 2013).  Also, as time passed, political ideologies that had been repressed and/or moderated began to gather old and new sympathizers (and in some cases achieved governmental power) while pushing for an expansion and reinterpretation of the human rights agenda set by the mobilizations of the first wave (Ellner, 2014; Arnson et al., 2009; Levitsky and Roberts, 2011).  Thus neither the earlier armed conflict nor the deficiencies of justice in postauthoritarian times could curtail the long-standing culture of counterhegemonic politics in Latin America or the ultimate motivation to pursue truth and justice.  

A third factor that was influential in the second wave was a context of economic volatility and inequality (ECLAC, 2013) that, together with mounting violence, corruption, and impunity, stirred distrust of governmental and law enforcement institutions (Wielandt and Artigas, 2007; Desmond Arias and Goldstein, 2010; Morris and Blake, 2010; Hite and Ungar, 2013; Medina and Galván, 2014).   Besides being disenchanted with the interrupted process of truth and justice, growing numbers of people became generally skeptical of “the political,” conceptualized as everything related to government officials, traditional politicians, and formal institutions, particularly as the detrimental consequences of neoliberal schemes spread and deepened and new administrations found insurmountable difficulties in bringing back growth and development.6  The combination of institutional unreliability, low accountability, and social inequality fed criminal activities and violence (particularly with the spread of international trafficking of narcotic drugs, the rise of the related gangs, and the competition of nonstate armed groups for the control of resources), provoking an environment of insecurity and fear.7  This violence, now in a post–cold war context, was identified as different from the systematic terror of repressive regimes.  However, it could not be thought of as completely divorced from either the recent past (with its polarized conflicts, abuses of power, and effects of neoliberal schemes) or the fragile state of justice.  Efforts to show the continuities between the authoritarian past and the democratic present had been made by activists and scholars, but some political groups also capitalized on these links to (at least rhetorically) offer an alternative promise of a politics of justice, transparency, economic growth, stability, and redistribution (Koonings and Kruijt, 1999; 2004; Desmond Arias and Goldstein, 2010; Faulk, 2013; Silva, 2009; David, 2008; Sader, 2008).  

Independently of what was expected by researchers of collective memory or the possible influence of the above factors, the reinvigoration of memory, truth, and justice mobilizations deserves attention in its own right because of its continental geographical spread, its conceptual depth, and, consequently, its political, social, and cultural relevance.  It was with this second wave that the main strategists of systemic violence and its perpetrators from all military echelons were taken (back) to court, tried, found guilty, and incarcerated.  It was also this time around that more disappeared people were found (dead, as in the case of the discovery of mass graves, and alive, as in the case of the reappearance of abducted grandchildren) despite official efforts to halt the search.  And, last but not least, it was at this point that the collaboration of civil society with the military regime was fully recognized, resulting in trials involving the participation of civilians in the repressive system and the revisiting of the way the actions of members of the paramilitary and other armed groups contributed to the normalization of the abuse of violence.  On the whole, the second wave displayed renewed vigor in dealing with the horror of bloodshed in all of its complexity: as it pertained to military and civilian groups, as it linked political ideologies with racial/ethnic, gender/sexual, and class regimes both domestically and internationally, and as it reflected embedded societal contradictions and ambivalence about the very meaning and possibility of justice and equality.  

With the intention of recording and analyzing this novel process as it developed in Latin America, I proposed assembling a journal special issue on the politics of collective memory and justice from the perspective of an activist scholar—one convinced that ultimately the main purpose of academic research is contributing to community efforts to dismantle oppressive practices and structures and bring about social change and justice (Mills, 1959; Dubet, 2012; Naples, 2003; Hale, 2008; Shayne, 2014).  This standpoint becomes particularly significant in memory and justice studies given that, as Foucault (2001 [1975]: 253) has argued,

memory is actually a very important factor in struggle (recall, in fact, struggles develop in a kind of conscious moving forward of history), if one controls people’s memory, one controls their dynamism. And also one controls their experience, their knowledge of previous struggles. . . . Popular struggles have become for our society, not part of the actual, but of the possible. 

Furthermore, an activist scholar approach is meant “to counter hegemonic practices in research and beyond” (Villalón, 2014: 269)—to study the “social production of memory” in an effort to debunk inequalities of knowledge and power (Popular Memory Group, 2011 [1998]: 254).  This is a study that must be “relational,” concerned with both “the relation between dominant memory and oppositional forms across the whole public (including the academic) field” and “the relation between these public discourses in their contemporary state of play and the more privatized sense of the past which is generated within a lived culture” (257).  Because “political domination involves historical definition [and h]istory—in particular popular memory—is a stake in the constant struggle for hegemony” (258), the second wave of memory, truth, and justice mobilizations in Latin American could not go unnoticed.  

The wealth of submissions for this issue reflected the relevance of the actual process in progress.  Studies about countries with a longer repertoire of policies and scholarship on memory and justice such as Argentina and Chile, as well as research about countries that were newer to them such as Guatemala, Brazil, Colombia, Uruguay, Peru, Bolivia, El Salvador, Paraguay, and Mexico, will make up two issues, the second to appear next year. Researchers were invited to address questions such as how processes of collective memory making had influenced the development of democratic culture and institutions; how the history of violence and systematic abuses of political power were related to the current upsurge of state and nonstate violence in the region; how collective memory-making efforts could contribute to the understanding and solution of current problems of violence and impunity;  how collectives had organized efforts to rebuild memory and demand justice; what the politics underlying collective memory-making processes were and how they facilitated or impeded justice; whether justice and reconciliation were at all possible; what methodological and theoretical approaches might be best for understanding and furthering processes of collective memory and justice in Latin America; and what the relationships were between community, politics, and academia with regard to collective processes of memory and justice. 

The first issue consists of research addressing counterhegemonic processes of collective memory making in general terms, including the new phase of trials and justice and their implications for reconciliation.  The second issue will be composed of analyses of the use to foster justice of various means and sites of commemoration, including art pieces, films, documentaries, soap operas, fictional and nonfictional literature, and textbooks, as well as thematic museums, memorials, and archives (from newly found evidence to declassified documents).    

The articles in the first issue expose complexities and contradictions in the processes of counterhegemonic collective memory making by looking into the way they take shape over time, change in character and reach, create new meanings, raise new demands, and influence other policy, legal, and cultural spheres.  If one were to identify the way processes of collective memory making involve the creation of frames of doxa and praxis (Goffman, 1974) and later on are influenced by the effects of these very frames over time and space, one could find trajectories of thought and mobilization from counterhegemonic to hegemonic and consequently, the emergence of alternative counterhegemonic processes (Villalón, 2012).  Divergent interpretations of “a past ‘that does not pass’” emerge (Jelin, 2003: 101), since history, “a continuous recomposition of the past in the present,” lives to be rewritten (Chizuko and Sand, 1999: 137). Through this contentious politics of representation and collective memory making, people and groups with various ideologies and capitals strive “to affirm the legitimacy of ‘their truth’” (Jelin, 2003: 26), while hierarchies of knowledge and power are socially (re)organized (Bietti, 2009).  

Thus, the politics of “framing public memories” (Philips, 2004: 1) can be thought of as a long-term dialogue between parties with diverse views and power, all struggling for legitimacy and recognition of their versions of the past and, thus, their expectations for the future (Weine, 2006; Jelin, 2003; Cohen, 2001). This kind of politics is a process of contestation that develops over time and space in which diverse and changing social actors become involved (Roniger and Sznajder, 1999; Jelin, 2003; Stern, 2010). The various (re)framings are necessarily multilayered and reflective of psychological, sociological, political, cultural, and ideological intersections that may allow for certain aspects to be brought forward or relegated to the background, to be connected in particular ways, and thus to yield new understandings.  The study of such processes of reframing has to be relational, avoiding dichotomous or linear ways of reasoning: the changing, contradictory, and complex nature of processes of reframing collective memory, particularly of violent traumatic pasts, indeed calls for a Southern, postcolonial, feminist epistemology (Harding, 1998; Collins, 2000; Connell, 2007; Jaggar, 2008; Mignolo, 2012; Go, 2013; Bortoluci and Jansen, 2013).  What can be labeled as a “critical epistemology from below” recognizes that knowledge about the past can be “used to rationalize, reinforce, normalize, and naturalize social inequalities,” that research endeavors and methodologies are inseparable from emotions, politics, power, and “social and ethical values” (Jaggar, 2008: xi), and that positivist scientific dogma pushes scholars to form definitive, authoritative, “monolithic and essentialist” explanations that actually leave little room for doubt and fail to fully represent the intricacies and historic-political malleability of social processes, in this case, of memory building (Hirsch and Smith, 2002: 6).  

The articles in this issue poignantly illustrate these contentious, complex, and contradictory processes.  Crenzel’s “Genesis, Uses, and Significations of the Nunca Más Report in Argentina” shows that this publication, originally the result of opposition to the veiled (and biased) nature of the military’s official narrative of the so-called Dirty War, became a canonical text (that is, a new master narrative) from which to extract a unified understanding of human rights violations during the military regime in Argentina.  Crenzel argues that the Nunca Más report portrayed victims as universal (depoliticized) subjects of law abused by the military regime and that it was used not only as evidence in the first round of trials against the military in Argentina but also as a model for other Latin American countries going through similar processes.  Analyzing the politics underlying the creation and uses of the report, he ponders its value, complexity, and inconsistencies from a historical sociological perspective.  His research demystifies the report and, while acknowledging its relevance as a master narrative, uncovers its biases—biases that should be thought through if there is interest in pursuing more in-depth understandings of an abusive past and a contradictory present. 

Complementing Crenzel’s provocative piece, Salvi’s article analyzes how the military tried to take over the human rights perspective presented in the canonical Nunca Más report by claiming that those who were abducted, tortured, and/or murdered/disappeared were not the only victims of the regime and its system of repression but that everyone, including the military active at the time and their families, was a victim deserving recognition and justice.  In “‘We’re All Victims’: Changes in the Narrative of ‘National Reconciliation’ in Argentina,” Salvi points to the way the rhetoric of national reconciliation has changed hands and meanings over time: used by the military to avoid trials of human rights violations, presented as the reason to forget about the scars of the “antisubversive war,” and employed as a call for unity in the duty to remember the common pain that “all” Argentines have suffered.  Salvi’s analysis of the official human rights narrative as a double-edged sword whereby the victorious can become victims and the universal can be deconstructed as partial points to a controversial stage in the process of memory, truth, and justice: identifying a collective guilt in which no one is guilty because everyone is.  

Hiner and Azocar’s work “Irreconcilable Differences: Political Culture and Gender Violence during the Chilean Transition to Democracy” emphasizes the relevance of the contradictions and ironies of political processes of memory and justice. Focusing on the effects of the meta-rhetoric of national reconciliation in the sphere of gender violence policies, they show that this master framework was detrimental because it not only limited the process of truth and justice for victims of the military regime but also gave policy making an all-encompassing conservative tone.  In the case of family violence, the imposition of a culture of reconciliation had notoriously negative consequences: it resulted in the prioritization of family unity over the well-being of victims of domestic violence.   With their analysis, Hiner and Azocar uncover the controversial effects of applying a reconciliatory strategic framing beyond the human rights violations of the military regime: while the public/private, political/apolitical divides are in practice nonexistent, they continue to be dogmatically conceptualized as real.  This fiction can only be detrimental, particularly to those in a vulnerable or marginalized position.  

Another example of the shortcomings of dichotomous views is Sutton’s “Collective Memory and the Language of Human Rights: Attitudes toward Torture in Contemporary Argentina.”  The author calls for the acknowledgment of the contradictory dynamics of democratic human rights frameworks, in which rhetorically, she points out, there is no way of justifying the use of torture as a tool of political control but not only factual but also ideological exceptions are constantly being made.  Drawing on interviews with people of diverse political inclinations, Sutton looks into the way the emergence of a “torture-rejecting culture” can be used as a measure of the embeddedness of democratic and human rights ideals.  While there seems to be an unequivocal consensus over the unacceptability of torture as legitimate politics, the particular ways in which people make sense of and justify its use show contradictions and ambivalences depending on particular contexts and personal contingencies.  This nuanced adoption of a torture-rejecting culture calls into question the strength of the current human rights regime and reinforces the need for memory and justice organizations to persevere in their activism and for scholars to pay attention to what underlies processes that may on their face be purely advantageous or unproblematic.   

Similarly to Sutton and to Hiner and Azocar, Poblete looks to the cultural and ideological realms to understand the transition from a world that treasured the social, the public, and the collective to a world ruled by a neoliberal political-economy of consumerism and individualism.  This transition was not simultaneous with the shift from military to democratic regimes, but, as Poblete points out in “The Memory of the National and the National as Memory,” began during military times and continued under democracy in Chile.  The neoliberalization of culture shaped processes of collective memory in three ways: first, it concealed the virulent socioeconomic violence of global capitalism, focusing instead on the violence of the military with regard to human rights abuses; second, it constrained the expansion and uniqueness of the national and thus the possibility of the emergence of a national memory; and, third, it reified the social (public/collective/socialist) as part and parcel of the past.  Conceptualized in such a manner, “the political present is thus defined as a perverse mix of continuity and rupture.”  

The links between military governments, neoliberalism, global capitalism, and current democracies is central to the article by Straubhaar, “Public Representations of the Collective Memory of Brazil’s Movimento dos Trabalhadores Rurais Sem Terra,”  developed around the role of the MST in building and sustaining a counterhegemonic narrative in Brazil.  By analyzing the editorials of the main publication edited by the organization, he points to the MST’s explanation of the link between political, economic, social, and cultural violence and to the existence of violence during both military and democratic times because of the pervasiveness of capitalist inequality.  As the MST documented violence perpetrated directly against its members, it recruited activists who recalled military times as oppressive while emphasizing the continuities of this regime in the prevailing economic system under democratic governments.  The MST also mobilized constituents by providing a transnational narrative of exploitation and action, thus locating Brazilian struggles in the context of global capitalism and the still urgent need for equality and justice.  
The contentious politics of defining historical periods is also addressed in García Jerez and Müller’s piece, “Between Two Pasts: The Memory of the Dictatorships in Evo Morales’s Bolivia.” In a context that had seemingly defeated the global imperatives of neoliberal capitalism, a redefinition of the past and inequality transformed the focus of memory and justice.  This transformation did not follow the expected path based on Morales’s promises to bring social and economic recognition to victims of the dictatorship.  Instead, it consisted in prioritizing the long-term memory of colonial oppression over the short-term memory of military dictatorship.  García Jerez and Müller show that the MAS government’s efforts to revisit victimhood were influenced by military issues, the dismantling of leftist traditional parties and organizations, and the indigenista paradigm shift.  While acknowledging the relevance, the legitimacy, and the political logic of centering attention on the prolonged marginalization of indigenous populations, they question the divisive effects of building a long-term memory exclusive of more recent struggles in which a demographically diverse mass of Bolivians risked their lives for inclusivity and fairness.  

The question of who succeeds in being recognized as victim and included in processes of justice, peace, and reconciliation and the tendency of these processes to become exclusionary, incomplete, and contradictory is also raised by Leal-Guerrero.  In “ ‘The Holocaust’ or ‘The Salvation of Democracy’? Memory and Political Struggle in the Aftermath of Colombia’s Palace of Justice Massacre,” he argues that the contending parties build on four distinct cultural traditions (Judeo-Christian, human rights, anti-Semitism and anticommunism, and national security doctrines) to form meaning frames that explain what happened and who is to be held responsible. In a context that continues to be highly conflictive (as opposed to being postconflict or transitional), defining responsibility and punishment takes on an even higher value.  Independent of the frame used by social agents in their efforts to impose a truth about the massacre of the Palace of Justice, in Leal-Guerrero’s view their struggle embodies the unsettling link between an unresolved past and a present in which accountability becomes elusive and state power remains fragmented.  How can a nation be remembered or recreated in such a fragmentary context?  

D’Orsi, in “Rebuilding the Self and Reimagining the Nation in the Process of Trauma: The Politics of Memory of the Uruguayan Civic-Military Dictatorship,” shows how the fractures in the national memory and process of justice are reflected in the personal and familiar lives of Uruguayans who continue to be polarized around old political divides.  From a politics of silence and denial to a reopening of the collective wound, suppressed traumatic memories of a violent past have begun to be brought back into the public realm.   The imposed silence was detrimental not only for individuals, whose traumatic experiences could not be resolved at the personal level, but also for the entire society, whose collective trauma could never be addressed. D’Orsi emphasizes the importance of redefining “trauma” (replacing its medical, individualistic meaning with a sociocultural, collective view) in order for scholars to be able to push for political action and processes of memory and justice.  

The complexities and nuances of trauma and healing are analyzed in the article by Garrard-Burnett, “Living with Ghosts: Death, Exhumation, and Reburial among the Maya in Guatemala,” where she explores how issues of grieving and posttraumatic stress affect both living and dead Mayans.  Based on the recent discovery of mass graves and the exhumation and reburial of victims of the 36-year-long civil war, her work examines the role of the supernatural in bereavement, reconciliation, and memory.  As in the other countries, struggles to identify the truth about what happened and to whom continue to dominate the political realm in Guatemala, with the difference that here Mayan values, ideas, and cultural practices are involved.  With the use of dreams as revelatory and prophetic and the belief that the dead continue to exist in a miasmic sphere in communication with the temporal world, Mayans have experienced violence, murder, disappearance, and search for the remains of their loved ones as a continuing pursuit of justice between and within life and death.  Their discovery of the victims’ bodies and performance of the proper rituals of exhumation and reburial has opened the possibility for healing to begin at last.  

Regarding the feasibility of reconciliation, Kaiser proposes Argentina, where after several years of amnesty and impunity a new phase of trials of the perpetrators of crimes during the dictatorship has begun, as a case study.  Drawing on ethnographic research, she shows that the new court cases have become public spaces that further the development of an increasingly nuanced and complicated collective memory about the past.  In “Argentina’s Trials: New Ways of Writing Memory,” she focuses on the dynamics that emerge between the public attending the hearings, witnesses, allegations, and testimonies in analyzing the role of the courts as sites for the performance and contestation of memory.  As the new trials attest to the intricacies of the years of political violence, questions about responsibility, complicity, accountability, and the political and moral guilt of both military and civilians are being raised.  However, Kaiser wonders about the actual reach of this newly opened memory process:  given the small number of people attending the hearings and the limited media coverage, the potential long-term effects of the trials are still open questions.  

The article by Lessa and Levey, “From Blanket Impunity to Judicial Opening(s): H.I.J.O.S. and Memory Making in Postdictatorship Argentina (2005–2012),” complements Kaiser’s in that it focuses on the renewed activism of one of the key human rights organizations, H.I.J.O.S. (Sons and Daughters for Identity and Justice against Forgetting and Silence), in connection with the reopening of trials in Argentina.  While the repeal of the laws that had ended the judicial processing of the crimes during the military regime was a major achievement for H.I.J.O.S., its efforts to advance justice did not end.  It was clear that, although legal proceedings had been reopened, attention had to be paid to the hurdles and deficits that the judicial system was bound to offer.  At the same time, it soon became apparent that public attention to the trials was feeble and sporadic.  As a result, H.I.J.O.S. mobilized in two main ways: staging public demonstrations in which perpetrators of human rights violation were “outed” in the hope of having them brought to trial and organizing gatherings inside and outside courtrooms to support judicial proceedings and inform the public about the trials taking place. The authors show how through these actions, the organization not only continued to play a key role in memory, truth, and justice mobilizations but also reinforced its reason to be.  

As a whole, these articles point to the value of critical examination of the processes of memory and justice as they continue to develop in Latin America.  This approach informs the authors’s focus on cases that are significant both historically, because of their novel and influential character and quality, and culturally, because of their sociopolitical significance within and across geographical borders.  Thus their analyses become relevant both academically and socially: their research is not only theoretically and empirically rich but also applicable to collective efforts for reconciliation and justice.  These articles inform our understanding of the influence of preexisting processes on the emergence of a second wave of memory, truth, and justice mobilizations—for example, how the generation born and raised during dictatorial times in the region came of age in precarious contexts of impunity, corruption, social inequality, and violence and, inspired by a culture of collective action and political dissent, reconceptualized the past, questioned the present, and mobilized to raise new demands for justice.  At the same time, they document and investigate new developments and framings in the region: while convinced of the positive consequences of enduring mobilizations for memory and justice,  the authors still point to their limitations and contradictions.  Those problematic issues, however, are shared with the purpose of contributing to ongoing processes of memory, truth, and justice. 

Indeed, the analyses presented by the authors raise questions that motivate reflection for action.  Given the dynamics of counterhegemonic politics, Crenzel calls for deliberation about how societies can ultimately reach an understanding of a divisive past that is all-inclusive without being dismissive or oppressive.  Similarly, Salvi asks about the possibility of reconciliation of parties that are politically polarized yet morally bound together under a reconstructed ideal of universal victimhood and national unity.  Hiner and Azocar, and Sutton raise questions about the unintended consequences of all-encompassing human rights regimes, which, in the case of Chile, imposed a reconciliatory culture where it was not appropriate (in the realm of family violence) and, in the case of Argentina, produced a torture-rejecting culture while people privately struggled with rationalizations for human rights abuses.  Research by these scholars motivates readers and activists to remain alert to the seemingly unavoidable contradictions of processes of memory and justice.  

Poblete’s analysis of Chile’s transition, Straubhaar’s account of the narrative and activism of the MST in Brazil, García Jerez and Müller’s work on the distinction between long-term and short-term memory in Bolivia, and Leal-Guerrero’s study of Colombia’s Palace of Justice massacre disrupt the conventional pairing of violence with military regimes.  The violence that is to be resisted and repaired is linked in Chile and Brazil to neoliberal capitalism and its implementation during both military and democratic governments and in Bolivia to the colonial oppression of indigenous communities.  In Colombia the culprit in the Palace of Justice massacre is still being debated because of continuing ambivalence about the role of the state in perpetrating, promoting, and denying violence.  The analyses presented in these four articles emphasize the need for rethinking of political strategies with regard to justice and equality and of academic tactics with regard to the historical and political focus of research projects.  Can there be a collective memory in an individualistic, consumerist culture?  Can there be justice without the recognition and reparation of colonial inequalities and their legacies?  Can processes of memory, justice, and reconciliation advance in contexts of ongoing violence?  

The research projects by D’Orsi and Garrard-Burnett also defy mainstream ideas about how to move forward after highly traumatic violent events.  In his analysis of Uruguay’s long-awaited process of memory and justice, D’Orsi moves away from an individualistic understanding and psychological treatment of trauma to a collective and sociopolitical one and makes readers wonder how a balance between forgetting and an obsession with the past can be achieved in a context with old, decaying, suppressed wounds?  Garrard-Burnett’s research highlights the general lack of a cultural relativist approach in both the politics and scholarship of memory and justice.  In exploring the experiences of Mayans in terms of the way in which this group has dealt with the comprehension and resolution of the massacre in the twentieth century, she ponders parallel dynamics of healing and justice: while Mayans are finding the physical remains of their dead and enacting their rituals to allow them to rest in peace and, thus, for the living to close a chapter of lingering horror, Guatemala’s most notorious killers and repressors “continue to enjoy impunity and remain at large.”  

Questions about the extensive, contradictory, and imperfect process of memory, justice, and reconciliation are also raised in the articles by Kaiser and by Lessa and Levey. Analyzing the content and dynamics of the new trials, Kaiser challenges readers to assume their responsibility as part of a whole that is arguably accountable for the horrors of the past: if only a few become involved, the effects of this new advancement of judicial proceedings may be far too limited.  Similarly, Lessa and Levey point to the central role of activism in keeping memory alive beyond courtrooms and interested political circles.  At the same time, they underline the need for those involved in human rights movements to persevere in their critical, hopeful, resilient, and creatively active stance.  Again, the message is that if significant advances are to be made, critical mobilization must remain strong and steady.  

Readers of this issue will find material empirically and theoretically relevant to the development of both scholarly and political knowledge about memory and justice.  Because “the practice and analysis of cultural memory can in itself be a form of political activism” (Hirsch and Smith, 2002: 13), I end this introduction convinced of the value of engaging in these kinds of research projects from an activist, critical perspective.  The daughter of parents who were classified as subversive and threatening to the nation, and were persecuted because of their ideologies and occupations in Argentina’s last military regime, I intend my editing of these issues to contribute to collective “labors of memory” (Jelin, 2003: 5) and long-lasting struggles for justice and equality.  I hope that the research presented here will add to ongoing processes of imagining alternative futures (Sjoberg, Gill, and Cain, 2003)—futures that are not trapped in an unresolved past, an unfair present, or a given order but grow out of constructive contestation, reflection, communal understanding, and collaboration.  





Notes

1. By “authoritarian regimes” I mean repressive political settings including military governments and formal democracies in which the participation of political parties was regulated by the ruling forces preventing competing parties from functioning within legitimate institutional channels, as in the cases of Mexico under the Partido Revolucionario Institucional or Argentina with the proscription of Peronism.  

2. By “civil wars” I mean cases in which it was openly acknowledged that two or more political groups were at war within their national territory and/or were disputing national sovereign power over a certain territory (as in El Salvador, Guatemala, or Colombia, for example) and cases in which armed conflict between groups took place even if officially it was not labeled a civil war (as in Argentina, Chile, Peru, or Uruguay, for example).  

3. In keeping with the umbrella terms that I am using to refer to repressive regimes and armed conflict, by “transitions into democratic regimes” I mean transitions from military to democratic governments and transitions from formal democracies to “real” democracies. (The use of qualifiers for democracies reflects long-standing debates about the various types and degrees of freedom, representativeness, and legitimacy of this type of governance; on Latin America, see for example, Gledhill (2000) and O’Donnell (2004).  “The signing of peace accords” includes cases in which civil wars were openly recognized and peace accords signed among parties and cases in which guerrilla, paramilitary, or  civil/military armed conflict was present and there was a de facto ceasefire, whether reached by force or informally agreed upon (see Arnson, 1999: 2012; Leiner and Flämig, 2012).  
4. For example, certain events helped to galvanize domestic and international efforts for accountability, such as the arrest of Pinochet in England in 1998, which restarted a chain of criminal prosecutions in Chile; the public search for Juan Gelman’s disappeared granddaughter in Uruguay around 1996, which led to the creation of the Peace Commission; the sentencing of the Argentine naval officer Adolfo Scilingo to 640 years in prison in Spain for crimes against humanity in 2005; and the ratification of the conviction of Alberto Fujimori for human rights violations in 2009 by the Supreme Court, through which circumstantial evidence was established as legitimate and satisfactory given the destruction of material evidence or its immateriality (Roht-Arriaza and Mariezcurrena, 2006; Burt, 2013). 

5. States have historically used amnesties “to promote political settlements, reconciliation, and stability” by extinguishing “liability for specific crimes committed by particular individuals and/or groups” (Lessa and Payne, 2012: 3, 4) in the past.  Amnesties are usually extraordinary, ad hoc measures that work retroactively.  In the postauthoritarian context of Latin America, different types of amnesties (self-amnesties, pseudo-amnesties, blanket amnesties, conditional amnesties, and de facto amnesties) were adopted by members of outgoing military regimes “to shield themselves from accountability” (4) or by agents of democratic governments who also sometimes made use of pardons that exempted “convicted individuals from serving their sentences without expunging the underlying convictions” (5).  In all cases, the ultimate effect of these legal measures was to bar “criminal prosecution against certain individuals accused of committing human rights violations” (4).  

6. Each country followed its own path, but in general structural adjustment policies and neoliberal reforms proved to be not only detrimental but also hard to let go of, given foreign debt obligations and the advance of global capitalism, which increased the vulnerability of every economy to other countries’ performances.  The economic volatility of countries in post-authoritarian times included periods of decline as well as growth, rising as well as declining unemployment, increasing as well as decreasing income inequality.  On the whole, the past few years have shown the most improvement compared with the 1980s, the 1990s, and the first decade of the 2000s (ECLAC, 2013).  However, absolute, functional, and relational inequalities continue to represent and be perceived as a serious concern and a “pending debt” (ECLAC, 2014: 20).  

7. The violence in certain countries, such as Colombia, Mexico, Bolivia, and El Salvador, has been openly linked to the rampant trafficking of drugs and the U.S. War on Drugs.  These countries have shown weakness in controlling sectors of their territory where the actual ruling parties have become either drug traffickers, paramilitaries, or guerrillas that have driven populations away (both internally and transnationally).  Gang violence and armed conflict with the tacit complicity of the state or an inability to reverse the situation have increased over the years.  The controversial role of the state has been understood as a continuum from predemocratic times (this popular interpretation may or may not be accurate, but it has added to the general distrust of formal institutions).  In contrast, the violence in other countries, such as Argentina and Brazil, has not been directly associated with drug trafficking, but  these countries have become more and more involved in transnational illicit trade networks and have a significant number of areas where gang violence rules.  In these cases, there is also distrust of formal institutions of law enforcement such as the police, which have proven to be not only extremely corrupt but also inefficient, and an association between the increase in criminality, violence, and insecurity and a lack of governmental power.  Drug-related conflict has been concentrated in certain geographical sectors in each country, a spatial segregation that shows not only state weakness and/or complicity but also the ways in which systems of inequality drive some populations into marginal/ized areas (see, for example, Koonings and Kruijt, 2004; Desmond Arias and Goldstein, 2010; and ECLAC, 2014).
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