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SUMMATION OF PAPERS
The theme for this first Philippine-Latin American Studies conference suggests a narrative for its framework:  past, present and future.  However, the order of time—from past to future—does not necessarily make it a linear narrative, as the papers and discussions have borne out.  Continuities and discontinuities, parallelisms and intersections between the Philippines and Latin America have been established.  Lines of future inquiry have been outlined and suggested all throughout; likewise some proposals for action have been made here.

Admittedly it is hard to sum up the papers of the past three days because of the sheer diversity of topics and approaches.  Thus this summation will be limited to commenting on the process and directions that the exchange of ideas and knowledge has taken, as well as highlighting recurring themes.  In effect, these past three days has been one long conversation.  Hopefully it will continue to deepen understanding among ourselves.  Prof. de la Peña’s question, “What do you know about each other?” was probably a question that resonated even as we prepared to participate in the conference.  It is a fathomless question that should sustain inquiry.  On these occasions the importance of dialogue as a profoundly human process reemerges, driven by the ideal of making us better persons and members of our respective communities; in the case of this conference, of the regional community


The first day took the historical approach as the starting point of this conversation, to establish the bases of Philippine-Latin American relations.  The question of hispanization lies at the heart of this relationship as it constitutes an essential as well as initial commonality.  Questions on its method and elements were raised in the first session.  From the outset it was easy to appreciate the advantage of an inclusive approach, that is, critically taking into consideration the diverse factors of hispanization such as urbanization, social practices and language.


That the conference venue for the first two days was Intramuros was not accidental.  What the walled city represents in Philippine history cannot be overemphasized.  It was our main connection–in this regard, it would be fair to mention Cavite as port—to the wider world, in the context of what has been mentioned as the first globalization.  Historically, the Philippines’ relation with Latin America passed through Mexico via the galleons.  The trans-pacific crossing represented a vast exchange that affected many dimensions of life on both sides of the Pacific:  people and goods, ideas, technology and culture.  


An important insight made explicit by Prof. Mancini, earlier discussed from the perspective of migration and security issues between Mexico and the United States, is that the Pacific connection includes the United States as another point of contact; hence, an additional context for Philippine relations with the Americas.  This pertains to both the colonial period and today, in view of the phenomenon of migration of Hispanic and Filipino populations to the U.S.  How this is represented in fictional literature affords another angle from which to study the matter.


During the conference participants must have experienced some jarring points as unfamiliar topics and approaches were presented.  Nonetheless this has the advantage of precisely of being the opportunity to open themselves up to new knowledge and new perspectives.  Early on the importance of taking a multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary approach was stated.  Precisely this sort of conference facilitates that.  Yesterday’s discussion, for example, of what seemed to be a purely economic question turned out to have deep political and cultural implications.  Perhaps that is what made it unexpectedly controversial. Again it offers the advantage of allowing a more integral approach to areas of inquiry.


The papers presented have crisscrossed time and space.  Prof. Pertierra summed up the significance of these fluid connections when she expressed her deep awareness of the importance of making historical connections and parallelisms with contemporary topic such as hers, TV consumption.  The paths of social and economic development and security in the Philippines and Latin American countries were inevitably foregrounded as continuing concerns.  As mentioned earlier, the galleon trade has been constant point of reference, showing us the many layers both historical and cultural interaction, resulting in still evolving national identities where the galleon trade made its impact felt.  The galleon trade itself has become an icon for contemporary globalizing processes.

Having gone from past to present, given that we are beings in time, we could not but logically look to the future.   As Dr. Llanes confided on the first day, for PACLAS it was a challenge to begin.  And as a starting point, it cannot but point to the future:  what is to be done after this conference?  The first would be to sort out impressions and learning.  The papers and ensuing discussions have generated possibilities of inquiry, of collaboration among the participants.  Dr. Ngai and Dr. Aleixo have made concrete proposals to give structure to the desire of learning more about each other with which we came here. For Filipinos, as Dr. Zialcita has pointed out, the agenda should be to foster Latin American studies in the country, but the reasons should be clear if they are to make sense and promote this endeavor.  It is hoped that the conversation initiated here will thrive in openness which the conference has sought to generate.
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