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 !e semantics of history have set up a convenient reductive system for 

understanding areas of violent cultural contact. Such contact, according to this system, 

occurs according to a neat interaction of opposites in a bimodal dialectic consisting of 

conquerors and conquered, oppressors and oppressed, triumphant and vanquished, future 

and past. !is dialectic has been used not just to describe the physical and economic 

hegemony of the conquering nation but also its cultural and aesthetic prowess: literature 

of the colonizers roots out epics of the colonized and religion of the powerful evangelizes 

cosmologies of the repressed. Even where there are junctions between cultures, these 

junctions are described in essentially binary terms as the product of the two cultural forces 

operating on each other. Mesoamerican life since the conquest has oftentimes been 

described according to this trajectory. As this story goes, Spanish life and the Catholic 

religion arrived in Mexico and began the process of eradicating indigenous traditions, 

with those traditions pushing back in pockets of solidarity. In such an understanding 

Mesoamerican cultural scene since European contact is the equilibrium of two distinct 

and counterpoised forces operating polemically against each other and counterpoised in a 

semiotic language of opposites.

 Such a reductive system relies on assumptions of culture which are easy to "t into 

a Western perspective of dualities and historical master-narratives, but which ignore the 

idiosyncrasies and micro-ecologies of everyday life and its interpretations. !e binary 

system critically misses the fact that the moment of contact itself produces a third force 

which cannot merely be described as the conjunction of the two others: the force of the 

hybrid form. !ese hybrid forms set up a cultural gradient which is non-linear and is 

constantly reassessed by citizens living in regions of indeterminate heritage. It is this 

structure which must be used to appropriately understand the semiotics of Mesoamerican 

life since European contact. Refracted through the prism of indigenous life, Spanish 
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customs and religions became neither Spanish nor Native American but rather a new 

stock entirely. Moreover, these forms proved far more resistant to the hegemony of 

orthodox European conversion since they did not represent a binary opposite against 

which proselytization could execute its will. As a consequence, it is these syncretic 

adaptations of multiple cultures, and not an equilibrium of opposites, which narrate the 

most accurate story of a Mesoamerica beyond the polemics of conqueror and conquered.

theoretical approaches

 In recent years, the hybrid as a literary and semiotic form has become an object of 

interest to those studying the colonial text as a site of questions of identity. Crucial to 

these analyses is a critique of the dialectic form as one which inherently contains the 

prejudices of the Western empiricist system. By con"ning cultural dialogues to a question 

of colonial power as one force and the resistance of indigenous cultures as an inverse, 

opposing force, the colonized site takes on a narrative which privileges the subject-powers 

of the foreign force and leaves the mere object-resistances of the indigenous. More 

importantly, though, such a system rei"es an inherently Western notion of the teleological 

process of history within a historicity that pits distinct, totalized, scienti"c forces against 

each other at the expense of individual compositions of idiosyncratic forms.

 Instead, cultural traditions in colonized zones ought to be understood in a similar 

fashion to how the people living in those zones arrive at their own provisional identities. 

In everyday life, the actors of culture on the stage of the street, the home, and the temple 

are continuously engaged in a process of making do with what cultural ingredients they 

have on hand, appropriating the setting they operate within into their own personal 

narratives. !is is a process which rises out of a cultural ambivalence about the 

Nelson 2



straightforward origin of traditions and which smears the clean boundaries of uni"ed 

cultural forces. Or, as Homi Bhabha puts it:

It is this ambivalence that makes the boundaries of colonial “positionality”—the 
division of self/other—and the question of colonial power—the differentiation of 
colonizer/colonized—different from both the Hegelian master/slave dialectic or 
the phenomenological projection of Otherness. It is a différance produced within 
the act of enunciation as a speci"cally colonial articulation of those two 
disproportionate sites of colonial discourse and power: the colonial scene as the 
invention of historicity, mastery, mimesis or as the “other scene” of Entstellung, 
displacement, fantasy, psychic defence, and an “open” textuality. Such a dis-play of 
difference produces a mode of authority that is agonistic (rather than 
antagonistic). (1985:150)

!is contrast between agonism and antagonism is critical to the power of hybridities to 

rede"ne the terms on which cultural power structures are dictated. Rather than mere 

antagonism, which suggests the irreconcilable struggle between de"nite opposites, 

agonism refers to a culturally generative process which produces positive space around the 

negative space of prolonged con.ict. 

 In such a theoretical mode, the problem for the ethnographer is not to distinguish 

between which of the two preceding cultural forms has the upper hand or which 

experiential forms can be attributed to which cultural lineage, but instead to analyze 

hybrid forms as independent creations with their own cultural apparatuses. It is, in fact, 

the same indeterminate nature which makes such categorizations difficult that also gives 

the hybrid much of its resisting power: “the postcolonial hybrid does not challenge us to 

disentangle in.uences like tradition and modernity or to unravel strands of difference. 

Rather, the postcolonial hybrid stands in resistance to such disarticulations: instantiating 

identity at the same time that it is subverted” (Kapchan and Strong 1999:245). 

 !e result of theorizing hybridity as a generative force rather than a standoff 

between component opposites is that the ethnographer is able to arrive at a description of 

colonial and postcolonial life which does not suggest that the appropriation of multiple 
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cultural in.uences produces ‘corrupt’ cultural forms. Instead, these forms are continually 

in the process of growth and reinterpretation in the theater of everyday life, and robust 

enough in their own styles to stand on an independent rather than derivative ground. 

Alfred Arteaga suggests that the letter X—both as a sign of a cross between traditions 

and a character all to its own—provides a metaphor for the hybrid as a cultural unfolding 

process:

X for the Nahuatl of Mexica, mexicano, xicano, and for the chiasmus of a criollo 
nun. It is a continual coming to be within the exchange of discourses, languages. 
[…] It is not a state of being but rather an act, xicando, the progressive tense, 
ando xicando, actively articulating the self. (e in"nitive xicar meaning to play, to 
con)ict, to work out dialogically un"nalized versions of self. (1997:155)

the shifting religious grounds of catholicism within aztec cosmovision

 When Spanish troops "rst arrived in Mesoamerica, it is difficult to tell whether 

they were inspired primarily by greed or by creed. Likely some of the Spanish leaders 

were in the enterprise to line their pockets, whereas others were more ideologically 

committed to expanding the Christian dominion of Europe. At any rate, religious 

sentiment was certainly at the forefront of the colonizing effort, and everywhere the 

Spaniards went they began the process of Christianization as soon as possible. Cortés 

carried a banner during battle which bore a picture of Mary and the motto of the "rst 

Christian ruler of Rome, Constantine: “Brothers and comrades, let us follow the cross, 

and under this sign we shall conquer.” He brought with him pictures and statues of the 

Virgin Mary and gave them to the Aztecs whenever he could (Taylor 1996:279). 

Needless to say, the Spanish campaign, having been begun under a charge both military 

and spiritual, could not have been said to have been completed until the people of 

Mesoamerica were both militarily and spiritually subdued.
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 !us began the interaction between the Catholicism of the Spaniards and the 

deeply-ingrained cosmological beliefs of the native Mesoamericans. Franciscan 

missionaries were the primary vehicle for undertaking what the Spaniards saw as a fairly 

straightforward task: expunging native beliefs about the workings of the natural and 

moral world, and replacing them in turn with the cosmological order that the Europeans 

imported with them. It was intended as a clinical process, equivalent to draining a vessel 

of its contents and "lling it back up with another. !is process relied on the European 

conception of the linear, procedural nation of history: indigenous religion would be 

replaced by European religion since Christianity represented a more advanced, more 

complex, and more righteously sanctioned order of the universe which the less-developed 

Mesoamericans simply had not reached yet.

 !e Franciscans began introducing Christian dogma by way of rote memorization, 

concentrating on the behavioral characteristics of a ‘Christian’ rather than the 

philosophical superstructure which gave Christianity its impelling force. !e emphasis 

was on producing manageable, docile citizens that could be pointed to as exemplars of 

humble Christian behavior in contrast to ‘savage’ lifestyles of idol worship. !e friars 

taught the Aztecs how to bow, kneel, and chant common Christian prayers—sometimes, 

when the Spanish and Latin words proved to difficult, employing mnemonic devices and 

failing to provide their translation. For example, ‘pantli’, the Nahuatl word for a .ag 

signifying the number twenty, was used in place of ‘pater’; the Nahuatl ‘nochtli’, or prickly 

pear, stood in for ‘noster’, thus leaving the convertees to memorize a gibberish of twenties 

and prickly pears in place of the Lord’s Prayer (Clendinnen 1987:47–48). Like modern-

day teenagers aping the words of a foreign pop song whose translation they are unclear of, 

this mnemonic strategy left the Aztecs with an accurate gloss of Christianity, but very 

little comprehension with which to make much sense of it.
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 Mnemonic shortcuts existed amongst a sea of semantic smudges. At some points 

the missionaries translated Spanish words into Nahuatl; at others, they suppressed certain 

Nahuatl words entirely, hoping that their spiritual allusions would disappear along with 

the word itself. Nahua notaries began referring to the Virgin Mary as totlaçotatzin, ‘our 

precious mother,’ which, instead of alluding to Mary’s role as the mother of God, pointed 

at an indigenous belief in the Old Earth Mother—one of the pillars of the ‘hard nucleus’ 

of Mesoamerican cosmovision. An even more direct reference—in the word tonantzin, 

the name of an indigenous goddess—was objected to by Sahagún and was prohibited 

from writing, but the compromise third-form of totlaçotatzin stuck. In a similar fashion, 

the friars insisted on the word Dios to refer to the Christian singular God, but allowed 

the Nahuatl term teotl to remain in texts when used to refer to the generic presence of 

something holy or spiritual (Lockhart 1992:252–253). 

 Beyond the linguistic mix-up, the Franciscans were quick to take advantage of 

pre-existing religious practices that were kinds of experiential mnemonics. !e existing 

Aztec belief in the purifying powers of water was a convenient analogy to the Christian 

tradition of baptism. !e friars did not fail to exploit the connection, translating baptism 

as necuaatequiliztli (‘pouring of water on one’s head’) and presenting it as a modi"ed 

version of the practice of cleaning a newborn child of the "lth of the parents’ sexual 

activity and any possible corruptions that may have been transmuted onto the child by an 

unlucky day on the ritual calendar (Burkhart 1989:113–114). Privately, the friars worried 

that they were privileging practices in place of meanings, and that the mere duplication of 

the existing ritual under Christian auspices did not provide satisfactory evangelization:

Christianity’s body/soul metaphor required the puri"catory effect of baptism not 
to be a mechanical outcome of washing; rather, the presence of the Holy Spirit in 
the water imparted to it a spiritual efficacy distinct from the physical result. 
Torquemanda observed that pagans—New World and Old World—believed 
water, because it puri"es the body, puri"ed the soul as well. (is is erroneous, he 
stated, because sin is spiritual—it cannot be removed by something which does 

Nelson 6



not touch the soul. (e insistence of metaphor over metonymy deprives bathing 
of some of its “natural meaning.” (Burkhart 1989:112)

Nevertheless, the answer to these worries was given not on a spiritual but a practical level. 

!e pope declared that the washings would have to follow the full Christian ceremony if 

they were to be considered valid, but the underlying question remained unaddressed: did 

the washings carry the meaning the Spaniards wished to convey, or merely the catechistic 

appearance of Christianity?

 In fact, the stitching of Spanish religious beliefs onto the existing Mesoamerican 

customs had no chance at succeeding simply because the terms it dictated for itself were 

impossible to carry out. !e process of deleting-and-replacing is fundamentally different 

from the process of authoring onto a blank slate; even if the process deletion is complete 

(which, in the tenacious human mind, is next to impossible), it remains that the new 

belief has overwritten rather than merely written. Moreover, the cosmological convictions 

of the Aztec people were simply too deeply-rooted to be overhauled entirely—they might 

be made to redirect their aims at Christian motifs and practices, but they remained 

obstinately incompatible with the framework cosmological order which impelled 

European Christianity. What results is a con.uence which, when held up to the terms of 

either Christianity or native religion, is a spirituality of shifting grounds, of in"rm 

footings and indeterminate functions. But the new spirituality is entirely robust when, 

instead of trying to force it into the de"nitions of either its two predecessors, we 

recognize it as an entirely unique hybrid form. “Rai music,” write Kapchan and Strong, 

referring to a North African musical hybrid, “is neither disco, nor muwel, nor Berber folk; 

it is all of these things, it is none of them” (1999:243). In just the same way, the Mexican 

Christianity of Mesoamerica since contact does not deserve to be judged according to the 
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statutes of either preconquest indigenous beliefs or European Christianity—and, in fact, 

such a judgment would be of little ethnographic utility.

 !is imperfect union of Christianity and native beliefs gave rise to a number of 

new gods which de"ed the dictates of both traditions. Maximón, whose name is a 

collision between the Mayan god Mam and the Biblical character Simon, is one such 

third-form. Lusty and materialistic, Maximón has spiritual allusions to both the uayeb of 

the Mayan calendar and the traitorous nature of Judas. But Maximón is something novel 

entirely: ambivalently gendered, able to take the form of beautiful human beings despite a 

broken neck, and eternally tempting humans towards sexuality, intoxication, and 

hedonism, Maximón occupies a distinctive place in post-conquest society (Carlsen 2006). 

His appearance and unabashed materialism would likely have made no sense to the 

indigenous religions, and his vulgarity would hardly have made him welcome in European 

Christianity. But he has a central role in the cosmology which proceeded from those two. 

By far the most famous of all the religious hybrids to which the Mesoamericans 

can claim a unique title is the Virgin of Guadalupe, the dark-skinned Mary who appeared 

to a low-class native near the hill of Tepeyac. On a purely de"nitional level, Guadalupe 

can be exploded into her constituent Nahuatl and Spanish components. Guadalupe is, 

herself, an apparition of Mary, a holy image which obviously owes its title to Spanish 

in.uence. At the same time, the story of her apparition is “a characteristic Nahuatl 

narrative, a beautiful and carefully constructed Nahuatl poem with contrasting imagery, 

symbolic communication, tender consolation, radical affirmation, and social inversion 

through divine intervention” (Elizondo 2006). But neither of these de"nitions arrives at 

what Guadalupe purely means in a cosmological sense. Is she a Christian saint, 

transmitted through Nahuatl exposition? Or is she an expression of native beliefs 

retro"tted into a Christian shell? Neither: Guadalupe represents the creative potential of 
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the hybrid form to produce something which transcends the de"nitional plane of its 

forbears, and thus is more than a mere cross of her endmembers. As Elizondo puts it:

(e image and the narrative are mutually interpretative, with both Nahuatl and 
Iberian symbols and styles, which together say new things that neither alone 
could have expressed. […] At Tepeyac and throughout New Spain, a new 
Nahuatl-Christian sacred imagery would erupt and open the way for true 
spiritual intercourse and innovation. (2006)

!e aesthetic innovation on display in a conventional image of Guadalupe con"rms this 

spiritual innovation. What we see is not a traditional idealist European painting of the 

Virgin Mary, nor an image from a preconquest codex, nor even a convincing amalgam of 

the two. !e image is instantly recognizable as belonging to the post-contact 

Mesoamerican culture, the icon of a distinct style all to its own.

hybrid forms in literature and the built environment

 Although the indigenous Aztecs had no alphabetic writing system and encoded 

stories only in images and a few pictographs, a rich spoken literary heritage was already 

.ourishing in Mesoamerica by the time the Spanish arrived. !e Spaniards brought with 

them their own literary tradition, at "rst primarily religious and eventually including 

canonical Spanish literary myths like Don Juan. Since literature is one of the deepest-set 

sites of imprinting a cultural "ngerprint, the rise of a unique hybridized Mesoamerican 

literary tradition corresponds with the rise of the cultural third-form of post-conquest 

Mesoamerica. “Language itself, the very fabric of the poem, is signi"cant in the 

delineation of a homeland and its people,” writes Arteaga. “!e interlingual speech of the 

Chicano and the hybridized poem in particular are especially apt at expressing the 

ambiguities inherent in mestizaje […] !e Chicano’s hybrid thought allows for 

movement along discourses that replicates the possible range of perspectives on race or 

the homeland” (1997:17). Indeed, within the hybridized space, questions of race and 
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identity may be observed with a degree of analysis. If mestizo culture is conceived merely 

as an equilibrium between two former cultures, it cannot achieve the point of view of 

perspective, and such identity questions will be inherently re.exive and muddled. If, 

however, the literary hybrid is embraced as something new, it can offer a site for 

entertaining critical perspectives on ambivalences towards both Nahuatl and Spanish 

traditions.

 !e hybridized use of difrasismo in post-conquest poetry is one such place where 

the ambivalence about origin of cultural heritage comes into literary focus. !e syntactic 

function of difrasismo itself is the expression of a single identity out of the presentation of 

bifurcated parts: the difrasismo is composed of two correlates, but as a union they depict 

something beyond the mere intersection of these parts. As a tradition in Nahuatl poetry, 

the difrasismo was not a mere stylistic technique. It was a mechanism for apprehending 

meaning and encoding it into a form not immediate recognizable from a simple 

summation of  partial meanings. !e term poetry itself is given in difrasismo: in xóchitl in 

cuicatl, ‘.ower and song’. Certainly a metaphorical connection allies .owers with poetry 

and a taxonomic connection allies songs and poetry. But, just as in post-conquest 

Mesoamerican culture itself, poetry is more than a mere conjunction between .owers and 

songs. Dropped into the solvent of Spanish culture, the Nahuatl difrasismo became a 

syntactic technique for representing new ambivalent forms. Cultural hybridity thus "nds 

itself wrapped up in the literary hybridity which both documents it and gives its power, 

and “one can imagine how hybrid subjectivity is played out in a difrasismo of 

difrasismos.” !e literary form is a mimetic expression of the cultural one: “not only does 

it yoke together different elements, it keeps present the separate elements and the new 

concept it creates” (Arteaga 1997:18).
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 Yet another hybrid literary form, and one which directly involves the spiritual 

ambivalences produced by the post-conquest phase, is found in the overlay between 

Christ and the solar god in post-conquest religious literature. Mesoamericans today 

continue to identify Christ as a solar god, an identi"cation which owes some part to the 

ingrained traditions of monist spiritual worship dating from the pre-conquest phase, and 

some part to the friars’ homologizing of Christ with light and illumination. !ere are a 

number of literary passages describing this phenomenon. One presents the Trinity as the 

three suns which spread themselves out upon the spreading out of the sun-Jesus (tonatiuh 

in Iesus) and then converging into the same sun. Another documents the birth of Christ 

at midnight and the unnatural illumination of the world in the middle of the night 

because of the birth of the sun god (auh nouiã cemanaoac tlamauiçoltica otlaneztimoman) 

(Burkhart 1988:246–247). In either case, the sun and Jesus are presented in conjunction 

with each other; the result, something that would not make sense either to an orthodox 

Christian or a pre-conquest Aztec. “Analysis of this hybrid literature,” writes Burkhart, 

“helps to illuminate the true character of the so-called spiritual conquest. […] Christian 

concepts picked up new meanings and symbolic associations as they were translated into 

Nahuatl; at the same time, the new contexts […] began to in.uence the meanings of 

Nahuatl terms” (1988:235).

 !e power of the hybrid form is also inscribed within the built environment of 

Mesoamerica. !e polemical nature of the conqueror-conquered dialectic can be 

analogized in the destruction of an existing building and the construction of an entirely 

new one in its place. In the same fashion, the hybridity theory might be analogized as 

removing elements of a structure, adding on new forms, and arriving at some new 

architectural style entirely. !is is exactly what happened in a form of architecture known 

as tequitqui, a term meaning ‘subject person’ "rst coined by José Moreno Villa in 1942. 
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Tequitqui architecture contains Spanish forms—crosses, baptismal fonts, façades—

provisionally reinterpreted by native craftsmen and builders to correspond to their own 

interpretation of monumental architecture. It is something of a rococo style, 

heterogeneous and locally-.avored, but its common tradition is that it forms some sort of 

aesthetic unity while retaining references to its cultural forbears (Vargaslugo 2006). Is 

tequitqui architecture merely an imperfect Spanish style or an imperfect Aztec one? 

Hardly: again, it is important to realize that criticism and understanding of the hybrid 

form must escape the expectations of the con.ict preceding it and focus on the 

expressionistic, localized idiosyncracies of the new form. Tequitqui exists only in agonistic 

settings, settings where the stress between Spanish control and native resilience played 

out as a generative force directly on the built environment. !e experience is yet another 

con"rmation of the hybrid voice:

Spanish aesthetic preferences were imposed on native preferences: sometimes one 
was stronger; sometimes the other; sometimes they all but cancelled one another, 
and sometimes they intermingled compatibly. When the last occurred, the 
resulting hybrid was so often stylistically consistent that it may be classi"ed as a 
separate style or sub-style […] [W]hat is not Indian is not necessarily there 
Spanish, and what is not Spanish is not necessarily Indian: the forced association 
of the two cultures produced validly original work which, neither truly Indian nor 
Spanish, nor yet half-Indian and half-Spanish, is something closely and 
legitimately related to both while distinct from either: it is sort of a strong artistic 
mestizo, and may be best called, simply, ‘Mexican.’ One of its earliest and liveliest 
expressions is in the tequitqui. (McAndrew 1965:196–201)

the frustration of the spanish conqueror

 To exercise control, a power must have a de"nite object to work against. 

Oppression assumes an opposite and distinct resistance against which it can exact its 

linear, teleological force. Because of this, the conqueror-conquered dialectic is inherently 

favorable to the whims of the powerful. At the same time, resistance movements which 

operate in a pure us-against-them fashion bolster the cultural dualism which supports the 
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conqueror’s program in the "rst place. Such a dialectic is measurable and scienti"c; it pits 

an identi"able, expansive force—that of the invader—against an identi"able, 

compressable force—that of the indigenous. 

 A hybrid is a much more difficult thing to demolish, and, consequently, a more 

robust and subversive mode of resistance. Since it takes on some of the outward 

appearances and signals of both sides of the asymmetric power struggle, neither side can 

launch entirely effective assaults against it, since such assaults would land at least partially 

on home territory. Hybridity pulls out the rug from underneath the colonial dialectic, 

robbing it of the convenient binary which identi"es mutually exclusive groups set up in 

contention with the other. 

 Francisco de Bustamante, a Spanish friar, looked unfavorably in 1556 upon the 

worship of Guadaulupe, suggesting it set a bad example for the indigenous people and 

represented a mere cloak for idol-worship. But criticizing Guadalupe was not like 

criticizing the pre-conquest religious icons—she was, after all, an incarnation of the 

Virgin Mary, a Christian "gure made just different enough to unsettle Bustamante. 

Certainly her pagan elements upset those who wished to see a pure orthodox Catholicism 

built in the New World. But there was little the Catholic establishment could do by this 

point: Archbishop Montúfar, the head of the church in Mexico City, had become a 

Guadalupe devotee, sponsoring the construction of church buildings at the site of her 

apparition—and holy Aztec hill—at Tepeyac (Taylor 1996:282). In such a way, the 

indigenous culture has pulled off a clever double-motion: in one direction inserting its 

own particular cosmologies within the cultural framework of the Spaniards, and in a 

second absorbing enough Spanish features into its own cultural framework. “!e 

indigenous bearers of ethnic identity,” writes Lockhart, “are made to endorse and become 
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associated with the saint, who can be viewed as having been thereby consecrated in the 

role of the sacred symbol of the community” (1992:236). 

 !e frustration of the Spanish proselytizers at wiping out the hybrids is coincident 

with the success of the hybrid as the predominant mode of cultural resistance. For, in fact, 

according to a purely us-versus-them system of scoring, the Spaniards have been quite 

successful: nobody in modern Mesoamerica lives entirely outside of the inherently 

Western hegemony of the modern nation-state; there are no people living exactly as the 

Aztecs did pre-conquest. But in the business of rooting out hybrids, the colonial and 

proselytizing project has utterly failed. Within these syncretic systems, “the presence of 

power is revealed as something other than what its rules of recognition” and “the 

differences of cultures can no longer be identi"ed as objects of epistemological or moral 

contemplation: they are simply not there to be seen or appropriated” (Bhabha 

1985:154,156). Indigenous Nahuatl traditions may have been exterminated, but by this 

same measure European Spanish traditions have been exterminated as well, both of them 

replaced by a cultural third-form which preserves elements of both but the totality of 

neither.

 To again invoke Bhabha’s theoretical conception of the hybrid, the Mesoamerican 

hybrid "ts in with a broader phenomenon of hybridization which draws its power from its 

refusal to operate within a traditional polemical environment. In such a hybrid,

resistance is not necessarily an oppositional act of political intention, nor is it the 
simple negation or exclusion of the “content” of an other culture, as a difference 
once perceived. It is the effect of an ambivalence produced within the rules of 
recognition of dominating discourses as they articulate the signs of cultural 
difference and reimplicate them within the deferential relations of colonial power
—hierarchy, normalization, marginalization, and so forth. (Bhabha 1985:153)

Perhaps one reason why the hybrid is so resistant is because it can be continuously 

reappropriated on the everyday stage. !ere are no priests or warriors of the hybrid; 
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instead, hybrid forms arise out of individuals dealing with cultural compromises. Without 

an ordained elite dictating its terms, the hybrid world is doubly difficult to suppress. 

Where it is eliminated in one form, its energies reappear in another. Where totalizing 

cultural programs lay out an orthodox set of principles to be followed, individuals take the 

material of orthodoxy and, by acts of excision, reinterpretation, and juxtaposition, take 

hegemonic cultural ingredients and apprehend them via hybridized cultural  recipes.

hybridity as hegemony in mesoamerica today 

 Five hundred years after contact, it no longer makes sense to speak of the 

Mesoamerican cultural scene as a perpetual standoff between Spanish forms and 

indigenous forms settled into an equilibrium of forces. !e generative process of hybridity 

has produced something which is now the dominant tradition in Mesoamerican life. 

What was once considered a bastard form is now the hegemonic system; what once 

represented two cultures pitted against each other now exists as a third typology of its 

own. !ese uniquely Mesoamerican hybrids represent, of course, the continued viability of 

Aztec cosmovision, the powerful European social-theological complex, and the frictions 

between the two. But more importantly, they represent the power of everyday citizens 

with ambivalent valence to either of the two older traditions to build something which is 

"rmly their own and not a mere passive response to other traditions.

 !e title of Burkhart’s "e Slippery Earth comes from a Nahuatl proverb: “It is 

slippery, it is slick on the earth.” No doubt, the slipperiness of the hybrid is a dangerous 

proposition to those who cling to a colonial dialectic opposites, insidiously eroding the 

ground on which those power dynamics stand. Indeed, “the paranoid threat from the 

hybrid is "nally uncontainable because it breaks down the symmetry and duality of self/
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other, inside/outside” (Bhabha 1985:158). !e hybrid both dictates and demands a move 

beyond cultural epistemologies of conqueror and conquered.
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