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ings of postcolonial feminists and an analysis of two social-movement 
encounters that took place in Peru, I develop three aspects of solidari-
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from the 5th Diálogos – a meeting between urban feminist, women’s, and 
anti-mining movements, scholar activists and artists – and the 13th Latin 
American and Caribbean Feminist Encuentro to show how the discursive 
construction of difference interwove with organizational decisions and the 
hegemonic ordering of difference to open or constrict the spaces in which 
solidarity across difference could be developed.
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Johanna Leinius

Constructing Solidarity 
Across Difference 
in Feminist Encounters

Encountering Difference, Practicing Solidarity

The question of how to foster solidarity across difference has been a central is-
sue for feminists for decades (Grewal/Kaplan 1994; Mohanty 2003; Vargas 2003). 
On the one hand, those articulating visions of global sisterhood have argued for 
an already existing commonality between women that can provide the basis for 
recognition and solidarity (Morgan 1984). On the other hand, others maintain 
that creating non-colonizing solidarity across difference is near impossible with-
in contemporary structures of power and privilege (Mohanty 2003). The latter 
writers hold that only through the slow work of re-arranging subjectivities can 
solidarity be worked towards (Spivak 2009). How solidarity across difference is 
constructed in practice, however, is not often systematically scrutinized through 
empirical work.

Following Juan Ricardo Aparicio and Mario Blaser (2008, 85), I argue that the 
privileged sites for the analysis of how solidarity across difference is enacted are 
the encounters between social movements. In this article, I read two feminist so-
cial-movement encounters through the lens of postcolonial feminist theory. Post-
colonial feminist theory includes the work of Black feminists (Hill Collins 2000), 
Women of Color (Moraga/Anzaldúa 1981), and Third World feminists (Mohan-
ty 2002), among others, and is concerned with understanding, challenging, and 
transforming dominant power relations that are based on intersectional hier-
archies of difference. In Anglo-American contexts, these approaches are some-
times also subsumed under the label “transnational feminism”. In Latin America, 
however, “transnational feminism” primarily denotes the work of feminists for 
international organizations and NGOs. I have chosen to use “postcolonial femi-
nism” as an umbrella term for these heterogeneous approaches.

Bringing these approaches into a dialogue, I develop three aspects of soli-
darity across difference: the recognition of difference as valuable, the acknowl-
edgment of the “unmapped common ground” as a shared basis for working 
together, and imagination as a mode for bridging the gap between oneself and 
the Other. Understanding these three aspects as more than individual dispo-
sitions, I argue that the latter are collectively created modes of encounter that 
shape how one meets those seen as different and how one deals with situations 
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that disrupt one’s expectations of how these meetings are supposed to devel-
op. The three aspects of solidarity across difference are embedded in the power 
relations of the societal context in which one encounters the Other. 

The social-movement encounters analyzed took place in Lima, Peru, but 
were transnational in scope: the 5th Dialogues between Knowledges and Move-
ments (Diálogos entre Saberes y Movimientos, in the following: Diálogos) were 
a meeting between urban feminist, rural women’s, and anti-mining move-
ments, scholar activists, as well as artists, mainly from Peru and Latin America 
that aimed to forge connections across previously unbridged differences. The 
13th Latin American and Caribbean Feminist Encuentro (XIII Encuentro Femini-
sta Latinoamericano y del Caribe, in the following: EFLAC) was part of a series 
of feminist regional encounters that have taken place in Latin America since the 
1980s and are widely recognized as central in constructing a “self-consciously 
regional feminist political identity” (Alvarez 2000, 1). 

My analysis is based on a long-term research collaboration with the activ-
ists organizing the Diálogos. During my four fieldwork stays, which lasted from 
one to several months, I collected documents; accompanied the preparation, 
implementation, and evaluation of the two encounters; conducted 31 in-depth 
interviews with the organizers and participants of the two encounters; and dis-
cussed my preliminary analysis with the activists involved. In accordance with 
the wishes of some of the activists, I have anonymized the interviews. While I 
was involved in all aspects of the organization of the Diálogos and developed 
my research in co-operation with those organizing the encounter, my role in the 
EFLAC was more limited. I participated in the open plenary sessions in prepara-
tion of the EFLAC and co-facilitated one of its sub-plenaries, but was not privy to 
all internal debates (for more information, see Leinius, forthcoming). The find-
ings presented here are based on a situational (Clarke 2005) and poststructural 
discourse (Diaz-Bone 2006) analysis of the two encounters.1 In my research, I 
strove to perceive difference not as an empirical phenomenon to be measured 
and explained, but rather to center difference as an approach to research that 
is aware of the colonizing bias of research that reifies, categorizes, and hier-
archizes difference and seeks to challenge these tendencies. My analysis has 
been nourished by the conversations and discussions I had with the activists of 

1 By mapping all the actors that make up a situation, situational analysis allows the creation 
of a complex picture of the context in which people engage in interactions and co-produce 
discourses. Created from a feminist standpoint concerned with the way difference is articu-
lated, it has been used also as a supplementary method for discursive analyses interested 
in the link between discourse, human interactions, and the material world (Clarke/Friese/
Washburn 2015; Marttila 2015). I traced the discursive logics of the two meetings, the way 
in which participants of the meetings identified with or challenged the latter, and the dyna-
mics at the plenaries of the two meetings concerning the taking of voice and the politics of 
translation that took place.
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the Diálogos and the EFLAC, especially Mar Daza, Gina Vargas, Luna Contreras, 
Diego Saveedra, Raphael Hoetmer, and Agus Daguerre. 

In what follows, I first sketch the contours and context of the two encoun-
ters. Second, I explain my methodological and analytical approach. Third, I iden-
tify three aspects of solidarity across difference in feminist postcolonial writing, 
which I trace in the discourses and dynamics before, during, and after the en-
counters. Fourth, I discuss the continuing influence of the hegemonic ordering 
of knowledge and power on the possibilities for communication across differ-
ence able to consolidate solidary relations. I end with an evaluation of the am-
bivalences of solidarity across difference. 

The Development of the Two Encounters 

Embodied Encounters Across Difference: the Diálogos

The Diálogos took place from 21–23 September 2014. This was the fifth social 
movement encounter organized in a workshop format by the Programa Democ-
racia y Transformación Global (PDTG), an activist collective based in Lima that 
focuses on popular education as well as supporting and producing knowledge 
with social movements.2 During the three days of the meeting, a total of 60 
people participated, with an additional ten facilitators. The 34 Peruvian partici-
pants were activists from eco-territorial struggles in the provinces (eleven), rep-
resentatives of NGOs (four), of LGBTQ-collectives (five), leftist parties (three), 
art collectives (three), academia (two), and political grassroots initiatives (two). 
There was one feminist activist, one representative of the student movement, 
and one Afro-Peruvian activist. 26 participants came from abroad. The 20 partic-
ipants from Latin America mainly represented eco-territorial struggles or were 
academic activists. There were five scholar activists from Europe and two from 
Africa. The PDTG’s facilitation team was composed of ten persons, of whom four 
were from Peru, one from Colombia, one from Bolivia, one from Argentina, and 
three from Europe (the Netherlands, Spain, and myself from Germany).

The Diálogos were financed by the Spanish NGOs EntrePueblos and ACSUR-Las 
Segovias as well as the Dutch NGO Broederlijk Delen – three organizations that 
have their roots in solidarity activism with the global South. The Latin American 
Council of Social Sciences (CLACSO) provided funding from its line of support for 

2 The PDTG was founded in 2002 at the National Major University of San Marcos (Universidad 
Nacional Mayor de San Marcos), one of Peru’s largest public universities, as a post-graduate 
program within the Faculty of Social Sciences. In 2007, the PDTG decided to leave university 
in order to be closer to the social movements it worked with, constituting itself as an NGO 
and publishing house.
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international seminars and dialogues between researchers. The network of the 
Popular University of Social Movements (UPMS 2016), which held a meeting in 
Lima directly after the Diálogos, sponsored the travel and accommodation costs 
of their members and provided funding for other participants as well.

The Diálogos took place in a building of the Missionary Society of St. James 
the Apostle in Barranco, a quiet middle-class neighborhood right at the sea-
shore in the southern part of Lima. While the building was chosen for organi-
zational and budgetary reasons, its use as the center of the Missionary Soci-
ety’s activities in Peru influenced the dynamics of the Diálogos. The presence 
of crosses and other symbols of the Catholic faith impacted upon several of the 
participants. One of my interview partners, for example, commented that she 
felt inhibited by the presence of the crosses, as “many times, you cannot talk 
freely when they take you to a Convent” (interview 21/11/2014).3

On the first day of the Diálogos, the participants were encouraged to reflect 
on their experiences with social-movement activism, linking their personal histo-
ry with social-movement history by constructing timelines, first individually and 
then collectively. On the second day, commonalities and divergences between 
the timelines were discussed and linked to the context in which the movements 
interacted. Based on this critical appraisal of the possibilities for articulating 
dissent, the struggles of social movements and the alternatives they offer were 
mapped in a collective cartography (Risler/Ares 2014). The meeting culminated 
on the third day with a debate on how to promote these alternatives. 

Most of the work was done in groups, who then presented the results of 
their work in plenaries. The groups changed depending on the task to be com-
pleted, and participants were repeatedly encouraged to reflect on the compo-
sition of their groups. Two panels were organized for the plenaries. In one, ac-
tivists and researchers presented their view on the link between extractivism, 
patriarchy, and coloniality; in the other, activists discussed the alternatives their 
movements had put into practice.

Engaging Diversity as Resource: the EFLAC

The EFLAC, attended by about 1400 women – of which 43% were from Peru4 – 
took place from 22–25 November 2014 in a public park in the center of Lima. The 

3 In what follows and if not indicated otherwise, quotations were originally in Spanish and 
have been translated by me.

4 Of the 1466 women registered, 1391 women participated in the encounter. 615 were from 
Peru, 117 from Mexico, 91 from Nicaragua, 88 from Colombia, and 87 from Bolivia. Some 
participants (including myself) were women from Europe or North America. 62% of the par-
ticipants were older than 30; 20% were younger; the rest did not give their age when regis-
tering (13 EFLAC 2014c, 40-41).
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decision to convene the encounter there was, according to the organizers, “a 
proposal for ‘taking’ public space and invading it materially and symbolically” 
(13 EFLAC 2014c, 20). It was also a reaction to the criticism that the venue of the 
previous EFLAC in Colombia, a four-star hotel, had provoked. 

Preparations began in July 2012 with a meeting attended by 40 activists. 
In 2013, the three most influential Peruvian feminist NGOs – the Centro de 
la Mujer Peruana Flora Tristán, the Movimiento Manuela Ramos, and the hu-
man-rights organization DEMUS – took charge of the process (13 EFLAC 2014c, 
34). Fundraising was difficult, as the funding agencies that had financed previ-
ous EFLACs struggled with diminishing resources in the wake of the financial 
crisis (13 EFLAC 2014c, 21). In the end, financial support was provided by the 
International Cooperation Working Group on Gender (MESAGEN) in Peru, UN 
Women, the European Union, the Spanish Agency for International Develop-
ment Cooperation (AECID), the United Nations Population Fund, the German 
Diakonie, and the German Corporation for International Cooperation (GIZ). Ad-
ditional funds came from the registration fees of participants, the remaining 
funds of the previous EFLAC, and crowdfunding. The funds raised were, none-
theless, only about a quarter of the resources available for the previous EFLAC 
(13 EFLAC 2014c, 22). Stipends were given with a preference to indigenous and 
peasant organizations from the Peruvian provinces that had participated in one 
of the three pre-encounters organized in the cities of Cuzco, Huancayo, and 
Chiclayo. The 36 stipends available covered registration fees, travel costs, ac-
commodation, and food. 

During the mornings of the encounter, panel discussions were organized, 
with up to seven panelists from Peru and Latin America invited. In choosing the 
panelists, “the diversity of perspectives, identities, and Latin American political 
proposals” (13 EFLAC 2014c, 43) was taken into account. Panelists were sup-
posed to discuss “Interculturality and Intersectionality” (day one), “Sustainability 
of Life” (day two), and “Body and Territory” (day three).5 After the panel discus-
sions, the audience was divided into sub-plenaries to discuss in smaller groups 
– in practice, the sub-plenaries were organized on only two of the three days 
(13 EFLAC 2014c, 43). In the afternoons, self-organized workshops took place, 
followed by cultural events. When registering, one could apply for the organi-
zation of a workshop, providing a title, a list of organizers, a brief summary of 
the content, and information as to whether the workshop spoke to one of the 
three topics of the morning plenaries. Altogether, 120 activities were proposed, 

5 Each panelist had seven minutes for presenting their reflections on what the topic of the 
panel meant to them, followed by a round of comments and questions from the audience, 
a brief round of responses from the panelists and another round for the audience.
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of which 63 were accepted – the organizers tried to accommodate all applica-
tions by proposing the merging of proposals on the same topic (13 EFLAC 2014c, 
64). Most workshops did not, however, subscribe to one of the three themes 
(13 EFLAC 2014c, 70). The organizers explained this by pointing to the function of 
the EFLAC as a meeting space for transnational feminist networks and groups, 
which strive to present their perspectives and proposals irrespective of the over-
arching themes of the respective EFLAC. On the last day, the general assembly 
filled the morning slot; in the afternoon, the EFLAC concluded with a march.

Preparing the Ground for Solidarity Across Difference

Concerning the question of how to translate between postcolonial feminist 
writing and the discourses and dynamics before, during, and after the two en-
counters, I draw on Verta Taylor and Nancy Whittier’s (1992) approach to an-
alyzing the “lesbian feminist social movement community”. Arguing that the 
lesbian feminist movement in the US is a community built on heterogeneous 
local groups, they maintain that political solidarity is based on three aspects: the 
construction of boundaries that distinguish the solidary group from the groups 
whose domination is challenged, the creation of a shared political consciousness, 
and the formation of shared practices and strategies to resist domination (Taylor/
Whittier 1992, 107, 110). These aspects align with poststructuralist work on the 
discursive construction of alliances between different subjects, as developed, 
for example, in the work of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985). Laclau 
and Mouffe, however, assume the ubiquity of modernity; the potential exis-
tence of social worlds organized according to different logics is not part of their 
reflections. Poststructuralist writing also tends to introduce a distance between 
abstract thinking and lived experience. Guided by a poststructuralist perspec-
tive on social movements (Leinius/Vey/Hagemann 2017), I use the systematiza-
tion of Taylor and Whittier as the starting point for my analysis.

The Boundaries of Intersecting Struggles

Postcolonial feminist work generally underlines the restrictive aspects of bor-
ders, be they discursive, material, or political (Anzaldúa 1987). Political solidar-
ity, however, “foregrounds communities of people who have chosen to work 
and fight together” (Mohanty 2003, 7) – a way to identify who belongs to these 
communities is indispensable. There is no predefined solidary group, but rather 
a continuous construction of “mutuality, accountability, and the recognition of 
common interests as the basis for relationships among diverse communities” 
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(Mohanty 2003, 7). Gloria Anzaldúa goes further than Chandra Mohanty in ar-
guing in favor of inclusive identities as a basis for political solidarity: “Though 
most people self-define by what they exclude, we define who we are by what we 
include” (Anzaldúa 2009, 245). Political solidarity, according to her, is based on 
the embodied capacity to cross multiple borders, on conocimiento:

“Conocimiento es otro mode de conectar across colors and other differ-
ences to allies also trying to negotiate racial contradictions, survive the 
stresses and traumas of daily life, and develop a spiritual-imaginal-po-
litical vision together.” (Anzaldúa 2002, 571)

Like Mohanty, Anzaldúa foregrounds experiential commonalities and common 
aims, but unlike Mohanty, does not locate them in relation to a structural posi-
tion within global capitalism (Roshanravan 2014, 52; Carty/Mohanty 2015, 90pp.). 
For her, “difference-based alienation becomes shared identity” (Keating 2005, 
247). Having experienced the policing of the boundaries of social movements 
based on exclusive identity claims, she concurs with Audre Lorde, who under-
lines that “[t]here is no such thing as a single-issue struggle, because we do not 
live single-issue lives” (Lorde 1984, 138).

Political solidarity, consequently, is not so much about one common cause, 
but about recognizing the intersectionality of different struggles as common 
cause. Anzaldúa frames border-crossing activists as nepantleras: threshold 
crossers that refuse exclusive forms of belonging and are involved in various 
struggles, sometimes having experienced the oppression that is challenged di-
rectly, sometimes struggling in solidarity. Lorde has similarly argued that the 
common ground for coalitional work is the “very house of difference rather 
than the security of any one particular difference” (Lorde 1982, 226).

Both encounters started from the acknowledgment that difference is cen-
tral for struggling together. How difference was perceived, however, shaped 
how the encounters engaged with it and formed how and where the partici-
pants of the encounters were able to articulate difference. The central problem 
of the Latin American feminist movement identified by the Political Manifesto 
of the EFLAC, published with a call for participation as an invitation to debate 
(interview 09/11/2014), was that “diversity has neither been valued nor under-
stood as a concrete possibility for confronting discrimination in all its forms” 
(13 EFLAC 2014b, 1). Feminists need to “learn to accept and manage the conflicts, 
the dissent, and the diverging visions” (13 EFLAC 2014b, 3), because difference 
is interwoven with inequality. Meeting those different from oneself, therefore, 
inevitably results in conflict. Conflict needs to be turned into dispute, because

“[o]ur energy and capacity for change is sustained in political-cultural 
dispute, enriching it with the voices of new actors whose presence renews 
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and deepens democracy as far as our feminisms are being Blackened, 
indigenized, cholified, transgendered, lesbianized, ‘de-normalized’.” 
(13 EFLAC 2014b, 3)

Propelled by the presence and voices of “new actors”, dispute enables feminists 
to sustain their “energy and capacity for change”. The actors characterized as 
“new” to feminism – notwithstanding their decade-long activism in the femi-
nist movements of the continent – are categorized as Black, indigenous, cholo6, 
transgender, and lesbian. Latin American feminists are therefore characterized, 
implicitly, as ‘normal’: ‘white’, mestiza7, cis-gendered, and straight. These fem-
inists also retain the power to define who counts as different. The distinction 
between the unmarked feminist subject and those cast as ‘diverse’ also shaped 
how these groups were expected to participate in the encounter. While all par-
ticipants had registered as individuals, ‘diverse feminists’ were seen mainly as 
representatives of social movements. Stipends to participate in the encounter, 
for example, were granted to organizations, who could then decide whom to 
send. The panelists for the morning panels were also chosen “taking into ac-
count the diversity of perspectives, identities, and Latin America political pro-
posals” (13 EFLAC 2014c, 43). These categories were challenged during the en-
counter. The Declaration of the “Lesbians, Bisexuals, Transgender, Sexuality and 
Gender Dissidents that Participate in the XIII EFLAC”, for example, proclaims,

“We want to repeat that our political and sexual identities are a project 
of everyday emancipation that works side by side with the strategies 
of feminism, because transgender, bisexual, lesbian, feminist persons 
are also black, disabled, indigenous, young, sex workers, and mestizas.” 
(13 EFLAC 2014a, §8)

The Diálogos also saw difference as a resource for emancipatory politics, but 
did not see it as a fixed identity category. The urge to categorize was, instead, 
defined as a main feature of the oppressive system, which “creates borders 
of identity and dichotomous positions in order to exercise more control over 
people’s life. It hierarchizises us” (Daza et al. 2016, 88). In this context, being 
able to encounter each other and build bonds is already “revolutionary” (Daza 

6 Cholo/chola denotes those who have moved to the coastal cities from the Andean highlands. 
In hegemonic discourse, which has equaled the Peruvian coastal cities to modernity, this 
means that they had to leave behind their indigenous beliefs and customs. Those charac-
terized as cholo/chola continue to be marked as different and their rural Andean roots con-
tinue to be of importance for how they are interpellated, but they are believed to be “less 
provincial” than their Andean counterparts (Greene 2006, 328).

7 Mestizo/mestiza are derived from mestizaje, a notion that is part of the Latin American mo-
dernizing and civilizing project. Asserting “whiteness” as the hegemonic norm, it denotes 
the political and cultural project of creating a homogenous and unified nation through the 
“whitening” of Latin American populations through “racial” and cultural mixing (Safa 2005, 
307).
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et al. 2016, 88). The Diálogos, contrary to other meetings between social move-
ments, were consequently based on the conviction that “one learns from differ-
ence and complementarity” (Daza et al. 2016, 99). 

When choosing whom to invite to the Diálogos, identity categories presum-
ing difference were nonetheless taken as a starting point. However, the need to 
identify on the basis of these categories was suspended once the encounter be-
gan. In an exercise about the construction of timelines, participants were asked 
to put forward their own interpretation of their affiliations when choosing the 
struggle for which they would construct a timeline. The exercise started with the 
participants’ moving around and, according to the instructions of the facilitator, 
building groups according to their “native” language, the color of their eyes, 
and their main struggle, in this order. The groups talked about what their main 
struggle was and decided on a group name, which resulted in the four groups 
“Territory and Peoples’ Sovereignty”, “Peasant Urban-Rural Resistance”, “Trans-
versality of Struggles”, and “Eco-Feminists, Killjoys and Transfeminist Diversity”. 
The groups then presented themselves so that participants could change group 
if so desired. The exercise itself started with each group member writing down 
a personal memory that she had lived in relation to the struggle she identified 
with and sharing it with the group. These memories served as the basis for con-
structing a timeline for the last 30 years of the struggle.

Throughout the Diálogos, the organizers repeatedly underlined that identi-
fications were shifting, multiple, and transgressing exclusive identity categories, 
striving to underline the various intersections between experiences and strug-
gles obscured by the divides set up by exclusive notions of difference. 

Creating a Shared Political Consciousness Based on the Un-
mapped Common Ground

The recognition of the intersectionality of struggles does not, however, displace 
the centrality of a “politics” of solidarity as context-specific practice that is linked 
to specific embodied struggles and the “need to tackle multiple and ‘shifting cur-
rents of power’” (Sandoval 2000, 218; see Eschle 2004, 70). This entails, as Lorde 
emphasizes, the need for self-transformation as well as collective transformation:

“I urge each one of us here to reach down into that deep place of knowl-
edge inside herself and touch that terror and loathing of any difference 
that lives there. See whose face it wears.” (Lorde 1984, 113) 

Only through the recognition of the interdependency between women, she ar-
gues, can difference take its place as a “fund of necessary polarities between 
which our creativity can spark like a dialectic” (Lorde 1984, 111). She continues 
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that “[o]nly then does the necessity for interdependency become unthreaten-
ing” (Lorde 1984, 111). The recognition of interdependency does not imply the 
overcoming of difference – which would run counter to Lorde’s understanding 
of political activism as creative work sparked by difference. Contrary to exclusive 
solidarity-building, as observable, for example, in nationalist or populist move-
ments, Mohanty underlines that “[s]olidarity is always an achievement, the re-
sult of active struggle to construct the universal on the basis of particulars/dif-
ferences” (Mohanty 2003, 7). As knowledge is always partial, the desire to learn 
from each other and find out what binds one’s experiences together becomes 
central. Solidarity across difference, then, is built on the “unmapped common 
ground” and not on what is already believed to be known. The suspension of 
recognition, together with the desire to de-center one’s understandings of the 
world provides the shared political consciousness needed.

The Political Manifesto of the EFLAC proposes positing the body as a fo-
cal point through which diverse struggles can be linked (13 EFLAC 2014b, 1). 
The violence that women’s bodies in particular experience “is what unites us; 
our struggles pass through it and it provides us with bridges”, as one of the 
organizers of the EFLAC underlined in one of the preparatory open plenaries. 
The EFLAC accordingly took place under the slogan “For the Liberation of our 
Bodies” (13 EFLAC 2014b, 1). All women experience this violence differently, 
the discourse on the EFLAC holds, which results in a diversity of identities and 
struggles. If engaged with correctly, this diversity can enrich the feminist move-
ment – first, by forcing feminists to reflect on the power relations within and 
between movements, and second, by provoking conflict that can then be turned 
into dispute. The ability to critically reflect on power relations and one’s own 
positionality within them is put forward as the political consciousness needed 
to strengthen the Latin American feminist movement by turning conflict into 
dispute. The capacity for reflection became a marker for identifying the legiti-
mate subjects of the encounter: Suggestions for inviting particular well-known 
activists of, for example, the autonomous and Afro-Latin feminist movement, 
were rejected because the people in question were characterized as not willing 
to reflect on their opinions (fieldwork diary, §334). The Diálogos started, like the 
EFLAC, with a recognition of diversity:

“We all have differences, but we encounter each other in this difference. 
We start from the knowledge we have, a knowledge situated in territory, 
but which is at the same time a knowledge that has to be generalized 
between all.” (PDTG 2014, 28)

However, they drew different conclusions to EFLAC, concluding that the grounds 
on which alliances can be built is the recognition of the interdependency be-
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tween all beings: “It is the relations that constitute us; we are with others, for 
others, through others; life is in the relations, not in the individuals” (PDTG 2014, 
67). This stance was fruitful in linking struggles that, in Peru, usually do not 
readily intersect, such as, for example, LGBTQ and indigenous struggles, as one 
of the indigenous activists I interviewed confirmed.

“The issue is to see, not only think ‘ah, because she is a lesbian, because 
she is homosexual’, but to see that she is a human being. And a human 
being needs and deserves a life in dignity. Consequently, this helps very 
much, for us, in understanding ourselves more. This I have learned in 
dialogue, the solidarity, the sisterhood; I think this is what the word ‘sol-
idarity’ means.” (interview 21/11/2014)

Recognizing the situatedness of knowledge and the subsequent need to share 
knowledge in order to gain a broader view provided the shared political con-
sciousness of the Diálogos. The unmapped common ground was visualized by 
actually mapping social movement struggles and the alternatives they propose 
onto maps of Peru, Latin America, Europe, and Africa. In addition to these four 
groups, one group mapped conceptual debates in Latin America. In the presen-
tation of the maps, the group that had mapped the struggles in Peru admitted 
that there were many places that they had had to leave empty because they did 
not know what struggles were developed there. They concluded – and in the 
report on the encounter prepared by the organizers, this statement was marked 
in bold – “we need more communication, more dialogue or encounters with 
other organizations” (PDTG 2014, 100). 

Imagination as Shared Strategy

For postcolonial feminists, creativity and imagination are indispensable for any 
practice of building border-crossing solidarity:

“Imagination, a function of the soul, has the capacity to extend us be-
yond the confines of our skin, situation, and condition so we can choose 
our responses. It enables us to re-imagine our lives, rewrite the self, and 
create guiding myths for our time.” (Anzaldúa 2009, 248) 

According to Gayatri Spivak (2000), imagination is needed because there is a 
limit to one’s knowledge of the Other. Instead of making solidarity impossible, 
the gap between oneself and the Other foregrounds the ethical move to supple-
ment complete intelligibility through imagination: “Radical alterity – the wholly 
other – must be thought and must be thought through imagining” (Spivak 2000, 
99). Therefore, practices need to be built that can bridge difference without the 
need for intelligibility. These practices need to be based on education in – as 
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Spivak calls it – the “uncoercive rearrangament of desires” (Spivak 2004, 526), 
because there is “a limit, an unknowable alterity, an excess, which elides com-
parison and exchange but to which equality must extend” (Birla 2010, 97). Sol-
idarity is a “problem of relation rather than a problem of knowledge” (Spiv-
ak 2000, 105). In practice, this means striving to supplement the gap between 
oneself and the Other, but recognizing that this gap can potentially never be 
bridged (Spivak 2009, 36fn18; Spivak 2000, 111). Consequently, Spivak is wary 
of social movements’ hasty claims to solidarity with oppressed groups. Accord-
ing to her, the basis for solidarity is the transformation of subjectivities at both 
sides of the colonial difference into subjects capable of ethically relating to the 
Other, of perceiving themselves as subjects, and of imagining a different future. 
This requires a sustained engagement with the Other and a persistent desire to 
learn. Spivak maintains that this is slow work (Spivak 2009, 35). 

In both encounters, the belief in the possibility of change served as a pow-
erful emotion able to supplement the gap with the Other. My interview partners 
affirmed that the Diálogos and the EFLAC were important because they opened 
spaces in which alternatives could be visibilized and discussed. The hope this 
engendered “fills you with, I don’t know, this energy that yes, it must be done” 
(interview 05/07/2016). The mere fact of getting together and exchanging expe-
riences of struggle mitigated the feeling of being alone. In a context dominat-
ed by the common sensation that there is no alternative to the current system 
(Dinerstein 2015, 186; Issa 2007), exacerbated by a state that represses social 
movements and denies the legitimacy of their claims, creating spaces in which 
experiences of struggle can be exchanged is powerful in itself. 

The need to translate between different worlds and languages to achieve at 
least partial intelligibility created barriers for participation especially for indige-
nous and peasant women. This issue was made explicit in the Diálogos, for ex-
ample, when an indigenous woman acknowledged that in a previous Diálogos 
event, 

“many times we think many things but we do not say them, we do not 
express them for fear or because they could make fun of us or could 
say [things]. And another situation is that I want to say something and I 
do not know how to say it; therefore, I rather stay silent and accept the 
things that I see.” (PDTG 2010, 42)

During a conversation with an indigenous woman at the Diálogos that are at the 
center of my analysis, she echoes this sentiment, telling me that

“[s]ometimes, I am lacking the words. I would have liked to ask the com-
pañeros, but I lacked the words and so I kept quiet. I would love to know 
more.” (Fieldwork diary, §866)
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Her lack of education, which she underlines several times in the conversation, 
made her feel incapable of articulating her desire to learn. Listening, however, 
was powerful in creating hope and the feeling of sharing struggles, as she af-
firmed:

“I loved to learn from and listen to the experiences of the compañeros. 
I come from Puno and we did not know of the other struggles, we 
thought that it was only us who were in this, but listening to the com-
pañeros from Bolivia, from Ecuador, Colombia, seeing that they are the 
same struggles, we are not alone.” (fieldwork diary, §867).

Because the Diálogos linked experience to emotion, translation – at least on 
an emotional level – is made possible even without intelligibility, as a trans 
activist that I spoke to also underlined: “[The Diálogos are] something that 
touches the persons very much and brings them together with love” (interview 
13/11/2014). But as the indigenous woman’s comment discussed above also 
shows, it seems to be easier to recognize oneself in those involved in simi-
lar struggles. The Diálogos, however, hold that emotions can bridge different 
struggles: “It was the affects created from the sharing of our experiences that 
allowed the profound and sincere dialogue between lesbians and indigenous 
leaders, for example.” (Daza et al. 2016, 83) Recognizing the shared humanity of 
all participants moved participants to acknowledge proximities that had been 
denied before. A lesbian activist, seeing that the indigenous women present 
“were strong women generating political practice, generating ideas” (interview 
05/07/2016), for example, acknowledged her own Andean background and 
used it to build bridges to indigenous and peasant struggles. Positive emo-
tions were underlined, which created an atmosphere conducive for listening 
and hearing. Yet, this emphasis on positive emotions made the articulation of 
unease or even rage difficult, hindering the confrontation of inequalities and 
discrimination.

The emphasis on conflict-turned-dispute in the EFLAC allowed for these 
emotions to be articulated. Accepting that different political positionings inev-
itably lead to conflict, dispute was also centered in the way the meeting was 
structured and facilitated. It was, therefore, possible to articulate frustration. 
Positing reflection as a tool for converting conflict into dispute, however, tended 
to serve as a governing tool to cover the contradictions of the encounter. On the 
one hand, the confrontations that marked the meeting were discursively con-
verted to dispute and used as a proof that the encounter had “worked”, but crit-
icism that targeted the structure of the encounter could not be made to count. 
When Afro-Latin women staged an intervention protesting their invisibility, their 
intervention was taken as a call to further “commit to rethinking processes” 
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(fieldwork diary XIII EFLAC, 880), but did not lead to changes in the structures 
the women had protested against. On the other hand, the disengagement of in-
digenous and peasant women from the EFLAC, as evidenced by their decreasing 
presence in the morning plenaries as well the decrease in contributions from 
indigenous and peasant women, was not even recognized as an issue. In the 
report on the EFLAC, the organizers write: 

“The indigenous women present in the EFLAC proposed to open a de-
bate about the realities and demands from different visions and cosmo-
visions: it is necessary to decolonize feminism, propose new forms of re-
lating ourselves, recognizing the contributions of both movements and 
establishing common points of action: the struggle against all forms of 
violence, discrimination and racism, the impunity, the violation of hu-
man rights.” (13 EFLAC 2014c, 74)

There was no declaration of indigenous and peasant feminists and the contri-
butions that were made were rather heterogeneous. They, therefore, seem to 
have “proposed to open a debate” by their mere presence. The evaluation of 
the encounter by the organizers in general shows how they were able to fix 
the meaning of conflicts in a way that allowed them to not question their con-
duct or the structure of the encounter: When talking to them after the EFLAC, 
they overwhelmingly characterized the encounter as “lovely” and “without con-
flict” (fieldwork diary, §971pp.), even though there had been several conflicts 
that had structured the interactions at the encounter, among them the conflict 
about whether to allow male-identified trans activists to participate. Arguably, 
the encounter had also ended with a split in the Latin American feminist move-
ment between the autonomous faction of the communitarian feminists and a 
more institutional faction (see Leinius 2020).

The Rootedness of Solidarity Across Difference

One obstacle to building solidarity across difference in both meetings was the 
continued influence of the “lettered city”: Literary critic Angel Rama (1996) uses 
this term to denote how in Latin America, notions of progress and moderni-
ty are intermeshed with processes of racialization and patriarchy to create a 
powerful dichotomy between the city as the “locus par excellence of modernity 
and the cradle of the (lettered) intellectual” (Aparicio/Blaser 2008, 71) and the 
countryside as a stand-in for “the traditional or primitive and its stereotyped 
incarnation, the Indian” (Aparicio/Blaser 2008, 71). In the logic of the lettered 
city, education, literacy, and urbanity are seen as characteristics of the modern, 
“white” individual living in the city, who possesses a “natural” superiority over 
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the rural or indigenous subject (Schutte 2011, 190). Class politics intermesh with 
the logics of the lettered city to create exclusions. 

In both encounters, Spanish served as the exclusive language of commu-
nication. Translation mainly meant translation from and to other dominant 
languages, and not the indigenous languages spoken in Peru. In the EFLAC, 
translation services were organized for English, Portuguese, and French. In the 
Diálogos, some of the academic participants spoke a mix of Spanish and Por-
tuguese, assuming that everyone present would understand them effortlessly. 
Indigenous languages were present in symbolic gestures, such as greetings, 
but were not intelligible as a mode of communication. The organizers of the 
Diálogos recognized the issue, as one of my interview partners confirmed: 

“Everybody speaks Spanish, well, because normally, the Quechuas are 
bilingual. We are the monolinguals, in this way we are more- our com-
municative capacities are poorer than theirs. But at the same time, it is 
very different when one speaks in one’s mother tongue than when one 
speaks a second language, your expressive capacity frees itself, and this 
is particularly strong in women, because they tend to be the ones that 
speak less Spanish and the ones that are more marginalized in the pro-
cesses.” (interview 19/11/2014).

They did not actively engage in finding a way to mitigate the exclusions tied to 
the normalization of Spanish, however. The “lack of words” diagnosed by the in-
digenous participant of the Diálogos I quoted above is, on the immediate level, 
a matter of language. On a deeper level, it is intermeshed with configurations of 
space, class, gender, and education. The “expert” panels and discussion rounds 
of the EFLAC, for example, mirrored the format of an academic conference. The 
Political Manifesto, in tone and style, was an academic treatise that, though it 
was framed as an invitation to debate for all women of Latin America, interpel-
lated mainly educated feminists. While not necessarily the intent of the orga-
nizers, those not addressed were cast as lacking the capacity to engage in the 
dispute striven for. They were welcome to bring their difference as a resource, 
but were not included in the community of feminists able to make their voice 
count. Similarly, the Diálogos positioned “experts” in both plenary sessions, and 
participants were supposed to direct their contributions to the issues that were 
identified as most urgent by the organizers. Discussions were geared towards 
translating between concepts stemming from academic worlds – such as ex-
tractivism and patriarchy – and the embodied experiences of the participants. 
Group work, which was seen as a primary space for the exchange of experi-
ences, the creation of affect, and of learning, was conditioned on the need to 
produce results to be presented in the plenaries. This privileged those familiar 
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with abstraction and systematization, fluent in Spanish and comfortable with 
speaking in front of large audiences.8

The Amazon region and its peoples remained invisible in both meetings: 
They were not mentioned in the report on the EFLAC, no Amazonian representa-
tive had been invited to speak at the panels, and there was only one workshop9 
that referred to the Amazon as a point of identification. In the EFLAC program, 
the workshop is described as organized solely by Spanish feminists, invisibiliz-
ing the Amazon even further. While it is difficult to estimate how many Ama-
zonian women attended the EFLAC, as the only marker of identity asked about 
when registering was country of origin, the high travel costs from the Amazon 
region to Lima might have inhibited the participation of those who might have 
wanted to attend. The conditionality of the granting of stipends – they were allo-
cated with preference to organizations that had participated in one of the three 
pre-encounters, all of which took place in cities in the Andean highlands – also 
increased the threshold of participation. The invisibility of the Amazon is also 
observable in the Diálogos. The PDTG has a close relationship with the eco-ter-
ritorial struggles in the Andean highlands and invited indigenous and peasant 
participants from these regions. There have been efforts to approach the Am-
azonian movements, but, as a former member of the PDTG stated, “we did not 
have a link to the Amazonian movement” (interview 05/11/2014). Additionally, 
the federations in the regions were not interested in participating in initiatives 
they perceived as steered by “urban” activists.

Conclusion

Solidarity across difference does not emerge spontaneously but is tied to the 
organizational decisions, discursive logics, and pedagogical practices that struc-
ture how subjects encounter each other. There are aspects that heighten the 
possibilities for solidarity across difference, among them recognizing the par-
tiality of knowledge and experience, the interdependency between struggles, a 
desire to learn from each other, and a willingness to use one’s imagination to 
stand in for that which remains unintelligible. Encounters across difference ori-
ented towards mutual learning, creating affect, and emphasizing the multiplicity 
of identities can therefore be powerful in contesting the distancing of place and 

8 This was recognized as a continuing issue to be challenged by the organizers.
9 The workshop was called “Self-knowledge about Menstruation” and was organized by the 

feminist collective “Amazons for the Amazon” (Las Amazonas por Amazonas). Based in the 
city of Iquitos, they describe themselves as a “feminist collective that creates spaces for 
the personal and artistic development between women”. It appears to be a joint project of 
young Spanish and Peruvian feminists (Las Amazonas por Amazonas 2017).
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history that reifies exclusive identity categories. When difference is contained in 
prefigured boxes and seen as the property of certain groups instead of a rela-
tionally constructed marker, the terrain for solidarity across difference shrinks, 
as the dynamics at the EFLAC have shown. The desire to maintain control of 
what was happening at all times during the EFLAC, I would argue, resulted in 
the encounter reinforcing the certainties of the organizers. This made “opaci-
ty feel like transparency and ignorance like knowledge”, as Marguerite Waller 
has described the repercussions of the feminist tendency to privilege stability 
(Waller/Marcos 2005, xxv). Marginalizations and exclusions were not recognized 
as such, which inhibited critical reflection on one’s own positions within power 
relations that were posited as a central capacity in the organizers’ discourse. To 
challenge this view, a perspective that asks about power and privilege is need-
ed; a perspective that asks, “Up to what point does [the encounter] not turn into 
another space of specialization for some who know very well how to conduct 
themselves there, well, and not a place of more collective creation” (interview 
22/06/2016)? This continuous critical questioning is at the root of enabling prac-
tices of solidarity-building across difference that neither reify nor mobilize dif-
ference as a resource but, instead, as a starting point for mutually discovering 
commonalities and intersections in the fight for emancipation. 

References

13 EFLAC (2014a): Declaración LGBTI XIII EFLAC. Lima: 13 EFLAC.
13 EFLAC (2014b): Manifiesto Político. Por la Liberación de Nuestros Cuerpos. 

Lima: 13 Encuentro Feminista de América Latina y el Caribe.
13 EFLAC (2014c): Sistematización del 13 Encuentro Feminista Latinoamericano 

y del Caribe. Por la Liberación de Nuestros Cuerpos. Unpublished Report. 
Lima: Movimiento Manuela Ramos y Grupo Impulsor Nacional 13eflac.

Alvarez, Sonia E. (2000): Translating the Global. Effects of Transnational Or-
ganizing on Local Feminist Discourses and Practices in Latin America. In: 
Cadernos de Pesquisa 22 1–27.

Anzaldúa, Gloria (1987): Borderlands/La Frontera. The New Mestiza. San Fran-
cisco: Aunt Lute.

Anzaldúa, Gloria E. (2002): now let us shift . . . the path of conocimiento . . . inner 
work, public acts. In: Anzaldúa, Gloria E./Keating, Analouise (Ed.): this bridge 
we call home. Radical visions for transformation. New York: Routledge, 
540–578.

https://opengenderjournal.de/issue/view/4
https://doi.org/10.17169/ogj.2020.72


Leinius: Constructing Solidarity Across Difference in Feminist Encounters

OPEN GENDER JOURNAL (2020) | DOI: 10.17169/ogj.2020.72

18

Anzaldúa, Gloria E. (2009): (Un)natural Bridges, (Un)safe Spaces. In: Keating, 
Analouise (Ed.): The Gloria Anzaldúa Reader. Durham and London: Duke 
University Press, 243–248. doi: 10.1215/9780822391272-035.

Aparicio, Juan Ricardo/Blaser, Mario (2008): The “Lettered City” and the Insur-
rection of Subjugated Knowledges in Latin America. In: Anthropological 
Quarterly 81 (1), 59–94. doi: 10.1353/anq.2008.0000.

Birla, Rita (2010): Postcolonial Studies. Now That’s History. In: Morris, Rosalind 
C. (Ed.): Can the Subaltern Speak? Reflections on the History of an Idea. New 
York: Columbia University Press, 87–99.

Carty, Linda E./Mohanty, Chandra Talpade (2015): Mapping Transnational Fem-
inist Engagements. Neoliberalism and the Politics of Solidarity. In: Baksh, 
Rawwida/Harcourt, Wendy (Ed.): The Oxford Handbook of Transnational 
Feminist Movements. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 82–116. doi: 10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780199943494.013.010.

Clarke, Adele (2005): Situational Analysis. Grounded Theory after the Postmodern 
Turn. London and New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Clarke, Adele/Friese, Carrie/Washburn, Rachel (Ed.) (2015): Situational Analysis 
in Practice. Mapping Research With Grounded Theory. Walnut Creek: Left 
Coast Press. doi: 10.4324/9781315420134.

Daza, Mar/Hoetmer, Raphael/Foroni, Nicola/Vargas, Virginia/Contreras, Luna 
(2016): Diálogos de Saberes y Movimientos en el Perú. Apuntes Sobre Una 
Experiencia Parecida al Tejer. In: Hegoa/Joxemi Zumalabe/Gipuzkoako 
Foru Aldundia (Ed.): Experiencias de Formación Política en los Movimientos 
Sociales. Bilbao: HEGOA – Universidad del Páis Vasco, 69–128.

Diaz-Bone, Rainer (2006): Zur Methodologisierung der Foucaultschen Diskurs-
analyse. In: Historical Social Research 31 (2), 243–274.

Dinerstein, Ana Cecilia (2015): The Politics of Autonomy in Latin America. 
The Art of Organising Hope. Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan. 
doi: 10.1057/9781137316011.

Eschle, Catherine (2004): Constructing ‘the Anti-Globalisation Movement’. In: 
International Journal of Peace Studies 9 (1), 62–84.

Grewal, Inderpal/Kaplan, Caren (Ed.) (1994): Scattered Hegemonies. 
Postmodernity and Transnational Feminist Practices. Minneapolis and 
London: University of Minnesota Press.

Greene, Shane (2006): Getting Over the Andes: The Geo-Eco-Politics of Indige-
nous Movements in Peru’s Twenty-First Century Inca Empire. In: Journal of 
Latin American Studies 38 (2), 327–254. doi: 10.1017/S0022216X06000733.

https://opengenderjournal.de/issue/view/4
https://doi.org/10.17169/ogj.2020.72
https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822391272-035
https://doi.org/10.1353/anq.2008.0000
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199943494.013.010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199943494.013.010
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315420134
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137316011
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022216X06000733


Leinius: Constructing Solidarity Across Difference in Feminist Encounters

OPEN GENDER JOURNAL (2020) | DOI: 10.17169/ogj.2020.72

19

Issa, Daniela (2007): Praxis of Empowerment. Mística and Mobilization in Brazil’s 
Landless Rural Workers’ Movement. In: Latin American Perspectives 34 (2), 
124–138. doi: 10.1177/0094582X06298745.

Keating, AnaLouise (2005): Shifting Perspectives. Spiritual Activism, Social 
Transformation, and the Politics of Spirit. In: Keating, Analouise (Ed.): 
EntreMundos/AmongWorlds. New Perspectives on Gloria E. Anzaldúa. 
Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 241–254. doi: 10.1057/9781403977137_24.

Laclau, Ernesto/Mouffe, Chantal (1985): Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. 
Towards a Radical Democratic Politics. London: Verso.

Las Amazonas por Amazonas. (2017): Las Amazonas por Amazonas. 
https://www.facebook.com/lasamazonas.poramazonas?lst=813013631%3A
100007953582209%3A1489682357 (15/03/2017).

Leinius, Johanna (2020): Die Translokalisierung lateinamerikanischer Feminis-
men im Spiegel transnationaler Begegnungen. In: Feministische Studien 
38 (1), 57–74.  doi: 10.1515/fs-2020-0004.

Leinius, Johanna (forthcoming): The Postcolonial Feminist Ethics and Politics 
of Research Collaborations across North-South-Divides. In: Ziai, Aram/
Müller, Franziska/Bendix, Daniel (Ed.): Beyond the Master’s Tools. Decolo-
nizing Knowledge Orders, Research Methodology, and Teaching. London: 
Palgrave. doi: 10.1515/fjsb-2017-0081.

Leinius, Johanna/Vey, Judith/Hagemann, Ingmar (2017): Poststrukturalistische 
Perspektiven auf soziale Bewegungen. Plädoyer für eine notwendige Blick-
verschiebung. In: Forschungsjournal Soziale Bewegungen 30 (4), 6–20.

Lorde, Audre (1982): Zami. A New Spelling of My Name. New York: Perspephone 
Press.

Lorde, Audre (1984): Sister Outsider. Essays and Speeches. Freedom: Crossing 
Press.

Marttila, Tomas (2015): Post-Foundational Discourse Analysis. A Suggestion for 
a Research Program. In: FQS. Forum Qualitative Social Research 16 (3).

Mohanty, Chandra Talpade (2003): Feminism Without Borders. Decolo-
nizing Theory, Practicing Solidarity. Durham: Duke University Press. 
doi: 10.1215/9780822384649.

Morgan, Robin (1984): Sisterhood is Global. The International Women’s Move-
ment Anthology. New York: The Feminist Press at CUNY.

PDTG (2010): Entre la Crisis y Otros Mundos Posibles. Memoria del I Taller de 
Diálogos de Movimientos y Saberes. Lima: PDTG.

PDTG (2014): Memoria V Diálogos de Saberes y Movimientos. Lima: PDTG.
Rama, Angel (1996): The Lettered City. Durham: Duke University Press.

https://opengenderjournal.de/issue/view/4
https://doi.org/10.17169/ogj.2020.72
https://doi.org/10.1177/0094582X06298745
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403977137_24
https://www.facebook.com/lasamazonas.poramazonas?lst=813013631%3A100007953582209%3A1489682357
https://www.facebook.com/lasamazonas.poramazonas?lst=813013631%3A100007953582209%3A1489682357
https://doi.org/10.1515/fs-2020-0004
https://doi.org/10.1515/fjsb-2017-0081
https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822384649


Leinius: Constructing Solidarity Across Difference in Feminist Encounters

OPEN GENDER JOURNAL (2020) | DOI: 10.17169/ogj.2020.72

20

Risler, Julia/Ares, Pablo (2014): Talleres de mapeo. Recursos lúdicos y visuales 
para la construcción de conocimiento colectivo. In: Ecología Política 76–82.

Roshanravan, Shireen (2014): Motivating Coalition. Women of Color and Epis-
temic Disobedience. In: Hypatia 29 (1), 41–58. doi: 10.1111/hypa.12057.

Safa, Helen I. (2005): Challenging Mestizaje: A Gender Perspective on Indige-
nous and Afrodescendant Movements in Latin America. Critique of Anthro-
pology 25 (3), 307–330. doi: 10.1177/0308275X05055217.

Sandoval, Chela (2000): Methodology of the Oppressed. Minneapolis and 
London: Minneapolis University Press.

Schutte, Ofelia (2011): Resistance to Colonialism. The Latin American Legacy of 
José Martí. In: Levy, Jacob T./Young, Iris Marion (Ed.): Colonialism and Its 
Legacies. Plymouth: Lexington Books, 181–204.

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty (2000): A Moral Dilemma. In: Theoria. A Journal of 
Social and Political Theory (96), 99–120. doi: 10.3167/004058100782485675.

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty (2004): Righting Wrongs. In: South Atlantic Quarterly 
103 (2–3), 523–581. doi: 10.1215/00382876-103-2-3-523.

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty (2009): They the People. Problems of Alter-Global-
ization. In: Radical Philosophy 157 (Sep/Oct), 31–36.

Taylor, Verta/Whittier, Nancy (1992): Collective Identity in Social Movement 
Communities. Lesbian Feminist Mobilization. In: Morris, Aldon D./Mueller 
Mcclurg, Carol (Ed.): Frontiers in Social Movement Theory. New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 104–129.

UPMS. (2016): What is UPMS. http://www.universidadepopular.org/site/pages/
en/about-upms/what-is-upms.php (04/09/2016).

Vargas, Virginia (2003): Feminism, Globalization and the Global Jus-
tice and Solidarity Movement. In: Cultural Studies 17 (6), 905–920. 
doi: 10.1080/0950238032000150093.

Waller, Marguerite/Marcos, Sylvia (2005): Dialogue and Difference. Feminisms 
Challenge Globalization. New York and Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan. 
doi: 10.1007/978-1-137-07883-4.

https://opengenderjournal.de/issue/view/4
https://doi.org/10.17169/ogj.2020.72
https://doi.org/10.1111/hypa.12057
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308275X05055217
https://doi.org/10.3167/004058100782485675
https://doi.org/10.1215/00382876-103-2-3-523
http://www.universidadepopular.org/site/pages/en/about-upms/what-is-upms.php
http://www.universidadepopular.org/site/pages/en/about-upms/what-is-upms.php
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950238032000150093
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-07883-4

	Johanna Leinius: Constructing Solidarity Across Differencein Feminist Encounters – Cover Page
	Encountering Difference, Practicing Solidarity
	The Development of the Two Encounters
	Embodied Encounters Across Difference: the Diálogos
	Engaging Diversity as Resource: the EFLAC
	Preparing the Ground for Solidarity Across Difference
	The Boundaries of Intersecting Struggles
	Creating a Shared Political Consciousness Based on the Unmapped Common Ground
	Imagination as Shared Strategy
	The Rootedness of Solidarity Across Difference
	Conclusion
	References



