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CHAPTER 4 
LATIN AMERIcAN DIS/CONNEcTIONS
Peru versus the New Latin American Cinema

The sketched re�ections that follow should be taken as provisional and par-
tial. They do not indicate concluding judgments, but rather brief evaluations 
of trends in Latin American cinema that might be called �advanced� or �van-
guard,� in their aesthetic or political sense. As such, we take into consider-
ation our admittedly fragmented knowledge of this continent�s cinema and 
risk making some generalizations that tomorrow � or even today � might  
appear arbitrary or careless. But the opportunity of having seen a more or 
less representative portion of our continent�s cinema and the knowledge of 
some preceding works stimulates us to write these lines, the statement of 
which we consider inevitable for a Latin American �lm journal.

— �ISaac LEÓn, FOllOWinG THE 1969 ViÑa DEl MaR Film FESTival, in 
HABLEMOS DE CINE (NOvEmBER 1969–FEBRUaRY 1970)

Filmmaking in the late 1960s and the early 1970s from several regions throughout 
the world often re�ected and embraced a politically motivated activism. Referred  
to by many Eurocentric critics as �new cinema,� these �lms reacted to productions, 
strategies, themes, and aesthetic considerations that were regarded by some as 
�dominant� or hegemonic within most Hollywood and European commercial 
�lms. This activism was especially prominent in Latin America, where the trou-
bling political and social realities at local levels were exposed in �lms such as Deus 
e diablo na terra do sol (Black God and White Devil, Rocha, Brazil, 1964), La 
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hora de los hornos (The Hour of the Furnaces, Solanas and Getino, Argentina, 
1968) and Yawar Mallku (Blood of the Condor, SanjinØs, Bolivia, 1968). A �lm 
publication from the region would logically offer a good perspective on these �lms 
as they were being produced.
	 Hablemos de cine only discussed one Latin American �lmmaker during its 
�rst thirty-three issues: Peruvian Armando Robles Godoy, who released his �rst 
�lm, GanarÆs el pan (You Will Earn the Bread), in 1965. During the beginning of 
its publication run, the journal placed its emphasis on Hollywood and European 
productions shown at cine-clubs across Lima. The absence of any information on 
Latin American �lms within its pages is indicative of how �lms did not travel across 
borders within Latin America rather than the historical absence or paucity of these 
�lms elsewhere. The only �lms from the region that appeared on Peruvian screens 
were primarily Mexican and Argentine popular comedies or melodramas � which 
the journal universally discounted as �Latin American subcinema.�1

	 All this changed in 1967, when several of the journal�s editors traveled to the 
�lm festival held in Viæa del Mar, Chile. Within the historical context of the region�s 
cinema, that year�s festival is now seen as a key moment: �lmmakers and critics from 
around the continent shared their experiences and their work, exposing common 
cinematic traits throughout the region that would eventually de�ne what was to be 
known as the �New Latin American Cinema.�2 The Peruvian response to this en-
counter, however, was unique and had serious repercussions for the journal in particu-
lar and its connections with concepts of national cinema both at home and abroad.

Solidarity: Viña del Mar, 1967
The invitation from Viæa del Mar festival organizer Aldo Francia allowed two 
of the founding editors of Hablemos de cine, Isaac León Frías and Federico de 
CÆrdenas, to join their Chilean correspondent, Mariano Silva, in Viæa del Mar 
in early March 1967. This marked the �rst �lm festival abroad that the journal 
would cover using Peruvian reporters. Up until this point, the journal had relied 
almost entirely on Spanish colleagues from Film Ideal such as Jesœs Martínez 
León, Augusto M. Torres, and Vicente Molina Foix for reports on the major 
European festivals at Cannes and Venice, as well as local festivals at San Sebas-
tiÆn and Valladolid. Silva had also chronicled his experiences at Mar de la Plata, 
Argentina, a year earlier, and Peruvian cine-club organizer AndrØs Ruszkowski 
detailed his experiences at the Rio de Janeiro festival early in 1965.3 Neither León 
nor de CÆrdenas, however, had had the opportunity themselves to report on a 
festival that went beyond Peruvian short �lms.4
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	 Considering there were no articles in previous issues of the journal announc-
ing either the upcoming festival itself or the editors� plans to attend, it is unclear 
whether Hablemos de cine knew the impact the festival would have. The festival 
had certainly not been seen as signi�cant before 1967.5 Started by the Cine-club 
de Viæa del Mar in 1963, the �rst three events were mostly showcases for the 
small Chilean �lm scene. All three of the festivals were nevertheless billed as 
international events and awarded prizes to several non-Chilean �lms. The fourth  
festival in 1966, however, focused exclusively on Chilean �lmmaking in an un
successful attempt to prove both the interest and the need for a �lm law to stimu- 
late a national industry. The announcement that organizers for the �fth festival 
were broadening the scope to include Latin America in 1967, however, might have 
interested Hablemos de cine.
	 The other objective � and a major draw for the international partic-
ipants � was the opportunity to show �lms made throughout the continent in 
a single location. In 1967, the stranglehold of the North American �majors� 
over distribution and exhibition throughout the region was a reality shared by 
all of the �lmmakers.6 Only in the small cine-clubs was it possible to watch non-
Hollywood cinema, but even these outlets did not necessarily have access to other 
Latin American �lms. The Spanish correspondents for Hablemos de cine had 
reported on some Latin American �lms viewed in Europe at festivals such as 
Cannes, France, or Pesaro, Italy, the latter venue being an early supporter of new 
cinema. The festival at Viæa del Mar, however, provided a space for the screening 
of several short- and medium-length �lms for the �rst time in Latin America of 
only Latin American productions. The festival allowed a considerable range of 
styles from emerging directors to be viewed by their international peers for the 
�rst time. As a speci�c example, much had been written at the time in interna-
tional �lm periodicals about the bursting onto the scene of the Brazilian Cinema 
Nôvo, yet none of these �lms had crossed Peruvian borders. With no organized 
network among �lmmakers or independent exhibitors within the continent, there 
was little communication among countries to know that �lms were even being 
made, much less how they could be distributed.
	 Hablemos de cine�s coverage of the Viæa del Mar �lm festival of 1967 is the 
primary focus of volume 34 (March�April 1967), starting with the front cover 
(�g. 9) featuring a still from the festival-winning �lm, Manuela (Cuba, Humberto 
SolÆs, 1966). The breakdown of the individual �lm�s ratings by reviewer provided 
at the end of the main article indicate that at least three other �lm journals sent 
representatives who attended the festival: Cine cubano and two Chilean publica-
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Figure 9: Cover of Hablemos de cine 34 (March–April 1967). Courtesy of the Filmoteca 
PUCP Hablemos de cine Archive.
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tions, Ercilla and CEP. Yet Hablemos de cine provided the most in-depth coverage 
and analysis of the event. As if to acknowledge this exceptional coverage festival 
organizer Aldo Francia selected Hablemos de cine�s printed account of the 1967 
festival as the primary summary in his history of the festival published in 1990. 
This selection was a breakthrough for the journal in expanding its scope beyond 
national borders. However, even as Hablemos de cine became a more �regional� 
publication with its coverage of the festival, it did so by exposing many aspects of 
the �lm experience within Peru.
	 The festival featured �lms from nine countries. The great majority arrived 
from Argentina, Brazil, and Chile, with three �lms coming from Cuba, two each 
from Uruguay and Venezuela, and a single representative �lm from Bolivia, Mex-
ico, and Peru. The introduction to the journal�s report on the festival by de CÆrde-
nas and León included a paragraph comparing the different national cinemas and 
their respective states of progress. Note particularly the placement of the Peruvian 
cinema within this spectrum of cinematic achievement:

It has been our great fortune to see how the �lms� technical and narrative 
qualities differ from country to country. On the one hand, a vigorous cin-
ema, technically and artistically vibrant, like the Brazilian; another important 
cinema, the Cuban; an industry that is currently undergoing a moment of 
crisis but remains active, the Argentine; �nally, the most solid �lm industry 
in Spanish America, although perhaps, due to its commercialization, without 
the same expressive level as those from Brazil or Cuba: the Mexican. On the 
other hand, the remaining countries. Some like Chile, Venezuela, Uruguay, 
and Bolivia with a short history (or, better said, a prehistory) but likely to 
advance soon. Others, like ours, in an infant state. There was no news of the 
rest of the countries, particularly from Central America.7

Along this continuum of cinematic development, the Peruvian cinematic example 
is placed dead last, seen as being in an �infant state,� not far enough along to 
represent even a �prehistory.� This pronouncement was not entirely true: the Pe-
ruvian cinematic tradition from the silent period through the early sound period 
had produced a number of �lms, ending with the short-lived success of Amauta 
Films in the late 1930s.8 For the young men writing for Hablemos de cine, how-
ever, these �lms were far removed from current �lmmaking practices. With scant 
few productions in recent history � and all of them isolated endeavors � any sig-
ni�cant example of signi�cant Peruvian �lmmaking had been forgotten by 1967; 
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thus the journal could not attest to a �national cinematic history.�9 Then again, 
this attitude was endemic among other Latin American cineastes who chose to 
indicate a break with their cinematic histories (which they found derivative of 
Hollywood and European ideals) by referring to their own �lms as �new cinema.� 
The �New Latin American Cinema� that emerged would seem to have developed 
without any prehistory at all; even Zuzana Pick�s excellent, detailed examination 
of the �movement� begins in the mid-1960s, avoiding any discussion of �lm tradi-
tions prior to this time.10

	 Hablemos published reviews of all the �lms shown in competition at Viæa 
del Mar, conspicuously organizing the reviews by country. Laudatory remarks 
were bestowed upon the Cuban �lms as well as upon most of the Brazilian and 
Argentine shorts. Most interesting, however, were the remarks made about some 
of the �lesser� cinemas. De CÆrdenas�s notes on the Chilean entries, for example, 
indicated that although the �level of production as a whole is still below the 
minimum technical and professional pro�ciency that the Argentine and Brazilian 
industries already possess . . . [the industry] continues on a clear path that, we 
don�t doubt, will soon be fruitful.�11 With historical hindsight, the Chilean short 
�lms shown at the Viæa del Mar Festival in 1967 serve as some of the �rst cin-
ematic examples made by Chilean �lmmakers who soon were to play major roles 
in the national cultural climate with the rise of Salvador Allende and the Unidad 
Popular government. Reviewed in this article were short �lms by Rafael SÆnchez, 
Miguel Littín, Patricio GuzmÆn, Pedro Chaskel, Helvio Soto, Jorge Di Lauro, and 
Nieves Yankovic. (Two additional �lmmakers were omitted, Fernando Balmaceda 
and Augustín Squella.) Under the Allende government, Soto became head of the 
government-run television station, and Littín was named director of Chile Films. 
Many of these directors would receive international attention when exiled in 
1973 with the fall of the Allende government.12 From the contemporary Peruvian 
critical perspective, however, this display demonstrated the active, preliminary 
stirrings of an industry, but nothing particularly notable.
	 The Chilean �lms were directly compared with the sole Peruvian entry in the 
festival competition, Jorge Volkert�s Forjadores de maæana (Tomorrow�s Forg-
ers). The editors of Hablemos de cine were already familiar with this �lm as two 
years earlier it had won second prize in the short-�lm contest sponsored by the 
journal.13 At that time the journal had offered a relatively positive review:

We liked the �lm, and the jury was right to award it second place. This 
documentary�s use of montage can be contrasted with [Manuel] Chambi�s 
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[  Estampas del Carnaval de Kanas, the competition winner].14 They are two 
different types of �lms each of which should be judged on its own merits, that 
is, in accordance with what appears on the screen. Volkert uses skillful edit-
ing to create an excellent cinematographic rhythm, �rm and sustained. The 
same goes for the �lm�s soundtrack, based on toccatas, fugues, and partitas 
by Johann Sebastian Bach, which is perfectly coherent and accompanies the 
images logically. On the other hand, some of the questionably skewed frame  
compositions might have been avoided. The weakest point of the �lm is  
the grandiloquent, falsely poetic narration, which serves only to highlight 
how such strong imagery does not need such support. [Nevertheless,] For-
jadores de maæana does what the director has set out to do and, as such, 
deserves to be exhibited commercially in our theaters.15

An amicable interview with Volkert was also published in the same issue. The 
goodwill demonstrated in both the review and the interview might stem from the 
fact that, as the introduction stated, Volkert was �more than a stranger, but rather 
a friend of Hablemos de cine,� again reinforcing the close connection between 
critics and �lmmakers in the early stages of developing a cinematic climate in 
Peru.16 The staff also admitted that there were very few �good� �lms shown at 
the festival, so that it was relatively easy for both the judges and the editorial staff 
to agree on the winners.
	 Viewed again at Viæa del Mar and now compared with the other �lms from 
across the continent, Forjadores de maæana was a major embarrassment. Given 
high praise in the �rst commentary in 1965, the �lm now received a numerical 
assessment of 1 (out of 5) from both León and de CÆrdenas, a 2 from Cinemateca 
Universitaria Peruana director Reynel, and a 0 from Chilean Hablemos correspon-
dent Silva as well as the rest of the international critics attending the event.17 The  
reevaluation of Forjadores de maæana subscribed to the journal�s commitment  
to review �lms within their contemporary contexts as opposed to merely reprint-
ing the reviews previously published (though it chose to refer the reader to the 
earlier review for speci�c information about the �lm). The discussion of the �lm 
is at the end of the article and its last two sentences are particularly damning:

Finally Peru, with Jorge Volkert�s Forjadores de maæana. This �lm was re-
viewed in issue 12 of    Hablemos de cine. It was out of place in the festival and 
very badly received. It concerns a �lm commissioned by the Universidad de 
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Ingienería with a stupidly patriotic script. We don�t doubt that if it had been 
screened without its soundtrack, at least it would have passed unnoticed. 
It is neither better nor worse than the Chilean �lms, for example. But this 
serves as a call for Peruvian cinema to forget such ingenuousness if we are to 
somehow move forward.18

Nothing had changed about Volkert�s �lm in the two years since its viewing at the 
16mm Festival in Lima, yet viewing it within the context of many other more am-
bitious and explicitly oppositional politically cinematic projects radically altered 
the perception of the �lm. Extremely poor production values, narrative structure, 
and cinematographic techniques, combined with an over nationalist theme, re-
sulted in an unfavorable representation of national cinema. Other publications 
blamed the festival selection committee for admitting this �lm in the �rst place,19 
but the Peruvians took this reception to the �lm as a slight to national cinematic 
pride.
	 Perhaps as important as the �lms that were screened was a landmark meet-
ing held between the various cineastes to present the state of the Latin American 
cinematic climate from their own national perspectives. Each of the seven delega-
tions20 was composed of a diverse mixture of �lmmakers, critics, cine-club direc-
tors, and producers. As active participants in this meeting, de CÆrdenas and León 
outlined the highlights of the encounter, which dealt �primarily with the prob-
lems of production and, above all, distribution of independent Latin American 
cinema,� as well as the goals articulated for a �Center for New Latin American 
Cinema�:

[The Center] will bring together the movements of new independent �lm-
making from every country in Latin America. . . . It will [also] take on the 
task of cataloging a complete list of New Latin American �lms as well as 
initiating studies of markets to organize adequate distribution of �lms. In 
addition, [the Center] will promote the constant interchange of productions 
and �lmmaker experiences. Finally, it will develop ways to allow for the rec-
ognition of Latin American cinema, as much in countries of this continent 
as well as in Europe.21

The 1967 Viæa del Mar festival has been acknowledged throughout the litera-
ture on the New Latin American Cinema as having played a tremendous part 
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in uniting the �lmmakers by revealing their shared causes and interests. Before 
relationships between �lmmakers and distributors could be established, however, 
the actual �lms (particularly features) had yet to be made.

Hablemos de cine and the New Latin American Cinema
The experience at Viæa del Mar profoundly altered the perspective of Hablemos 
de cine. Though the publication of the article on Viæa �67 put them at the fore-
front of the new movement as active participants, it also exposed how little they 
knew about the rest of the region, as well as how embarrassingly little Peru ap-
peared able to contribute at the time in the way of �lmmaking. Peruvian �lm 
historian Ricardo Bedoya provides an appropriate metaphor for this radical shift 
of the journal�s focus: �Hablemos seemed to lose its virginity and the spiritualism 
of its early Bazinian af�rmations to make way for the polemics and discussions of 
Cinema Nôvo, the militant Argentine cinema, and the appreciation of the fervor 
stimulated by the Cuban documentaries.�22 The journal recognized that the cin-
ematic revolution that was taking place throughout the continent would quickly 
leave Peru behind if something were not done locally to actively stimulate an 
industry.
	 Inspired by the accomplishments of the festival, Hablemos de cine opened 
the following issue (vol. 35, May�June 1967) with a striking editorial, �Con- 
cerning Latin American Cinema,� where the editors noted that, if only �at the 
journalistic level� (al nivel periodístico), the lines of communication between  
the Americas had been opened and that �we desire to continue, in the best pos-
sible way, to shed light on �lmmaking in Latin America.� Nevertheless, the edi-
tors in Lima continued to be frustrated by their inability to collect information on 
productions from abroad. In order to accomplish this, Hablemos de cine called 
for a stronger and better-articulated link between new �lmmaking and criticism:

We were so . . . ignorant about what was happening in Brazil or Argentina 
that there was no other alternative than to wait for the right moment to 
learn about it. That moment has arrived. Even so, any effort to keep the 
information current is insuf�cient without the possibility of having more 
direct contact with New Latin American �lms. A journal cannot stimulate 
suf�cient interest when curiosity is frustrated, when expectations are not 
satis�ed. But we will insist on writing about these �lms because we are con-
vinced that Latin American �lm critics should commit themselves to the �lms 
made � and those that will be made � in their own countries. We have been 
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able to verify that this does not occur everywhere. Argentine criticism is 
isolated, for example, with a tense compromise with the new cinema done 
in that country. Something similar occurs in Brazil, where several critics feel 
separated from the Cinema Nôvo movement. From now on, we will discuss 
the New Cinema, now that a stance of solidarity with a stagnant cinema 
cannot be justi�ed.23

	 This perspective, however, did not negate the writers� status as �critics� by 
proposing unequivocal support for any and all Peruvian �lms produced. The best 
thing they could do as critics would be to maintain high standards in evaluating 
their own cinema, not to espouse a �blind or unconditional justi�cation of every-
thing that is produced.� Rather, Hablemos de cine wished to �share as much in 
the accomplishments of the industry as it did the errors.�24 The journal wanted 
to note the change from its previous indifference toward national or regional 
product, going so far as to reprimand other Peruvian periodicals for not having 
attended Viæa del Mar: �We truly lament . . . that at a festival as important as 
Viæa del Mar, far fewer Latin American critics attended than at the press junket 
that Twentieth Century�Fox held in Lima just a few weeks ago. It is still not too 
late to correct such errors.�25 This reference to other critics demonstrates the 
maverick historical and ideological positioning of the staff of Hablemos de cine 
within local Peruvian criticism. Previously seen by others within the cultural elite 
as the �chicos� [boys] who tended to �waste their time with �lm,� the editors 
now stood apart from other critics by boldly embracing a new regional cinema 
that questioned the hegemonically dominant aesthetic and narrative techniques 
of Hollywood cinema, daring to move away from solely examining European and 
American �lms.
	 Hablemos de cine�s presence at Viæa del Mar in 1967 yielded valuable di-
rect contacts between the Peruvians and other international �lmmakers. A great 
number of interviews were acquired quickly over the course of the festival, to be 
disseminated throughout the course of several issues. The articles following the 
festivals in Viæa del Mar in 1967, MØrida in 1968, and Rio de Janeiro in 1969 
allowed the journal to publish some of the �rst contemporary accounts on the 
continent of the New Latin American Cinema, offering a unique perspective on 
many of the Latin American directors who gained international acclaim during 
this period. Articles by the Spanish correspondents, who contributed interviews 
with prominent members of the Latin American literary �boom� and their inter-
est in the movies, supplemented these pieces.26 Antonio GonzÆlez Norris�s inter-
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view with Argentine director Fernando Solanas at MØrida � published the same 
month in Peru as a similar interview with Michel Delahaye, Pierre Kast, and Jean 
Narboni in Cahiers du cinØma in France � offers a good example of the kind of 
interviews the journal was now able to procure. Over the next few years as the 
�rst part of La hora de los hornos gained notoriety throughout Europe and among 
readers of the leftist �lm journals of the United States (�g. 10), Solanas was re-
peatedly interviewed and asked to discuss the politics behind Cine Liberación and 
the making of this aesthetically daring �lm. GonzÆlez stated nearly as much at the 
beginning of his article: �Praised by many and criticized by others, the extensive 
reports and commentaries on the �lm from critical journals from many different 
geographical areas remain prominent.�27 Despite the grand acclaim Solanas had 
already received at the Pesaro Film Festival in 1968, Latin American audiences had 
yet to experience the raw power of the �lm.28 Considering the paucity of �New 
Latin American� �lms that made it into theaters in Lima, readers probably associ-
ated any �lm coming from Argentina with Manuel Antín�s 1965 co-production 
Intimidad de los parques (Intimacy of the Parks), which was cited as being too 
�literary� and a �bad copy� of the worst of auteurist European cinema. GonzÆlez 
therefore noted the difference between Solanas�s �lm and the Argentine cinema 
most Peruvians were familiar with: �For the Peruvian cinephile, it is probably 
dif�cult to imagine what [the �lm] is like and, given the current circumstances, it 
is improbable that it will come [to Peru].�29 Though the �rst part of La hora de 
los hornos was screened early in the festival, the tone of the interview seems to 
indicate that GonzÆlez had not viewed it before interviewing Solanas. Intentional 
or not, his questions mimicked the Peruvian � or other Latin American � reader 
who certainly could not have viewed the �lm. The �rst four questions concerned 
general conceptual issues of the �lm and its structure: for example, �From what 
I know, La hora de los hornos comes from a new or different conception of what 
cinema means, of its usefulness and necessity. How much of this is true?� Solanas 
offered lengthy responses to each question that mirrored other early writings, 
including his famous polemical essay �Toward a Third Cinema.�30

	 Within many of his responses, however, some details concerning the actual 
production of the �lm also emerged:

The most interesting � and the most dif�cult � thing for us to do was to 
break with the structural, stylistic and linguistic dependence that we had on 
European cinema in general. . . . For us, the �lm�s author-protagonists, cin-
ema was an instrument through which we would also clarify our ideas. And 
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Figure 10: Cover of Hablemos de cine 43–44 (September–December 1968). Rather than a 
publicity still, the image here shows the exhibition space for La hora de los hornos (Argen-
tina, Solanas/Getino, 1968) at the Mérida Film Festival. Courtesy of the Filmoteca PUCP 
Hablemos de cine Archive.








































