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Abstract:

This introduction to the Special Issue of Settler Colonial Studies on Latin America locates the
articles within the field of settler colonial theory and places it within the context of Latin
American Studies. It reflects on the potential of settler colonial theory to provide fresh
perspectives on the Latin American reality, and opens discussion about how Latin American
experiences and critical analysis might complicate and enrich theorizing about settler
colonialism in Anglophone locations and beyond. These broad aims are explored in detail in
the articles whose main topics and conclusions are also described in the text. Overall, this
introduction sets the intellectual scene and identifies for the reader the central arguments
developed by the contributing authors, thus providing a solid foundation from which
readers — whether they are familiar with Latin America or not — can engage with the articles
collected here.

The purpose of this Special Issue is to explore how settler colonial theory might enrich our
understanding of Latin America and how Latin American cases might broaden and deepen
settler colonial theory (SCT).! While early work has already begun to build a critical bridge
between these two intellectual silos, as we shall see, this Special Issue is a sustained
attempt to open an enriching dialogue in both intellectual fields. Its role is to raise questions
and identify possibilities rather than provide definitive answers, and we aim to create space
for fresh thinking about both the theory and the nature of power relations in the region. To
that end, the essays collected here analyse a diverse range of countries, from Bolivia to
Brazil via Uruguay, Rapa Nui and Argentina, discussing a range of themes including territory,
violence, Blackness, ‘nature’, the law, Indigeneity, geopolitics, mestizaje, nation-building,
invisibility and theory. (Please note that English language references have been chosen for
this Introduction specifically to promote understanding amongst Anglophone readers, while
the articles draw on a mix of Spanish, Portuguese and English language sources.)



Settler colonial theory and Latin American reality — an awkward meeting?

2 i

In the early days of what has been described as ‘the settler colonial turn’," settler colonial
scholars proposed settler colonialism as 'an important platform for South-South dialogue'.’
Nevertheless, it is very noticeable that settler colonial scholarship conceptualises settler
colonialism from experiences in former British imperial settings which often occupy
dominant global positions. Can these concepts be translated beyond Anglophone contexts?
Even linguistic translation proves difficult, as the theory’s name translates very poorly into
both Spanish and Portuguese: ‘colonialismo colono' or 'colonialismo de colonos’ are
tautological, roughly translating (back) as ‘colony colonialism’. Other formulations like
‘colonialismo de asentamientos’ or 'colonialismo de assentamento' sound equally awkward,
expressing something like ‘colonialism of settlements’. As we will discuss later, the fact that
an overwhelming majority of the theoretical bibliography of settler colonialism is in English
acts as a barrier for many Latin Americans. However, the indifferent reception of
‘colonialisme de peuplement’ among Francophone Canadian scholars suggests that the
problem of translation exceeds awkward translation. Enlarging the scope of translation to
include the world of ideas brings about more knotty problems, particularly epistemological
domination, considering the shape of global hierarchies of knowledge production.

Latin America has not translated well into settler colonial studies either. The region’s
scenarios (and scholarship) are largely absent from the work of key theorists like Patrick
Wolfe and Lorenzo Veracini. When Latin American cases do feature, they are deployed to
reinforce paradigms designed to make sense of Anglophone settler colonialism. However,
Latin America has not been completely ignored by SCT; indeed, one of the field’s
foundational texts places Latin American countries at its core. Donald Denoon’s 1983 book
Settler Capitalism sets out to compare ‘the quality and quantity of development which
occurred in six settler societies in the southern hemisphere: New Zealand, Australia, South
Africa, Uruguay, Argentina and Chile’, cases, selected for analysis on account of the
‘sufficient number of geographical and historical features they would share’.Y Denoon
identifies settler colonialism as resonating with certain Latin American spaces and epochs,
allowing him to note similarities but also to ‘distinguish the settler societies from their
tropical neighbours to the north’. Similar factors motivated James Belich to include a
chapter on the Southern Cone, especially Argentina, in his more recent landmark book
Replenishing the Earth.” Like Denoon, Belich charted the global flows of investment, trade
and migrants which built settler colonies and created enduring patterns of capitalist
development.

Other authors explore this angle in greater depth. Michael Goebel’s chapter 'Settler
Colonialism in Postcolonial Latin America', included in the recent Routledge Handbook of
Settler Colonialism, focuses on the Western South Atlantic and the 1870-1930 period, when
‘the region received far more immigrants or settlers than during 300 years of



Spanish/Portuguese rule’ .V He takes a migration studies perspective, and provides rich
analysis of the political and social context which led to mass migration in the region, yet its
connection to earlier experience of colonization is left unexplored. Similarly, Ricardo
Salvatore discusses settlement in Argentina (once again) from the 1850s onwards, but is
concerned with understanding the relationship between economic boom-and-bust, and
racialized discourses of whitening, adopting a critical global perspective.' Both provide
much-needed nuance and context, but their theoretical contribution is more limited.
Another perspective is provided by journalist and author Richard Gott, whose article ‘Latin
America as a White Settler Society’ highlights the role of Eurocentric supremacism and racial
oppression, and argues that Latin America ‘should be included in the general history of the
global expansion of white settler populations.”* He ambitiously applies his argument outside
the Southern Cone — notably to Venezuela and Cuba — but his provocative analysis opens
many questions which require further, careful thought.

In contrast, the excellent collection of short essays published in American Quarterly
in December 2017 paved the way for sustained intellectual engagement based on rigorous
research and deep knowledge. In her introduction, M. Bianet Castellanos notes that
different strands of scholarship (including Indigenous studies) in North American and Latin
American contexts have ‘rarely [been] in conversation with each other’ and sees that as a
symptom of ‘entrenched divisions precluding north-south dialogues’.* However, it is via
south-north Indigenous dialogues that the need to theorize the settler colonial state
becomes most apparent. Arriving at settler colonial theory from Indigenous studies — from
the destructive and oppressive experiences of ‘being settled upon’ rather than ‘settling’ —
brings a fresh, bottom-up perspective to analysis of the settler regime, one which addresses
a central concern of those struggling against injustice in Latin America: Indigeneity.

Notably, it is a focus on Indigenous resistance, and not settler state policy, which
underpins the only two Latin American articles previously published in Settler Colonial
Studies: Melissa Forbis’ piece on the Zapatistas, and Magdalena Ugarte, Mauro Fontana and
Matthew Caulkins’ article on the Mapuche nation.' A few Latin Americanists are beginning
to deploy SCT as a theoretical framework. Gustavo Verdesio’s early exploration of the
theoretical and critical potential of coloniality of power and settler colonialism in tandem
seems to be the first Spanish-language publication to engage with SCT.X More recently,
Piergiorgio Di Giminiani, Martin Fonck and Paolo Perasso have used and developed SCT to
make sense of the complex ways in which Indigenous Mapuche in Chile appropriate settler-
type ideas in asserting a sense of belonging to the land.*" Across the Andes, Mattias Borg
Rasmussen unpacks complex settler identities — and settler dispossessions —in Argentina’s
Nahuel Huapi National Park.® Settler colonial dispossession is also the focal point of the
work of Blake Gentry, Geoffrey Boyce, José Garcia and Samuel Chambers, which uses SCT to
explore dynamics of land struggle and migration in the Cedagi Wahia and Wo’oson O’odham
communities that straddle the US-Mexico border.*¥ Moreover, theorists of settler
colonialism have begun to think about Latin America; Sai Englert’s 2020 article drawing on



the region to argue that an ‘accumulation by dispossession’ model should replace a Wolfean
empbhasis on ‘elimination of the native’ is a recent example.Vi

More generally, though, SCT has not been embraced by Latin Americanists, whose
response to the theory is often cautious. From conversations with colleagues, four sorts of
misgivings emerge. i Firstly, there is concern that theories developed in colonial settings
which are relatively prosperous, ‘developed’ and geo-politically powerful (like the USA or
Australia) will impose a conceptual framework that is both inappropriate to Latin America
and epistemologically domineering. Indeed, there is a real danger of intellectual
colonization, given the location of Latin America in global hierarchies of knowledge and
power. i |t should not be forgotten that ‘First World’ settler colonies are home to
hegemonic universities and global publishing enterprises whose scholars and presses create
academic products written in English (and about Anglophone cases) which seldom reference
publications written in any other language.™ It is feared that Latin America’s inclusion in SCT
might further embed its subordination in global hierarchies of knowledge production,
eroding important differences within the sweep of a universalizing theory.

Secondly, there are concerns that looking at the settler state will divert attention
from the important intellectual work of Indigenous scholarship and activism in Latin
America, and that Indigenous voices will be marginalised or silenced in the production of
knowledge about colonialism.®™ There is a risk therefore that research on colonialism could,
once more, become the study of white colonizers rather than those on the receiving end of
dispossession and domination, and at the forefront of decolonial resistance — Indigenous
Peoples. This intellectual recolonization would thus reassert racial-colonial hierarchies of
‘who knows’ and ‘who knows best,” and undermine Indigenous movement campaigns which
reject the settler state or seek to do politics ‘otherwise’

Thirdly, Latin Americanists point out that Anglophone settler colonies are built
(ostensibly) on the spatial and intellectual separation of ‘settler’ and ‘indigene’, while Latin
America is characterised by social, cultural and racial mixing (known as mestizaje in Spanish,
mestizagem in Portuguese and créolization/creolization in the Caribbean region). Moreover,
such mixing has involved not just European and Indigenous, but also African societies, given
the widespread presence of African slaves and their descendants from the early days of
conquest onwards.® Societies that are generated through mixing —rather than separation
on reservations or plantations— operate according to different racial logics and as a result
require different intellectual approaches and decolonizing strategies. Theories built on
binaries are thus predestined to fail to explain colonial relations and decolonial struggle in
Latin America.

Finally, sceptics point to the striking differences between the state in Anglophone
and Latin American contexts. Settler colonial theory focuses on the actions of the settler
state and assumes that its laws are implemented to the letter and that public servants like
the police, bureaucrats and judges will obey the rules and behave as expected, according to



the norms of a liberal order. This makes settler colonialism appear relatively predictable and
the experiences of both settlers and Indigenous appear to be common across different
locations and scenarios. In Latin America, by contrast, states are sometimes less certain: a
fragile rule of law, politicised armed forces, the influence of patronage and the regular
appearance of anti-institutional populism can make the results of state policy less
predictable. Laws may be passed but not implemented, sometimes through lack of political
will but other times because money is scarce or diverted. On the other hand, it is precisely
because the state apparatus in Latin American countries is less coherent that space for
contestation by social movements, including Indigenous ones, can be better exploited to
demand change from below. Yet make no mistake: their militancy and visibility are no
defence against the extreme violence they often face, especially when they encounter
major business and political interests in a context of gross impunity, as in Guatemala or
Honduras.

These critiques and dangers are very real and great care is needed to try and avoid
falling into the traps. Identifying them is a crucial first step. Much benefit might accrue both
to Latin American studies and settler colonial theory by considering what each might bring
to the other. Yet while theorists might be able to accommodate differences in history, racial
configuration, state and mobilization (points three and four), the political, epistemological
and geopolitical concerns (points one and two) will require ongoing vigilance, reflection and
persistent critique in order to guard against the reassertion of hegemonic habits of thought
and hierarchies of knowledge.

Cross-field encounters — fresh ideas

In Latin American studies — and indeed in grassroots activism — colonialism has been
interrogated, critiqued and denounced from the position of Indigenous experience and
demands. This is an immense strength because it places injustice and resistance at the heart
of the project and links these to capitalist exploitation and the fallacy of liberal equality. In
contrast to Anglophone contexts, though, Indigenous voices within academia are as yet
relatively few notwithstanding such widespread and important Indigenous activism (notable
exceptions include Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui and Julieta Paredes®V). In the meantime, non-
Indigenous academics like Catherine Walsh, Daniel Mato and Boaventura de Sousa Santos
have disseminated Indigenous thinking in the academy.™ The focus of such work is on
giving air to Indigenous voices, foregrounding Indigenous knowledges, decolonizing the
academy and exposing the violation of Indigenous rights. Nevertheless, theorizations of the
state remain less developed: the state is denounced as corrupt and racially biased but
deeper reflection on the nature and foundations of that state — of its colonial DNA — are
pending. Here, settler colonial theory can offer two key intellectual tools: critical thinking on
land and assimilation/elimination.



Settler colonial theory takes as its foundation the question of land, an issue which is
central to Indigenous rights struggle but takes a conceptual backseat. Settler colonial theory
digs deep into Eurocentric ideas which configure land thus: as a physical terrain to be
claimed; as the seat of political sovereignty; as the resource of capitalist development; and
as the homeland of the settler. It combines these facets in the conceptual study of terra
nullius®¥ and the empirical analysis of practices which enact the desire to ‘eliminat[e], in
order to replace’ Vi Yet SCT’s logic is founded on conceptually separating ‘land’ and
‘labour’, a move which many have critiqued ' Thinking through the processes of land
dispossession and their entanglement with labour exploitation would add deeper insight
into the practices and logics which enable Indigenous oppression. As Castro and Picq
demonstrate, these techniques are as potent today as they were in the sixteenth century,
and breaking such practices and logics is essential work for decolonization.®™ Although links
between the removal of Indigenous peoples and the maintenance of Black enslavement
have been explored in the context of the US, greater dialogue between SCT and Latin
American scholarship could add depth, complexity and nuance to a theory which overlooks
the intimate link between land dispossession and labour exploitation, and arm decolonial
theory with incisive tools which can dissect the logics of settler thinking about land.

In addition, SCT invites us to highlight ‘elimination’, an aspect to which, as Walter
Mignolo has pointed out, ‘Latin America' may testify from its very name, as it foregrounds
the European element whilst erasing Indigenous and Black populations.™* As in settler
locations everywhere, Indigenous peoples in the region have been subject to physical
elimination efforts including massacre®* and sterilization campaigns.** Still, 'elimination’
also works through logics which understand assimilation to be a ‘kind of death’ derived from
ontological and epistemological erasure. i Understanding the everyday processes of
erasure to be a technique of settler colonial elimination everywhere potentially brings a
sharp theoretical edge to Latin American analysis of mestizaje. It might place the existing
sophisticated analysis in global perspective, opening space for learning about this
oppressive technique through critical comparison of erosive practices beyond the Latin
American realm. In turn, the rich heritage of thought and empirical study of mestizaje from
Latin America would provide sophisticated concepts and well-worked analyses of the varied
top-down techniques (from whitening to indigenismo via multiculturalism) which promote
assimilation " Settler colonial theorists might adapt and deploy this work to make sense of
mixed-heritage experience in Anglophone settings, unpacking the rather simplistic
settler/indigene binary which underpins settler colonial theorizing. Moreover, theorists like
Rita Segato and Gloria Anzaldua have already begun theorizing mestizo subjectivity as a site
of decolonial resistance, a move which counters Wolfe’s rather nihilistic visions of
assimilation as ‘a kind of death’. v

Latin American scholarship on the colonial condition could also make two other
important contributions to settler colonial theory: ‘other’ knowledges and geopolitics. SCT
undertakes important work in its focus on the legal, territorial and economic aspects of



Indigenous oppression, but pays much less attention to ‘other’ knowledges and modes of
epistemological domination. By contrast, Latin American approaches foreground knowledge
as a central arena of ‘settlement’, a strategy which can bring fresh insight. For example,
Mignolo argues that it is knowledge hierarchies that underpin the portrayal of ‘Indians’ as
‘savages’ (superstitious beings who ‘know nothing’ and ‘can’t write’), and demonstrates
how racial markers map onto knowledge markers such as language, ethics and existential
practices. v Moreover, the revindication of ‘other’ knowledges is central to struggles for
Indigenous dignity, and has framed key policy concerns, especially linked to human-nature
relations and bio-destruction. i Questions of knowledge have also been central to
intercultural education projects, now widely established in Latin America, which (with
varying degrees of will and success) teach Indigenous languages and life-ways in (settler)
state schools. il Importantly, foregrounding Indigenous knowledge emphasises Indigenous
subjectivity and agency as people who know, albeit within a highly oppressive colonial
context.

Secondly, Latin America offers a distinctive geopolitical vantage point from which to
think about settler colonialism. This in turn suggests two important new perspectives. To
begin with, Latin American decolonial thinking invites us to detach our ideas about settler
colonialism from the eighteenth century, from the British Empire and from the Anglophone
world today, and shift our intellectual imagination to the Atlantic Ocean in the fifteenth
century. This places our attention on the crucible that ‘made’ Europe and the Americas
together —financially, intellectually, geopolitically, philosophically and racially— and on the
birth of the capitalist state. It is often forgotten that Immanuel Wallerstein’s World Systems
approach, most commonly associated with this perspective, was developed with Peruvian
Anibal Quijano.*™ Quijano’s later work drew together not only global processes of
economic and political inequality, but also Indigenous dispossession (colonialism) and the
racial division of labour (slavery), as seen through 500+ years of Latin American history.”
Even before Quijano, Enrique Dussel developed a distinctive interpretation of the nexus
between the global dynamics of capitalism, liberal thinking, Eurocentrism and race, creating
his Philosophy of Liberation.* The insistence that colonialism, race and knowledge is at the
heart of global capitalism is what inspired Latin American decolonial philosophy to match
the ground-breaking South Asian Subaltern Studies work of the 1990s, and to create a
‘postcolonial’ intellectual approach that spoke to and for Latin American reality. Indeed,
this work built on even earlier intellectual efforts by thinkers such as Peruvian José Carlos
Mariategui (who sought to ‘indigenize’ Marxism),*i Cuban Fernando Ortiz (who developed
theories of transculturation),”" and fellow Cuban anti-imperialist thinker José Marti.X" This
rich heritage of thought and political engagement remains largely hidden from sight outside
of Latin American Studies, and offers a rich seam of inspiration for settler colonial studies —
and Indigenous studies — in the English-speaking world.

Another key aspect of Latin America’s geopolitical location is its subordinate position. While
all setter colonies have ambiguous relationships to the metropoles which spawned them,



those on the lower rungs of the ladder feel a heightened sting of marginality, being caught
up in relationships of emulation and rejection which reference not only a wealthier, globally
powerful ‘Europe’ but also other settler states, especially the USA.*Vi Such desires and
antagonisms shape policy and national identity in settler regimes, and ought to be
foregrounded in analyses of political strategies. Most obviously, global subordination is
economic, and questions of poverty, inequality and capitalist exploitation play a key role in
shaping the concerns and policies of settler governments as global capitalism plays out
differently in economies outside the core i This vast topic remains undervalued in settler
colonial theory, perhaps because the relative economic comfort experienced by settler-
descendants diffuses this source of anxiety and struggle within ‘mainstream’ society. Yet in
less prosperous settler nations —like those of Latin America— competition for resources
and state benefits is fierce, not only for the poor but also for settler-descendant and mestizo
classes. Inserting settler colonial theory within wider frameworks of global hierarchies —
both geopolitical and economic — would take SCT beyond the British Empire as its main
point of reference, and shift attention away from nation-states to global flows of power,
money, people and knowledge. Indeed, decentring the former British empire is a critical
next step for settler colonial studies in achieving its aims. It is essential that the geopolitical
hierarchy of settler states is not unwittingly reproduced in settler colonial studies.
Incorporating the experiences and conditions that shape settler society and Indigenous
struggle outside the Anglophone world is important in pluralizing, complicating and thus
enriching our understanding of settler colonial relationships.

Our contribution

The articles collected here demonstrate the potential for rich cross-fertilisation between
SCT and Latin American Studies. While Latin Americanists may benefit from the particular
vantage point that settler colonial theorists offer, Latin American case studies may enhance
settler colonial studies. That Latin America can help to refine the settler colonial framework
is the thrust of Lucy Taylor’s article, which explores four foundations of settler colonial
theory. The article explores the discrepancies between SCT and Latin American reality, using
Latin America’s divergences from the Anglo-norm in order to ‘think afresh about settler
colonial theory’. Anchoring her analysis in the paradigmatic case of Argentina, Taylor reads
against the grain four conceptual foundations embedded in SCT in order to show how Latin
American experience may enhance the settler colonial theoretical apparatus: the
labour/land distinction; terra nullius; the Black/slavery category; and the settler/native
binary.

A good number of these themes are tackled in the context of specific case studies by
the other articles in this special issue, covering a diverse range of countries, from the more
predictable ‘usual suspects’ in the Southern Cone to cases seldom associated with the
theory. Amongst those countries deemed more amenable to settler colonial theorisations is
Uruguay, which is the focus of Gustavo Verdesio’s contribution. As well as revisiting some of



the tenets of this specific mode of enquiry, Verdesio uses some of its concepts to account
for Indigenous resurgence in Uruguay. He foregrounds the Charrua who are subjected to
both disavowal and ridicule, mechanisms which expose this settler society’s deep anxieties
and generate ongoing discursive elimination. The article highlights the centrality of the land
for settler colonial states and its links with primitive accumulation, spelling out how the very
existence of the Charrua poses a challenge to the Uruguayan national narrative by
puncturing the myth of terra nullius that confers legitimacy to the state.

As the Latin American country perhaps most often associated with settler
colonialism, it is no surprise to find an analysis of Argentina included in this issue.
Nevertheless, as Geraldine Lublin argues, scholars of settler colonialism have tended to
focus on the country’s links with Britain (as part of the so-called ‘British Informal Empire’)
rather than examine its exceptionalist Myth of Whiteness as a narrative of elimination and
replacement. Lublin addresses this gap by using the theory to explore the endurance of
Argentina’s mythical Whiteness not only as a discursive construction of racial domination
but also as a fundamental structure of the (settler) state. Taking the state's occupation of
Patagonia as a point of departure, the article explores how Argentina’s settler colonial
structure is sustained as a form of common sense that normalises and naturalises settler
sovereignty®Vii despite more than three decades of growing Indigenous activism. Attention
is drawn to the role Argentina’s European creation myth has played not only in shaping
nation-building but most importantly in the current cycle of ‘progressive neoextractivism’.
Lublin debunks accounts of Argentinean exceptionalism by locating it within global logics of
settler colonial domination. She suggests that focusing on the key role that Indigenous
dispossession plays in sustaining the settler structure of the Argentine state is key to
understanding why anti-racist policies on their own will not dismantle the country’s
mythical Whiteness.

This link between the state’s eliminatory narrative and settlement is the focus of
Peter Baker’s article, this time in the perhaps unexpected context of Bolivia. Whilst
guestioning some of SCT's assumptions regarding the applicability of settlement processes
to settler colonial states on the one hand, Baker explores how the notion of 'settlement’
might be applied to Latin American and Caribbean countries that do not support either the
native/settler nor the land/labour binaries that underpin settler colonial theorisations on
the other. An analysis of recent Indigenous mobilisations and the shift in racial discourses in
Bolivia reinforces the view of discourses of racial mixing, not as the mere result of historical
miscegenation but as ideological narratives, comparable to those seen in traditional settler
colonial states. The article argues for a broader and more nuanced understanding of
settlement as 'a general process of capitalist accumulation' which affects both the land and
the livelihoods of those living on it. Such a view may help to expose narratives of racial
inclusion as vehicles for the reproduction and legitimation of settlement processes, as well
as the reinforcement of state hegemony and resistance to it.



Another approach to mestizaje and elimination, this time in dialogue with Blackness,
is offered in Desiree Poets's contribution to this special issue. Tracing the continuities of
settler colonialism in independent Brazil, the article explores the country’s dynamics of
assimilation/elimination, focusing on the lived experiences of two different urban
communities: an Indigenous group and an urban Afro-descendent quilombo. On the basis of
these case studies, Poets calls into question the settler colonial land-labour binary, arguing
that both Black and Indigenous populations have suffered elimination, dispossession, labour
exploitation and exclusion/racism. Exploring strategies of resistance in these communities
also leads Poets to challenge Wolfe’s notion of miscegenation/assimilation as ‘a kind of
death’ X* however, as she describes how these communities have used these processes in
their decolonial struggles as a site for resurgence, survival and breakthrough, thus
‘persisting through transformation’.

The notion of refusal also features in Forrest Wade Young’s contribution to this
special issue, as his article explores Indigenous resistance to Chile’s attempts to territorialise
Rapa Nui as ‘Easter Island’. The article traces Chile’s legally ambiguous imposition of colonial
rule in Rapa Nui in 1888 and places it in juxtaposition with 215t century policy to claim that it
has turned the island ‘from a broadly colonial space to a formally settler colonial condition’.
This argument is based, not only on Chile’s vigorously contested patrimonialisation of Rapa
Nui territories for the sake of tourism, but also on the state’s construction of a Marine
Protected Area (MPA) on what it considers ‘the Chilean sea’. Countering the greenwashing
alibi that this initiative supports sustainable development and helps to fight climate change,
Young understands the MPA as a biopolitical strategy of environmentality that strengthens
Chilean settler colonialism and expands it from the land to the ocean, from green-grabbing
to blue-grabbing. While throwing light on the transnational entanglements associated with
Chilean settler colonialism in a globalised world, the analysis also emphasises how Rapa Nui
biopower continues to unsettle the boundaries of settler colonial Latin America.

Overall, these articles offer a thought-provoking reflection on the capacity of settler
colonial theory to travel — and translate — into contexts, histories and social settings very
different from the Anglophone colonies that sparked early work in the field. It is clear that
settler colonial theory can inspire fresh thinking and provide new tools with which to
interrogate colonialism. It will not fit everywhere in Latin America, and indeed should not be
imposed as a monolithic explanatory block but rather viewed as a resource to provoke
different kinds of research questions which arise, in part, by considering comparative cases
beyond the Americas. In turn, Latin American experience asks provocative questions of
settler colonial theory, exposing and questioning its assumptions. While we have generated
far more questions than answers in this special issue, our aim was to promote an
intellectually enriching encounter between these two fields. We are sure that the readers of
this Special Issue will agree that we have succeeded in this objective, and much more.



i This special issue originated during discussions at a workshop kindly supported by the Institute of
Latin American Studies and the OWRI Cross-Language Dynamics project. Held at Swansea University
in June 2017, it brought together an interdisciplinary group of scholars engaging with settler colonial
theory and its application in Latin America and the Caribbean. Some of the contributors also
participated in a subsequent panel at LASA 2018 which focused exclusively on settler colonialism in
Latin America.
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