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ATTENTION to “settler-driven” colonies as a distinct form first 
emerged in the context of the long nineteenth century of modern 
British imperial expansion.1 It was in that context that geogra-

pher A. Grenfell Price extolled the vision of British colonialist Edward 
Gibbon Wakefield, to whom “credit” was to be given for “evolving an 
economic, social and political theory of colonisation, calculated to be of 
equal benefit both to England and her colonies,” that prioritized emi-
grant settlement.2 More precisely, what Price valorized in his analysis of 
colonizing was racial differentiation and its enduring reproduction across 
time. Measured against a standard that valued “permanent colonization” 
of European emigrants and their reproduction as exogamous and racially 
exclusive settler communities, Price figured the long history of “white” 
colonial settlement (by which term he meant to designate a plurality of 
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Roderick Ferguson, Moon-Ho Jung, Chandan Reddy, and Ileana M. Rodríguez-Silva 
for their comments on an early draft, and she thanks graduate students Frances H. 
O’Shaughnessy and Jennifer Smith for ongoing conversations about settler colonial-
ism. She also wishes to acknowledge the bibliographic assistance of University of 
Washington librarian Theresa Mudrock.

1 Frederick E. Hoxie, “Retrieving the Red Continent: Settler Colonialism and the 
History of American Indians in the US,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 31, no. 6 (Septem-
ber 2008): 1153–67 (quotation, 1158). See also Lorenzo Veracini, “‘Settler Colonialism’: 
Career of a Concept,” Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 41, no. 2 (June 
2013): 313–33.

2 A. Grenfell Price, “Experiments in Colonisation,” in The Cambridge History of 
the British Empire, ed. J. Holland Rose, A. P. Newton, and E. A. Benians, vol. 7, pt. 1 
(Cambridge, 1933), 207–42 (quotations, 213). The pillars of Wakefield’s theory of suc-
cessful colonizing were capitalization of seized Indigenous land, emigration, and gov-
erning autonomy: “The three most important features of his scheme of colonisation 
were the sale of colonial lands instead of land grants, the application of the proceeds 
or ‘land fund’ to emigration from the mother country, and the granting of some form 
of self-government to the possessions overseas. All these principles have played an 
immense part in the development of the British Empire” (ibid., 213).
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408 william and mary quarterly

“white races of European ancestry,” inclusive of both “northern whites” 
and “Mediterranean whites”) as an extended litany of failures reflecting 
what he characterized as “the problem of white settlement in the tropics.”3 
Amid growing British metropolitan anxiety and debate about the manage-
ment of imperial rule, the settler colony merited analysis and praise, then, 
as an exemplar that modeled lessons learned from the past and portended 
a stable and enduring means to the end of British global hegemony.4 

The critical theorization of settler colonialism that has emerged in 
the wake of anticolonial mobilizations of the 1960s and 1970s turns this 
imperialist romanticism on its head.5 In its most widely cited iteration, 
settler colonial critique posits that settler colonizing turns specifically on 
an expropriation of Native land that rejects, rather than exploits, Native 
labor. “Settler colonialism,” writes anthropologist Patrick Wolfe, “seeks 
to replace the natives on their land rather than extract surplus value by 
mixing their labor with a colony’s natural resources.”6 Instead, Wolfe 
elaborates, settler colonialism “brings its own labor.”7 The result is a colo-
nialism that seeks to eliminate Native societies. Indeed, this “logic of elim-
ination” is the “organizing principle” of the settler colonial form.8

What Wolfe calls “franchise colonialism” is the correlate against which 
the particular features of the settler colonial form are posited. Offering 
British India and Dutch Indonesia as examples of the former, he defines 
the “franchise” colonial phenomenon as “a situation where Whites over-
saw a system in which natives worked for them.” If settler colonists seek to 

3 A. Grenfell Price, White Settlers in the Tropics (New York, 1939), 3. Emphasizing 
the necessity of generational permanence, Price distinguished emigrant settlers from 
colonial officials, clergy, soldiers, and traders, all of whom he understood as “sojourn-
ers, not settlers,” because they resided in the colonies “for only a part of their lives.” 
Ibid., 3–4 (quotations, 4).

4 In this regard, the settler colonial model that Price understood as a successful 
“experiment” is an example of what Lisa Lowe has described as liberal forms of rule 
that reflect nineteenth-century “innovations in imperial governance.” See Lowe, The 
Intimacies of Four Continents (Durham, N.C., 2015), 15 (“innovations”), 102.

5 Lorenzo Veracini observes that “it was in the context of 1960s/1970s protracted 
anticolonial struggles involving settler minorities (especially in Africa) that ‘settler 
colonialism’ as a compound made up of both ‘settler’ and ‘colonialism’ first emerged as 
category of analytical inquiry.” Veracini, Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 
41: 318. See also Veracini, “Decolonizing Settler Colonialism: Kill the Settler in Him 
and Save the Man,” American Indian Culture and Research Journal 41, no. 1 (2017): 
1–18.

6 Patrick Wolfe, “Land, Labor, and Difference: Elementary Structures of Race,” 
American Historical Review 106, no. 3 (June 2001): 866–905 (quotation, 868).

7 J. Kēhaulani Kauanui and Patrick Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism Then and Now: 
A Conversation between J. Kēhaulani Kauanui and Patrick Wolfe,” Politica and Società 
1, no. 2 (2012): 235–58 (quotation, 246).

8 Patrick Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” Journal 
of Genocide Research 8, no. 4 (December 2006): 387–409 (quotations, 388).
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eliminate and replace Indigenous peoples whom they regard as superflu-
ous and in the way of their own arrogation of territorial dominion, then 
in the franchise colonial setting, colonists “sit on top of native society and 
set it to work for them on their own land,” making the Indigenous “indis-
pensable to the project of extracting surplus value.”9 

The difference between settler and franchise colonialisms manifests itself 
most clearly in the outcome of nationalist mobilizations for independence. 
In the franchise setting, postcolonial independence results in white colonists 
being “throw[n] . . . out,” according to Wolfe.10 Having only ever been a 
demographic minority, “the Whites turn out not to have been established 
in the same way that settler colonizers have been established.”11 But the 
opposite is the case in the settler context. Regarding Australia, for instance, 
Wolfe explains that white colonists “went to Australia to replace Aborigines 
and themselves become Australians, so their children would be Australians 
and Australia would then go on forever.”12 Given that, what settler colonial 
critique problematizes most directly is the enduring continuity of colonial 
relations of power that imperialists such as Price celebrated and romanticized. 
As the claim most readily associated with settler colonial critique asserts, 
“settler colonizers come to stay,” with the result that the invasion at the heart 
of settler colonialism “is a structure not an event.”13 Settler colonial theo-
ry’s problem space, then, is the as-yet-unfinished project of decolonization, 
and the principal work the settler colonialism concept does is to account 
for the process of supersession whereby the settler colony is replaced by the 
“settler-colonial state”—the independent polity born of (white) colonizing set-
tlers turned sovereigns and the eliminatory logic that authorizes the claim of

9 Kauanui and Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 246–47 (“franchise,” “indispensable,” 
247, “sit on top,” 246–47); Wolfe, American Historical Review 106: 868.

10 Kauanui and Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 247.
11 Ibid. (quotation). This binary distinction oversimplifies the franchise colonial 

setting, and Wolfe is compelled to acknowledge that in postindependence India at 
least, results were not what advocates for decolonization would have expected. With 
the return to Native rule in India following English expulsion, “the faces on the leg-
islative benches change color. Indians take over.” However, these British-educated 
elites—“brown Englishmen,” as Wolfe terms them—did not produce “the kind of 
changes that you’d hope for from a national independence movement.” Kauanui and 
Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 248 (quotations), 247. See also Adom Getachew, World-
making after Empire: The Rise and Fall of Self-Determination (Princeton, N.J., 2019); 
Getachew notes the Black anticolonial understanding that “replacing foreign rulers 
with native ones alone would not rectify the threat of arbitrary and despotic power” 
(83).

12 Kauanui and Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 247.
13 Wolfe, Journal of Genocide Research 8: 387–409 (quotations, 388). Wolfe elabo-

rates the point thus: “It is both as complex social formation and as continuity through 
time that I term settler colonization a structure rather than an event” (ibid., 390).

This content downloaded from 
�������������130.56.64.101 on Fri, 17 Dec 2021 06:45:49 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



410 william and mary quarterly

indigeneity they arrogate to themselves.14 Understood in these terms, the 
settler colonial phenomenon is both modern and highly particular: the pol-
ities that have emerged from British colonization in North America (the 
United States and Canada) and the South Pacific (Australia and Aotearoa 
New Zealand) are understood as “pure” cases, and the concept’s applicability 
beyond that is a subject of rich debate.15 

For Wolfe, it is critical to insist that settler colonialism’s agenda of 
Native elimination makes it something more precise than colonies that 
simply “happen to have settlers in them,” and on these grounds, the 
long and global history of colonizing arguably is replete with instances 
of colonial settlement that do not fit the rubric.16 Here I will suggest, 
however, that the settler colonialism concept can and should be taken up 
by historians of the postcontact Americas and that, in turn, considering 
the Americas as a hemispheric field of settler colonizing produces useful 
refinements of the concept. The settler colonialism concept offers a provo-
cation to query both the relationship of early modern European conquest 
to modern forms of imperial rule and the pastness of colonial relations 
of power not only in British North America but across the hemispheric 
Americas. Most fundamentally, this concept challenges us to center colo-
nialism as a category of analysis across the hemispheric field of European 
conquest in the Americas.

By the “doctrine of discovery” that began to take shape in the context 
of European colonizing in the Americas, European monarchies claimed 
full dominion over the territories they encountered, and treaties and other 
rights-according mechanisms did not acknowledge Native entitlement 
but rather mediated competition among European claimants to Native 

14 Wolfe, Journal of Genocide Research 8: 392 (quotation); Udo Krautwurst, “What 
Is Settler Colonialism? An Anthropological Meditation on Frantz Fanon’s ‘Concerning 
Violence,’” History and Anthropology 14, no. 1 (March 2003): 55–72.

15 Wolfe, American Historical Review 106: 868 n. 7 (quotation). For example, 
Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen, eds., Settler Colonialism in the Twentieth Century: 
Projects, Practices, Legacies (New York, 2005), despite its global purview, finds no inter-
est in the hemispheric Americas, as noted by Richard Gott, “Latin America as a White 
Settler Society,” Bulletin of Latin American Research 26, no. 2 (April 2007): 269–89, 
esp. 275. María Josefina Saldaña-Portillo likewise observes that “Spain is conspicuously 
absent from the literature on white settler colonialism” and suggests that this “glaring” 
absence perhaps reflects settler colonial theorists’ general disinterest in the more dis-
tant past. Saldaña-Portillo, “‘How many Mexicans [is] a horse worth?’ The League of 
United Latin American Citizens, Desegregation Cases, and Chicano Historiography,” 
South Atlantic Quarterly 107, no. 4 (Fall 2008): 809–31 (quotations, 811).

16 Kauanui and Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 248 (quotation). For Wolfe, Hawai‘i 
and Palestine are included under the settler colonialism rubric, but Algeria and South 
Africa are not. See Kauanui and Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 248. See also Annie E. 
Coombes, ed., Rethinking Settler Colonialism: History and Memory in Australia, Can-
ada, Aotearoa New Zealand and South Africa (Manchester, 2006).

This content downloaded from 
�������������130.56.64.101 on Fri, 17 Dec 2021 06:45:49 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 settler colonialism, the americas, and chattel slavery 411

territory. Thus, in North America, “treaties between Indian and European 
nations were premised on a sovereignty that reflected Indians’ capacity to 
permute local alliance networks from among the rival Spanish, British, 
French, Dutch, Swedish and Russian presences.” Likewise, the right of 
“preemption” recognized Native territorial possession conditionally and 
only to the extent that it supported the monopolizing interests of the 
European sovereign claiming the prerogative of “discovery” by grant-
ing to that entity “a monopoly over land transactions with the natives” 
while “prevent[ing]” the latter “from disposing of their land to any other 
European power.” The Native prerogative to not sell that should follow 
from this principle was never recognized, since it undermined the logic 
of colonizing. In practice, then, as Wolfe notes, “this semblance of native 
voluntarism” effectively “sanctioned European priority but not Indigenous 
freedom of choice,” and the colonizing sovereign’s interests preempted not 
only competitors’ right to buy but also Natives’ right to refuse to sell to 
anyone. European recognition of Native rights of ownership or occupa-
tion was no real recognition at all. As Wolfe puts it, “even where native 
sovereignty was recognized . . . ultimate dominion over the territory in 
question was held to inhere in the European sovereign in whose name it 
had been ‘discovered.’” Natives might have rights of occupancy that could 
be “expressed in terms of possession or usufruct,” but European colo-
nizing discourse produced a “clear distinction” between occupancy and 
dominion, “which inhered in European sovereigns alone.”17

This distinction is key because it “illuminates the settler-colonial 
project’s reliance on the elimination of native societies.”18 In other words, 
the eliminatory logic at the heart of settler colonialism springs most 
fundamentally from the thorough disavowal of Native dominion instan-
tiated by the principles and practices of “discovery.” If this is true, it 
follows that we can, and should, cast the temporal and geographic reach 
of the concept more broadly than has been the case thus far. Scholars, for 
instance, often compare Spanish and English colonists in the sixteenth- 
and seventeenth-century Americas, figuring the former and their vision of 
“separate development” of dual Spanish and Indian repúblicas as benign 
when contrasted with the rapid English turn toward Native expulsion 
once it became clear that Indigenous peoples in North America were not 
eager to adopt and imitate the ways of their foreign invaders.19 Indeed, 
English colonizing rhetoric embodies precisely the eliminatory logic the 

17 Wolfe, Journal of Genocide Research 8: 390 (“doctrine”), 391 (“treaties”). See 
also Lauren Benton, A Search for Sovereignty: Law and Geography in European Empires, 
1400–1900 (Cambridge, 2009); Stuart Elden, The Birth of Territory (Chicago, 2013).

18 Wolfe, Journal of Genocide Research 8: 391.
19 J. H. Elliott, Empires of the Atlantic World: Britain and Spain in America, 1492–

1830 (New Haven, Conn., 2006), 85 (“separate”).
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settler colonialism concept aims to foreground: “Our first work is expul-
sion of the Salvages to gain the free range of the country for increase of 
cattle, swine &c, which will more than restore us, for it is infinitely better 
to have no heathen among us, who at best were but thorns in our sides, 
than to be at peace and league with them.” So wrote the governor of the 
Virginia colony in the aftermath of the Powhatan uprising of 1622.20

But the corralling of Natives across the American territories claimed 
by the Spanish Crown under the rubric of the república de los indios was no 
less destructive of Native dominion. What Wolfe writes of Native North 
Americans—that they “were not killed, driven away, romanticized, assim-
ilated, fenced in, bred White, and otherwise eliminated as the original 
owners of the land but as Indians”—is true of Indigenous peoples across 
the hemispheric Americas. In other words, settler colonialism’s eliminatory 
logic finds expression in varied forms, not all of them literal calls for out-
right Native extermination. “The logic of elimination not only refers to the 
summary liquidation of Indigenous people, though it includes that,” Wolfe 
writes. It also includes other practices that likewise disrupt Native domin-
ion: “officially encouraged miscegenation, the breaking-down of native 
title into alienable individual freeholds, native citizenship, child abduction, 
religious conversion, resocialization in total institutions such as missions 
or boarding schools, and a whole range of cognate biocultural assimila-
tions.”21 If this is so, then the settler colonial critique applies equally to the 
liberal romanticism by which the violence that inhered in the república de 
los indios is naturalized and the institution characterized as a positive con-
duit of Native adjustment to colonial relations of power, one that “ma[de] 
it possible for Indian communities shattered by conquest and foreign 
domination to regroup themselves and begin adapting collectively to life 
in the emerging colonial societies.”22 In this sense, the settler colonialism 
concept disturbs the familiar comparative framework that too easily figures 
the república de los indios, mestizaje, and other phenomena of Spanish col-
onizing as less objectionable than their English correlates, and it helps us 
to understand disruption and disavowal of Native dominion as inherent 
to European colonizing across the hemispheric Americas.23 It is impossi-
ble not to conclude, then, that all European colonizing projects across the 
Americas were settler colonial projects.

20 “Letter of Sir Francis Wyatt, Governor of Virginia, 1621–1626,” William and 
Mary Quarterly, 2d ser., 6, no. 2 (April 1926): 114–21, esp. 118, quoted in Elliott, 
Empires of the Atlantic World, 85–86. 

21 Wolfe, Journal of Genocide Research 8: 388 (quotations).
22 Elliott, Empires of the Atlantic World, 85.
23 Micol Seigel, “Beyond Compare: Comparative Method after the Transnational 

Turn,” Radical History Review, no. 91 (Winter 2005): 62–90.
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That assertion should not be understood as a kind of determinism 
that flattens historical variation and contingency. Indeed, by assuming 
that settler colonizing unfolded “processually,” Wolfe figures the “con-
ceit of discovery” as producing conditions of possibility that are realized 
in varied strategies to enact settlement and territorial dispossession.24 
However, the ubiquity of settler colonialism in the western hemisphere 
does mean that we should rethink the ways expropriation of labor figures 
in the eliminatory logic of settler colonialism. It is not just that, as Wolfe 
puts it, settler colonies “may also encompass relations of slavery” and 
thereby deploy the “geographically alienated” labor of imported slaves to 
extract wealth from expropriated Indigenous land.25 More to the point, 
the binary opposition advanced by Wolfe, positing either expropriation of 
Indigenous land or expropriation of Indigenous labor, belies the complex-
ity of European colonizing across the hemispheric Americas.26 Learning 
from that complexity, we might propose instead that settler colonialism’s 
eliminatory logic finds expression in the expropriation of both Indigenous 
land and varying combinations of Native and “geographically alienated” 
labor under the rubrics of enslavement, indenture, and other forms of 
coercion.27 As Imani Perry notes, “the sovereign entitlement—to a piece 
of land or chattel—was based in theft of life and indigeneity.”28 In this 
sense, we can understand territorial conquest and chattel slavery as twin 
tools of settler colonial dominion across the hemispheric Americas, where 
nothing conferred personhood more securely than property in seized land 
and enslaved humans.

What historians of the hemispheric Americas can take from the settler 
colonialism concept is a call to understand colonialism itself as a category 
of analysis. Whereas the fields of Latin American and Caribbean studies, 
postcolonial studies, and Black diaspora studies take critical engagement 
with colonialism as their starting point, early American history scholar-
ship (particularly that focused primarily on English North America) has 
remained strikingly indifferent to theorizations of colonialism. If postwar 
early American social history began to chip away at the edifice of whiggish 
exceptionalism, it has yet to fully disengage from the pull of a teleology 

24 Wolfe, Journal of Genocide Research 8: 392 (“processually”), 393 (“conceit”).
25 Wolfe, American Historical Review 106: 868.
26 This is of course also true of modern global imperial expansion, and it is 

an unfortunate slippage to characterize “franchise” colonialism’s expropriation of 
Indigenous labor as putting Natives “to work . . . on their own land,” as though these 
situations do not share the same disavowal of Native dominion as in settings where 
colonists bring their “own labor.” Kauanui and Wolfe, Politica and Società 1: 247 
(“work,” emphasis mine), 246 (“labor”).

27 Lowe, Intimacies of Four Continents. 
28 Imani Perry, Vexy Thing: On Gender and Liberation (Durham, N.C., 2018), 48 

(quotation). 
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that figures the colonial as merely a period in the temporal unfolding of 
American nationhood.29 Putting colonial relations of power at the center 
of analysis disrupts that teleology.

In that context, extending Frederick E. Hoxie’s assertion that “colo-
nialism is particularly appropriate to a reframing of American Indian 
history” to African American history opens the door to considering 
enslaved Africans and their descendants in the Americas as subjects—like 
Indigenous peoples—“unbounded” by the story of “nation.”30 When we 
figure the colonial as a structure or relation of power requiring critical 
analysis rather than as a self-evident periodizing fact, it makes room for 
radically different accounts of “American” history. The result is an exercise 
not of inclusion, yoking Indigenous and Black subjects to the teleology of 
the nation, but rather of outlining a counternarrative that is an account of 
the entanglements of dispossession and slavery as colonialism’s twin tools 
of domination.31 

Decoupling the stories of Black life and those of national sovereign-
ties across the hemispheric Americas opens up room to ask questions that 
are inconceivable within the liberal humanism that organizes disciplinary 
history. For instance, in place of the slavery-to-freedom teleology that 
structures mainstream historical accounts of Black life, we can ask whether 
emancipation fully resolved the colonial relations of power that racial 
enslavement supported.32 Likewise, the lens of settler colonialism recasts 
questions of belonging and relation to land and territory for Black settler 
“arrivants” across the hemispheric Americas in fascinating ways.33 For the 

29 Joyce Appleby, “A Different Kind of Independence: The Postwar Restructur-
ing of the Historical Study of Early America,” WMQ, 3d ser., 50, no. 2 (April 1993): 
245–67.

30 Hoxie, Ethnic and Racial Studies 31: 1156 (quotations). See also Elizabeth Mad-
dock Dillon, New World Drama: The Performative Commons in the Atlantic World, 
1649–1849 (Durham, N.C., 2014); Mark Rifkin, Beyond Settler Time: Temporal Sover-
eignty and Indigenous Self-Determination (Durham, N.C., 2017). 

31 On the notion of entanglements, see Marcy Norton, “Subaltern Technologies 
and Early Modernity in the Atlantic World,” Colonial Latin American Review 26, no. 1 
(March 2017): 18–38.

32 Thomas C. Holt, The Problem of Freedom: Race, Labor, and Politics in Jamaica 
and Britain, 1832–1938 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1992); Saidiya V. Hartman, Scenes of Sub-
jection: Terror, Slavery, and Self-Making in Nineteenth-Century America (New York, 
1997); Demetrius L. Eudell, The Political Languages of Emancipation in the British 
Caribbean and the U.S. South (Chapel Hill, N.C., 2002); Moon-Ho Jung, Coolies 
and Cane: Race, Labor, and Sugar in the Age of Emancipation (Baltimore, 2006); Jack 
O’Dell, “A Colonized People,” in Climbin’ Jacob’s Ladder: The Black Freedom Movement 
Writings of Jack O’Dell, ed. Nikhil Pal Singh (Berkeley, Calif., 2010), 124–44; Ileana 
M. Rodríguez-Silva, Silencing Race: Disentangling Blackness, Colonialism, and National 
Identities in Puerto Rico (New York, 2012).

33 Indigenous critical theorist Jodi A. Byrd (Chickasaw) suggests that we under-
stand enslaved Africans in the colonized Americas as “arrivants” (a term borrowed 
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enslaved settler arrivant, whose own ancestral indigeneity was sundered 
by forced removal from Africa, what avenues were available to unseat the 
colonial relations of power that conditioned Black life in the colonized 
Americas?34 Marronage, in its various forms and iterations, was one solu-
tion.35 In the early U.S. Republic, where racial exclusion made a secure 
Black citizenship a conceptual impossibility, some free Blacks pursued 
dreams of freedom in a world shaped by colonialism on a global scale by 
way of removal from the United States, an exile that made them into set-
tler colonists themselves.36 But most had no option but to seek inclusion 
in the body politic of the settler nation-state. As the ultimate expression 
of belonging within the body politic of U.S. sovereignty, citizenship is an 
extension of the settler colonial conceit of indigeneity. What then of the 
birthright secured for emancipated Black arrivants by the “constitutional 
revolution” of the Fourteenth Amendment?37 Does birthright citizenship 
implicate Black freedpeople in settler colonial disavowal of Native sov-
ereignty? Or does the fusion of enslaved Black labor with American soil 
give Black arrivants a claim to American belonging that is not colonial?38 

from Barbadian poet and Afro-Caribbean literary scholar Kamau Brathwaite), mean-
ing people who came to the colonized Americas by force, and she asks, “How might 
we place the arrivals of peoples through choice and by force into historical relation-
ship with indigenous peoples and theorize those arrivals in ways that are legible but 
still attuned to the conditions of settler colonialism?” Byrd, The Transit of Empire: 
Indigenous Critiques of Colonialism (Minneapolis, 2011), xix (“arrivants”), xxvi (“How 
might”). See also Shona N. Jackson, Creole Indigeneity: Between Myth and Nation in the 
Caribbean (Minneapolis, 2012); Yael Ben-zvi, Native Land Talk: Indigenous and Arriv-
ant Rights Theories (Hanover, N.H., 2018).

34 See Robin D. G. Kelley, “The Rest of Us: Rethinking Settler and Native,” 
American Quarterly 69, no. 2 (June 2017): 267–76, for the helpful assertion that we can 
understand enslaved Africans as also dispossessed of indigeneity.

35 Neil Roberts, Freedom as Marronage (Chicago, 2015).
36 Recalling A. Grenfell Price’s anxieties about white settlement in the tropics, 

Ikuko Asaka examines the racial logic that directed Black freedom seekers to the trop-
ics and “simultaneously entailed a designation of ‘temperate’ places in which whites 
should enjoy their freedom”; Asaka, Tropical Freedom: Climate, Settler Colonialism, and 
Black Exclusion in the Age of Emancipation (Durham, N.C., 2017), 3. See also Robin 
D. G. Kelley, Freedom Dreams: The Black Radical Imagination (Boston, 2002); David 
Kazanjian, The Colonizing Trick: National Culture and Imperial Citizenship in Early 
America (Minneapolis, 2003); Claude Andrew Clegg III, The Price of Liberty: African 
Americans and the Making of Liberia (Chapel Hill, N.C., 2004); James Sidbury, Becom-
ing African in America: Race and Nation in the Early Black Atlantic (Oxford, 2007); 
Stephen Kantrowitz, More than Freedom: Fighting for Black Citizenship in a White 
Republic, 1829–1889 (New York, 2012); Robert G. Parkinson, The Common Cause: Cre-
ating Race and Nation in the American Revolution (Williamsburg, Va., and Chapel Hill, 
N.C., 2016); Martha S. Jones, Birthright Citizens: A History of Race and Rights in Ante-
bellum America (Cambridge, 2018).

37 Jones, Birthright Citizens, 153 (quotation).
38 On arrivant colonialism, see Byrd, Transit of Empire. See Jackson, Creole Indige-

neity, for an especially trenchant exploration of this question. 
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The insights of settler colonial critique can contribute usefully to a shared 
project wherein critical Black and Indigenous studies produce under-
standings of polity that reject rather than rearticulate heteropatriarchal 
and racial capitalist logics of property as the fulcrum of personhood and 
belonging.39

39 Scott Lauria Morgensen, Spaces Between Us: Queer Settler Colonialism and 
Indigenous Decolonization (Minneapolis, 2011); Iyko Day, “Being or Nothingness: Indi-
geneity, Antiblackness, and Settler Colonial Critique,” Critical Ethnic Studies 1, no. 2 
(2015): 102–21; Evelyn Nakano Glenn, “Settler Colonialism as Structure: A Framework 
for Comparative Studies of U.S. Race and Gender Formation,” Sociology of Race and 
Ethnicity 1, no. 1 (2015): 52–72; Justin Leroy, “Black History in Occupied Territory: 
On the Entanglements of Slavery and Settler Colonialism,” Theory and Event 19, no. 
4 (2016); Brenna Bhandar, Colonial Lives of Property: Law, Land, and Racial Regimes 
of Ownership (Durham, N.C., 2018); Jodi A. Byrd et al., “Predatory Value: Economies 
of Dispossession and Disturbed Relationalities,” Social Text (135) 36, no. 2 (June 2018): 
1–18.
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