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that of colonialism is often grounded, or by which it is influenced, is
an even more diffuse corpus of interpretative scholarship than that of
colonialism.” Despite listing many of the problems with the theory,
Hind concluded that “the internal colonial concept is not ‘totally use-
less,” and that it merits the consideration of historians because of its
potential value as a tool of explanation.” Possibly because of their prag-
matic practice, few historians accepted his theoretical challenge, even
as literary critics developed the broader theories of postcolonialism,
and postnationalism.?!

PosTcoLoNIALISM

Following the various models advanced by social scientists and his-
torians from World War II through the 1970s, literary critics discov-
ered colonialism in general and took it in new directions that would
eventually converge with the internal colonialism of Mexico and the
U.S. Southwest. Palestinian-American Edward Said’s Orientalism rep-
resented a new theoretical trend, seemingly unconnected to internal
colonialism. A professor of English and comparative literature, Said
examined the literary imagination of the West as it viewed the cul-
tures of the Middle East. By extension, the British Empire imagined
Palestine as the biblical Holy Land, leading to the view that Arabs
were aliens in their homeland. According to Said, that imagination
promoted imperialism: “when reduced to its simplest form. . . . There
are Westerners, and there are Orientals. The former dominate; the lat-
ter must be dominated, which usually means having their land occu-
pied.” In the case of Palestinians this imagination led to expulsion
from their homeland, or incorporation as an internal colony of the
state of Israel (a state formed by settling Jews of mixed nationality who
had a competing, historic claim to the country). This was a Middle
Eastern version of the colonialism Gonzélez Casanova had described
in Mexico in the early 1960s, where mestizos impinged on indigenous
lands. Said examined the way many stereotypical images of “Orien-
tals,” as benighted aristocrats or ignorant paupers, impacted reality—
how Western beliefs helped rationalize and gain control of the Middle
East. Orientalism challenged other scholars to see and move beyond
such imagery. This work would be regarded as the foundation of post-

21 Robert J. Hind, “The Internal Colonial Concept,” Comparative Studies in Society and
History 26 (July 1984): 548, 550, 552-553, 558, 561.
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discussed a few years earlier in Race and Class in the Southwest though
Guha was asking about consciousness, something that Barrera’s more
detached social scientific approach hardly touched.?

Following more traditional Marxist thought, Barrera dealt with class
as an objective category even as he related it to race in a social hierar-
chy. Nevertheless, both he and Guha understood that hierarchy could
not be understood only in economic terms. Both understood that from
the very top an Anglo racial elite dominated society and that a second
tier of indigenous capitalists existed, largely serving the interests of the
first. Below them in the Southwest resided the middle classes and a
working class, each subdivided by race (Anglo majority over Chicano
minority), in Barrera’s terms. In India where the Anglo elite was a small
minority supported by a native elite at the top, “dominant indigenous
groups. . . . At the regional and local levels” functioned as entirely native
groups with varied powers sometimes serving the elite, sometimes their
own people. The masses, or the subalterns, were the remaining groups
seemingly lacking power and voice. While Barrera was concerned with
class interests, he ventured little into class consciousness. However, for
Guha and his colleagues, this subjective area was paramount, for inves-
tigating it exposed the degree to which colonialism dominated thought
itself, that of both colonizers and colonized. Since Said had dealt with
the former, the Subaltern studies group immersed itself in the latter,
meanwhile Chicanas like Gloria Anzaldda did the same.?

By 1988, this school of South Asian thinkers had produced enough
important work to publish Selected Subaltern Studies, edited by Guha
and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, with a foreword significantly by
Said. By this time, Said fully recognized the school he had inspired:
“this group of scholars is a self conscious part of the vast post-colonial
[my emphasis] cultural and critical effort that would include novel-
ists like Salman Rushdie, Garcia Marquez, George Lamming . . . poets
like Faiz Amad Faiz . . . philosophers like Fanon . . . and a whole host
of other figures, whose province is a post-independence world . . . still
dependent, still unfree, still dominated by coercion, the hegemony of
dictatorial regimes, derivative and hypocritical nationalisms, insuf-
ficiently critical intellectual and ideological systems.” His last point
merited the most attention as these “non-Western” thinkers, includ-

% Ranajit Guha, “On Some Aspects of the Historiography,” in Subaltern Studies 1: Writ-
ings on South Asian History and Society, ed. Ranajit Guha (Delhi: Oxford University Press,
Oxford India Paperback, 1994), pp. 3, 8.

% Barrera, Race and Class in the Southwest, pp. 102, 214-217, and Guha, “On Some
Aspects of the Historiography,” pp. 3, 8.
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ing a Latin American, were trying to construct a new social conscious
beyond the nationalism that led to independence, though one willing
to accept allies in the former metropolitan centers. Recognizing the
influence of Marx, Gramsci, Derrida, Foucault, Hobsbawm, and other
Western thinkers, Said noted that postcolonial thinkers nevertheless
sought to uncover the hidden knowledge of subaltern groups in the
former colonies. In that volume historian Shahid Amin’s “Gandhi as
Mahatma” exemplified the new theory and method as the author read
between the lines of colonial Indian newspapers to uncover numer-
ous and varied examples of subaltern conceptions of the political and
spiritual leader.?

In the introduction to Selected Subaltern Studies, coeditor Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak, a literary critic, took the field to deeper theo-
retical levels. In her analysis of subaltern groups, she followed Guha’s
view that these include more than economic class, but also race, caste,
and gender. Once again, Spivak criticized elitist thinkers, including
supporters of internal colonialism: “Although some of these Western
intellectuals [such as Barrera and Hechter] express genuine concern
about the ravages of contemporary neo-colonialism is [sic] their own
nation-states, they are not knowledgeable in the history of imperialism,
in the epistemic violence.” In other words the destruction done to the
religions and other forms of knowledge of the colonized was ignored
or misunderstood, especially the subjective knowledge of women. In
her “Can the Subaltern Speak?” she commented: “If, in the context
of colonial production, the subaltern has no history and cannot speak,
the subaltern female is even more deeply in shadow.” Indeed, in terms
of gender, this woman could describe imperialism and its colonial vari-
ants more graphically: “The group rape perpetrated by the conquerors
is a metonymic celebration of territorial acquisition.” Such thoughts
would eventually echo in the works of Chicana writers, such as Vicki
Ruiz’s From Out of the Shadows: Mexican Women in Twentieth-Century
America (1998).77

26 Edward W. Said, foreword to Selected Subaltern Studies, ed. Ranajit Guha and Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak (New York: Oxford University Press, 1988), pp. ix—x; and Shahid
Amin, “Gandhi as Mahatma,” in Selected Subaltern, pp. 288-342.

21 Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, introduction to Selected Subaltern, p. 18; and Spivak,
“Can the Subaltern Speak?” in Marxism and the Interpretation of Culture, ed. Cary Nelson
and Lawrence Grossberg (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1988), pp. 287, 303; see
also Homi K. Bhabha, The Location of Culture (New York: Routledge, 1994), pp. 99—100;
L. Gandhi, Postcolonial Theory, pp. 1—2, 25—26; and Vicki L. Ruiz, From Out of the Shadows:
Mexican Women in Twentieth-Century America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998),
pp- Xiii—xv.
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BorDERLANDS THEORY

While these literary trends developed overseas, Chicano and Chicana
creative writers and literary critics especially continued to see the world
in colonial terms though usually through the borderlands history out of
which Mexican-American studies had developed. Repeated, if usually
implied, references were made to internal colonialism as it still offered
sophisticated insights into cultural domination of peoples and regions
within and across national boundaries. In 1987 Gloria Anzaldida’s
autobiographical Borderlands/La Frontera took the colonial concept
in unusual directions: “I am a border woman. I grew up between two
cultures, the Mexican (with a heavy Indian influence) and the Anglo
(as a member of a colonized people in our own territory).” She recog-
nized the colonial subordination of her ethnic group in Texas, but she
complicated the picture by focusing on the border and gender: “The
psychological borderlands, the sexual borderlands and the spiritual bor-
derlands are not particular to the Southwest. In fact, the Borderlands
are physically present wherever two or more cultures edge each other,
where people of different races occupy the same territory, where under,
lower, middle and upper classes touch, where the space between two
individuals shrinks with intimacy.” Anzaldda included religion as well,
making her thoughts applicable to personal borderlands from Ulster to
Kashmir.?®

Like Barrera, Anzaldda understood the racial and class factors
involved in colonialism, and like Fanon, she understood that the
social hierarchy created by colonialism had psychic effects, but she
also noted how the hierarchy divided the individual spirit as the bor-
der divided the land. As a homosexual Chicana of Jewish ancestry,
Anzaldda confronted the oppression she faced within her own culture’s
hierarchy because of her gender and religious background, but she did
not deny the overall domination of Anglo-Americans. Rather than
dismiss internal colonialism, she implied a more sophisticated ver-
sion describing a pecking order of oppression that she rebelled against

8 See David J. Weber, ed., introduction to The Idea of the Spanish Borderlands, Spanish
Borderlands Sourcebooks (New York: Garland Publishing, 1991), p. xxiii; John R. Chévez,
“The Image of the Southwest in the Chicano Novel, 1970-1979,” Bilingual Review 14 (Sep-
tember-December 1987/1988): 41—56; Cherrie Moraga, Loving in the War Years: Lo que
nunca pas6 por sus labios (Boston: South End Press, 1983), pp. 99, 108, 110, 129; and Gloria
Anzaldda, preface to Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Meztiza (San Francisco: Spinsters/
Aunt Lute, 1987), n.p.
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within her own psyche as well as in society. Moreover, she recognized
that the Southwest, especially that part closest to the Mexican bor-
der, was not an ethnically homogeneous, colonized homeland, but one
intermixed in ways that challenge, if not destroy, the coherence of any
social scientific theory. An individual produced by such a border car-
ried the mestizaje, the hybridity, resulting from colonialism with her
everywhere challenging the world to make the best of it. Hybridity, less
complex than Anzaldda’s, had produced such unpredictable characters
as Napoleon, the Corsican caught between Italian regional and French
national cultures.”

Other creative writers and literary critics would merge Anzaldda’s
implicit elaboration of internal colonial theory with Said’s postcolo-
nialism. In 1991, literary critic José David Saldivar, in The Dialectics of
Our America, described the environment in Anzaldda’s work in terms
of conquest familiar to internal colonialism: “native Borderlands were
seized and privatized by Anglos, their Texas Rangers, and their law-
yers.” In the same year, Sonia Saldivar-Hull wrote, “Anzaldda makes
the leap from the history of colonization by the United States to the
history of colonization as a mestiza, a Native American woman. And
although some Chicana critics reject the internal colony model . . . the
specific history of the Tejano/Tejana urges us to remember.” Saldivar-
Hull agreed that Anzaldda’s work did not discard, but implicitly elabo-
rated, internal colonialism. Alluding to Said and other postcolonial
intellectuals, José David Saldivar further described the evolving colo-
nial paradigm: “theory is now written not from a condition of critical
‘distance,’ but rather from a place of hybridity and betweenness in our
global Borderlands composed of historically disconnected postcolonial
spaces.” Literary critics discarded the scientific method used to develop
internal colonialism, but they continued to examine colonial concepts
subjectively. As time passed, the postcolonial ideas of such literary the-
orists began to infiltrate Chicano history and reconnect the field more
explicitly to internal colonialism.*

¥ Anzaldda; cf. Peter Sahlins, Boundaries: The Making of France and Spain in the Pyr-
enees (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), pp. 270-271; for more recent scholar-
ship on borderlands theory, see Bradley ]. Parker, “Toward an Understanding of Borderland
Processes,” American Antiquity 71 (January 2006): 77—-100, and Ramén A. Gutiérrez and
Elliott Young, “Transnationalizing Borderlands History,” Western Historical Quarterly 41
(Spring 2010): 35-36, 39—41.

30 José David Saldivar, The Dialectics of Our America: Genealogy, Cultural Critique, and
Literary History, Post-Contemporary Interventions (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press,
1991), pp. 13, 82-83, 153; and Sonia Saldivar-Hull, “Feminism on the Border: From Gender
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In 1999, Emma Pérez published The Decolonial Imaginary, the first
book by a Chicana or Chicano historian to consider internal colonial-
ism in light of the new approach emanating from Said’s work. Signifi-
cantly, she recognized the unfortunate dismissal of the earlier ideas and
attempted to bridge the gap to the new material: “in the early 1970s,
Rodolfo Acufia, Tomds Almaguer, Mario Barrera, and others proposed
that Chicanos/as constituted a population of internally colonized peo-
ple. Many Chicana/o academicians since then have resisted with knee-
jerk reactions any mention of coloniality [the colonial condition], and
Chicana/o social scientists have subsequently criticized the model
because it does not offer empiricists an answer with solid evidence.”
She added, “I propose to engage coloniality’s imaginary and the psychic
implications with respect to material, tangible conditions.”’!

Essentially, Pérez accepted that ethnic Mexicans were internally
colonized. They were, for example, subordinated as workers, but also as
historians because they had difficulty escaping the colonizers’ images of
the world (the imaginary) that included the need for modern Western
notions of historiographical evidence. Consequently, Mexican Ameri-
can historians disregarded nonwritten evidence of their indigenous ori-
gins and had failed to see the full role of women in the making of their
mestizo history. As they began to decolonize, to free themselves from
that psychic cage, they formed what Pérez called a decolonial imagi-
nary, a way of seeing the world more reflective of their own multicul-
tural heritage. A change in psychic perspective could thus ironically
lead to the sort of empirical evidence Almaguer thought lacking for
internal colonial theory. Inferentially, for example, by considering the
Spanish conquest as the founding of their history, Chicana historians
might more willingly use material, genetic (ironically, modern) evi-
dence to prove their indigenous origins to counter traditional U.S. his-
tories based on immigrant assimilation. However, Pérez was less inter-
ested in validating internal colonialism than in projecting an image of
Chicanas beyond that oppressive condition.*

Politics to Geopolitics,” in Criticism in the Borderlands: Studies in Chicano Literature, Cul-
ture, and Ideology, Post-Contemporary Interventions, ed. Héctor Calderén and José David
Saldivar (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1991), p. 2171; see also José David Saldivar,
Border Matters: Remapping American Cultural Studies (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1997), pp. 189-190.

3! Emma Pérez, The Decolonial Imaginary: Writing Chicanas into History, Theories of Rep-
resentation and Difference (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), pp. 6, 131 n. 16.

32 Ibid., pp. 67, 131 n. 16; see also L. Gandhi, Postcolonial Theory, p. 124.
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PosTNATIONALISM

For Emma Pérez, “Ultimately, the point is to move beyond colonialist
history by implementing the decolonial imaginary with a third space
feminist critique to arrive finally at postcoloniality, where postnational
identities may surface.” Pérez recognized that Mexican-American
women, who remained internally colonized, needed to imagine them-
selves as autonomous (decolonial) before they could move beyond
their oppressed condition (to postcoloniality). They could do this by
imagining themselves in a region (a mental and real space), neither
Mexican nor Anglo-American, where women had achieved equality
and integrity. Through such images, Chicanas could then define them-
selves more fully than through the national states in whose borderlands
they resided. Indeed, Chicana could become a postnational identity—
both Mexican and American, and more. More generally, postnational-
ism meant that having secured political, or at least cultural and psychic,
autonomy in their homelands, former colonized groups and individuals
could feel sufficiently confident to fuse their reaffirmed cultural values
with those of the larger world. >

In 2000, literary critic Walter D. Mignolo, a U.S. Latino of Argen-
tine birth and Italian ancestry, published Local Histories/ Global Designs,
an extensive discourse on the need to develop postcolonial ways of
knowing. He argued that true independence for native peoples meant
the recovery and evolution of their knowledge in contrast to that which
empires imposed globally. (One example would be traditional usage of
coca in the Aymaran homeland in Bolivia in contrast to Western pro-
hibition of cocaine.) In passing, like Pérez, Mignolo noted the unfor-
tunate theoretical dismissal of internal colonialism and reaffirmed its
value: “In the late 1960s two Mexican sociologists [sic], Pablo Gonzalez
Casanova and Rodolfo Stavenhagen, proposed the concept of ‘internal
colonialism’. . . . However, since the concept has been criticized . . . it
vanished from the scene, and few will remember it as an early manifes-
tation of postcolonial theorizing in Latin America.” As we have seen,
these social scientists recognized that Indians had not escaped the colo-
nial condition after Mexico’s independence. Mignolo also recognized
the internally colonized status of Chicanos, particularly in the con-

3 Pérez, Decolonial Imaginary, p. 125; see also L. Gandhi, Postcolonial Theory, pp.
122-140; and Ania Loomba, Colonialism/Postcolonialism, New Critical Medium (New York:
Routledge, 1998), pp. 1-19.
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quered Mexican borderlands: “in the nineteenth century, the United
States frontier moved south and circled a large Mexican population
within U.S. territory. In the twentieth century, particularly in the past
thirty years, massive migration from Mexico is generating, within the
United States, a type of intellectual who thinks in the border.” Fol-
lowing Anzaldia, he argued the colonized condition of Chicanos had
forced them to develop “border thinking,” the kind of localized bicul-
tural epistemology that Mignolo expected to challenge the imperial
hegemony of standard English and other global knowledge. In his work
Mignolo thus demonstrated that internal colonialism was not only a
viable theory, but integral to the postcolonial and postnational theories
developed by the twenty-first century.>

In 2003 an early critic of internal colonialism, historian Gilbert
Gonzilez, continued with a neo-Marxist critique of it and other colonial
and postnational theories in A Century of Chicano History, coauthored
with Ratil Ferndndez: “a rhetorical disparaging of nation-states . . . is au
courant in the historical discourse. The increasing uselessness of nation
states is emphasized: the nation-state becomes increasingly irrelevant
as intellectuals ‘nullify borders,” apparently and simply, by crossing
them (!), and migrants continually ‘defy and ignore’ the two nation-
states by establishing their own ‘third space.”” Gonzélez and Ferndndez
argued powerfully that the states were all too real; indeed the relation-
ship of the United States toward Mexico was imperial, both politically
and economically, the North American Free Trade Agreement exem-
plifying that fact. Interestingly, in critiquing the “third-space” theme,
these historians surprisingly reversed Gonzélez’s eatlier views of inter-
nal colonialism as reactionary, “there was something positive about the
earlier notions of ‘internal colony,’ ‘oppressed nation,’ and ‘Aztlan.” At
least they presumed to be in opposition and a challenge to the status
quo. It is not clear whether the ‘third space’ issues a political chal-
lenge or whether it is a descriptive representation of the contemporary
ethnic Mexican community.” Unfortunately, Gonzélez and Ferndndez
reacted to only a fraction of the evolving postcolonial and postnational
literature bearing on historical issues.”

3% Walter D. Mignolo, Local Histories/Global Designs: Coloniality, Subaltern Knowledges,
and Border Thinking, Princeton Studies in Culture/Power/History (Princeton, N.J.: Princ-
eton University Press, 2000), pp. 64, 73, 104, 181; for another Latin Americanist connect-
ing internal colonialism to more recent trends, see Silvia Rivera Cusicanqui, Las fronteras de
la coca: Epistemologias coloniales vy circuitos alternativos de la hoja de coca, el caso de la frontera
boliviano-argentina (La Paz, Boli.: Ediciones Aruwiyiri, 2003), pp. 7, 69, 73 n. 58, 162.

¥ Gilbert G. Gonzdlez and Rail A. Fernandez, A Century of Chicano History: Empire,
Nations, and Migration (New York: Routledge, 2003), pp. 164-165.
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Continuing the critique, Gonzélez and Ferndndez attacked the very
foundations of Mexican-American history: “The notion that Chicano
history begins with the conquest of 1848 is a common thread run-
ning through the majority of works in Chicano history.” Gonzélez and
Fern4ndez rejected this “nearly unanimously” held periodization, curi-
ously in favor of an immigrant model similar to that believed before the
Chicano movement: “massive economic transformations of the South-
west created a great demand for cheap, unskilled labor, which was met
by a tremendous migration from Mexico beginning at about the turn
of the twentieth century.” In advancing this movement as the start
of Chicano history, the co-authors again challenged the foundations
of internal colonialism that rested on conquest of land and people.
Instead, they advanced an imperialist model that Gonzélez repeated
in his Culture of Empire (2004): “empire-making—the economic con-
quest of Mexico and the consequent migration of Mexicans,” as central
to the historiography of the United States, Chicanos, and Latinos. Fol-
lowing a narrow focus on industrialization, these historians dismissed
the early nineteenth-century U.S. commercial expansion into Mexico,
the actual military conquest of 1848, and the loss of land and natu-
ral resources, all factors establishing the economic foundations of the
twentieth century. Their cogent argument regarding the twentieth-
century American empire would be even more so if they advanced the
developments of the earlier century as the first phase of an imperialism
that others have called colonialism, including its internal variant.3¢

Recognizing imperialism or colonialism in all its varieties has more
than historiographical importance; it has political significance for the
future. It forces thinkers, activists, politicians, and others to imagine
a more egalitarian postcolonial and postnational world. Moreover, it
helps create that world. In “Postnationalist Identities: A New Con-
figuration,” Irish philosopher and public intellectual Richard Kear-
ney notes, “it is now commonplace for people to lay claim to a model
of multiple identity, extending from subnational categories of region,
province, or county to transnational categories such as the EU or
UN.” Seeking to end the internal colonialism Michael Hechter had
described in 1975, Great Britain had devolved governance from Lon-
don by establishing assemblies in Wales, Scotland, and other ethnic
regions, including Northern Ireland. But more significant was “the

% Ibid., pp. 11, 13, 24 n. 53; and Gilbert G. Gonzilez, Culture of Empire: American Writ-
ers, Mexico, and Mexican Immigrants, 1880—1930 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2004),
p- 13; cf. Saldivar, Border Matters, pp. 45, 189.
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Good Friday Agreement of 1998—declaring that the citizens of North-
ern Ireland could be ‘British or Irish or both.” People in that third
space, that borderland between two nation-states, now had access to
citizenship reflective of territories in intersecting, rather than in the
“commonplace” concentric configuration described by Kearney. More-
over, choice of citizenship permitted more freedom concerning divorce
and civil union, issues of gender affected by the state and its territorial
jurisdiction. The agreement was one example of a postnational pattern
allowing for individuals to align their subjective loyalties with their
objective rights and responsibilities across more open boundaries. Such
patterns were evolving elsewhere, including Mexico which permitted
dual nationality in response to the loss of many of its citizens to the
United States.’’

As we have seen, in 1975 Edward Murguia suspected that internal
colonialism would fail to predict the future as ethnic Mexicans assimi-
lated, but mass migration in the intervening decades continued to place
his view in doubt. Certainly, the large numbers of “illegal immigrants”
(a status fundamentally resulting from the conquest, treaty, and borders
of 1848) continued to support Barrera’s description of colonial labor,
even as their opponents profiled ethnic Mexicans racially, attacking
their language and customs as well. In reaction to such oppression, in
the 199os growing Latino solidarity in California helped swing the state
from conservative to liberal, increasing the numbers of elected Mexican
Anmericans dramatically. Elsewhere similar developments seemed likely
to follow the massive pro-immigrant marches of 2006. These seemed
likely to lead to the more open borders Mexican workers and U.S. busi-
nesses demanded, freeing a significant part of a transnational work-
ing class. With the distinct possibility that Latinos would eventually
achieve majorities demographically in such large border states as Cali-
fornia and Texas, attempts to make Spanish equal with English in civic
affairs might succeed, as Latinos cast off cultural colonialism, moving
toward the Quebec model. As the pan-Latino middle and upper classes
developed, postnational attitudes could increase through greater educa-
tion and global exposure, allowing for greater interethnic cooperation
domestically. Though internal colonialism helps predict such ethnic

37 Richard Kearney, “Postnationalist Identities: A New Configuration,” in Empire and
Terror: Nationalism/Postnationalism in the New Millenium, Conference Papers Series, no. 1,
ed. Begofia Aretxaga, Dennis Dworkin, Joseba Gabilondo, and Joseba Zulaika (Reno: Uni-
versity of Nevada, Center for Basque Studies, 2004), p. 29; Hechter, new introduction to
Internal Colonialism, p. xviii; and David Gutiérrez, introduction to The Columbia History
of Latinos in the United States, ed. David Gutiérrez (New York: Columbia University Press,
2004), pp- 10, 27—-28.
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political outcomes, economic questions remain murkier. Neverthe-
less, the theory fits readily into the broader colonial paradigm, poten-
tially including the imperialism that Gonzalez and Fernédndez analyze,
addressing more directly the relations between the United States and
Mexico, in the context of the capitalist global economy.*

CONCLUSION

Understood as a subset of the colonial paradigm, including formal
colonialism, neocolonialism, postcolonialism, borderlands theory, and
postnationalism, internal colonialism remains a viable theory. To sum-
marize, this theory, compared with its relatives, more fully explains the
workings of colonialism within national borders; more importantly, it
explains in clearer ways the unequal position of indigenous and mestizo
peoples than do theories based primarily on class, assimilation, diffu-
sion, immigration, and the like. As most of the works we have consid-
ered suggest, when class, gender, multiple ethnic groups, and individual
subjectivity are factored in, they do not weaken, but strengthen, inter-
nal colonial theory. As in the case of Mexican “illegal aliens” in the
Southwest, further application of this theory would help develop more
realistic policies to resolve ethnic conflict in places as diverse as Nun-
avik in Canada, Western Sahara in Morocco, Chechnya in Russia, or
Tibet in China.*

The historical interpretations of colonialism help us understand not
only the past but the present and future of ethnic groups within and
between national states. In a world where force continues to assure
the dominance of some nations, classes, and sexes over others, recog-
nizing the systemic causes of inequality from the individual, through
the regional, between the national, to the global helps us to solve the
problems and provides a map to a more egalitarian and peaceful world.
In that light, internal colonialism deserves further application by his-
torians and other scholars, to say the least.®

38 Barrera, Race and Class in the Southwest, pp. 30—40, 120~121; and David G. Gutiérrez,
“Globalization, Labor Migration, and the Demographic Revolution: Ethnic Mexicans in the
Late Twentieth Century,” in Columbia History, pp. 7173, 76.

¥ Chévez, Beyond Nations, pp. 202—203, 225—228.

4 For historical events behind the theory, see Ramén Gutiérrez, “Internal Colonialism:
The History of a Theory,” Du Bois Review: Social Science Research on Race 1 (Summer 2004):
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