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Introduction

This book provides a cross-country assessment of poverty and socio-economic indicators for
indigenous peoples. It is motivated by a recent study of indigenous peoples in Latin America
(Hall and Patrinos 2006), which finds high poverty rates among these groups, and little to no
improvement in poverty rates over time, and a continued interest in indigenous peoples
socioeconomic status worldwide. Information on indigenous peoples® status by country, as well
as analysis of the core drivers of poverty and movements out of poverty, remains lacking and is a
significant constraint in implementing policies for the advancement of indigenous peoples across
the developing world.

Building on this earlier work, the objective of this project is to assess the extent to which
findings from Latin America apply to indigenous peoples in other regions. As such, it explores
the extent to which evidence from across the developing world — including Asia and Africa -
supports the hypothesis that poverty and deprivation is more severe among indigenous peoples,
but more importantly, whether poverty and other trends over time indicate a similar disconnect
between indigenous peoples and the overall economy in the countries where they live. The
report provides, first, an overview of results for a set of international development indicators,
based on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), for indigenous peoples, compiled for all
countries for which data are readily available, and, second, detailed case studies for seven
countries, four in Asia (China, India, Laos and Vietnam) and three in Africa (Central African
Republic, Democratic Republic of Congo, and Gabon). Together with earlier case studies for
five Latin American countries (Hall and Patrinos 2006), the case study results cover over 85
percent of the world‘s indigenous population.

By providing disaggregated data on indigenous peoples, the report is designed to facilitate
improved monitoring of national poverty reduction strategies and progress towards international
goals (such as the MDGs), allowing indicators to be assessed not only for national averages, but
also disaggregated for indigenous peoples. There is significant demand for this data both among
international organizations and indigenous civil society organizations themselves. The 2007
passage of the United Nations Declaration of Indigenous Peoples‘ Rights provides a new global
platform for international collaboration towards the advancement of indigenous peoples, in
which major development organizations are expected to play a key role. Implementation of the
World Bank‘s revised indigenous peoples policy has been underway for about two years, and
includes efforts to shift from a _dono harm‘ to a _do good® approach in the Bank‘s operations
that include or impact indigenous peoples. Yet an International Labor Organization (ILO) audit
of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper process in Asia, Africa and Latin America notes the
dearth of indigenous-specific indicators as a constraint to adequate incorporation of indigenous
development concerns (World Bank Poverty and Growth Blog). While indigenous peoples
organizations rightly identify a number of limitations to the MDGs in terms of their capacity to



capture the structural causes of indigenous poverty, one of their major criticisms is that
—ndigenous peoples are invisible in country-wide assessments because of the focus of these
reports on general averages, which do not reflect the realities of [indigenous peoples]” (Tauli-
Corpuz 2005). In fact, the Indigenous Peoples International Centre for Policy Research and
Education has produced a list of proposed indicators of material wellbeing for disaggregation,
including all of those compiled in this report (Tebtebba Foundation 2008).

Background

It is widely believed and in some cases amply documented that indigenous peoples are the
poorest of the poor in terms of income. This is particularly the case in the Americas, New
Zealand and Australia, where disadvantage among indigenous peoples is well documented.
Indigenous groups in these countries are severely disadvantaged according to a range of
socioeconomic indicators (Sorkin 1969, 1970, 1974; Gwartney and Long 1978; Snipp and
Sandefur 1988; Patrinos and Sakellariou 1992; Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples 1993;
Borland and Hunter 2000; Kuhn and Sweetman 2002; Maani 2004; Gunderson 2008). Over the
1980s the economic circumstances of indigenous peoples in the United States deteriorated
relative to non-indigenous, chiefly due to the declining valuation given to indigenous peoples®
human capital, particularly for men (Gregory, Abello and Johnson 1997). Indigenous peoples on
reservations are four times more likely to live in poverty than the average United States citizen,
but more recently indigenous people‘s incomes are growing at about three times the rate of the
United States economy as a whole (Kalt 2007).

At the same time, there are diverse experiences among indigenous groups, and particularly
among _groups within groups‘ or specific communities within the same country. Some
autonomous indigenous communities in Canada thrive, and are even trying to obtain their own
taxation authority. The Seminole nation of Florida nearly disappeared in the 19th century; but in
the 1970s, they were the first United States indigenous group to enter the gambling industry, and
by 2006 had amassed enough wealth to purchase the Hard Rock Café chain (Ward 2006). Yet,
more than a quarter of the indigenous population in the United States is estimated to be living
below the official poverty line (Kalt 2007). Progress is also slow for other groups around the
world, despite increased political visibility.

In the developing world, most work focuses on Latin America, where similar results hold. The
first piece to systematically establish that indigenous peoples are poorer than the non-indigenous
population, for the case of Latin America, was Indigenous People and Poverty in Latin America
(Psacharopoulos and Patrinos 1994), coinciding with the opening of the United Nations Decade
of Indigenous Peoples (1994-2005). That study provided a comprehensive analysis of the
socioeconomic conditions of indigenous peoples in the four Latin American countries with the
largest indigenous populations. In so doing, that study also set a baseline allowing future



progress to be tracked. That study was followed by an update, Indigenous Peoples, Poverty and
Human Development in Latin America (Hall and Patrinos 2006), which found that while
programs have been launched to improve access to health care and education, indigenous peoples
still consistently account for the highest and "stickiest" poverty rates in the region. Thus despite
the fact that indigenous peoples have formed governments in Bolivia and Ecuador in an attempt
to claim political rights and social benefits, they remain exceedingly poor with respect to
national averages Indigenous Peoples in Latin America: Economic Opportunities and Social
Networks (Patrinos, Skoufias and Lunde 2007), looked at the distribution and returns to income
generating assets — physical and human capital, public assets and social capital — and the affect
these have on income generation strategies. While providing compelling evidence on the
indigenous poverty gap and beginning to explore its determinants, both studies leave open the
question as to whether similar findings hold globally. This slow progress signals a major hurdle
for many countries trying to reach the Millennium Development Goal (MDG) of halving the
1990 poverty rate by 2015, yet for other developing regions of the world with large indigenous
populations much less is known about the status of indigenous peoples.

In the developing world, the focus of research has been Latin America, yet the indigenous
population in this region numbers between 28 to 43 million, no more than 11 percent of the
world‘s total. With the notable exception of India, very little is known about indigenous or
ethnic groups in other countries (exceptions include Eversole, McNeish and Cimadamore 2005;
Gustafsson and Shi 2003; Hannum 2002; Borooah 2005; Gang, Sen and Yun 2008; Van de
Walle and Gunewardena 2001). A multitude of ethnographic and anthropologic studies exist for
individual indigenous groups, and while useful, these studies are not generally comparable to
other studies, nor written in a form that could be easily used as input to poverty-reduction
monitoring and policy formulation. A few national poverty assessments now include
breakdowns by indigenous group, with results that are extremely useful at the individual country
level, but the number of countries for which this analysis has been done remains small, and for
those countries covered, results are not often comparable.

On the determinants of the indigenous poverty gap, further scattered evidence by country (on
Ecuador, see World Bank 2000; on Peru, see Torero et al. 2004) continues to highlight the
importance of human capital as a determinant of indigenous peoples® progress. Previous studies
show that being indigenous is associated with being poor and that over time that relation has
stayed constant. Furthermore, indigenous peoples suffer from many other disadvantages, and
even when they are able to accumulate human capital this does not translate into significantly
greater earnings or a closing of the poverty gap with the non-indigenous population. This holds
for countries where indigenous peoples are a fraction of the overall population, such as Mexico
(Ramirez 2006); countries where a large portion of the population is indigenous such as in
Bolivia (Feiring 2003); in developed countries such as Australia (Altman et al. 2005); and
developing countries such as Vietnam (Plant 2002). In India, tribal and caste discrimination in
the labor market has been empirically examined (Banerjee and Knight 1985; Bhattacherjee 1985;



Borooah 2005; Dhesi and Singh 1989; Das 2006; Deshpande 2007). Generally, they find that
discrimination exists, and that it operates through job assignment with the scheduled castes
entering poorly paid, "dead-end" jobs. In the case of scheduled tribes, at least one-third of the
average income difference between them and Hindu households is due to the unequal treatment
of the latter.

The demographic and socioeconomic composition of China‘s indigenous population (defined
here as the ethnic minority population) is described in Poston and Shu (1987). China‘s
minorities compose about 8 percent of the total population. While most groups are integrated
into mainstream Han-dominated society, there is still a lack of socioeconomic advancement in a
few cases. Gustafson and Shi (2003) analyze the income gap between minority and majority
groups in China and find that the gap grew in the 1990s. Both groups‘ income grew, but that of
minorities grew more slowly. Decomposition of the gap suggests that it is the concentration of
minorities in different regions than majorities that is the driving force behind growing income
gaps. Hannum and Xie (1998) and Hannum (2002) document the educational disadvantages
faced by minorities.

Vietnam*s ethnic minorities, who tend to live mostly in remote rural areas, typically have lower
living standards than the majority. Differences in levels of living are due in part to the fact that
the minorities live in less productive areas characterized by difficult terrain, poor infrastructure,
less access to off-farm work and the market economy, and inferior access to education (van de
Walle and Gunewardena 2001). Geographic disparities tend to persist because of immobility and
regional differences in living standards. There are also large differences within geographical
areas even after controlling for household characteristics. Differences in returns to productive
characteristics are the most important explanation for inequality. But minorities do not obtain
lower returns to all characteristics. Pure returns to location—even in remote, inhospitable
areas—tend to be higher for minorities, though not high enough to overcome the large
consumption difference with the majority.

There is evidence pointing to significant health and education disadvantage among indigenous
groups. Even in the wealthy nations, most studies show an alarming health disadvantage for
indigenous peoples—in health indicators as varied as infant mortality, diabetes, various cancers
and mental illness (Sandefur and Scott 1983; Gunderson 2008; Bradley et al. 2006; Dixon and
Mare 2006; Stephens et al. 2005). For the rest of the world, less is known about their health
status or access to health services. The few studies of particular communities indicate that the
health of indigenous peoples is substantially poorer than that of the general population, with
disease and mortality rates much higher than the general population (see Hsu 1990 on China).
The health of adult indigenous people is similarly poor, particularly for communities whose
original ways of life, environment, and livelihoods have been destroyed and often replaced with
the worst of western lifestyle—that is, unemployment, poor housing, alcoholism and drug use.
At the extreme, indigenous peoples suffer systematic repression and deprivation, to the extent
that their demographic survival is threatened (Basu 1994). More recently, Lewis and Lockheed
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(2006) show that it is the rural minority population that is most likely to be excluded from
school, and that girls in rural areas are doubly disadvantaged in terms of education access. That
is the case for Laos, India, Pakistan, Benin, Ghana and Malawi.

Indigenous peoples® poverty has been increasingly recognized in the development literature (see,
for example, Klitgaard 1991; Chiswick et al. 2000; Alesina and LaFerrara 2005). The
relationship between being indigenous and experiencing economic inequality in developing
countries has come to the fore in recent years (see, for example, van de Walle and Gunewardena
2001; Nopo et al. 2007; Telles 2007). Still, very little investigation has been made into the
different economic experiences of the indigenous population within a society, and much less is
comparative across countries and over time. For the few countries where the situation of the
indigenous population has been investigated, a substantial cost in terms of earnings, poverty and
social development has been estimated, with spillover effects on national economic prospects
and social stability. Thus, it is important to consider indigenous peoples in discussions about
economic development — but not often done.

Eversole, McNeish and Cimadamore (2006) study indigenous poverty from an international
perspective. They include chapters on, among other countries, Mexico, Taiwan, Russia, New
Zealand, Colombia, Australia, Canada and the United States. Yet they present case studies with
different approaches in each chapter, so the results are not comparable across countries. Thus,
despite the fact that they are estimated to be significant in number and are thought to represent a
disproportionately large share of the world‘s poor, research that systematically assesses
indigenous peoples‘ poverty and socio-economic status in a comparable way across regions and
countries remains elusive.

Analytical Approach

The majority of the work to date on the determinants of poverty among indigenous peoples has
focused primarily on human capital outcomes. Most studies document that indigenous peoples
are disadvantaged in terms of physical and human capital endowments. These low endowments,
in turn, lead to significant differences in earnings and, therefore poverty status, differences that
have endured several decades of progress in reducing human capital gaps. In recent years, the
social capital and cultural assets of indigenous has been discussed. Social capital, defined as
traditional community values and socioeconomic structures, are often referred to as the only
productive capital minorities have in abundance (Woolcock and Narayan 2000). These
traditional values and structures include collective control and sustainable management of
natural resources; reciprocal and mutually supportive work systems; strong social organization
and high levels of communal responsibility; a deep respect for the knowledge of their elders; and
a close spiritual attachment to their ancestors and the earth. Such cultural assets can play a key
role in economic entrepreneurship and in strategies to diversify or intensify livelihoods. Strong



network ties, a strong sense of solidarity, and kinship-based exchange relationships also play an
important role in providing economic security (Collins 1983).

However, group differences in socioeconomic outcomes can also be explained by looking at the
distribution, composition and returns to income-generating assets. Low asset endowments, for
instance in terms of size of land or years of schooling, negatively affect the ability to generate
income, while low rates of usage and returns stifles economic opportunity (Birdsall and Londofio
1997; Székely and Attanasio 2001). The composition of assets also matters as the rate of return
to one asset is often affected by the ownership or access to other, complementary assets.
Empirical studies on Latin America‘s indigenous population shows that social capital does not
help promote indigenous socioeconomic advancement. However, low asset endowments can
help explain the low overall returns to all assets (see, for example, Patrinos, Skoufias and Lunde
2007; Escobal and Torero 2005). In addition, discrimination and other exclusionary
mechanisms, as well as the internalization of prejudices (stigma), may also affect returns to the
assets of excluded minorities (Becker 1971; Darity 1982; Hoff and Pandey 2006).

This study provides an assessment of poverty and socioeconomic indicators for seven countries
in Africa and Asia for which there are identifiable populations and data. It generates findings
that are comparable across countries, so as to begin painting a _dobal picture of the conditions
and development challenges of indigenous peoples/ethnic minorities. To the extent possible, we
will attempt to categorize indigenous disadvantage — across space and time — according to the
main hypotheses put forward thus far. However, while these and other hypotheses may be
useful, especially the more recent and evolving poverty trap literature (see, for example, Carter
and Barret 2006; Bowles, Durlauf and Hoff 2006), our focus here is more on describing the
situation and analyzing trends in the countries covered. In doing so, we will focus primarily on
indigenous/non-indigenous differences in poverty, human capital (education and health) and
labor market outcomes, and access to core social services and programs. While the purpose of
the work is primarily descriptive, where possible case studies also offer policy suggestions that
can contribute to the alleviation of poverty while taking into account the indigenous/ethnic
dimension.

Framework of the Book

The book is organized as follows. Chapter Two addresses the complexities surrounding the issue
of indigenous identity. Chapter Three provides a _gobal snapshot® of a set of five MDG-like
indicators (infant mortality, water deprivation, malnutrition, literacy and primary school
enrollment) for indigenous peoples vis-a-vis national averages for as many countries and groups
for which the available data allow. The remaining chapters Four through Eight offer case studies
for seven countries — four in Asia (China, India, Laos and Vietnam) and three in Africa (Central
African Republic, Democratic Republic of Congo and Gabon). These country studies follow the
analytical framework of Hall and Patrinos (2006) to see whether findings from earlier research in
Latin America apply also to indigenous peoples in other regions. In conclusion, Chapter Nine
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draws together the body of results in the context of existing poverty theory in order to move
towards an understanding of the causes and drivers of indigenous disadvantage.

The case studies use comparable methodologies in order to assess:

Poverty levels and trends for indigenous peoples vis-a-vis national averages. Is poverty
among indigenous peoples higher and more severe than poverty among the general population in
the countries in which they live? Do poverty trends differ between the indigenous and non-
indigenous population? More specifically, do indigenous poverty rates remain stagnant when
national poverty rates change? Does being indigenous increase an individual‘s probability of
being poor even controlling for other common predictors of poverty (education, employment
status, age, region, etc)?

Differences in human capital assets (education and health) and occupational attainment.
Do indigenous peoples in Asia and Africa lag the general population in terms of schooling? Are
they catching up and are educational gaps closing? If so, is this reflected in earnings and
household consumption? Are returns to education lower for indigenous peoples? Similarly, how
do the indigenous peoples measure up to national averages in terms of access to health services
and health indicators?

Labor market outcomes. How large are the earnings and/or consumption gaps between
indigenous and non-indigenous peoples, and how much of this gap remains unexplained when
controlling for observable factors?

Differences in access to key public social assistance programs and services. What is the
indigenous population‘s access to basic infrastructure services (water, sanitation) and major social
programs?

How Many Indigenous Peoples?

Rough estimates suggest that there are that there are more than 5,000 different groups living in more
than 70 countries (IFAD). It has been further estimated that there are approximately 250-350
million indigenous peoples worldwide, representing 5 percent of the world‘s population (IWGIA
2008). The United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues (2006) estimates the indigenous
population to be over 350 million. It is also estimated that up to 15 percent of the world‘s poor, and
up to one-third of the rural poor, are indigenous (UNPFII). In one of the first attempts to show the
distribution of the world‘s indigenous peoples across regions, Stephens et al. (2005), based on work
by Maybury-Lewis (2002), shows that more than half of the world‘s indigenous are in China and
South Asia (Table 1). Given a global population of just under 6 billion in early 2000, the
indigenous population would make up about 4 percent of the total population.

IWGIA provide a slightly higher estimate of up to 350 million indigenous peoples worldwide,
representing 5 percent of the world‘s population. These figures are widely cited. Analysis of the



annual IWGIA (2008) report, The Indigenous World 2008, where they have estimates for 53
countries, provides a good snapshot. In Table 2, we collect these estimates and put together a
regional breakdown. Although not published as a statistical guide, and a few countries are
missing, this estimate is higher than Stephens et al.s* (2005), and very close to the figure widely
cited by the United Nations and others. The IWGIA gives a global percentage of 5 percent, also
higher than Stephens et al. (2005).

For the seven case studies included this report, our research also provides estimates of the
indigenous population. In order to cross-check the above estimates, Table 3 draws on the data
provided in our cases studies, the estimates for Latin America compiled in Hall and Patrinos
(2006), and extrapolates from Stephens et al. (2005) or IWGIA (2008) for all other countries.
This method yields an estimate of the total global indigenous population of 302 million, which is
higher than Stephens‘ and very close to the IWGIA‘s, and therefore the figures cited by the
UNPFII and IFAD among others. We also get a global population percentage of 5 percent for
indigenous peoples.

Table 1: Indigenous Population by region (Stephens et al. 2005)

(millions)
China 91.00
South Asia 60.00
Former Soviet Union 28.00
Southeast Asia 26.50
South America 16.00
Africa 14.20
Central America/Mexico 12.70
Arabia 5.00
USA/Canada 2.70
Japan/Pacific Islands 0.80
Australia/New Zealand 0.60
Greenland/Scandinavia 0.12
Total 257.62

Source: Stephens et al. 2005



Table 2: Indigenous Population by region (IWGIA 2008)

(millions)
China 105.23
South Asia 94.90
Former Soviet Union 0.40
Southeast Asia 29.84
South America 19.53
Africa 21.98
Central America/Mexico 19.07
Arabia 15.41
USA/Canada 3.29
Japan/Pacific Islands 0.00
Australia/New Zealand 0.46
Greenland/Scandinavia 0.10
Total 310.21

Source: Compiled from IWGIA 2008 by authors
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Table 3: Indigenous Population by region: own estimates

(millions)
China 106.40
South Asia 94.90
Former Soviet Union 0.40
Southeast Asia 29.84
South America 16.00
Africa 21.98
Central America/Mexico 12.70
Arabia 15.41
USA/Canada 3.29
Japan/Pacific Islands 0.80
Australia/New Zealand 0.60
Greenland/Scandinavia 0.12
Total 302.45

Sources: Author estimates (mainly China, India, Latin America),
supplemented by Stephens et al. 2005 and IWGIA 2008

The Question of Indigenous Identity

What do we mean by —Indigenous”? There is no widely accepted definition of indigenous
peoples. In fact, the United Nations system has not adopted a definition of indigenous peoples,
but rather has developed a modern understanding of this term based on: self-identification as
indigenous peoples at the individual level and accepted by the community as their member;
historical continuity with pre-colonial and/or pre-settler societies; strong link to territories and
surrounding natural resources; distinct social, economic or political systems; distinct language,
culture and beliefs; form non-dominant groups of society; and resolve to maintain and reproduce
their ancestral environments and systems as distinctive peoples and communities (UNFPII).

Other multi-lateral organizations have followed suit. At the World Bank, for example, the

official position is that: -because of the varied and changing contexts in which Indigenous
Peoples live and because there is no universally accepted definition of 4ndigenous Peoples,” this
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policy does not define the term. Indigenous Peoples may be referred to in different countries by

nn nn

such terms as "indigenous ethnic minorities," "aboriginals," "hill tribes," "minority nationalities,"
"scheduled tribes," or "tribal groups” (Operational Directive 4.10). The UN system further states
that the most fruitful approach is to identify, rather than define, indigenous peoples (UNFPII).
While the term indigenous has prevailed as a generic term for many years, in some countries
there may be a preference for other terms, including tribes, first peoples/nations, aboriginals,
ethnic groups, adivasi, janajati. Terms indicative of occupation and habitat, such as hunter-
gatherers, nomads, peasants, pastoralists and hill people also exist and can be used
interchangeably with indigenous peoples. But because, as seen in Chapter 2, issues of
indigenous identity also become entwined with demands for political recognition and special
rights such as those of territory and resources, disagreement over who is and is not indigenous

can become heated.

This work makes no attempt to resolve these questions, and takes no position on — nor is
designed to inform — on-going or future disagreements over identity. Following the UN and the
World Bank (2005), it does not put forth a rule of what does or does not constitute _indigenous.*
Such an approach would contribute little and would by definition invite controversy over
perceived errors of inclusion or omission. The approach taken is instead a pragmatic one.
Where data allow, Chapter 3 provides a minimum set of MDG-like indicators for any peoples
whom any government or organization — including self-identified indigenous organization (such
as International Working Group for Indigenous Affairs, Indigenous People of Africa
Coordinating Committee, Africa Commission on Human and Peoples® Rights, Asia Indigenous
Peoples Pact) — describes as satistying any definition of being indigenous. Country studies were
chosen for inclusion in the book based on size of indigenous population and data availability, and
use terminology and population breakdowns typical in that country. Thus, in China, Vietnam,
and Laos, the term _ehnic minority‘ is used and where possible groups are broken down into
further sub-categories; in India, the constitutionally recognized term _Scheduled Tribes‘ category
forms the base of our analysis. In Africa, where the data available are far more limited, the case
studies focus on the pygmy populations for whom data can be disaggregated from household
survey data in three countries: DRC, Gabon and the Republic of Congo.
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Introduction

Two years ago an event took place in New York City that may be as momentous in a positive
way for indigenous peoples throughout the world as Columbus® so-called —discovery” of the
Americas 500 years ago was calamitous. The Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
was finally signed into international law, after more than twenty years of contentious negotiation,
by the United Nations General Assembly on September 13, 2007. While the difficult work of
implementation still lies ahead, the ratification of this treaty by the majority of the world‘s
governments—passing —with 144 votes in favor, 11 abstentions, and 4 votes against”
(Wessendorf 2008:10)—nevertheless signals a sea change in attitude towards the globe‘s
indigenous peoples, a population that, according to one recent estimate, numbers —ever 250
million worldwide spread across more than 4,000 different groups” (Starn and de la Cadena
2007:1). The Declaration heralds, at the dawn of this millennium, that the genocide,
exploitation, and forced assimilation of indigenous peoples, not to mention the calculated
dispossession of their resources and involuntary removal from their lands, as well as the
elimination of their languages, religions, and cultures—a tragedy that too often has been the lot
of indigenous peoples on every continent and too seldom an embarrassment for the rest of the
ersatz —eivilized world”—will no longer be tolerated in the international community.

This chapter traces, in broad brush-strokes, how we got to this point in history and suggests
possible trajectories that might be taken in the future. It seeks answers to fundamental questions
about the indigenous movement and how it got on the world‘s agenda: Why is indigenous
identity, based on numerous local, —aboriginal,” societies, not only a new phenomenon but also a
global one? Who are indigenous peoples and what accounts for the creation of indigeneity? How
is the struggle for indigenous rights in Africa and Asia different from that in the Americas,
Australia, and New Zealand? Who are the opponents of indigenous movements and what is their
logic? Why are most indigenous peoples among the poorest populations in almost every country
where there exist data yet in other cases indigenous peoples have been quite successful? How
does the global mobilization of indigenous peoples relate to the issues of representation,
recognition, resources, and rights?

While it is true that we have moved in recent decades from a situation where the extermination
of indigenous peoples and their ways of life are no longer tolerated, and even though the
aforementioned United Nations accord is now a formal covenant, indigenous peoples still stand
precipitously on the brink of an uncertain future. The goal of this study is to give an overview of
both the promises and challenges at this historic moment as well as outline the sheer
heterogeneity beneath the common struggle of today‘s global indigenous movement. The
current situation is aptly summarized in the poignant words of Anna Tsing: —Fhe global
indigenous movement is alive with promising contradictions. Inverting national development
standards, it promises unity beyond plurality: diversity without assimilation. It endorses
authenticity and invention, subsistence and wealth, traditional knowledge and new technologies,
territory and diaspora” (Tsing 2007:33). The creative potential unleashed on the world‘s stage
through the conjunction of these seeming antinomies is the topic this chapter explores.



Rethinking indigenous identity

Our starting point is the question of indigenous identity, which on cursory appraisal seems
straightforward enough, but identity actually is a slippery concept. Social scientists debate
endlessly about it and the topic fills the stacks of news-stands and libraries alike. Ethnic identity,
national identity, gender identity, the identity of religions, cultures, and classes, not to mention
the way these overlap or interconnect, are all analyzed in minute detail without much discussion,
let alone agreement, about what identity means in the first place. This may, in part, be the source
of the problem. Philosophers and mathematicians, by contrast, seem to have comparatively less
difficulty with the concept. For them, the meaning of identity is about as tight as a concept can
be. Technically speaking, a thing is identical only with itself. As Wittgenstein put it, according
to Quine, —to say of anything that it is identical with itself is trivial, and to say that it is identical
with anything else is absurd. What then is the use of identity?”” (Quine 1987: 90).

—-Genuine questions of identity,” says Quine, —ean arise because we may refer to something in
two ways and leave someone wondering whether we referred to the same thing” (1987:90). Thus
when we are introduced to a man in the village of Mishongnovi on Second Mesa in Arizona, in
the southwestern portion of the United States, we are told his name and that he is a member of
the Coyote Clan. When he goes on business to the nearby town of Window Rock, capital of the
Navajo Nation, he specifies that he is a Hopi; at a lecture he delivers in Chicago he claims to be
Native American and at the Palais Wilson in Geneva, as he sits between a Dayak woman from
Kalimantan, Indonesia and an Ogiek man from Kenya while attending an international human
rights conference, he identifies himself, and is identified by others, as indigenous. The same
man has claimed four different identities, yet none are inconsistent and all are true. How so?

Heraclitus as well as Hume both noted that although identity has to do with the notion of
sameness, it becomes salient, paradoxically, only through the recognition of difference. Two
points emerge. Genuine questions of identity arise in reference to differences in nomenclature;
furthermore, the concept of identity is ineluctably relational. As the example above shows,
although in one sense the man‘s identity persisted throughout, in another sense different facets of
that identity were created or inflected instrumentally. That is, while at one level his underlying
personhood did not change, the contexts did, and this altered the structures of identification.

Like other collective or social identities, such as ethnicity (Cohen 1978), indigenous identity
arises contextually as part of a series of nested dichotomizations in relation to the social distance
between oneself and one‘s interlocutors. But unlike these other identities, indigenous identity is
an apical or universal category that subsumes others within it, without, however, diluting or
challenging their integrity or existence. Furthermore, it emerges not only in the widest possible
field of socio-political relations—international contexts of conquest, states, and empires (and
thus is a phenomenon that is both new and truly global in its reach), but also designates the pre-
conquest, non-dominant, and marginalized sectors within these political arenas (Starn and de la
Cadena 2007, Friedman 2008).



Indigenous peoples and the creation of indigeneity

If authentic questions about identity are both relational and nomenclatural in nature, then as new
identities emerge in the context of new social relations, new terminology, or at least new
understandings of old words, is likewise required (Levi and Dean 2003: 4-9). Such is the case
with the popular neologism —ndigeneity.” The term designates a fresh conceptualization of
indigenous identity under recent conditions of globalization, or what Niezen similarly intends by
the word —ndigenism,” a term he uses —to describe the international movement that aspires to
promote and protect the rights of the world‘s _first peoples® ” (Niezen 2003:4). Increasingly over
the last two decades disenfranchised peoples from around the world are discovering the
liberating potential of the term —indigenous” and claiming this identity as a badge of pride
wrested from oppressive conditions, thereby allowing actors from diverse local cultures access to
a spanking universal category of collective empowerment predicated on primordial attachments.
Put simply, these groups are becoming indigenous. As Hodgson says while comparing
indigenous movements in Africa and the Americas: —Increasing numbers of historically
marginalized groups are _becoming‘ indigenous by joining transnational networks and alliances
that promote indigenous mobilization and by demanding recognition of rights from their
respective nation-states and the international community” (2002:1037).

The genealogy of this idea, that essentially has to do with postcolonial political mobilization
across boundaries of various sorts, has salient historical antecedents, none more noteworthy than
the creation of the category —ndian” in the Americas, though it too shares a colonial kinship with
similar words like native, aborigine, and tribal, which in recent decades likewise have undergone
emancipatory revaluations in meaning inverting the implications of social hierarchy,
backwardness, and savagery that the terminology connoted in earlier practice. In his seminal
essay, -Becoming Indian in Lowland South America,” David Maybury-Lewis begins with the
observation that —H]t was the European invaders of the Americas who, through a famous
confusion, started to refer to the inhabitants of the new world indiscriminately as Indians. The
Indians for their part had little sense of possessing common characteristics that distinguished
them from the Europeans. Their Indianness was a condition imposed upon them by the invaders”
(1991:207). He goes on to show, however, that this imposed category enabled diverse Native
American peoples of Brazil, Argentina, and Chile to have a change in consciousness increasingly
throughout the 1970s and 1980s that allowed them to transcend pre-existing —tribal” identities in
order to form new pan-ethnic organizations at the level of the nation-state, concluding —that
becoming Indian in lowland South America is a difficult process of trying to create Indian
organizations at a national level that are strong enough and astute enough politically to be able to
defend Indian lives and interests locally” (Maybury-Lewis 1991:233; see also Jackson 1991). In
this chapter we make a cognate argument, but substitute the concept of indigeneity for Indian,
and move the playing field from the national to the international level.

The heterogeneity of indigeneity

Indigeneity enables groups that from a conventional anthropological perspective would seldom if
ever be lumped together—peoples as ethnologically dissimilar as Saami reindeer herders, Karen,
Lahu, and other shifting cultivators known as —hill tribes” on the Thai-Burmese frontier, diverse
groups of forest dwellers—formerly known as —Rygmies” and traditionally hunter-gatherers—



scattered throughout the Congo basin, Andean peasants, Australian Aborigines, and Native
Hawaiians, to name but a few—to all find common cause under the universalizing banner of
indigenism. Thus, rather than being a specific #ype of society, indigenous peoples instead
represent a particular position or subjectivity vis-a-vis fields of power.

Yet this transcultural, essentially politico-economic, characterization only scratches the surface.
Beyond ethnological differences, divergence in modern political orientations and economic
philosophy likewise abound.

—Consider two contrasting examples. In Alaska, the Kaktovik Inupiat Corporation—an
organization made up of Kaktovikmiut and local whaling captains—supports oil
development in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR), which some native people
feel was created without adequate consultation in the first place. This group has clashed
with environmentalists, and wants to work with the Shell Oil Company. By contrast,
Bolivian President, Evo Morales, the first self-declared indigenous president in modern
Andean history,' ordered troops to occupy his country‘s oil and gas fields ceded earlier to
multinational corporations. _Cgpitalism is the worst enemy of humanity,* he announced
together with his intention to renegotiate all contracts” (Starn and de la Cadena 2007).

The above contrasts are hardly isolated cases. On the contrary, the global indigenous movement
is rife with diverse strategies for indigenous empowerment. Notwithstanding neat depictions of a
—general indigenous model,” based on romantic notions of culture, supposedly typifying peoples
as diverse as the Lakota, Wampanoag, Mapuche, Miskito, Adevasi, Maori, Kurds, and Pashtun
as all more or less egalitarian, spiritual, consensus building, harmonious custodians of nature
universally resisting capitalist encroachment (Fenelon and Hall 2008), in fact the global
indigenous movement is far more complex and resists, if anything, a facile politics or an
ideology of closure.

One recalls, therefore, that Mayan Zapatista rebels signaled their protest to increased neoliberal
economic reforms brought about through Mexico‘s signing of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) by launching an armed insurrection in the southeastern state of Chiapas on
January 1, 1994——precisely so as to coincide with the date that NAFTA went into effect (Nash
2001, Stephen 2003), while on the other side of the border in the United States, —eservation
economic developments” (Stull 1990) ranging from mining and forestry to tourism and
commercial industry—not to mention the —easino capitalism” of the 367 American Indian owned
gaming establishments (the latter industry alone generating $19.4 billion in 2004)—has now
become legend (Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development 2008: 148). And
in Canada, whereas Exxon Mobil showcases the broad support exhibited among Aboriginal and
Mcétis peoples in the Cold Lake region of northeastern Alberta for the economic benefits—in the
form of training, employment, and scholarships through the Native Internship Program—created
by its affiliate Imperial Oil Resources, a company that operates the largest thermal in situ oil-
recovery project in the world (Coyne 2008), on the other hand, in the Ecuadorian Amazon
considerable concern has been registered over the negative impacts the OCP (Oleoducto de
Crudos Pesados) project‘s 503 kilometer heavy crude oil pipeline is having on the indigenous

' Alejandro Toledo, President of Peru, also makes this claim owing to the fact that he was elected president before
Morales in Bolivia and that he comes from a family of Quechua campesinos.
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population of that region (Latin American Herald Tribune 2009). Meanwhile, the varied
responses of Maori activists and entrepreneurs who sought to set up Maori language immersion
schools in the wake of New Zealand‘s recent dismantling of its welfare state in favor of
privatization reflect the push and pull of competing understandings of the individual and
community, as well as the way that multicultural neoliberal regimes engender novel indigenous
subjectivities (Tuhiwai Smith 2007). The lesson overall is that today indigenous experience
cannot be reduced either to capitalism or communism, the principles of free market competition,
structural inequality, individual profiteering, and environmental degradation being as likely to be
found in indigenous communities (sometimes with their blessings, sometimes without) as are
redistributive economies, egalitarian social structures, and eco-friendly, communitarian values.

Scales of difference, dimensions of divergence

To merely observe that there exists heterogeneity in the identities, interests, and tactics deployed
by those involved in the global indigenous movement will not suffice. Rather, we need to
stipulate the form, range, and valences of these differences. First, we observe that not only
between countries or regions but also within them there is dramatic heterogeneity among
indigenous peoples in terms of political mobilization and levels of economic development.
While it is true that as an aggregate Native Americans consistently have a significantly higher
poverty rate than any other ethnic group in the nation (Harvard Project on American Indian
Economic Development 2008: 115)—a statistic that unfortunately characterizes indigenous
people in virtually every country where they exist—nevertheless, tremendous discrepancies in
wealth, and ipso facto power, exist among different indigenous peoples as much in industrialized
countries as in developing ones.

Thus, in the United States for the year 2000, on the Crow Creek Reservation in South Dakota per
capita income was $4,043. By contrast, at the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community in
Minnesota the per capita income in 2000 was $113,509—a difference in excess of nearly
$110,000, thanks to the latter being a gaming reservation located in suburban Minneapolis-St.
Paul, a major metropolitan area, whereas the former is situated on a desolate patch of land in
rural Midwest America (Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development 2008:

118-119).

At the other end of the spectrum of international development is Nepal. It is one of the poorest
countries Asia, uncomfortably sandwiched between India and China, two burgeoning economic
power-houses. Yet just as in the United States, Nepal too exhibits a range of economic
development among its diverse indigenous peoples. The Nepal Federation of Indigenous
Nationalities classifies each of its 61 Adibasi Janajati, that is, indigenous or tribal peoples, into
one of five categories representing a continuum of politico-economic development. This ranges
from peoples like the Lepcha and Majhi, categorized as —endangered” and —highly marginalized”
through merely —marginalized” and -disadvantaged” groups such as the Tharu and Gurung, to
—-advanced” peoples like the Newar and Thakali, the latter now being successful businessmen in
many parts of Nepal (NEFIN 2008).

Another component of these differences is the degree to which different groups are represented
in umbrella organizations and transnational alliances (International Work Group on Indigenous



Affairs, hereafter IWGIA), Euro-American advocacy organizations (Cultural Survival), and
electronic media (Internet), the combination of which has been critical to the articulation of
modern indigenous rights movements, discourses, and practices. In Tanzania, for example, the
national indigenous movement took shape through an umbrella organization known as PINGOs
(Pastoral and Indigenous Non-Governmental Organizations) and, as elsewhere in Africa, focused
largely on hunting and herding societies. However, representation in PINGOs was unequal. In
its member organizations, Maasai representation dominated over that of other pastoral nomads,
like the Barabaig; this despite the fact that today many Maasai are no longer full time
transhumant pastoralists and instead rely on sedentary agriculture, wage labor, and other forms
of income. The sustained participation and political voice in PINGOs of Tanzanian hunter-
gatherers during the 1990s, such as the Hadzabe, was minimal at best (Igoe 2006).

Salient differences in economic development, organizational pluck, and cultural politics exist not
only between indigenous societies but also within them. There is a tendency in much scholarship
about indigenous peoples to conveniently speak of them in terms of groups rather than
individuals. This has the unfortunate effect of eliding cross-cutting hierarchies of knowledge,
gender, age, geography, and class that increasingly stratify indigenous peoples throughout the
world. Whether it exists informally, as when one person dominates another in a conversation, or
formally, for instance when a king dominates his subjects, inequality is a feature of most human
interactions, notwithstanding important experiences of communitas (Turner 1995). But much of
the literature on indigenous peoples still traffics in idealistic and essentialized images, failing to
differentiate between an ethos of normative community equality commonly found in many
indigenous communities, on the one hand, and, on the other, the very different reality, equally
common, of inequalities among individuals in knowledge, power, and resources, a situation that
is often a source of tension (Levi 1999). Even among famously egalitarian hunter-gatherers,
they are not all equally egalitarian. Instead, there exists a spectrum of inequality, in this case
gender inequality, among foraging societies determined by gender relations in subsistence
activities, the relative dependence on hunting versus gathering, and the variable opportunity
women have to distribute meat (a valued resource) outside the family (Friedl 1975).

So too, intra-ethnic inequality has fueled much organizing in the indigenous world. The
aforementioned Zapatista rebellion (and ensuing violence that followed in the wake of the
creation of indigenous autonomous communities) was not only an armed insurrection against
corrupt local non-Indians who had obtained by nefarious means indigenous lands and siphoned
off indigenous labor and resources, as well as a revolt against the Mexican state that had
forgotten its early 20th century revolutionary compact with indigenous peoples in its zealous
pursuit of late 20th century capitalism. It was also a decisive battle in a long festering virtual
civil-war within the Indian community itself, between impoverished Tzotzil and Tzeltal Mayans
in the highlands of Chiapas, on the one hand, and a corrupt but equally indigenous oligarchy, on
the other. Over decades, the latter had usurped the leadership in their towns which they ran as
personal fiefdoms, maintained Mexico‘s strong arm single party system in the countryside in
exchange for patronage from state officials, squelched alternative peasant and religious
organizations that challenged —traditional” (that is, oligarchic) authority, and freely killed,
maimed, or expulsed individuals who opposed the status quo—thus creating, on the eve of the
rebellion, many thousands of displaced and disgruntled indigenous Chiapanecos ready to support
the Zapatista cause (Harvey 1998, Levi 2002, Rus 1994).



Less dramatic but equally noteworthy are peacetime differentiations of individuals in indigenous
communities. Claudia Briones (2007) discusses various constructions of self and cultural style in
terms of diverse idioms all expressing variations on a common theme of Mapuche identity in
Chile. She notes that the diverse cultural politics of belonging at contemporary Mapuche
gatherings encompass people who articulate their identity by dressing in bombacha garb in order
to inflect their attachment to rural identities and —traditional” Mapuche culture, as well as urban
youth in jeans and face piercings who identify as part of the new movement known as mapunky
(punk Mapuches) and mapuheavy (heavy metal Mapuches). All of this is part of the Mapuche
experience today (Briones 2007).

What accounts for such radical differences within and between indigenous groups? There are no
easy answers, but undoubtedly it has to do with an imprecise calculus of internal cultural
variables articulating with exogenous political and economic structures. Variations in economic
vitality, political consciousness, and social re-awakening among indigenous peoples are surely
correlated with some combination of differences in their natural and cultural resources, different
demographic factors, different levels of education, differential skills in organizing, networking,
and coalition building, differential access to capital, information, and global media, and different
histories of interactions with both state agencies and non-governmental organizations (NGOs).
The impressive economic success of the Nepalese Thakali mentioned above no doubt is in part
attributable to the fact that they were able to parlay their traditional knowledge and skill as salt
traders whose home territory was located along the main caravan route between Tibet and India
into modern business savvy, just as the predominance of Maasai in Tanzanian indigenous rights
fora trades on the political marketing of their handsome cultural distinctiveness and warrior
aesthetics, traits that have captivated variously the fascination, horror, and admiration of
outsiders since British colonial days.

Similarly, the variables that determined the difference between the aforementioned Crow Creek
Reservation, which is one of the poorest Indian reservations per capita in the United States, and
the Shakopee Mdewakanton reservation, which is one of the most wealthy, stem directly from
the political and military decisions which their respective ancestors took during the same critical
event: the Minnesota Dakota War of 1862. That uprising, not unlike the turmoil and violence
that split Mayan communities in Chiapas during the late 20" century, was not only a war against
whites and the federal government that had usurped their land, but was a tragic civil-war within
the Dakota Nation itself, the painful wounds of which have not healed to this day. The 1862
conflict represented a crisis of conscience and divided loyalties that tore apart the Dakota, a
divide between so-called —friendlies” and —eut-hairs” who were Christianized Indians that had
taken up farming and, most importantly from the perspective of Abraham Lincoln, had aided
white settlers and government soldiers during the war, on the one hand, and so-called —kostiles”
and —eng hairs,” on the other, who were more trenchant in maintaining the ways of their
forbears, including ultimately rising up in arms to defend their land and feed their families, now
on the brink of starvation, from the invaders. In the end, the small group of farmer Indians or so-
called Peace Party” was rewarded by being allowed to stay at a few tiny places in the tribe‘s
home region of Minnesota, hence the Shakopee community, while the rest of the Dakota people
(men, women, and children), after being interred in a virtual concentration camp at Fort Snelling
and enduring at Mankato the largest mass execution in United States history, were ultimately



shipped off to desolate reservations, such as Crow Creek, far out on the windswept plains
(Anderson and Woolworth 1988).

In other situations it is not tribal history that authors present circumstances so much as new
structural openings and strategic maneuverings made possible through modern regime changes,
democratization, roving capital, decentralization, and economic liberalization that have to do
with contemporary indigenous realities. The case of indigenous peoples in Siberia during the
post-Soviet era is instructive. As Balzer (2003) demonstrates, the Sakha, known to outsiders by
the ethnonym Yakut, had a more or less successful history of negotiations with Moscow, clearly
related to the vast unexploited subsurface energy and mineral wealth of their lands—and even
though today they are one of the poorest per capita republics in Russia, they did manage to
secure regional autonomy. Thus they exist as the Sakha Republic, or Yakutia, and overall are a
—rich and pivotal” indigenous people of Siberia (Balzer 2003:115). At the other end of the
spectrum of success, but still partially within the Sakha Republic, are the -poor and despised”
Yukagir, a tiny minority of 1,142 persons (according to the 1989 census) with a vocal
intelligentsia but without a land-based -romeland.” Between these two extremes are the 22,500
Khanty who, like the Sakha are -mired in oil” but, like the Yukagir, are a traditionally hunting,
fishing, and reindeer breeding post-tribal people now deploying their shamanic religion and
dramatic rituals of reindeer sacrifice (which were prohibited under Soviet rule) as strategic
vehicles for public protest, cultural revival, and political mobilization (Balzer 2003: 123-130).

Indigenous spaces. tradition, civilization and its discontents

Nor can sentimental attachments to ethnic essentialism, -anchanging tradition,” cultural purity,
pre-industrial technology, territorial integrity, or rooted intimacy with the land be marshaled
anymore as ubiquitous or defining traits of indigenous peoples (if indeed they ever could). True,
in May 2008 CNN broadcast images around the world of an —-ancontacted tribe” in the western
Amazon near the Peru-Brazil border—naked men painted red and black shooting arrows at the
low flying plane that took the photos—but conditions of such pristine aboriginality are not only
the rare exception, but are so at variance with most experiences today, indigenous and otherwise,
as to make them newsworthy internationally. More typical of many indigenous lives in the 21*
century are those of Australian Aborigines who, even though they are still stereotypically
associated with the —eutback,” nowadays are more likely to be found in Sydney and other urban
centers (Merlan 2007), just as —H]n the United States the majority of Native Americans live in
cities,” (Ramirez 2007:1), although again the popular conception is that Indian issues are largely
confined to reservations in the rural West.

In like manner, the Baguio Declaration of the Second Asian Indigenous Women‘s Conference,
ratified by 100 indigenous women from twelve Asian countries, addressed explicitly the
emergent problems faced by pastoralists in Mongolia transitioning to cities on account of the loss
of their livestock due to climate change, as well as the heightened vulnerability of indigenous
women similarly forced to become urban dwellers after being displaced from tribal areas
(Baguio Declaration 2004). While most indigenous peoples fall somewhere in between
uncontacted Amazonian tribes, on the one hand, and citified Indians in the United States, on the
other, in general —Piaspora” as well as -Homeland” are equally descriptive of the traditional
centers and geographical distensions characterizing indigenous peoples today (Clifford 2007).
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To be sure, in some places uncanny cultural continuity as well as territorial integrity still does
exist: the Hadzabe in Tanzania, for instance, have in fact managed to remain in the same general
area and maintain a foraging way of life that has changed little in centuries, perhaps even
millennia, despite having long been in contact with both pastoral and agricultural societies and,
increasingly after the 1990s, tourists intent on seeing Africa‘s last nomadic hunter-gatherers
(Marlowe 2002). Yet where indigenous communities have been torn asunder by the forces of
colonial or neoliberal dismemberment, as is often the case, there are also creative mechanisms of
—re-membering,” reconstruction, and reconciliation; lost members and even non-members
connecting in novel ways in addition to new identities being woven from the shreds and patches
of old ones. Thus, in the wake of the —ndian termination policy” of the 1950s whereby the
United States sought to abrogate its obligations to federally recognized tribes, there arose during
the 1960s and 1970s the pan-Indian movement, as Native Americans from various tribes and
reservations increasingly gathered into urban Indian Aubs (Nagel 1996, Ramirez 2007). One does
not normally think of Silicon Valley, California, as a particularly —indigenous” place, but with
the reinvigoration of the Muwekma Ohlones who were always native to the area, in concert with
the in-migration of Native Americans from across the US, Mexico, and beyond, it has
increasingly become so (Ramirez 2007). Imaginative redefinitions of belonging and expansive
notions of membership are also exhibited by recent efforts at reconciliation between Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal peoples in northern Australia. There Yolngu symbolically tied in Australian
—white fellas” with their community based on the hydraulic metaphor of the mingling of fresh
water and salt water in the estuaries of Arnhemland, an ecological phenomenon where two come
together as one without either losing its identity (McIntosh 2003). In the face of politico-
economic realities, reconstruction and representation can also demand that indigenous peoples
remake themselves in the stereotyped cultural image that the world expects of them, rather than
allowing them to be seen as they actually are. Consequently, in order to regain lost homelands,
Namibia‘s Omaheke San, —& landless underclass of farm laborers, domestic servants, and
squatters” (Sylvain 2002:1074, 2005a), are today compelled to deploy what Gayatri Spivak has
aptly termed -strategic essentialism” (see Kilburn 1996), instrumentally manipulating their
identity so as to conform to popular (mis)conceptions of -authentic Bushmen” as timeless
hunters and gatherers, trackers of wild game still roaming the vast Kalahari, people essentially
naked or scantily dressed only in skins, rooted inseparably to the land since time immemorial—
never mind that for the Omaheke San today this image exists only as a dim and fading memory
in the minds of a few ancient elders.

The dialectics of indigenous spaces may be defined, but not exhausted, by the thesis and
antithesis of homeland and displacement. Instead, the seeming antinomies are partially resolved
through their synthesis in an entirely new kind of space: cyberspace. Telecommunications in
general and the digital revolution in particular go a long way toward the answering the question:
Why now? Why at this stage of world history is there a global indigenous movement? In our
media saturated world, where news and images can be flashed around the globe in seconds,
bounced off satellites, modulated via airwaves, no country is really isolated, no place so remote
that contact cannot somehow be made, sites located, communication achieved. Text-messaging,
cell phones, chat rooms, e-mail, blogs, web-sites, and video conferencing via the internet, not
only regularly connect transnational migrant K‘iché men working in the United States with
family members back home in their communities in the highlands of western Guatemala, but
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create and maintain the linkages that gave rise to the global indigenous movement in the first
place, enabling communication between Tuscarora (in New York) and Turkana (in Kenya),
Saami (in Finland) and Seminole (in Florida), Ainu (in Japan) and Innu (in Labrador) and all of
them with multilateral organizations and international institutions, such as the United Nations
Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, Cultural Survival, the Indigenous Peoples of Africa Co-
ordinating Committee, and so on. Furthermore, as Niezen argues in —Pigital Identity: The
Construction of Virtual Selfhood in the Indigenous Peoples® Movement,” the emergence, spread,
and relative affordability of new information and communication technologies has encouraged
local, primordial identities to be re-imagined in terms of a global and virtually borderless
geography (Niezen 2005).

The veracity of the above notwithstanding, a digital divide still exists, perhaps in the indigenous
world more than elsewhere—separating on opposite sides of an ocean of difference an elite cadre
of internet insiders from the vast majority those who do not even have access to electricity. At
the same time, it must be recalled that the modalities of intimate, organic, and embodied
communication occurring in the context of face-to-face interaction that takes place in small scale
societies where most of the world‘s indigenous people still reside contrasts strikingly with the
disembodied and segmented communications that typify the talk in cyberspace. Nevertheless,
new communication technology offers a radical and phenomenally empowering medium that
allows people to transcend instantaneously both spatial and cultural distances, as indigenous
peoples and their supporters forge social and political alliances of all types in all corners of the
globe. There is no turning back of the clock. Pen pals and snail mail could never have achieved
this kind of connectivity and immediacy.

Polythetic classification: a flexible approach to unity amid diversity

Given the tremendous historical, political, economic, and cultural variety of peoples who identify
as being indigenous, and are mutually recognized as such by others, one might well ask: is there
any common core or set of determinative characteristics that sets them apart from other groups?
Furthermore, how does this radical diversity square with a more or less —unitary” global
movement? In fact, although there exists —-ro universally accepted definition” of indigenous
peoples (MacKay 2007:51), several working understandings are widely consulted, as well as
critiqued, by academics, advocates, and multilateral organizations working in the field.

Perhaps the definition most commonly used, implicitly and explicitly, is the one provided by
José Martinez Cobo, Special Rapporteur to the Subcommission on Prevention of Discrimination
and Protection of Minorities, in his detailed 1986 report to the UN, Study of the Problem of
Discrimination against Indigenous Populations:

Indigenous communities, peoples and nations, are those which have a historical
continuity with pre-invasion and pre-colonial societies that developed on their territories,
consider themselves distinct from other sectors of society now prevailing in those
territories, or parts of them. They form at present non-dominant sectors of society and
are determined to preserve, develop, and transmit to future generations their ancestral
territories, and their ethnic identity, as the basis of their continued existence as peoples, in
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accordance with their own cultural patterns, social institutions, and legal systems (Cobo
1986: 379).

While the above definition is widely used, none of the initiatives of the UN concerning
indigenous peoples, neither the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, nor the Regional
Initiative on Indigenous Peoples® Rights and Development, nor even the Declaration of the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples, has a legally binding definition of indigenous peoples (a situation
that has caused consternation among some member states). At the present time, —the only
definition of indigenous peoples that is legally binding to ratifying states is the one included in
the Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention 169 that was adopted in 1989 by the International
Labour Organization” (Hodgson 2002:1038). However, this definition, like the one used by the
World Bank (MacKay 2007), does not differ substantially from Cobo‘s paradigmatic
conceptualization, although Saugestad points out that Cobo‘s characterization links indigeneity
to the method of colonization, thereby separating the definition of indigenous peoples in Africa
and Asia from those in the Americas and Australia, in essence bifurcating what would otherwise
be a global indigenous peoples movement (Saugestad 2008). Significantly, she notes that the
UN Working Group on Indigenous Populations —brings out four principles to be taken into
account in any possible definition of indigenous peoples:

a) priority in time, with respect to the occupation and use of a specific territory;

b) the voluntary perpetuation of cultural distinctiveness, which may include aspects of
language, social organisation, religion and spiritual values, modes of production, laws
and institutions;

c) self-identification, as well as recognition by other groups, as well as State authorities, as a
distinct collectivity; and

d) an experience of subjugation, marginalisation, dispossession, exclusion or discrimination,
whether or not these conditions persist” (Saugestad 2008:165).

These four features—historical antecedence, cultural distinctiveness, self-identification, and non-
dominance—appear repeatedly as fundamental criteria of indigenous peoples. Still, problems
remain if the intent is to deploy all in a universal definition. The first problem is the notion of
prior occupancy. The Maasai are by far the most prominent actors in indigenous rights
movements of East Africa, yet they are not, nor claim to be, —first peoples” in the region since
they migrated south into Kenya and northern Tanzania probably only in the last several hundred
years (Hodgson 2002:1087). Thus, there exist other peoples in these countries who antedate them
historically, yet are not included in the indigenous peoples movement.

Similarly, the difficulty with the criterion of cultural distinctiveness is that it may be linked to
arbitrary markers of altereity, and thus the problematic logic equating —eulture” with —difference”
(Kenrick and Lewis 2004:8, Rosaldo 1989). Some groups therefore have had had trouble being
recognized as indigenous precisely because they were unable to demonstrate sufficient cultural
distinctiveness. We have in mind here the difficulty certain groups of Native Americans, such as
the Mashpee in Massachusetts (Clifford 1988) or the Lumbee in North Carolina (Blu 2001), have
had in gaining federal recognition as bona fide —tribes” since they do not conform to stereotypic
images of American Indians, and in other respects may be largely indistinguishable from
surrounding populations (Lambert 2007). A similar dilemma has faced certain San groups in
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post-apartheid southern Africa (Lee 2003, Sylvain 2002, 2005b) as well as some Aboriginal
peoples in Australia (Bell 2001, Povinelli 1998) and Canada (Pinkowski and Asch 2004).

So too, if self-identification is called forth as a critical criterion of indigeneity, what is one to
make of situations where groups, who by all other indices are unequivocally indigenous, do not
aspire to label themselves as such, either because they do not know that the —ndigenous”
category exists, as in the case of the —sncontacted Amazonian tribe” mentioned above, or
because they actively and assertively disavow the label, as is the case described by Quetzil
Castafieda in a provocatively titled article, — We Are Not Indigenous!‘: An Introduction to the
Maya Identity of Yucatan” (2004). Are we to conclude therefore that these peoples are not
indigenous because they have not self-identified as such?

Finally, indigenous peoples are conventionally defined as non-dominant, because they are
minority populations or are otherwise dominated, subjugated, or marginalized. Yet in Bolivia,
Indians are in the numerical majority, the Quechua and Aymara alone number an estimated 62
percent of the country‘s population (Layton and Patrinos 2006), not even counting the smaller
populations of Indian peoples in the eastern part of the country. On the other hand, if non-
dominance is interpreted not in terms of population but rather marginalization or economic
standing, then the Newar and Thakali minorities might not qualify as indigenous since these
peoples are among the most prosperous in Nepal, and have been for years, the Newars being
renowned throughout the Himalayas as merchants and fine artisans, just as the Thakali
historically were long-distance traders. Or again, consider the Otavalo: a Quichua speaking
group in highland Ecuador, a people who are simultaneously profoundly traditional yet
remarkably successful entrepreneurs marketing Andean textiles and music throughout the world
via an ethnically based transnational trade network of producers, distributors, and retailers
(Colloredo-Mansfeld 1999, Meisch 2002), a cultural practice that sometimes has garnered them
the dubious distinction of being called the Jews of the Andes” (Freeman1997).

In sum, if even the four basic principles stipulated as necessarily being part of any definition of
indigenous people cannot be applied universally, then, given the apparent ambiguity of the
concept, is it better to dispense with it altogether, and perhaps call into question the legitimacy of
the international rights movement which is predicated upon the concept, on grounds that are at
once scholarly, practical, and political, as some critics have argued (Beteille 1998, Kuper 2003,
Igoe 2006)?

The answer, put simply, is a resounding -r0.” The idea of —ndigenous peoples” is neither
vacuous nor uncircumscribed, and its conceptual complexity demands not that we disqualify it as
a meaningful analytic category upon which to base a social movement but only that it be
understood as a heuristic device in the manner of a polythetic rather than a monothetic class.
The latter is the kind of category most people have in mind when they think of demarcating the
boundaries of a particular class or kind of phenomena: certain traits are specified and the
possession of said traits are both necessary and sufficient criteria for inclusion in the class. But
this is not the only way to delimit a category. Polythetic classification, a concept that draws on
the Wittgensteinian idea of —family resemblances” and is used regularly in fields as diverse as
biology, philosophy, linguistics, psychology, anthropology, and sociology (Needham 1975),
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offers an alternate way to reduce the complexity of phenomena into conceptually meaningful
categories. As Bailey (1973: 294) puts it:

Unlike a monothetic type, a polythetic type has no unique set of defining features. It can be
formed from many different combinations of values on the component variables, hence the
name polythetic. As Sokal and Sneath (1963:14) say: _A polythetic arrangement, on the
other hand, places together organisms that have the greatest number of shared features, and
no single feature is either essential to group membership or is sufficient to make an
organism a member of the group.® In a polythetic group each feature is shared by many
members, and each member possesses many features. If no single feature is possessed by
all members, the group is termed fully polythetic.”

This is precisely the scenario that obtains in the delimitation of —ndigenous peoples.” The
pronounced heterogeneity of indigenous peoples we have reviewed so far—in terms of political
mobilization, economic standing, territoriality, history, discrimination, prior occupancy,
organizational savvy, structural dislocation, poverty, international connections, technological
access, cultural distinctiveness, rootedness to the land, and self-ascription as indigenous, to name
a few of the dimensions of difference that have been discussed—can all be easily accommodated
with the notion of a polythetic class (see also discussion in Barume 2000: 35-37). Consider a set
in which there are seven features (1, 2, 3, etc.) spread among five indigenous societies or peoples
(A, B, C, etc.) with each feature being represented among three societies. No society possesses
all the features, and there is no single feature possessed by all the societies (Figure 1). In like
manner, a rope is made because many fibers overlap and interweave in complex ways, not
because there exists a single golden thread that runs throughout. So too the integrity that holds
together the polythetic class of indigenous peoples is attributable not to their uniformity, but on
the contrary to the combination and diversity of their complex interrelationships.

Figure 1: Polythetic classification, showing the variable interrelationships among components

A B C D E
1 X X X
2 X X X
3 X X X
4 X X X
5 X X X
6 X X X
7 X X X

The idée fixe of indigenous peoples, which is the central organizing principle for the global
indigenous movement, can be further thought of as akin to what anthropologist Victor Turner
famously articulated as a multivocal symbol (see Turner 1967), a symbol that has multiple and
diverse meanings, condensing a fan of referents into a single metaphor, image, or concept that
functions as powerful mode of communication, often found in political and religious settings.
The more public the symbol, the bolder and more ambitious its assertions, the more open it is to
ambiguous and even contradictory interpretations. But therein lies its power, for it enables a
wide variety of audiences to find meaning in its broad connotative range. Indeed, the
polysemous quality of political language and multivocal symbols is at the heart of much social
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and political organizing, illustrated, for example, by the relationship between national flags and
political parties. —While the existence of different political parties shows that not everyone
agrees about what their country stands for, everyone does agree that their country‘s flag stands
for their country” (Levi 2007: 251).

The flexible character of the indigenous movement is conceptually analogous to this. It is a flag,
a banner, a rallying point, a dynamic, moving effort at collective action and political struggle
seeking justice and social reform. It is a social movement not a social stasis, a process more than
a category, a diligent work in progress with delicate negotiations taking place across contested
boundaries on multiple fronts. It encompasses with pride and without apology, radically
divergent discourses, practices, ideologies, and philosophies. Indigenous peoples, so it seems,
would not have it any other way. Why? Because more than any other people they have been
denied, literally as well as rhetorically, the very terms of /ife (which always involves noise and
struggle), people who for too long have been treated as living fossils, who had open to them only
two routes, equally unsatisfactory, towards their place in the future: either be annihilated (or
swept aside) in the name of progress, on the one hand, or mummified, stuffed, and preserved as
fragile relics in virtual museums, on the other. The global indigenous movement and its allies
say 10" to both options, insisting that neither is a viable choice. Instead, for the first time in
history, indigenous peoples are increasingly demanding, and getting, their rightful places at the
bargaining table.

Most importantly, the legitimacy of the indigenous rights movement derives not from its logical
consistency or formal features as a recognizable category, but rather quite simply because it
exists as a political fact and global social movement in reality, commanding the attention of
advocates and academics alike. Thus, contrary to the objections of critics like Béteille (1998),
the question is not whether —indigenous peoples” makes sense scientifically as a generalizable
category, nor whether it is sound ethnologically when applied either globally or to particular
cultural areas, such as India. Ultimately, the question is not whether it is admissible
anthropologically, but rather whether it is justifiable politically. On this matter, Kuper‘s (2003)
criticism of indigeneity as a platform for collective empowerment gets closer to the real issue,
but in the end he too misses a crucial point of the indigenous movement. Kuper argues much too
closely to the group and not sufficiently in regard to the group‘s relationship with outside power
holders in his critique of the term —ndigenous” and indigenous peoples‘ movements. This
becomes clear when he takes as an example the case of Canada:

[In Canada, one] has rights only if one has a certain number of appropriate grandparents.
This might be fairly called the Nuremberg principle. A drift to racism may be inevitable
where so called cultural identity becomes the basis for rights, since any cultural test
(knowledge of a language for example) will exclude some whom might lay claim to an
identity on grounds of descent. In the indigenous-peoples movement, descent is tacitly
assumed to represent the bedrock of collective identity (2003: 392).”

In the first place, we argue in the development of the polythetic approach that descent is but one
of a number of important factors that may define indigeneity; but is neither necessary nor
sufficient. True, indigeneity may often involve indigenous descent, but it does not have to, nor
does it always in actuality. One has only to recall the case of the Choctaw Freedmen in the
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United States, former African slaves and their descendants who were incorporated as citizens
into the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma in 1885, or even more strikingly and recently Sub-
Comandante Marcos, the eloquent, masked, pipe-smoking, spokesmen of the Zapatistas whose
words revolutionized the indigenous consciousness of a nation—the son of Spanish
immigrants—to realize that membership in the indigenous movement cannot be neatly distilled
as race. More than anything, indigeneity is a political identity. And in the second place, to
equate those defined as indigenous with dominant peoples with plausible world power
aspirations and capabilities, such as pre-World War II Nazis, fails to take into account a salient
(although again, neither necessary nor sufficient) characteristic of indigeneity: people who have
had an experience of subjugation, marginalization, dispossession, exclusion or discrimination,
whether or not these conditions persist (Saugestad 2008: 165). For that reason, indigenous
peoples should not be equated with state regimes intent upon using racist criteria to impose
themselves on others. As Alcida Ramos puts it bluntly in her comment on Kuper, 4T]o put in
the same category indigenous claims for legitimate difference, Nazi racism, and South African
apartheid is to miss the point of differential power.” (Ramos 2003: 392). In sum, indigeneity is a
discourse of empowerment and social justice for the most disadvantaged members of society, not
a rhetoric of world power and domination. Just which strands in the polythetic class will be
activated and chosen to count as —indigenous” is a radically contingent event. Ultimately,
indigeneity is conjunctural.

Finally, we contend that the multiplex differences among indigenous groups do not weaken their
collective struggle for recognition and rights. On the contrary, we argue that it is precisely these
differences within the movement that are often its source of greatest strength. The divergences
within and between groups self-identifying as indigenous, thereby claiming membership in this
self-ascribed polythetic category, fosters creative engagements across boundaries of various sorts
insofar as they partake of a relational vocabulary of belonging at different levels. From this
perspective, political, economic, and cultural oppositions constitute not the undoing of the
movement or the conceptual category upon which it is based, but conversely the terms for greater
organic complementarity and overall integrity within it.

For example, consider how the differences that have resulted among indigenous peoples whose
territories were bisected by the international boundary separating the US and Mexico—originally
constituting crises and sources of considerable pain—in recent years have been re-imagined as
bases for cultural sharing and collective reorganization. For instance, the Kumeyaay of southern
California, who retained into the 20 century comparatively more ceremonial knowledge and
fared better economically due to the demarcation of reservations (Shipek1968) and, more
recently, substantial gaming revenues, have used their newfound wealth to host cultural
gatherings with the Kumiai of northern Baja California, Mexico who, although poorer
monetarily, are richer in the 21* century by having retained greater knowledge of the indigenous
language, material culture, ethnobotany, and subsistence arts (Levi 1992).

Whereas the example above shows how cross-border differences have been utilized creatively
within a single group of indigenous people, the illustration below shows how the self-ascribed
category of indigeneity allows peoples without historical connections, common cultural ties, or
geographical contiguity might nevertheless still make a virtue of their differences. Ronald
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Niezen, comparing the involvement of the Tuareg and Cree in the global indigenous movement,
writes that several decades ago:

The Tuaregs of the West African Sahara and the Crees of northern Canada would have
had little or nothing in common. One is a nomadic pastoral people of the desert and arid
savannah, the other a hunting, fishing, and gathering people of the northern boreal forest.
One is a people with rigid class distinctions and with chiefs drawn from a nobility; the
other an egalitarian society with a tradition of leadership based on hunting skill. One is a
people in conflict with governments that are ready to use deadly force to restrict their
mobility and their suprastate exercise of self-determination; the other is in conflict with a
liberal democracy subject to embarrassment and public censure for the use of
unnecessary force...

Yet in recent years these two groups have somehow come together in the same meetings
under the same rubric: as indigenous peoples. Under these circumstances the basic
common features of their histories become more important than the contrasts of
environment, subsistence, social structure and politics. When we look for the things that
indigenous peoples have in common, for what brings them together and reinforces their
common identity, we find patterns that arise from the logic of conquest and
colonialism...They are similarities based largely on the relationship between indigenous
peoples and states...[which] usually fall into one of three categories...assimilative state
education, loss of subsistence, and state abrogation of treaties (Niezen 2003: 86-87).

Facing common problems, indigenous peoples have learned from each other‘s diverse
circumstances, successes, and failures in dealing with their respective nation-states. The identity
which indigenous peoples share therefore is born, so to speak, of their common differences.
From an organizational perspective, their differences do not weaken the movement, but rather
supply the sources of ingenious, and truly —multicultural,” transnational, collective global action.

Indigenous Identity in Continental Contexts: “Settler societies” versus the African/Asian
Controversy

The first crucial dichotomy of any analysis of the world‘s indigenous peoples begins with a
discussion of the differences in the identification of indigenous peoples in so-called —settler
societies,” as took shape in the Americas, Australia, and New Zealand, on the one hand, and in
African and Asia, on the other—a process set in motion by the global consequences of what has
come to be known sparely as —Fhe Conquest.” The European trans-oceanic expansion of the then
known —Western” world began powerfully in the 15™ century with groups of Spaniards
purposely traversing the South Atlantic to the Caribbean, the Antilles, and the Americas to begin
the installation of what would eventually become Spanish America. They began doing so in
what they thought was an archipelago off of the coast of India. In a similar effort to reach India
by sea, as opposed to the arduous land journey to -the East” of the previous centuries,
Portuguese seafarers, soldiers, priests, adventurers, and traders, in the same period, circumvented
the African continent, sailing around the Cape of Good Hope and penetrating the African
hinterland and later India. One such Portuguese, Pedro Alvarez Cabral, sailing toward the Cape
of Good Hope in 1500, was blown off course by a storm, —discovering” Brazil, thus beginning
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Portuguese America on the Brazilian Atlantic coast. These dual processes, supplemented in the
17" and 18" centuries by Dutch, English, French, Danish and other European incursions into the
Americas had profound impacts on the peoples the Europeans encountered. Europeans entering
overseas lands already occupied by indigenous societies normally resulted in an all-too-familiar
pattern that is widely documented: uneasy contact, warfare, ethnocide, and genocide (for classic
scholarly accounts of European exploration, discovery, and colonization, see Parry 1971 and
1981).

The definitional issue of who are the —ndigenous peoples” was and remains much less
problematic in regions where peoples of European origins overran indigenous peoples to form
—settler” societies in the Americas and, later, in New Zealand and Australia. But the definitional
issue remains quite problematic in Asia and Africa. Though Europeans eventually went around
the world to all the continents, they did not take over and remake, to the same degree, the entire
social order, during centuries of colonization, outside the areas that we designate, here, as —settler
societies.” In the Americas, Australia, and New Zealand, even after independence, peoples of
European origins continued to rule; and to dominate the Indians, Aborigines, and Maoris
respectively. Though European traders, adventurers, and colonists did, of course, enter into the
Asian and African hinterlands, their descendents did not maintain long-term power as in the
post-independence contexts of the Americas, Australia, and New Zealand.

Thus, of equal or greater significance than the different conditions of conquest, it was the varied
circumstances of the postcolonial world that has shaped indigeneity in modern times. That is, in
the postcolonial states of Africa and Asia, after independence, the colonials—by and large—
went -home.” Not so in the Americas, Australia, and New Zealand where the descendents
continued to dominate, politically and economically, and usually numerically as well. In Africa
and Asia, however, after departure of the colonial European powers, these newly independent
states concluded that the remaining peoples in these places were all indigenous. In the vigorous
attempt to foster national unity in the new states, the argument that some minority peoples were
indigenous whereas other were not, was often interpreted as a re-inscription of —ibalism” and
invitation to ethnic conflict, though in actuality it often served as just another way to legitimize
the right to rule for dominant groups. The articulation of indigenous rights in the postcolonial
scenarios of Africa and Asia, thus, has historically encountered particular difficulties.

The first geo-political dichotomy, then, when analyzing the world‘s indigenous peoples today, is
between the —settler societies”—the places where Europeans established governing colonies and,
later, their descendents founded independent states—and those which did not follow this pattern.
Indigenous peoples are and remain clearly those who are non-European —First Peoples” in these
settler societies (although the phenomena of Mestizo and Métis peoples poses interesting issues
from another direction), whereas the problem of defining who is and is not indigenous, in the rest
of the world, is complicated in other ways (Maybury-Lewis, D. 2002: 6).

Hodgson offers an insightful summary of this issue and why claims of indigeneity are so
problematical, today, beyond the —settler societies” (Hodgson 2002: 1042):

In contrast to their American counterparts, African groups, as well as many Asian
groups who identify themselves as indigenous, face a different set of issues. First
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and foremost, while most groups are recognized as -indigenous” on the
international scale, they are still struggling for similar recognition by their
national governments. Moreover, they are doing so, at least initially, in terms of
an international discourse and definition of indigenous that has been shaped by
the experiences of indigenous peoples from the Americas, Australia, and
elsewhere. The term has been used in Africa and Asia by distinct cultural
minorities who have been historically repressed by majority populations in control
of the state apparatus. Although few claim to be —first people” as such, these
groups argue that they share a similar structural position vis-a-vis their nation-
states as indigenous peoples in the Americas and Australia: the maintenance of
cultural distinctiveness; a long experience of subjugation, marginalization, and
dispossession by colonial and postcolonial powers; and, for some, a historical
priority in terms of the occupation of their territories. Perhaps, most importantly,
in terms of the ILO and Cobo definitions, these groups now self-identify as
indigenous, despite the arguments of their national governments to the contrary.
They argue for what scholars and advocates have termed a —eonstructivist,”
—structural,” or —relational” definition of indigenous that encompasses and reflects
their situation, rather than more -essential,” —substantial,” or -—positivist”
definitions.

These self-identified indigenous people and their allies argue that whether a national government
is controlled by people from another continent or from the same country makes little difference.
Minorities like themselves—they argue—in decolonized areas need to assert their indigenous
rights and identities if the new states (wherever they may be), which they are confronting,
oppress them by jeopardizing indigenous knowledge, culture, and customary patterns of politico-
economic activity, following the patterns of domination found typically in the —settler societies.”
The momentum for Asian, as well as African, claims of indigeneity therefore remains palpable
(Niezen 2003: 73-75; Kingsbury 1998: 449).

There are also certain differences in the history and organization of the indigenous movement in
Africa and the Americas, both in terms of structure and longevity. In the Americas, the
indigenous movement was a grass-roots struggle that grew organically among a number of
organizations and networks from the bottom up, developing initially from the 1970s political
consciousness of organizations like the American Indian Movement (AIM) and Red Power.”
By contrast, indigenous mobilization in Africa not only began much more recently, just in the
1990s, but also was built from the top down, by indigenous representatives in Geneva and New
York, who then went back to their home countries to build coalitions that became the indigenous
movement in Africa (Saugestad 2008).

The particular difficulties faced by indigenous peoples in Africa and Asia, fundamentally having
to do with struggles to be recognized as —indigenous” by the governments of the nation-states
wherein they reside, can best be understood by examining specific cases. Here we will briefly
mention the situations in India and China, since these are both important countries with large
indigenous populations, and although neither country recognizes these peoples as -digenous”
they are recognized as such by the international community and also self-identify as indigenous
peoples, thereby aligning themselves with the global indigenous movement.

20



—Fhe government of India has taken a firm position on indigenous peoples, insisting that there
are none in India or, more precisely, that there are none who can be singled out as indigenous,
since most peoples of the subcontinent have been there for thousands of years” (D. Maybury-
Lewis 1997: 40). Instead, today there are 461 ethnic groups that the Indian state recognizes as
Scheduled Tribes, sometimes also known locally as adivasi. They constitute 8.2% of India‘s
population, or 84.3 million people. (IWIGIA 2008: 359). These marginal peoples of the
subcontinent are the so-called hill and forest tribes, minority peoples who nevertheless constitute
the majority in the —tribal belt” of seven states in northeastern India between Burma/Myamar and
Bangladesh, literally and psychologically —& frontier” region, poor and far away from India‘s
major center‘s of commerce and industry. The Indian constitution -established special
protections for scheduled tribes and also specified that they should receive certain benefits. In
1993, for instance, 41 seats out of 545 were reserved for their representatives in the national
parliament and 527 out of a total of 4,061 in the state legislatures” (D. Maybury-Lewis 1997:
41). Notwithstanding this political representation and theoretical legal protection, local
authorities have routinely been willing to cooperate with developers and their state allies to
aggressively go after tribal lands and resources, pushing aside many of these safeguards in a
pattern all too recognizable in the experiences of indigenous peoples in Canada, the U.S., Latin
America, Africa, Australia, and other parts of the indigenous world.

Given the antiquity of settlement for most peoples in the subcontinent and thus the virtual
inability of determining who were the —ratives” who were the —nvaders,” Béteille has argued on
anthropological and historical grounds, that in the Indian context, the designation —tribal
peoples” is preferable to —indigenous peoples” since the former term refers to a —type of society
or stage of evolution [rather] than to the priority of settlement” (1998:188).  Similarly,
Kingsbury details the Indian government‘s rationale for refusing to recognize domestic
indigeneity (Kingsbury 1998:435):

The Indian government‘s position contains an implied argument that a forensic
inquiry into who appeared first in India would be unhelpful and undesirable, for
two reasons. First, some groups meriting special protection would be excluded
while others not in need of such protection might be included. Second,
recognition of special rights and entitlements for having been the earliest or
original occupants might spur and legitimate chauvinist claims by groups all over
India, many of which might be very powerful locally while in some sense
-nondominant” nationally. Claims to historical priority already feature in some
—eommunal” conflicts and incipient chauvinist movements abound, as with the
pro-Marathi, Hindu-nationalist Shiv Sena party in Maharashtra. In effect, if some
people are —ndigenous” to a place, others are vulnerable to being targeted as
nonindigenous, and groups deemed to be migrants or otherwise subject to social
stigma may bear the brunt of nativist -digenist” policy. Once indigenousness or
—sons of the soil” becomes the basis of legitimation for a politically or militarily
dominant group, restraints on abuses of power can be difficult to maintain.

Though defending a distinct regime type and confronting different historical and cultural
circumstances, the leaders in the People‘s Republic of China (PRC) make an analogous
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argument. State actors in the PRC assert that the nation succeeded, through its revolutionary
struggle, to liberate the Chinese people from colonial oppression, bringing in its stead the Maoist
revolution. While China supports the United Nations® efforts to promote the rights of ethnic
minorities, maintaining (without explaining why) that there are no minority-based rights
organizations in the PRC, it can hardly accept that there could be those who need liberation in
the New China,” a nation-state whose founding principal was the Marxist-Leninist vision of
man‘s liberation from oppression.

For this reason, there are 105,226,114 people (8.47% of the PRC*s population) in 55 government
recognized minzu or ethnic minority groups, 20 with less than 100,000 each according to the
2000 census, but no —indigenous peoples.” —Indigenous peoples” is not a term the state
recognizes. The ethnic minorities living in the PRC are concentrated in the southwest,
particularly in Yunnan province where there are 25 of the 55 officially recognized. Others live
in the north, the east, and on the island of Hainan. They are mostly subsistence farmers, have
illiteracy rates of over 50%, and are among China‘s poorest people (IWGIA 2008: 257). In
February 2007, for the first time since the beginning of the Revolution, the China State Council
announced, in its 11" Five-Year Plan (2006-2010) policies and plans for the development of
ethnic minorities. The goal was to effect improvements in six areas: income, education
(increasing the mandatory time youth must remain in school to nine years), infant survival rates,
quantity of ethnic language publications, professionalization for employment, and —arbanization”
[sic]. It remains to be seen how these policy intentions will be implemented, given the PRC‘s
weak provincial record, in recent years, of working with the poor, rural, and vulnerable citizenry.
That these people are outside of the predominant Han ethnic group adds another dimension to the
potential problems surrounding implementation of these plans (IWGIA 2008: 256-257).

Not surprisingly, the highest concentration of ethnic minorities in the PRC is in the
province of Yunnan, a frontier area bordering the Tibetan Autonomous Republic, India,
Burma/Myanmar, Laos, and Vietnam: countries also containing numerous ethnic minorities,
particularly in their border regions. The government has initiated an effort to revitalize
Yunnan‘s border areas, focusing, again, on keeping youth in school, income generation projects,
infrastructure and housing investment, culture, health, and training in science and engineering.
The programs are important for showing the good intentions of the PRC government. But there
is little involvement of the minority population in the design or implementation of these projects.
Misappropriation of funds and corruption is not uncommon. It remains to be seen the result of
the upcoming five-year plan. What is already clear is that—with the exception of the PRC*s
current effort to publish more of the minority languages, while giving access to the region to
scholars, of the Han majority, to study cultures and languages in order to preserve them—the
overriding ethos of the state‘s effort is assimilationist. Around the world, we have observed that
state mandated assimilationist policies tend to usher in a cluster of problems for cultural survival,
especially when associated with non-participatory planning. The tendency is to both disrespect
and undermine indigenous cultures.

The “Four R’s” of indigenous movements: with a focus on the San of Southern Africa
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Several authors state that indigenous movements and the scholarship describing them can be
summarized in terms of four key concepts, each of which begins with an —+” Harris and
Wasilewski (2004) write that indigeneity, as an alternate worldview, is characterized by —Four
R‘s (relationship, responsibility, reciprocity, redistribution) versus Two P‘s (power and profit).”
However, we view this stark dichotomization between an indigenous weltaschauung and a non-
indigenous one rigidly differentiated from the former in these terms as more a function of
misplaced romanticism than ethnographic reality. We therefore instead follow Hodgson who
rightly observes that the indigenous movement and the expansive literature that has traced its
transformations, is largely concerned with four cross-cutting issues: representation, recognition,
resources, and rights (Hodgson 2002). These —Four R’s,” as we call them, characterize not only
the global indigenous movement, but also individual indigenous movements in different parts of
the world.

In what follows, we sketch some of the ways in which the politics of representation, recognition,
resources, and rights play out among indigenous peoples. Rather than illustrate these issues in
terms of globe trotting ethnology, we have instead elected to focus this discussion
ethnographically, drawing on the example of the San or so-called -Bushman” of southern Africa,
among whom we conducted field research during the preparation of this chapter. The San
comprise a series of distinct, yet culturally and linguistically related, traditionally hunter-gatherer
groups (Ju/‘huansi, #ZKhomani, !Xun, Khwe, etc.) inhabiting the more arid and remote regions of
South Africa, Botswana, Namibia, Zimbabwe, Zambia and Angola. Today numbering slightly
over 100,000, these —First People” of southern Africa are struggling to overcome their painful
experiences of exclusion and, via meetings, workshops, organizations and informal encounters,
are beginning to forge a meaningful social movement and common San identity (Le Roux and
White 2004: 12) that transcends other boundaries. Following Hodgson‘s four frames of analysis,
we describe below a few of the ways San struggles can be understood in terms of what we are
here calling the Four Rs of indigenous movements.

Representation

The way indigenous peoples are represented in public fora, both by themselves and others, is at
the heart of many anthropological studies, since it connects the politics of identity and cultural
authenticity debates, on the one hand, with the ability of peoples to be recognized as indigenous
by states, the international community, and the media, on the other (Warren and Jackson 2002).
—In the absence of electoral clout, economic prowess, or military might, the _symbolic capital*
accompanying authentically performed cultural identities represents one of the most influential
political resources available to indigenous peoples” (Levi and Dean 2003:15, see also Conklin
1997).

Put simply, the more that indigenous peoples fail to conform to popular stereotypes and
essentialized images of who and what indigenous people are, the more they risk being seen as
culturally —nauthentic.” That is, —the more they become savvy about the media, politically
skilled, linked to the international community...the more they begin to slip out of the _savage
slot® (Trouillot 1991)—whether noble, natural, primitive, or romantic—in spite of the fact that
this is the rhetorical position from which they derive much of their symbolic capital, moral
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authority, and political clout” (Levi and Dean 2003: 2-3). The world community, so it seems,
likes its indigenous people culturally distinct in stereotypically recognizable ways.

In many cases, there seems to be an odd calculus at work whereby the less clothes one wears (or
the more clothes one wears that are distinctly ethnic) the more one‘s indigeneity is unassailable,
an exotic aesthetic of primitive authenticity that not only perpetuates Western fictions and re-
inscribes indigenous peoples as perennially subaltern, but poses an unfortunate identity challenge
for increasing numbers of real indigenous people on the ground. On the one hand, indigenous
people who become displaced from their homelands, or are no longer anchored to their
putatively timeless traditions—impoverished individuals forced to subsist as rural farm workers
or urban slum dwellers—risk losing the acknowledgement of their indigeneity since they come
to be seen as indistinguishable from other sectors of the nation‘s poor. At the other end of the
spectrum, indigenous people who work as doctors, lawyers, politicians, economists, computer
scientists, academics, engineers, or other professionals jeopardize their indigeneity by having
become foo successful. = Having achieved a certain status they are now culturally
indistinguishable from other educated and accomplished sectors of the nation‘s dominant class.
In both cases—indigenous elite on the one hand and indigenous poor on the other—the
individuals in question tend to be seen as people who have Jost touch” with their culture. As
such, they are judged more by the affinities they share with others in their class, yet the
representation and recognition of indigeneity is usually tied to culture.

Lest there be any doubt that indigenous people are acutely aware of the authenticating power the
Western gaze casts on the colonized, and the subaltern occasionally feeling compelled to
conform to the fantasies of those from the Developed World wielding cameras and video-
recorders, consider the case of South Africa‘s Kagga Kamma theme park described by Richard
Lee (2003). Here, according to a promotional pamphlet from the 1990s —several families of
stone-age Bushmen...let you share in their age-old skills of hunting and firelighting, and in the
beauty of their handicrafts, dancing, and story-telling” (White cited in Lee 2003:92). The Kagga
Kamma —Bushmen” are in actuality #Khomani San, people who had lived for decades in
servitude to white farmers in the northern Cape, and whose distinct identity as San was officially
erased ever since they were re-classified as Coloured in the racist lexicon of apartheid, as if this
minority were no different from the mixed race people who predominate in this region of South
Africa. However, by the 1990s the #Khomani San at Kagga Kamma were again wearing
—traditional” clothing while performing daily for throngs of tourists in exchange for modest
wages and rations, —attempting to reinvent themselves as _aithentic® carriers of an age-old
tradition” (Lee 2003:92).

The representation of the primordial Bushman continues, catering to the appetites of the
industrialized West. Along the road to the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park, #Khomani men dressed
in loincloths pose for photographs for tourists while they sell ostrich eggshell necklaces and
other small trinkets. The men in loincloths dressed that way to attract business, exemplifying
what is known in the anthropology of tourism as —staged authenticity.” When destitute natives
hungry to sell a few crafts represent themselves in accordance with tourist fantasies of the
timeless primitive it is one thing. It is quite another when national museums also perpetuate this
image. The South African Museum in Cape Town, among other things, showcases various
native cultures of South Africa and is especially proud of its galleries exhibiting delicate San
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rock art, including the famous Linton Panel, and its renowned ethnographic display on the San.
We were surprised, however, to find that all of the descriptions of San artifacts and culture were
in the present tense. Thus, a visitor might be left with the impression that contemporary San men
in South Africa were still running through the veld barefoot in pursuit of eland with poison
arrows while their women gathered bush foods with digging sticks. Nor was there any mention
of the dire economic straits of contemporary San in South Africa or any of the social ills
besetting their communities. There, San are represented ahistorically as pristine aborigines—as
little changed today as they have been for millennia.

A very different portrayal of the San is found at !Khwa ttu, a San owned development project
designed as a culture and education center, located about an hour north of Cape Town. Situated
on 850 hectares of nature reserve in the hills overlooking the ocean, San from different countries
in southern Africa come here to learn from each other as well as share their knowledge with
visitors from around the world. In the process, it provides a unique venue for San to participate
in diverse training programs and represent themselves and their culture in a dignified way that is
neither apolitical nor reduced to timeless romanticism. From the moment visitors arrive, they
find intelligent San (clothed not in loincloths but rather khaki uniforms with the insignia of the
center on their shirts) happy to answer questions and proud of their culture and heritage, an
identity that in previous years had to be hidden or managed as stigma. Besides being taken on a
tour of the park where San guides demonstrate various aspects of traditional knowledge,
subsistence arts and culture, visitors are also escorted into a gallery displaying old photographs
graphically portraying the little known history of San ethnic cleansing as well as brilliant pictures
showing what real life is like for contemporary San, from the smiling faces of children at play in
the Kalahari to the harsh realities of poverty, alcoholism, and HIV that plague their communities.
—¥et,” as their brochure proclaims, -Hhwa ttu is not a monument to suffering or misery. Itis a
living celebration of past and present San culture; an uplifting and inspirational experience.”

Recognition

The politics of representation are inextricably intertwined with the politics of recognition, as
suggested in the section above. The first step towards securing rights as an indigenous people
qua -imdigenous” is being recognized as such by the nation-state wherein the group resides.
However, this is often a considerable challenge for two reasons. First, indigenous peoples have
to protect resources and demand rights from the very nation-states that historically
disenfranchised them in the first place. Second, in some parts of the world, particularly in Asia
and Africa, official policy holds that either all citizens are equally indigenous or that no
indigenous people exist as a separate category, which amounts to the same thing. Hodgson
notes: -Pemanding such recognition involves indigenous rights activists learning the relevant
legal and bureaucratic categories and processes, lobbying at various levels and sites of
government, appealing to the popular media, seeking international support, and molding their
images, identities, and agendas accordingly, so that they may be properly recognized,
remembered, and acknowledged‘ (2002:1041).
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One of the central paradoxes implicit in the politics of acknowledgement is not only that oral
cultures increasingly are having to become literate in order to pursue their struggle for rights and
recognition, and similarly fluid practices and flexible social boundaries often become fixed, but
frequently indigenous peoples ironically are required to break tradition in order to keep
tradition—for example, by divulging beliefs and practices to uninitiated audiences in the context
of litigation over protection of sacred sites or culturally restricted knowledge, as has happened in
Australia, North America, and Melanesia (Weiner 1997, 1999). Furthermore, at the very time
indigenous peoples are required to press their claims in ever more sophisticated manners before
agents of the nation-state, bureaucratic organizations, and the international community, they
must do so in forms that perpetuate essentialist notions of culture. That is, paradoxically, at the
very moment that legal and political exigencies are demanding of them profound cultural change
they are compelled, in order to be recognized as indigenous, to depict themselves as having
remained frozen in time. Because bureaucratic and legalistic frames shape the terms by which
indigenous identities are publicly recognized, too often indigenous peoples have been
encouraged —to reify particular practices in order to define themselves as different from the wider
society. Both the reifications and the demands which accompany them are products of legal
systems” (Harris 1996: 1).

Because cultural distinctiveness is routinely deployed as a marker of indigeneity, the global
indigenist movement has perpetuated the salience of culture over class in its struggles to have
indigenous identities recognized. Yet Sylvain has written perceptively of the dilemma this poses
for various San groups in southern Africa: —-As criteria for recognition increasingly focus on
_ailtural® features of indigeneity, to the exclusion of socioeconomic and political features, the
majority of contemporary San find themselves compelled to choose between being excluded
from the debate and asserting themselves in essentialist and primordialist vocabulary” (Sylvain
2002:1074). So, while some San peoples, such as the Ju/‘hoansi of Nyae Nyae area of Namibia,
some of whom were hunter-gatherers into the 1960s and 1970s, conform to popular conceptions
of indigenous peoples struggling to regain control over their traditional lands and resources,
other groups of San, such as the Omaheke of Namibia and #Khomani of the northern Cape
region of South Africa, who were —ncorporated” as exploited farm workers and squatters into
the lower strata of their respective societies, must reinvent themselves to fit these primordialist
frames.

Sylvain goes on to critique well intentioned advocacy groups, such as the Indigenous Peoples of
Africa Co-ordinating Committee (IPACC) and the South African San Institute (SASI), for
continuing to define indigenous cultural identity in terms of a relationship to land and traditional
subsistence practices, since, according to her, culture is here ipso facto reified and defined in
static terms. San who by choice or force of circumstance moved away from this primitive ideal,
as defined by outsiders, are only left with the option of being considered —deculturated.” From
this perspective, all culture change is construed as culture /oss.

Sylvain notes that this has two unfortunate implications: —First, pegging culture to natural
resource use may suggest that indigenous peoples® cultural rights are limited to the preservation
of their (traditional) culture (_continuing their way of life*). Second, limiting a definition of
indigenous culture to a particular relationship to the land precludes any role for political
economy in the historical formation of cultural identities or cultural practices” (2002: 1076). In
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sum, Sylvain stresses the importance of recognizing that indigeneity itself takes shape differently
depending on the different political histories of the countries where indigenous people reside:

In southern Africa, the category of _indigenous® is superimposed on a political and
cultural landscape that continues to be shaped by the legacy of apartheid. Unlike the
peoples whose activism established the paradigm of indigeneity—Native North
Americans, indigenous South American indigenous peoples, Australian Aborigines—
most San are not struggling against a legacy of integrationist and assimilationist state
policies; rather, they are fighting against a converse legacy of racial segregation and class
exploitation, based on deeply essentialist conceptions of what constitutes cultural and
ethnic difference. Those San who did face assimilationist policies are compelled to draw
from apartheid definitions of culture in order to assert their rights, with the consequence
that they continue to be seen as radically _Other‘—as people struggling to regain their
_pumitive* identity and lifestyle (Sylvain 2002:1082).

Although Nigel Crawhall, the director of the Indigenous Peoples of Africa Coordinating
Committee, stipulates that Sylvain has since softened if not recanted her earlier position
critiquing efforts to link indigenous identity to a particular relationship to land, her argument
nevertheless does highlight the dangers of essentialism implicit in some indigenous movements
and activism, ideas that reflect with the sentiments of various sectors of the diverse San
population. At the same time, had it not been for the linguistic and ethnographic research
undertaken by Crawhall and the South African San Institute (SASI), which anchored historical
memories to particular places in the southern Kalahari and connected the #Khomani to specific
locales through the procurement of N/huki place names, the original 1995 land claim would
never have been a success and the hundreds of now landed ZKhomani would still have remained
landless. Therefore recognition of indigenous peoples needs to chart a middle course that neither
reduces their identity to a primordial culture with a fixed subsistence form and relationship to
land nor ignores contemporary realities where indigenous identities also emerged in historical
contexts of developing political economies.

Resources

Besides the issues of representation and recognition, discussed above, one of the most significant
and recurring sources of grievance for which indigenous activists and their allies seek redress are
the conflicts that arise between the assertion of indigenous rights and claims on natural
resources. While there is of course both overlap and contradiction in the diverse manners that
capitalist exploitation, indigenous subsistence, and nation-state interests interact as stakeholders,
the relationship between indigenous peoples and economic resources is of continuing concern to
the indigenous movement in basically four ways: 1) threats to indigenous lands and resources by
extractive industries, 2) the dislocation of indigenous peoples from traditional use areas in the
name of environmental conservation, 3) the proposed linkages between biodiversity and
linguistico-cultural diversity, with indigenous knowledge systems providing important keys to
understanding nature, and 4) the nearly universal correlation between indigenous peoples and
poverty indicators in most of the world.
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All of these issues concerning the use of indigenous resources come together in salient ways
among the San. In 1931, a huge portion of the Kalahari was declared the Gemsbok National
Park. Initially, San families were allowed to stay in the park (by now mostly living around the
entrance at Twee Rivieren) being regarded virtually as just another part of the natural wildlife of
the area. In the 1950s and 1960s the few San who remained were occasionally trotted out for
photographers as the last surviving Bushmen in South Africa. —However,” writes Lee, —the
#Khomani had an _unfortunate® custom: they liked to actually hunt and eat the animals they lived
with, not just pose with them for photographs! This earned them the ire of the powers that be. In
1976, the South African game department chased the last of the #ZKhomani away from Gemsbok
Park. The #Khomani became simply one of hundreds of displaced peoples cast adrift in South
Africa by the workings of apartheid-era statutes. For years they lived dispersed on white farms
in the northern Cape, eking out a living doing odd jobs, raising a few goats, and making use of
veld foods” (Lee 2003:91). As such, the #Khomani became —eonservation refugees,” a term
referring to indigenous people who have been evicted from their lands in order to create
conservation areas, game parks, and wilderness areas, a number that is estimated at over 14
million in Africa alone (Dowie 2006: 9). Below we examine how the other three issues
(extractive industries, traditional knowledge systems concerning nature, and poverty) play out
among the San in the case of the Hoodia plant.

Here the problem related to the use of indigenous resources exemplifies overcoming what has
come to be known as -bio-piracy,” defined as —the appropriation of the knowledge and genetic
resources of farming and indigenous communities by individuals or institutions seeking
exclusive monopoly control (usually patents or plant breeders® rights) over these resources and
knowledge” (Bhatt 2004: 12). For Hoodia, traditional ethnobotanical knowledge was relied upon
as a guide in the prospecting of this wild plant resource that subsequently was extracted and
developed for world markets, yet without the prior permission or compensation of San, the
relevant indigenous community (Geingos and Ngakaeaja 2002).

From time immemorial San peoples of southern Africa have known and used Hoodia gordonii--a
cactus-like, succulent, perennial—as a hunger and thirst suppressant, especially on hunting trips.
—Scientists at the South African Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (SACSIR) only
recently came upon this traditional use of the Hoodia cactus and began research on it to
determine its beneficial constituents. In 1995, the SACSIR patented Hoodia‘s appetite-
suppressing element and thereafter licensed the patent to the UK biotech company, Phytopharm,
in 1997. In 1998, the pharmaceutical company Pfizer acquired the rights to develop and market
the drug as a potential slimming drug and cure for obesity” (Bhatt 2004: 13).

Scientists and the pharmaceutical industry realized that the possible revenue generated from the
exploitation of this knowledge was tremendous. —Fhe current market potential for the dietary
control of obesity is over US$ 3 billion per annum in the United States alone. Up until 2001, the
San remained oblivious to the fact that their knowledge of Hoodia had commercial application,
and that this knowledge had led to research, scientific validation, and the filing of international
patents...They were, moreover, excluded from the lucrative deals being struck to develop the
drug” (Wynberg 2005:851-852). Although the San historically have chosen passive retreat in the
face of encroachment and usually avoid confrontation whenever possible, this time was different.
In consultation with legal representatives, environmental groups, and indigenous rights
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organizations such as the Working Group of Indigenous Minorities in Southern Africa
(WIMSA), the San —elaimed that their traditional knowledge had been stolen and that SACSIR
had failed to comply with the rules of the Convention on Biological Diversity, which requires the
prior informed consent of all stakeholders, including the original discoverers and users” (Bhatt
2004: 13). After a critical period of trust building between the San and the SACSIR, San efforts
to protect their rights proved successful. —n 2003...following intense negotiations, an
agreement was reached between the [SAJCSIR and the San, to give the San a share of the
royalties from potential drug sales” (Wynberg 2005: 851-852).

The negotiations and successful settlement of the Hoodia case has far reaching implications. It
has drawn the San, a formerly hunter-gatherer people characterized by a fluid social organization
and a world view based on reciprocity and sharing, into the complex world of international law
and policy frameworks concerned with patents and intellectual property rights (Chennells 2007).
Most importantly, it is —fo]ne of the first agreements ever to give holders of traditional
knowledge royalties from drug and product sales” (Wynberg 2005:851). Because it set an
international precedent the case therefore received international attention. When New York
Times reporter Ginger Thompson traveled to the southern Kalahari to investigate the story,
Petrus Vaalbooi, looking forward to the income he hoped would help alleviate the #Khomani‘s
abject poverty, said: -+ am very happy because it was not written that this day would
happen...Now I know that God has not abandoned the Bushmen” (Thompson 2003:A4). When
Thompson spoke with Jan Vander Westhuitzen, a San tracker, he evidenced a similar attitude of
gratitude and generosity. +do not think we are being robbed of our knowledge,* he said, _I think
that people who know how to live from the earth should share’” (Thompson 2003:A4).

Rights

The fourth and final issue that universally is of concern to indigenous movements and activists is
the whole matter of rights. It is a topic of such centrality that it has already been mentioned in
previous sections, but nonetheless here merits brief discussion on its own. It is of course implicit
in rights to land and resources, but also encompasses areas of concern beyond these material
domains. As Hodgson notes, -ndigenous demands for rights...extend beyond their territorial
resources. These demands hinge on the right to self determination and include the right to
determine their own development and to control and protect their cultural knowledge and
performances, material remains, languages, indigenous knowledge, and biogenetic material”
(Hodgson 2002:1041).

There 1s, however, a difference between the way rights are commonly articulated by
contemporary states and the notion of rights that typically are of concern to indigenous groups.
The former, based largely on the Western philosophical tradition of social contract theory as
initially formulated by Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau, imagine rights in terms of civil and
political rights, a universal feature of individuals, based on abstract moral principles. By contrast,
indigenous peoples stress the concept of collective and cultural rights; individuals have rights by
token of their membership in certain groups. Indeed, it is chiefly through their belonging to, and
participation in, the locally anchored moral universes defined by these groups that individuals
achieve their social being and essential personhood. In a very real sense, it is what makes them
human in the first place (Levi and Dean 2003:9-18).
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Reflecting this idea of rights as it obtains in Africa, Parker Shipton observes: Jndividuals do not
have rights independently of kin groups or other enduring entities. One could phrase it this way:
rights are relative and relatives have rights. The enduring social entities may be constituted
according to principles other than kinship, such as age grading, territory or voluntary
association” (Shipton 2003:66). The concept of individual rights and group rights are different,
but they are not incompatible with each other. In practice, universal human rights predicated on
the autonomy of the individual and exemplified in the UN Universal Declaration of Human
Rights can and do accommodate the rights of individuals who belong to special groups. From
this perspective, indigenous rights are like women‘s rights or children‘s rights, that is, the rights
of certain categories of often vulnerable people who by token of their inclusion in this group
merit special consideration, but can still fit comfortably under the rubric of universal human
rights. In fact, difference itself may be thought of as a universal right. —H there is universal
positive human right, perhaps it contains an irony. The American Anthropological Association‘s
Task Force on Human Rights has recently agreed on a seemingly paradoxical idea: a universal
human right to difference” (Shipton 2003:63).

This idea of the right to be different is largely what indigenous rights are all about. The primary
collective right indigenous groups are interested in protecting is their right as peoples. Yet it is
this very conception of rights that historically has made modern nation-states nervous. Since in
international law the first right of any people is their right to self-determination, many states
historically have been reticent to formally recognize even the existence of an indigenous people,
other than the national majority, living within their borders, for in doing so it could ipso facto
lead these people to legally claim rights distinct from those of other citizens, according to
international covenants. Most importantly, many states fear that acknowledging the rights of
indigenous peoples, chief among these being the right to self-determination, creates a dangerous
scenario of —mations within nations,” leading to balkanization if not outright secession. In
practice, most indigenous peoples seek self-determination in terms of constitutional or limited
autonomy, rather than wholesale independence from their countries—they are not, by and large,
wanting their own seats as separate states in the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Recognizing the need to protect collective rights, and believing that the UN Universal
Declaration of Human Rights irredeemably placed the autonomous individual at the center of its
philosophical and political concepts and therefore smacked of Eurocentric bias, African countries
developed their own legal instrument, the African Charter on Human and Peoples” Rights (our
italics). Given the inclusion of the word —peoples” in the title, one might have thought that
Africa is leading the way in acknowledging the rights of indigenous peoples. Such is not the
case. With rare exception, indigenous peoples throughout the continent have struggled for their
recognition and rights. As discussed above, in part this has to do with the fact that once the
European colonial powers departed, it was felt that all Africans were equally indigenous. The
argument that some groups were more indigenous than others, so it was held, would only lead to
invidious comparisons and conflict in these newly independent states that were already
struggling to forge common national identities of their many ethnic groups. It would, in essence,
represent a tacit re-inscription of tribalism. Or so runs the argument. Even though the African
nations have all signed the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, the people with
whom we spoke in Africa suspected that generally it would have few practical consequences.
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Consider again the case of the San in southern Africa. Their call for recognition as indigenous is
validated by anthropology, genetics, linguistics and history—they are the direct descendants of
the first peoples of southern Africa, arriving centuries before Bantu peoples came to the region.
Yet it is not the science that is here in dispute, but rather the San‘s desire to use indigenous rights
as a form of redress. In every country where the San exist, they are a marginalized, minority
population, historically oppressed, and among the most impoverished people in the nation. The
San‘s struggle for indigenous rights has met with differential success in different parts of
southern Africa, with two cases which are particularly interesting to contrast: Botswana and
South Africa.

Officially, all citizens in Botswana are indigenous, no one group any more indigenous than
another, even though that country has one of the largest populations of San in southern Africa,
locally known as BaSarwa. The country has much to be proud of, economically and politically.
—Botswana has one of the fastest growing economies in the world, and is relatively better
managed than most other economies in Africa” (Nyamnjoh 2007:307). The political system is
similarly developed. -Using multiparty elections and other standard indicators, one could make a
convincing case for the successful institutionalization of liberal democracy and bureaucratic
modernism in Botswana. The country, in fact, is often cited as a rare example of a functioning
liberal multiparty democracy in Africa (Nyamnjoh 2007:311).

Nevertheless, Botswana has at best a mixed record in dealing with the San. -Although the most
indigenous in terms of longevity in the territory, they are dismissed as less rightful owners of the
country because of their _inaility‘ to indigenize (domesticate) the land through agriculture and
permanent settlements. By giving priority to rigid agropastoral and residential usages of land as
key determinants of the definition of land rights, policy makers have denied BaSarwa the right to
land where they have hunted, gathered, and kept some livestock for centuries if not millennia”
(Namnjoh 2007:316). Botswana did institute attempts to —assist” the San, notably via a program
known as Remote Area Development, but as the name indicates, it was predicated on their
marginality, rather than ethnicity. As Saugestad shows in her perceptive study, the whole
category of indigeneity is —nconvenient” for Botswana (Saugestad 2001). Similarly, because
San political organization was based on band headmen rather than a formal system of paramount
chiefs, as existed among the Tswana, their leaders and spokesmen were never incorporated into
the House of Chiefs.” In like fashion, they —kave never been directly represented in parliament
or in most other public structures. They have had minimal access and representation and have
been treated instead as barbarians at the fringes, capable of little more than servitude and
subjection” (Nyamnjoh 2007:317).

Between 1997 and 2005, San were evicted from the Central Kalahari Game Reserve and
resettled in relocation camps. One version has it that the park was initially established with the
protection of the hunter-gatherers in mind, another maintains that the real cause of the evictions
was the discovery of diamonds in the area. In 2006, however, the San won a landmark case from
Botswana‘s High Court allowing them to return. In practice, however, the controversy continues
as their return has been frustrated in practice. According to Survival International, the San have
neither been allowed to use their water borehole nor issued a single permit to hunt on their
ancestral land (despite Botswana‘s High Court ruling in December that its refusal to issue
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permits was unlawful), leading to arrests of Bushmen for hunting to feed their families (Survival
International 2009).

By contrast, in South Africa the San struggle for recognition and rights as indigenous people
have fared better, in terms both symbolic and material, at least since they were reconstituted as a
people in the late 1990s. At one level, this is reflected by the fact that the national motto of the
new nation is in a San language: ke e /xarra //ke (—anity in diversity‘). Even though it is in the
language of the extinct /Xam people, it nevertheless signals that in the new —ainbow nation” of
South Africa, the San hold a place of special significance as first among equals. The material
gains accorded to the San based upon their indigeneity have already been mentioned: a
successful land claim predicated on aboriginal title and a successful negotiation of royalties from
the development of Hoodia as a cure for obesity based upon their indigenous knowledge of the
plant as an appetite suppressant. To be sure, many problems still remain for South Africa‘s San,
but there is also cause for celebrating the gains already made and encouraging signs of future
success.

Summary and Conclusions

In 2007, the Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was ratified by all but four member
states of the United Nations. Canada, Australia, New Zealand and the United States, refused to
become signatories. But ratification of an international covenant, by itself, is hardly a guarantee
that the governments of these states have the moral will and political ability to implement a law
protecting the rights of indigenous peoples. Ironically, one could argue convincingly that
indigenous peoples in the aforementioned four countries, significantly all of them multiparty
liberal democracies, have, at least in modern times, been relatively successful in pressing their
rights qua —indigenous peoples” in the states where they reside. Indeed, activists from these
countries have consistently taken a leading role in defining, mobilizing, and spreading the
indigenous movement worldwide (Merlan 2009). The signing of the Declaration of the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples was a landmark event on a global scale and critical first step twenty years in
the making. But of greater significance than ratification is the enforcement of these declarations,
conventions, and treaties—national as well as international—protecting the rights of indigenous
peoples.

Moving, then, from theory to practice one must first determine who is indigenous and what
defines them as such. A related and not inconsequential consideration, in view of the issues at
stake, is the question of motive: who is doing the defining and for what reasons? While on
cursory appraisal a —eut and dry,” straightforward, general definition based on abstract principles
would seemingly be desirable, as soon as one begins to apply a —ene size fits all” definition
cross-culturally it becomes apparent that whatever might be gained theoretically in terms of its
supposedly universal applicability would, on the other hand, be lost the more one is familiar with
the particular history, politics, ethnic relations, economics, and ethnography of individual cases
on the ground. Indigenous identity is shifting, complex, processual, conjunctural, and ultimately
relative to context. Realizing this all too well, given the diversity of indigenous peoples and the
multiplicity of definitions, the United Nations Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
has purposely not defined the term —ndigenous” in an unequivocal way. Any serious definition
of indigeneity therefore cannot be scientifically generalized nor stipulated legalistically in
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advance, although in practice definitions of indigenous identity tend to cohere around four
central features: 1) prior occupancy, 2) cultural distinctiveness, 3) self-identification, and 4) non-
dominance. Ultimately, however, indigenous identity is radically contingent.

The absence of a universal definition of —ndigenous peoples” is not a sign or sloppy thinking or
lack of methodological rigor. On the contrary, it shows that —mdigenous peoples” instantiate
what is formally known as a polythetic category. Polythetic classification, deployed in a range of
human and natural sciences, defines a group in a way such that no single trait or set of traits
possessed by an individual is necessary and sufficient to define it as belonging to the group.
That is, no trait is possessed by all of the members of the group, but each trait is shared by many
members. Consequently, there is a —family resemblance” among them. While it may seem that
one could never operationalize such a seemingly vague definition and use it in a pragmatic
fashion, in actuality we do it all the time, and on a routine basis. In fact, in contradistinction to
—-semantic formalism,” it is what forms the basis of —erdinary language philosophy,” that is, the
philosophy of how it is we actually use and understand language in practice, rather than in terms
of a formal theory of meaning. For example, consider—as did Ludwig Wittgenstein—what it is
that all —games” have in common. There are —eard games,” —ball games,” —board games,” and
many other types of games; not even —rule-guidedness” or the distinction between —winners and
losers” defines all games: sometimes we —make up the rules as we go along” or —play just for
fun.” Nevertheless, we understand and use the word —game” all the time, notwithstanding the
lack of an analytically precise, universally applicable, definition. The definition of -ndigenous
peoples,” as we have argued here, is of the same order.

A major point of this paper has been that diverse peoples throughout the world are self-
consciously claiming an indigenous identity, often for the first time in history. That is,
—aboriginal,” minority peoples who in other contexts may identify as Kumeyaay, Hopi, Shavante,
Dayak, Batwa, Tarahumara, Inuit, Taureg, Dogrib, Khanty, Sami, Yolgnu, etc. or any other of
over 4,000 so-called —tribes” scattered across the globe are, individually and together, doing
something radical. They are becoming indigenous. Liberating the term —ndigenous” from its
previous colonial entanglements with words like —primitive” and —savage,” they have instead
realized the emancipatory potential of a label that allows them to shift the parameters of their
heretofore local identities in the direction of trans-local arenas of power and attach themselves to
a global social movement that, ironically, still makes sense to them —eulturally.” Even though
heterogeneity seems to be the most common defining trait of indigeneity today, given the diverse
political, economic, social, and religious make-up of the peoples identifying as —ndigenous,”
nevertheless one cannot help but notice, if one attends a gathering of indigenous peoples from
around the world, that the indigenous representatives there intuitively recognize the —family
resemblance” among those who have gathered, perspicaciously acknowledging the indigeneity of
others belonging to this polythetic group (notwithstanding the absence of formal guidelines to
consult).

Arguments and data showing the heterogeneity of indigeneity indicate the vitality and organic
complementarity among diverse segments of the 21st century‘s first truly multicultural, global,
social movement of empowerment, justice, and reform for the world‘s most disadvantaged
people. The diversity within the movement should not be taken as a sign of either political
weakness nor deployed as an analytic tool to be used in divide and conquer tactics. Indigenous
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peoples today are rich and poor, educated and illiterate, rural and urban, socialist and capitalist.
Some live in their homelands, others in diasporas; some are —traditional,” others are —-modern.”
They number among their ranks Christians, Moslems, and animists. They live in jungles,
mountains, and deserts, and are to be found on every continent save Antarctica.

Notwithstanding this palpable diversity, certain structural and cultural configurations recur with
noticeable frequency. Many indigenous peoples are marginalized in remote and often desolate
corners of their countries; are politically oppressed or unrepresented; have mobile settlement
patterns, subsistence technologies, and traditional knowledge systems finely calibrated to local
environments; manifest worldviews predicated on sharing, reciprocity, and interconnections
between cultural, natural, and supernatural dimensions of reality; regard land—as well as certain
plants and animals—as sacred; are situated in regions rich in natural resources inviting
expropriation by governments and/or capitalist exploitation; and suffer disproportionately from
poor health, lack of education, potable water, alcoholism, disease, and cognate social and natural
ills. Almost without exception they are among the poorest and most disenfranchised people in
the states where they reside.

A number of distinct indigenous peoples throughout the world have been discussed in this report.
Each case is different. Nevertheless, at the risk overgeneralization, we suggest that certain social
features and risk patterns emerge cross-culturally through the cases. Some indigenous peoples
historically have been at greater risk and more susceptible to impoverishment, marginalization,
exploitation, disenfranchisement, and discrimination than others, both by neighboring peoples
and development agendas. On every continent, indigenous societies with settlement patterns that
are mobile (nomadic, semi-nomadic, transhumant, semi-sedentary, etc.) rather than permanent,
and dispersed rather than nucleated tend be at greater risk.

These settlement patterns correlate with traditional subsistence methods and modes of
production. Foragers (hunters, gatherers, and fishers) perhaps tend to be most at risk of
unsuccessfully asserting their claims to traditional use areas and, once dislocated from their
territories, are most likely to become landless squatters in their own homeland. Shifting
cultivators (peoples practicing swidden or slash and burn agriculture) and non-sedentary
pastoralists (transhumant as well as fully nomadic or migratory) also experience difficulties
asserting rights to their territories, though perhaps less so than foragers. Indigenous peoples and
peasants living at higher population densities and practicing intensive agricultural regimes
appear less likely to be pushed off their lands without major uprisings and political turmoil.

This scale of difference in terms of settlement and modes of production overlaps somewhat,
although by no means completely, with a cognate scale of increasing socio-political complexity,
division of labor, hierarchy, and competitiveness. In general, the more averse to confrontation,
the more egalitarian, the more dependent on relations of reciprocity and sharing, the more
inclined to deploy forms of passive resistance, the more likely the group will be unsuccessful in
sustaining viable negotiations to secure their rights and resources with development agencies,
nation-states, and other dominant actors, including other local peoples, both —+ndigenous™ and
otherwise. By contrast, the more indigenous peoples have traditions based on social hierarchy,
clear lines of authority or leadership, age—grades, confrontational forms of resistance, military
preparedness, trade or market skills, and competition the more likely they will be successful in
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structuring efforts at self-determination and mounting sustained dialogue and viable strategies to
retain control over their economic, political, and cultural resources. While the above
configurations suggest themselves to us based on our familiarity with the ethnological record and
development literature, it was further corroborated by our field research in South and East Africa
in March 2009, with special reference to the San, Hadzabe, Datoga (Barabaig), Maasai, and
Iraqw.

Another major pattern that emerges from the research is the dichotomy between the
identification and subsequent trans-local organization of indigenous peoples in what we have
called —settler societies,” in the Americas, Australia, and New Zealand, on the one hand, and
indigenous peoples in Africa and Asia, on the other. To take Africa and the Americas as
examples: In the Americas, indigenous peoples represent a rather clear-cut case of the
descendants of those —First Peoples” who collided with Europeans beginning in 1492. The
situation in Africa is less straightforward. Unlike the case in the Americas where the
descendants of the European colonizers still hold power and, at least from the perspective of
certain indigenous people, therefore has created a neocolonial scenario, in Africa, by contrast,
the postcolonial world created after independence of the new states and the departure of the
European colonials for -home,” it rendered a// Africans indigenous, or so African elites and
national governments claimed. Calls for recognition as —ndigenous” by certain African minority
peoples who, for a variety of reasons, identified with, and were identified by, indigenous peoples
in the Americas as part of the growing international indigenous movement, were seen, at best, as
—nconvenient” to nationalist struggles and, at worst, as tacit invitations to heavy-handed
responses from state regimes.

Moreover, as the new African states were attempting to submerge factional differences between
ethnic groups in the vigorous attempt to forge national unity, the insistence upon the indigenous
status of some and not of others, was said to be a return to —ribalism”—though in reality it more
often merely served to whitewash what had always happened. Namely, legitimize the continuing
pattern of marginalizing the indigenous peoples and treating them as uncivilized barbarians at the
fringes, only now European style colonialism was being authored by Africa‘s national elites. The
history and organization of the indigenous movement in Africa and the Americas also differs. In
the Americas, it began in the 1970s as a grass roots movement that was built from the bottom up;
in Africa, conversely, it was sparked in the 1990s by indigenous representatives meeting in New
York and Geneva, and thus, returning to Africa, was built by indigenous elites from the top
down.

The final pattern to emerge from the analysis of the indigenous movement, and here we build
directly on the insights of Dorothy Hodgson (2002), is that scholarship on indigenous activism
tends to be concerned with for four key issues and the intersections among them: representation,
recognition, resources, and rights. These —Four Rs,” as we have called them, get played out in
distinctive ways in different parts of the world, although there are also over-arching
commonalities irrespective of ethnographic particularities. We focused our analysis of them in
terms of the way they get articulated among the San or Bushmen” peoples of southern Africa,
paying particular attention to their manifestation among the #Khomani San we visited in South
Africa‘s northern Cape region and southern Kalahari.
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Representation is concerned with the strategies and politics of display, the arts of stagecraft and
performance of cultural identities, and the manner these intersect with debates on authenticity.
Much is at stake in the representation of indigenous peoples, chiefly whether they will be
recognized as such, and thereby acknowledged, most importantly by the states where they reside.
However, recognition—which is the second of the Four Rs—is always tied to memory. We
cannot recognize something unless, at some level, it conforms to something we already know (or
think we know). For this reason, recognition is inexorably connected to representation, and in
the case of indigenous peoples, usually involves the issue of stereotype. The stereotype of
—authentic” Bushmen is that they are largely naked, save for a bit of leather around the loins,
speak a distinctive —elick language,” and hunt and gather foods in the bush. In virtually all cases,
whether by indigenous peoples themselves or by others (journalists, museums, etc.) there is a
negotiation, usually implicit, between the way an indigenous identity actually is (or has been)
and the way the Western gaze—which has the ability to authenticate via its nexus with electronic
media, popular opinion, and channels of power—imagines it to be. The tension between these
two poles, image and reality, is dramatically expressed in the case of the ZKhomani San.

For the #Khomani, there was both contradiction and collusion involved in the politics of
representation that were artfully conjoined to launching, and eventually winning, a landmark
land claim in the southern Kalahari. On the one hand, the #Khomani had lived for decades, not
as hunters and gatherers of the vast desert, but as landless farm workers dispersed as a rural
underclass throughout the northern Cape, to such an extent that it no longer existed as a viable
community and the indigenous language—N/huki—had all but disappeared. On the other hand,
the media driven demands of modern South Africa expected —authentic” San to look, not like the
local gas station attendant, but rather the primordial Bushman from the hit film 7he Gods Must
Be Crazy. Therefore, in order to gain public and state recognition as —real” Bushmen—and win
the land claim based on aboriginal title—they had to conceal their true past and conform, via
stereotyped representations—to the fantasies of the industrialized West as to what constitutes
—authentic” San identity, in a classic case of strategic essentialism.

The last two Rs, resources and rights, are already implicit in much of the writing on indigenous
peoples. The issue of resources becomes part of indigenous concerns in four ways 1) via
extractive industries that jeopardize indigenous lands and resources, 2) via the dislocation of
indigenous peoples in the name of wildlife conservation, 3) via the nexus between the
environment and traditional knowledge systems and, 4) via the correlation between indigenous
peoples and poverty. Over the last forty years San have been evicted on numerous occasions
from their traditional territories in the name of conservation, for example, from the Central
Kalahari Game Reserve in Botswana and Gemsbok National Park in South Africa. The other
three issues concerned with resources come together in the Hoodia case, a plant that the San
traditionally used as an appetite suppressant that almost became an instance of —bio-piracy” until
the San, with external support, successfully negotiated one of the first agreements ever paying
royalties from potential drug sales for traditional ethnobotanical knowledge.

The topic of indigenous rights involves not only control over territorial resources, as discussed
above, but extends beyond them to non-material domains as well, such as cultural performances,
languages, art, symbols, and esoteric knowledge, in addition to exorcizing rights over their own
biological material, such as DNA and burial remains. However, all of these rights are derivative
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of self-determination that, according to international law, is the preeminent right of any people.
Because a people can claim the right to self-determination, some states have been reticent to
acknowledge the existence of indigeneity within with their borders fearing that the recognition of
a —people” separate from the rest of the citizenry could lead to the impossible scenario of a
-nation within a nation.” In the case of the #Khomani San, they could not claim self-
determination, nor the other rights that flowed from it, until they first existed again as a -people,”
and it was not until the success of 1999 land claim that they were reconstituted as such, proving
that, unlike extinct species, peoples can be brought back to life.

Recommendations for Future Research

Our findings suggest that there is indeed a research agenda for multilateral agencies,
governments, and non-government organizations interested in advancing responsible
development policy that would, by definition, respect the rights of the world‘s indigenous
peoples. As we have discussed, indigenous peoples often find themselves in areas coveted by
outsiders because of their land, water, or natural resources. We do not believe that it is possible,
or even desirable, to halt the development of these resources, as long as the environment is
safeguarded and the people respected. The health, educational, and income benefits are
manifest, as is the possibility for beneficiaries’ improved participation in local, regional, and
world affairs. —Pevelopment” for ordinary people means truly attaining citizenship.

However, our research suggests that development cannot be advanced at any cost, particularly
when the costs are borne disproportionately by those who benefit from it the least: as has often
been the case with indigenous peoples. This is neither fair nor responsible, and risks rendering
those of us who would advance development appear, to put it mildly, callous. What, then, would
be the priorities for future research and how would they be put into action? Given the
challenges, we have discussed, in actually determining who is/is not ”indigenous”, and given the
contested and quite practical nature of these definitional issues—ranging from who will benefit
from casino development in the United States to who will receive portions of community
compensation for dam or other eminent domain projects in the developing countries to how we
are to conceptualize and involve communities (as groups or as conglomerations of individuals?)
— identifying the questions before us is neither the largest problem nor the road to its solution;
rather, it is how this bundle of questions would best be approached in the first place.

We believe that it is critical that organizations interested in fomenting responsible development
have a range of social scientists as well as natural scientists contributing to project planning.
Projects that do not carefully take into consideration social and environmental impacts, on a case
by case basis, risk destroying the societies of indigenous peoples while damaging the fragile
biomes they typically inhabit. Development institutions would do well to continue to involve,
along with their staffs of expert economists, research commissions including anthropologists,
political-sociologists, environmental scientists, and legal experts to assist in the
operationalization of optimal development plans. Above all, there can be no substitute for
targeted, fine-grained ethnography to capture the micro-sociology of everyday life that is in fact
critical to understanding the impact and implementation of development. Planning commissions
must also include the indigenous people who will be impacted by scheduled development
projects. The desire, and indeed right, of indigenous people to participate in the planning,
implementation, and control of projects that affect them is a theme that emerges time and again.

37



We believe that it is a desire to be applauded, not only because of its democratic nature, but
because it also offers projects a better chance of success. Our research suggests, then, that multi-
disciplinary and participatory development project planning, on one hand, is more likely to
advance the goal of indigenous peoples‘ development; while on the other, projects emerging
from such an approach have the additional benefit of better surviving the crucible of public
opinion.

The late David Maybury-Lewis, in the course of his over fifty years as a scholar and advocate of
indigenous societies, said once that our question is not if we are going to have development in
the Indian world, but how. Though well aware of the downfalls indigenous people have gone
through as a result of poorly thought out development or what he termed —developmentalism,” he
remained a believer in the promise of improving human welfare through sound thinking and
action. With him, we believe that we must understand indigenous societies on their own terms,
engage them, and ultimately join with them to plan and make common cause. We too remain
convinced that an anthropological approach would help us better understand the particularities
that created separate cultural identities and would lead us toward the portal where we might
glimpse, however briefly, the more fundamental things that bind all humans together.
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Both the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues (UNPFII) and the
International Labour Organization (ILO) cite the lack of data on development indicators for
indigenous peoples as a major hindrance to both their empowerment and poverty reduction
(Tomei 2005:61; UNPFII 2006). This chapter helps address this knowledge gap by
estimating several key development indicators related to progress under the Millennium
Development Goals for indigenous peoples around the world. However, this assessment
reflects only one concept of development: how peoples define their own development often
differs from the notion underlying the Millennium Development Goals, and for many
indigenous peoples, such development has coincided with the loss of the land, economic
mode, and language crucial to their identity and own sense of wellbeing.

Methodology

Finding a global perspective of indigenous peoples’ development can be characterized as a
problem first of defining who is indigenous and second of data availability and
representativity. This chapter’s method solves this dual challenge first by not using its own
particular definition of indigenous, but rather by identifying and providing data from
national surveys on any people who satisfy any extant definition based on literature both
scholarly and provided by major organizations such as the International Working Group on
Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA), the Indigenous Peoples of Africa Coordinating Committee
(IPACC), as well as others. Second, due to the lifestyle and economic mode of the peoples
studied in this chapter, their wellbeing may be over or under-represented in national
surveys. This chapter draws on ethnographic and other qualitative sources for information
on the characteristics of these peoples to help establish how closely the indicator levels for
the members of each people sampled by the surveys correspond to those not sampled.

Ronald Niezen (2003:19), in The Origins of Indigenism, describes the varying definitions of
indigeneity and notes the difficulty posed to scholarly analysis by the lack of any single
definition. Forming an empirical assessment of indigenous peoples’ development, for
example, requires an analytic definition of indigenous in order to determine which peoples’
development is to be assessed. However, recent literature on indigeneity has established
the inadequacy of the existing analytic definitions, and this is summarized in Chapter 1 by
Levi and Maybury-Lewis where some groups whom many consider indigenous reject that
moniker while others claim to be indigenous and are not recognized as such; they describe
indigeneity as a polythetic class whose members share varying characteristics but not any
single defining set of characteristics. Consequently, adopting any of the existing analytic or
legal definitions of indigeneity to conduct the present study would not only represent a
significant departure from the current discussion on indigeneity but also, as Niezen
(2003:19) notes, would have “the inherent effect of pitting analysis against identity.” An
alternative approach and the one adopted here is to provide for a perspective on indigenous
peoples’ development that is independent of any particular definition: instead of adopting
any particular definition of indigenous, this approach provides the requisite information to
assess the development of indigenous peoples based on any existing definition. Accordingly,
this chapter identifies and presents development indicators for any people whom major



institutions, government or other organization, including self-identified indigenous
organizations describes as satisfying any definition of indigenous. This avoids the need to
judge the suitability of any particular definition and increases the relevance of this study.

Since the socio-economic status of indigenous peoples residing in many high income
countries has been relatively well-documented (see, for example, census data provided by
United States Census Bureau 2004 and Statistics Canada 2008, on Australia’s indigenous
peoples by Pink and Allbon 2008, or on the Maori peoples by New Zealand Ministry of Social
Development 2008), this chapter emphasizes differences in indicator levels between
indigenous groups and their encompassing countries for low and middle income countries;
data on high income countries from censuses and previous studies are also provided for
comparison. Which peoples and indicators can actually be included in this study is
constrained heavily by the availability of data. The study draws principally on Demographic
and Health Surveys (DHS) and Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) since they allow
calculation of indicators that most closely measure progress under the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) while being computable or available for as many peoples as
possible. These datasets record basic information on sampled household members as well
as detailed health information on women typically aged between 15 and 50 to 60 years old
depending on the dataset; similar information may be collected from males also depending
on the dataset. With this data, five indicators are presented in this study which reflect the
MDGs on eradicating poverty and hunger, universal education, gender equality and child
health: (1) the under five mortality rate over the past ten years, (2) the prevalence of safe
water deprivation calculated as the proportion of individuals with a water source being
either more than 15 minutes away or being surface water or unimproved springs, (3) the
prevalence of stunting calculated as the proportion of children under three years old whose
height-for-age ratio is less than -3 standard deviations for the international reference
population, (4) the male and female literacy rate, and (5) the male and female country-
specific net primary enrolment rate. For several of these countries, per capita household
consumption relative to the national average is also presented from a variety of budget and
expenditure surveys!l. The appendix contains details and sources of the indicators. In
addition to the information required to calculate these indicators, the household survey
datasets typically contain information on the respondent’s self-identified ethnicity or the
respondent’s language either spoken at home or with the enumerator. With this
information, this study calculates and presents the indicators among the surveyed sub-
samples who identify either ethnically or linguistically with the peoples satisfying any
definition of indigenous.

1 The author is grateful to Claudio Montenegro for providing all calculations of per capita
consumption.



However, of interest to this study is not just the indicator levels among the members of a
particular people who were sampled in these surveys, but also the indicator levels among
those members who were not sampled. Since the surveys used in this study are not
representative of ethnic or linguistic groups, the development indicators of their samples
may differ from that of their peoples as a whole primarily for two reasons: because (1) an
individual’s wellbeing may be correlated with his or her tendency to identify ethnically with
or speak the language of a particular people and because (2) an individual’s wellbeing may
be correlated with his or her likelihood to be included in the sample. First, if wellbeing
positively correlates with the tendency of an individual to identify with a people, then the
wellbeing of the sample will overstate the development of the people since those of lower
wellbeing would be underrepresented. Alternatively, if wellbeing negatively correlates with
the tendency to identify, then the sample understates the people’s wellbeing. Evidence of
these types of correlations exists, for example, when language is used to identify indigenous
peoples in Latin America; the process of language-shift, or loss of an indigenous language in
favour of Spanish, is more prevalent among less remote settlements with better MDG
outcomes. Also, in India and Nepal, the processes of “sanskritization”, when tribal people
identify with non-tribal people, or “de-sanskritization”, when non-tribal people identify as
tribal, are often closely linked to well-being. Second, if a people’s wellbeing and the
likelihood of their inclusion in the sample is positively correlated, then the sample over-
represents the wellbeing of the people; in cases of a negative correlation, the sample under-
represents their wellbeing. An individual’s inclusion in the sample hinges on both being in a
household included in the sampling frame and second being present at the time of the
interview if his or her household is drawn for interview. The link between remoteness,
mobility and well-being of many of the peoples studied in this chapter, including, for
example, the forest peoples of the Congo Basin, Hill Tribes of Southeast Asia or the
pastoralists of the Sahel, present likely sources of correlation between wellbeing and
sample inclusion; for example, the latest Thai census of 2000 excludes “hill tribes having no
permanent place of residence” (Boonperm 2004:3). In order to help establish how the
development indicators of samples correspond to that of their respective peoples’
populations, this study presents characteristics of peoples drawn from ethnographic and
other qualitative studies related to how wellbeing correlates (1) with the tendency of an
individual to identify ethnically or linguistically with the people, (2) with the likelihood of
being included in the census and therefore the sampling frame, and (3) with the likelihood
of being present at the time of interview.

Each section begins with a discussion of which peoples are considered to be or satisfy at
least one of the various definitions of indigenous in a region; results for these core MDG-like
indicators are then compared across groups and against national averages followed by a



discussion of their representativity. The chapter begins with Africa, followed by Asia and
the Pacific, Latin America, and concludes with North America.2

Africa

Saugestad (2008) attributes the introduction of the concept of “indigenous” in Africa to the
first UN decade on Indigenous peoples (Minde 2008:10) which witnessed the recognition
and trans-national organization of Africa’s indigenous peoples including the creation of the
Indigenous People of Africa Coordinating Committee (IPACC) in 1997 and the adoption of
the report of the Working Group of Experts on Indigenous Populations by the Africa
Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights (ACHPR) in 2003. Recognition of a
“communality” among African groups identifying as indigenous also emerged during this
period and forms the concept of indigeneity currently underlying the IPACC, the ACHPR,
and other organizations; this communality includes the occupation or use of territory prior
to others, political or economic marginalization, and the display of cultural characteristics,
mode of production and identity “that link hunting and herding peoples with their home
environments in deserts and forests,” among others (Saugestad 2008:165). This concept of
indigeneity is typically associated with peoples traditionally engaged in “transhumant
pastoralism, hunting and gathering, and drylands horticulture including oasis cultures”
(Saugestad 2008:165; IPACC 2007).

The ACHPR, IWGIA and IPACC provide examples of peoples who identify as indigenous and
satisfy this broad definition: these include the forest peoples of central and southern Africa,
pastoralist groups in West Africa including the Fulani and Tuareg peoples, forest peoples in
eastern Africa such as the Ogiek, as well as pastoralists groups in eastern Africa including
the Somali, Afars, Maasai and others (ACHPR 2006:15-16; Wassendorf 2008). However, the
existing data provides only a small sample for forest peoples such as the Pygmies and San
Bushmen, and groups such as the Ogiek are not recorded in the samples at all. Additionally,
there is not widespread agreement on many peoples’ classification as indigenous; for
example, some governments and organizations reject many pastoralist groups’ claims to
being indigenous.

Central and Southern Africa

The equatorial forests of the Congo Basin are home to an estimated 300,000 to 500,000
“Pygmy” hunter-gatherer forest peoples while the Kalahari Depression is the traditional
home for the estimated 85,000 to 90,000 hunter-gatherer “San” bushmen (Ohenjo et al.

2 The Saami, known previously as “Laplanders,” are generally defined as indigenous in Europe and
live in northern Scandinavia; however, they have been the subject of relatively few studies and
empirical development data on them as a whole is generally not available (Dixon and Scheurell 1995:
176). Lund (2008) cites the assimilation policies of their encompassing nation-states as removing the
focus on ethnicity as well as the collection of ethnicity information.



2006) in southern Africa. Table 1 presents human development indicators for sampled
households identifying either ethnically or linguistically with these groups.

Previous research on the health of the Congo Basin forest peoples is limited, but Ohenjo et
al. (2006) have compiled some health statistics from various field studies from the 1980s
and 1990s and found under five mortality rates ranging from 27 percent among the
Mbendjele in northern Republic of Congo to 40 percent among the Twa in Uganda. Forest
peoples inhabit ten central African countries (Kéhler and Lewis 2002), but many of the DHS
and MICS for these countries either do not contain information with which to identify forest
people or contain only a few households in the sample; their human development and
relative consumption estimates are presented in Table 1. Among the few sampled
households, under five mortality rates ranged from 16 percent in Gabon to 29 percent in the
Republic of Congo representing significant departures from the corresponding national
averages. Among the 39 households included in the Republic of Congo DHS, only 4.5 percent
of females are literate while just under 30 percent of males are literate compared to
national averages of 79 percent and 90 percent, respectively. Net primary enrolment among
boys from these households is less than a third of the national average at 25 percent and,
among girls, half the national average at 41 percent.

How representative these sample-based indicators are of the actual population of forest
peoples depends on how the indicator levels of the households who were excluded from the
sample differ from those which were included. The mobility and isolation of forest peoples
reduces the likelihood of inclusion in censuses (Turnbull 1965: 26; Knight 2003: 90) and
subsequently the household survey sampling frames. Forest people generally “lead a semi-
sedentary life, and cultivate crops to some extent, although they still maintain forest life,
depending largely on the wild animals and plants, at least for a part of the year” (Ichikawa
and Kimura 2003: 4), but the extent to how sedentary a particular band is varies. For
example, in Sato’s (1991) study of Baka forest people in the Sangha river area in north
western Republic of Congo, all forest people were primarily sedentary and settled next to
roads or rivers although some still participated in short hunting and gathering excursions
into the forest. In Knight's (2003) study of the Bongo and other forest peoples of Gabon,
almost all bands had settlements next to roads or rivers, but many occupied them only
during the rainy seasons; during the dry season, they lived deeper in the forest engaging in
hunting and gathering (Knight 2003: 93). This seasonal occupancy of base settlements
during the rainy seasons is also described in a number of studies of the “Mbuti” and “Efe”
forest peoples in DRC (Bahuchet 1991: 213) and is problematic for inclusion in the DHS
samples since these surveys are generally conducted during the dry seasons. While more
sedentary settlements imply a greater likelihood of access to public facilities as exemplified
by the most sedentary settlements in Knight's (2003:92) study having access to a school
and electricity, health conditions among households living in more sedentary bands can be
poorer than those living in less sedentary bands as documented by Dounais and Froment
(2006). In their study, poor living conditions and poor sanitation among sedentary Mbuti in
DRC, Aka in Cameroon, and Kola and Medjan in Cameroon cause higher instances of
transmissible and parasitic diseases than would have occurred in less sedentary life in the



forest. Additionally, they find the hunting and gathering lifestyle supply better diets to
forest peoples; an excess intake of “energy-dense foods that are rich in fat and free sugars
but low in complex carbohydrates” were consumed among sedentarized Baka and Kola
forest peoples (Dounais and Froment 2006: 31). More sedentary forest people may also be
less well off than the less sedentary if they were forced to sedentarize due to poor hunting
and gathering conditions; Knight (2003) reports how the Bagama groups in south western
Gabon near the coast have been forced to sedentarize because “forest resources in the area
have been seriously depleted through prolonged logging” (Knight 2003: 95).

Table 1 also presents estimates for “San” bushmen peoples in Namibia. Among the 81
households identifying linguistically with the San language in the 2006 Namibia DHS, the
under 5 mortality rate for the preceding 10 years is 104 per 1000, much higher than the 69
per 1000 of the national sample. The water deprivation rate of 25.6 percent is three times
higher than the national average. The literacy rate of males at 37.1 percent is less than half
that of the national sample while for females it is less than one third of the national sample
at 23.9 percent. The net primary enrolment rate for males is just over half that of the
national sample at 44.8 percent and for girls it stands at 63.9 percent. However, these
indicators may be worse than that of their population since many Bushman people in
Namibia have been displaced and forced into resettlement camps with poor living and
health conditions (Ohenjo et al. 2006).

West Africa

The two major pastoralist peoples in West Africa are the Fulani and Tuareg who, among
others, are included as examples of peoples identifying as indigenous by the ACHPR and
IWGIA (ACHPR 2006:15-16; Wassendorf 2008). Table 2 presents human development
indicators for households sampled in either the DHS or MICS who identify ethnically with
either of these groups or speak one of their languages. Relative per-capita household
consumption levels for these households are also presented when available.

The Fulani (or Fulbe, Peul and Peuhl among other names) inhabit much of the Sahel and
consequently emerge in all west African DHS and MICS surveys which record a respondent’s
self-reported ethnicity or language. As Table 2 reveals, the wellbeing of the sampled Fulani
households varies by country. The under five mortality rate among sampled households
over the preceding ten years ranges from 133 per 1000 live births in the Benin 2006 sample
to 268 per 1000 in the 2003 sample and 288 per 1000 in the 1998 sample of foulfouldé
speakers for Burkina Faso. The prevalence of safe water deprivation exhibits a similar wide
range for the sampled Fulani households. In the 2005 Guinea sample, 60.6 percent of
members of sampled Fulani households had either access only to surface water or only to
water that was more than 15 minutes away in each direction; in the 2006 Mali sample, 3.8
percent of the members of households identifying ethnically as Fulani were subject to safe
water deprivation. The prevalence of nutrition among children, measured as the proportion
of children under 3 whose height for age ratios are less than -3 standard deviations of the
international reference population, varies from 35.5 percent of children among foulfouldé
speakers in the 2003 Burkina Faso sample down to 8.3 percent among the Fulani in the
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2005 Senegal sample. The largest disparity between male and female literacy rates among
sampled Fulani occurs in the 2006 Mali sample where 22.6 percent of sampled males are
literate compared to only 5.9 percent of females. The lowest net primary enrolment rates
for sampled Fulani children are in the 2006 Benin sample and the 2003 Burkina Faso
sample of around 14 percent. Departures in the wellbeing of sampled Fulani from the
average levels of their encompassing countries vary. In Benin, the under five mortality rate
in the preceding ten years for the Fulani sample falls slightly below the national sample
average while in the Burkina Faso sample the rate for the Fulani of 250 per 1000 differs
starkly from the national average of 193.

There exists extensive ethnographic and other research on the Fulani with which to
understand how these indicator levels for the households included in these samples
correspond to those excluded. One important determinant of this correspondence stems
from a combination of the Fulani’s traditional mobility and the low capacity of low income
countries to sufficiently include highly mobile or isolated sub-populations in their census or
DHS and MICS sampling frames. For example, the Sahelian ecology in conjunction with the
loss of herding lands to sedentary farming and game reserves, systematically force portions
of the Fulani population to abandon nomadism and become sedentary due to, as Burnham
(1999:279) describes, “impoverishment through cattle disease, drought and other
foreseeable, but unpredictable, natural risks”. This settlement of impoverished Fulani
potentially causes the sampled households’ indicator levels to understate the population’s
human development since the mobility of those better-off, nomadic Fulani decreases the
likelihood of their inclusion in the survey sample. This understatement, however, may be
offset if detrimental ecological factors do not cause households to sedentarize but instead
cause them to increase their mobility or to permanently migrate to a different area,
excluding them from surveys. Basset and Zwéli (1999) document such migration patterns in
response to deteriorating grazing conditions among the Fulani in the Katiali area of
northern Cote d’'Ivoire; while some households responded to these conditions by leaving the
area permanently, others adopted a seasonal, 100-150 kilometre southern transhumance
during the dry season returning with the rainfall in late May and June. A similar response to
deteriorating herding conditions is reported by van Driel (1999) for Fulani pastoralists
along the Niger River valley in the Karimama area of northern Benin. This increase in
household mobility or permanent migration in response to declining herding conditions
reduces the likelihood that the affected households would be included in the survey
samples relative to the unaffected households, especially since surveying generally occurs
during the dry seasons. The correspondence of the sampled indicators is also affected by the
correlation between the tendency of an individual to identify with Fulani and his or her
wellbeing. Both a positive and negative correlation are evident: while impoverished and
non-nomadic Fulani often maintain their identity (Burnham 1999: 279), “others leave
society and survive on newly-established networks” (de Bruijn 1999: 302). In a study of
street youth in Dakar by Understanding Children’s Work (2007), 66 percent of children
were of Fulani origin.



Accompanying the Fulani in parts of the Sahel, but more predominantly in the deserts
surrounding the west Saharan massifs of Ahaggar, Tassili-n-Ajjer, Air, and Adrar-n-Iforas,
are the semi-nomadic Tuareg peoples (Keenan 2004: 68). As Table 2 reveals, their
households emerge in data from Burkina Faso, Niger, and Mali where they are also
identified as speakers of their Berber language, Tamachek (Seligman, 2006: 22). Similar
variations in indicator levels exist for the sampled Tuareg. For example, the under five
mortality rate ranges from 145 per 1000 among the sampled speakers of Tamachek in the
2006 Mali sample up to 274 among Fulani in the 2003 Burkina Faso sample. Differences
between the national average and various indicators for the Tuareg also vary. The water
deprivation rate among sampled Fulani household members in the 2003 Burkina Faso
sample is more than twice the national average of 24.4 percent while stunting rates are
similar to the national averages. Like the Fulani, the Tuareg are subject to the same
ecological phenomena which link settlement and mobility patterns to poverty consequently
affecting how their survey sampled indicators correspond to that of their population. This is
exemplified by Rasmussen’s (2004) study of Tuareg settlement patterns in an area near the
Air massif of central Niger. While Tuareg peoples have generally maintained their
traditional economic mode of pastoralism, trans-desert caravan trade, and sedentary oasis
gardening (Rasmussen 2002: 237), more households in this area were becoming less mobile
by adopting oasis gardening or becoming more mobile by participating in migrant labor in
response to deteriorating herding conditions (Rasmussen 2004: 7).

East Africa

The Horn of Africa’s diverse climates support a number of different pastoralist and agro-
pastoralist groups (Smith 1992: 169), and several included among the examples of peoples
identifying as indigenous by the ACHPR and IWGIA (ACHPR 2006:15-16; Wassendorf 2008)
emerge in the Demographic and Health Surveys for Ethiopia and Kenya. Those with samples
of around 100 households or more include the Somali generally located in the Ogaden,
Somalia, and north eastern Kenya; the Affar of central Ethiopia; the semi-pastoral Maasai
located through the Rift Valley and highlands of central and southern Kenya as well as
northern Tanzania (Spear 1993: 2, 3); and the Nuer between the Sobat and White Nile
rivers in Sudan and Ethiopia.

Table 3 presents indicator levels for the sampled households identifying either ethnically or
linguistically with these groups. In the latest surveys, the sampled Somali in Ethiopia have
lower rates of under five mortality at 93 per 1000 relative to the national sample, but a
much higher prevalence of safe water deprivation at 77.7 percent and stunting among
children at 31 percent; in the Kenya 2003 sample, their under five mortality rate exceeds
the national average at 172 per 1000 among Somali speakers but have close to the same
prevalence of water and slightly higher child stunting rate at 56.7 percent and 14.5 percent.
Somali households also exhibit large disparity in literacy rates between males and females
at, for example, 34.1 and 11.9 percent in Kenya and moderate disparities among net
primary enrolment rates for males and females. Among Afar households in the latest
Ethiopian survey, the infant mortality rate lies slightly below that of the national sample as



118 per 1000, but the safe water deprivation rate is 91.2 percent. The literacy rate among
males is 13.9 percent which is nearly five times that of the female literacy rate of 2.9
percent. A smaller but still large gender disparity exists in net primary enrolment rates as
well. The sampled Maasai households experienced lower under five mortality rates than the
national sample at 50 per 1000, a slightly higher prevalence of safe water deprivation at
72.7 percent, and a similar child stunting rate at 11.2 percent. Literacy and net primary
enrolment rates for the sampled Maasai are much lower than the national samples. The
Nuer households also exhibit low literacy and net primary enrolment rates, better child
nutrition and under five mortality rates, and a worse water deprivation rate than the
Ethiopian sample as a whole.

The factors that determine how accurate these peoples’ sampled household indicators are
for those households not included in the survey are largely similar to that of the west
African pastoralists: the ecology links wellbeing both positively and negatively to inclusion
in the sample by affecting mobility and sedentarization. Additional links are also evident.
For example, Getachew (2001) surveys Afar pastoralist households in and around the town
of Malka Warar in the Afar Region of Ethiopia and finds those with residences within towns
have much higher incomes than those with residences only outside of town (Getachew,
2001: 161, Table 14). This suggests those living in remote areas who are more likely to be
excluded from the household survey samples also have lower wellbeing. However, the
opposite is found in a study of Maasai household surveys in the Longido area in norther
Tanzania by Homewood et al. (2006). Here, it is the poorer households who locate closer to
towns in order to diversify their economic mode with wage labour as a response to pastoral
land scarcity resulting from commercial cultivation, conservation, and other reasons
(Homewood et al. 2006: 21). Survey enumeration during the dry season in conjunction with
unique seasonal migration patterns exemplify an additional reason for the sampled
household indicators to over- or understate that of their populations. Farah et al. (2004)
study the stock splitting strategy of Somali dromedary camel herders in the Moyale district
in northern Kenya’s rangelands where younger males accompany non-lactating animals to
distant pastures for grazing during the dry season months of December through March
while other household members remain with their lactating stock closer to their
settlements (Farah et al. 2004: 51). Since this will often occur during dry seasons, these
males who are accompanying the non-lactating stock further away from their more
permanent settlements would be under-represented in household samples. If human
development related factors such as school attendance determine whether a male remains
with the settlement instead of accompanying the lactating stock then males exhibiting these
factors would be overrepresented. However, this source of selection bias is unique to the
type of stock and does not apply uniformly to all Somali since those in different ecological
areas herd different types of stock such as cattle in Ethiopia’s Ogaden (Farah 1993: 62). The
dry season is also the most resource scarce time of year for Somali pastoralists (FSAU 2001:
3); surveying during or just after this period may understate the average of some indicators
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such as nutrition measures or access to water for the household’s full consumption cycle3.
Fieldwork for the Kenya 2003 DHS survey began just after the end of the dry season,
fieldwork for the Ethiopia 2000 DHS occurred during the dry season, while fieldwork for
the other surveys occurred in both seasons.

Summary

The lack of consensus on who is considered indigenous and the lack of data for many groups
such as the Ogiek limit the characterization of development among indigenous peoples in
Africa. For example, the Pygmy forest peoples and San bushmen have very few households
included in the national surveys examined here. Among these few households, though,
indicators are generally worse than those for their respective national samples. The other
peoples included in this study have larger sample sizes, and are primarily nomadic or semi-
nomadic pastoralists; however, there is less consensus about their status as indigenous. For
these peoples, under five mortality and child nutrition rates are high, and both may exceed
and fall below that of their national levels; water deprivation rates generally are higher than
the national levels. Education indicators for these peoples are lower than the national
averages and this gap as a proportion of the national levels is much higher than that of the
other indicators.

Since the peoples included in this section are traditionally mobile, either pursuing a
nomadic pastoralist or hunting and gathering economic mode, their mobility and settlement
patterns are important determinants for how the indicators for their sampled households
correspond to that for their people’s respective populations; generally, there is evidence of
both positive and negative correlations between wellbeing and survey inclusion. Further
qualitative research on the wellbeing of these peoples needs to understand the possible
links between settlement, mobility, and wellbeing and sample these peoples accordingly to
eliminate selection biases.

Asia and Pacific

While few national governments in Asia officially define subpopulations as indigenous,
exceptions include the Philippines and Nepal, in most countries the term is not
commonplace and some governments reject the concept entirely. Nevertheless, there exists
numerous self-defined indigenous organizations in the region. For example, the Asia
Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP) which began in 1992 and funded by numerous international
and national government agencies includes as members 28 organizations representing
peoples from South, South East, and East Asia and is in communication with 80 more (AIPP
2009). In addition, the IWGIA (Wessendorf 2008) discusses several peoples who identify as
indigenous.

3 Additionally, the previous civil conflict in Somalia and the ongoing insecurity has left approximately
500,000 Somalis living in refugee camps in Kenya and Ethiopia (Luling 2002: 227).
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Many peoples are either represented by the AIPP or its affiliates or are included among the
peoples discussed by the IWGIA. In South Asia, these include the Adivasi or Scheduled
Tribes of India, the Adavasi Janajati of Nepal, the “Jumma” peoples of the Chittagong Hill
Tracts and others of Bangladesh, and the Vadda of Sri Lanka. The Ainu of northern Japan
and the Okinawans of the Ryukyu Islands, the indigenous peoples of Taiwan, and several
minority groups concentrated mainly in southwest China but also the east and north
comprise the peoples generally considered indigenous in East Asia. Those in Southeast Asia
primarily include the hill tribe peoples in the highlands of Vietnam, Laos, Thailand, and
Myanmar such as the Hmong, Kammu, Karen, and others, as well as the Orang Asli of
Peninsular Malaysia, the Orang Ulu of Sarawak, the Igorot of the Luzon Cordillera and the
Lumad of Mindanao in the Philippines, the masyarakat adap including the komunitas
terpencil of Indonesia and over half the inhabitants of West Papua. The Government of
Australia defines the Aboriginal and Torres Straight Islanders as indigenous while the Maori
of New Zealand are those generally defined as indigenous. Using these definitions of
indigenous, the Asia and Pacific region has the highest absolute number of indigenous
peoples of around 230 million (see Introduction).

Census data and health studies are available 