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Onc often cuines scross the iden that social scienlists musi refran from expressing opinions
which can be characterized as political, 1t is high time we all recognize this dilemma s pant
of an old decirine of academic conduct inherent in conlemporary social science. Any
concern with politically sensiiive issues can be branded as “political,” due among other
reasans. 1o the Tact that our rescarch draws its dala from human reality, which is #f the same
time the very objeet of activitics and decisions of politicians.

Confronted by a world where penocide, exploitation and deprivation of control over
one’s own life are constant facts of life for [ellow human beings, social science must
become the indefatipable eye watching over human inviolability, Only then will the social
scientist become anything more than a predator consuming datu. And only then will the
concept of responsibilie mean more than a buttonhole flonker worn at academic cereme-
nies,

- Helge Kleivan (20}

INTRODUCTION

Up until a few decades ago, it was a rarity for an anthropologist to take a stand
on behalf of the tribe from sthe studied. The idea of an unbinsed or value-free
social science so permeated the profession that it was considered “unscientif-
ic” to judge the policies and programs affecting native people, even if these
resulted in profound changes in their ways of life, Helge Kleivan, founder and
president of IWGIA (the International Work Group for Indigenous Affuirs,
one of the first internationa) indigenous advocacy organizations, based in
Copenhagen), from 1968 until his death in 1983, sought to challenge the idea
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of a value-free social science for its implicit support of the very premises of
the estublished social order.

It took a long time for anthropologists to become aware that their studics
have a political relevance for native people. Perhaps the general questioning
that took place in the discipline in the 1960s and the averall political climate
in the world at that time, together with the outrage of concerned citizens at
continuing crimes against native people, forced anthropologists to redirect
their thinking towards a more relevant inguiry. But, they first had to recognize
and break their ties with colonial ideclogies that had, after all, given birtls to
anthropology, A great deal of damage had by then been done to native, people
because of this legacy, so, anthrepologists had to seck to create a dislog with
native people, who by then were organizing into effective political move-
ments—a dialog in which anthropologists would offer their services to native
struggles. Nearly 20 years have passed since this sevolution in an-
thropological perspective began to take place, and the task of this review is to
evihuate how anthropelogical advocaey came to be u legitimate undertaking
and where it stands today.

Specifically, the numerous advocacy organizations that have sprung up
since the 1960s, writings by anthiropologists in the same vein, literature of
what is called the "Fourth World,” and public pronouncements of indigenous
spokespersons and groups on public policy fowards native pecple regularly
contain anthropological assumptions, claims, and implications. They and the
problems that prempt them have the status of anthropological data in their
own right and, as such, pose challenges to anthropological theory. Neither
this challenge nor the theoretical implications of indigenous advocacy policies
have received serious anthropological attention. This review sceks {o answer
the question of whether and bow anthropelogical theory has made contribu-
tions towards the formulntion of relevant perspectives and critical guidelines
for the politics of native peoples’ struggles and the policies of advocacy
organizations,

Over the vears, native peoples have offercd reflections on the strengths and
weaknesses of anthropology and anthropologists. Indianist writers such as
Vine Deloria (46) have made fun of, insulted, and generally raked over the
roie of anthropologists in native comnunities. In many cases, it was impor-
tant to do so; but it is also instructive (o explain how and why anthropologists
have done a disservice to native people and how the profession began to
review its procedures, goals, and cthics, and to challenge the ways its
practitioners conducted their inquiries.

Here T attempt 1o trace the development and prow(h of an alliance between
anthropalogical perspectives and native peoples’ strupgles. Although my
discussion begins with F9th-century evolutionism, my emphasis is on the
period from approximately the 1940s ta the present. Rather than concentrating
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on any ene country, my discussion sceks to paint, in bread strokes, the
concerns of North American, Latin American, and Europcan anthropology,
showing, where appropriate. the convergence of thought and its translation
into similar theoretical perspectives.

I argue that the ideological underpinnings of 19th-century evolutionism
supported the military conguest and colonization of native peeples, while
early structural-functionalist models presented native cultures as incapahje of
self-determination. Acculturation studics, synonymous in some countries
with applied anthropology, in general assumed that the processes of infegra-
tion and assimilation of native peoples into national socicties were inevitable
and hence supported official indigenist policies. Action-oriented approaches,
developing out of North American applicd anthropology, began to pay more
critical attention 1o the role of anthropologists in native communities. Ethno-
history also began as a methodelogy in service to native land claims. The
“Urgent Anthropology™ of the 19505 and 1960s represented more a crisis in
anthropolegy than a serious questioning of the disciplines ethics and poals, In
the late 19603, ethnicity theories soupht to understand the emerging peliticiza-
tion, or “tnbalism™ of native peoples in several arcas of the world. With their
critique of the “celonial situation,” these anthropologists began to look critl-
cally at the legacy and goals of the profession, "awakening™ 1o their ethical
responsibilities, and directing their interests to the concerns of native peoples.
Continuing crimes of genocide in Brazil, Paraguay, and Colombia pressed
these anthropologists to take more definitive stands,

One of the most significant results of this “awakening”™ was the Declaration
of Barbados in 1971, which became the manifesto of anthropology’s alliance
with the liberation struggles of native people. Indiznist writers in various
countrics also began to define their situatien in terms of a “Fourth Worid”
consciousness—the notion that indigenous peoples throughout the world are
united by their common situation as disenfranchised peopie, whose existence
depends on 2 moral claim but who challenge the First World to examine its
institutions, structures, and values, which have left ndigenous peoples
powerless and dependent (80, §9).

The 1978s witnessed a tremendous flourishing of indipenous and advocacy
crganizations as the consciousness became clearer and the commitment of
anthrorologists took on more concrete forms. Theoretical issues such as
cthnicity were more sharply defined both in practical terms of concrete
strategics as well as in longer-range goals of the kind of future, or “concrete
utopias.” native peoples were struggling for. Anthropological perspectives
helped 1o clarify these issucs.

Development theory, long a concern of the social sciences, came to have a
new significance. Initially serving to explain situations of dependency in the
Third World, analyses were extended to the “viciims™ of development

o
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or progress, and the government policies of devejopment. Advocacy orga-
pizations came to serve the important function of “watchdogs,” monitoring
the effects of development on native peoples worldwide and bringing cases of
human rights violations before international forims. Advocacy hecame more
linked with international human rights law and institutions and the an-
thropalogists’ task more oriented to the development of adequate legal codes,
At the same time, the critique of development shifted its focus 1o “alternative
models of development™ and the possibilities of reforinulating development
planning to include the concerns of—and even control by—native people.
With this direction, the fundamental issue of self-determination found its
strongest support. In concluding, 1 outline several of the ways that the work
continues, and certain issues that stil) need to be addressed,

Given the limitations of space and resources availabie at the time of
writing, 1t was impossible to include all that could be said about this history,
the actors and orpanizations important to it. 1 consider, for example, neither
the role of the charches in the emergence of indigenous movements nor, 1o
any significant extent, indigenous issues in party politics. Over the period of
writing. | alse considered several possible approaches to the topic—e.g. the
uses of perspectives developed in anthropelogy by official indigenist agen-
cies; the use of a vasiety of anthropological perspectives in support of a
particular advocacy campaign—but again, limitations of space prevented
considering these questions in detail. Finally, numerous subtopics are only
mentioned. such as medical and health work, filmmaking and the use of the
media,

THE FORMATION OF ANTHROPOLOGICAL
ADVOCACY

From Evolutionism to Urgent Anthropology

With a few exeeptions, the early reflections of anthropologists on the in-
digenous guestion can be characterized by two uain lines of thought: those
emphasizing culturalist analvses and those emphasizing economic analysces,
Both of these Hnes were strongly influenced by the cultural and sociul
evolutionism. or Darwinism. of the mid-19th century. Both viewed in-
digenous socictics as “backward, inferior races™ that nevertheless could,
through normal evelutionary processes. progress and develop towards the
“modern” conditions of Western society, seen as the jdeal,

Accarding to the cuitural theorists, the “problem™ of indigenous peopic is
that their "backwardness™ is due (o their traditional cultures, which impeded
their development as well as the progress of Western sociely, Where outright
military conquest was not used as the “solution,”™ then foreed acculturation
{that is, the acquisition by native peoples of the traits of the dominant eulture
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and the concomitant loss of their own cultures), particularly through educa-
tion, was the principal means for integrating native people into the national
society. As Stocking {cited in 77) has pointed out, one of the main themes of
19th century anthropoiogy. that of acculturation, “was not of academic
interest atone, for it direetly served the interest of colonial penctration,” This
utifitarian aspect of applied social sciences remained valid both in the “direct
rele” stages—i.¢. military conguest and colonization—and that of “indirect’
rute™ (17).

The second main line of thought, exemplified by social change theorists,
took several forms, the first being Continental anthropology, specifically
British structural-functionalismy of the carly 20th century, which emphasized
the uniqueness of cultures and the notion of diversity of cultures. The
structural-functionalists nat only suggested that it was mpossible for one
culture to develop into ancther, “higher™ form, but also that cultures had to be

studicd in terms of their internal structures and functions, statically con- ||

ceived. In South Africa, where Radeliffe-Brown and Malinowski studied the
“soctal change™ of “contact™ situations, they sought to find ways in which the
natives could hest be helped to improve and adjust to the colonial status quo.
They spoke of “acentturation” and “westernization” to desciibe the inevitable
effects of contact, bul soupht to preserve, insofar as possible, native cultures
from #s deswuctive aspects (77). The methodelogy of the structural-
functionalists not only ignored the analysis of historical relations of power
between colonial socictics and native people, but also denied that other
cultures could and sheuld deternmine their own futures. [t was this denial of the
worth and viability of native cultures that explains why there developed so
much hostility on the part of native peoples of Africa and the Americas
towards anthropologists, Entities disconnected and isolated from cach other,
native cultures became merely the objects of anthropological possession and
the testing of theories (62, 77).

In Latin American anthropology, particularty Mexican in the ecarly 20th
century, native cultures were described in terms of a “classist” form of
analysis (8, 12, 87), as precapitalist, feudal, or neofendal; and the objectives
of applied soctal sciences were to integrate native people into the capitalist
system so that, later, they could be a part of the future socialist system (8, 12).
The integration of the Indian would be accomplished through the “proletariza-
tion” or “campesini-cacidn” of the Indian. for peasants and laborers were
considered as the only exploited classes. Ethnie guestions were unimportant
to the objective of the end of economic exploitation and, in fact, impeded
progress towards that end (56). In the euphoria of the post-Revelutionary
period in Mexico, “wha could doubt the convenience of incorporating the
Indian into the national society which everyday saw itself as more democratic
and just™ (127
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Hence the objective of anthropolegy in Mexico and clsewhere was the
integration of the Indian into national society, which necessarily implicd the
denial of an autonomous identity. Regardless of the humanistic intent of the
First Inter-American Indigenist Conference held in Patzcuero, Michoacdn, in
1640, its goal was strongly steeped in the ethnocentrisin of the times, Indians
were considered incapable of formulating their own problems; hence an-
thiropologists and indigenists had to speak in their naume, as their redeemers.
Nolasco Armas (87) hus justly criticized applied anthropology, synonymaus
with indigenism in Mexico, as profoundly celonialist in its objectives (15,
18). o

Qutside of Latin America. applicd anthropology took several forms, differ-
ing rrofoundly in political stance but both important for the directions of
future indigenist work. Brtish social anthropology, as in the works of Lucy
Mair and Raymond Firth, {for example, insisted on a neutrality and technical
rigor in conducting appiied policy-related studies, It was considered “un-
sclenttfic’ to pass judpment on efficial policics towards native peoples, In
part. this attitude reflected a strategy adopted by anthropologists in light of
their own poweriessness and incapacity to intervene in social precesses and
colonial policies. The anthrepaologist’s role was to fit in, as technical special-
ists in the colonial process (57, 78).

The second form is represented by the works of George Foster, whose
idcology was more assistance-oriented znd moedemizing: The role of the
anthropologist is 1o describe and undertake community-improvement pro-
grams, the ultimate goal of which are “to make the world a better place to
live™ (58). This voluntary humanitarianism, albeit burdened by cthnocentric
presuppositions, conirasts with the non-interventionism of the British.

Finally, the third form might be called “action anthropology™ and is
exemplificd by such projects as the Fox Project, Vicos, and others. Here, the
anthropelogist’s role is most strongly developed, as administrator, decision-
maker, and rescarcher. The key difference from the previeus two approaches
is that the anthropologist works together with the community, establishes
principles to which action must cenform, defines priorities and goals, sclects
forms and areas of intervention, and coordinates technical contributions 1o
projects. A project begins to take shape when, upon evaluation of the cultural
characteristcs of the group, the pessibilities for allernatives are determined.
The elaboration of a project seeks to maxumize the realization of community
interests. To do that, the project has to be thought of and operationalized in
alliance with the community, respecting its cuitural code and secking a
favorzble adapiation to the natural and human environment. The project is not
intended 1o crcate a new reality but to add to the actual situation of the
pepulation. cnhancing the possibilities and opportunitics that native com-
munities have in their historical situation (51, 109). 1 have menticned this
third form in detail for | believe it provides a crucial basis for many indigenist

-
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action or assistance programs promoted by advocacy organizations later in the
1970s (51, 52, 67, 84).

Another direction of North American anthropology in the 1950s that proved

uscful to native people was the study of cthnohistory, which developed as a
result of the nced for historical rescarch to verify native land claims, subse-
quent to the passage of the Land Claims Act. Since then, cthnohistory has
become a key methodelogical tool for revising and decolonizing Native
American histories, as Trigger has recently pointed out (110},

At the time applied anthropology was being conceptoalized, between 1952
and 1968, there arosc in the international academic community a plea for
“urgent™ anthropological studics te be done among tribal societies, because
they were considered o be in the process of “disoppearing.” Hence an®
thropologists felt a need to “save™ the testimony of aboriginal cultures in the
face of what was called the “tragedy of anthropology™ (59). International
cammittees were formed to transtate this need into urgent rescarch projects,
But the flurry of research activities that resulted (in Colombia, for exaniple)
was more concerned, as Fricdemann has pointed out (59), with “data in the
process of cxtinction” than with the well-being of the people studied. It
provoked negative reactions from nationals who resented the cxpropriation of
data (59). It was not until the Fiyst Barbados Symposium in 1970 that
anthropoiogists began to Jook seriously at their commitment to the peoples
they studicd.

Ethnicity and the New Social Sciences

In the late 19605, ethnicity became the focus of a theoretical concern in social
and political anthropelogy that was to have a profound influcnce on the
direction of work with native peoples. Many factors contribuied to this
inteliectual change: political crises in the Third World, the writings of Franz
Fanon and others of newly independent Third World countries, critical cur-
rents in First World countries, ete {12, 55}, Fredrik Barth’s study of ethnicity
not only constituted 2 total revision of the culturalist perspective and studics
of aceulturation, but also came 10 serve as a basis for anthiropelogical criteria
of cthnic identity and definitions. In countries such us Brazil, it was frequent-
Iy used in discussions about official “recognition” of indigenous peoples and
the criteria of cthnic identity (9, 97). At the same time, Abner Cohen's
discussion of cthnicity as the political dimension of organized groups, in the
context of the phenomenon of “retribalization™ of cthnic groups in urban
Africa (27), demonstrated the dynamic and innovative character of these
movements (97, 79),

In Latin America, studics of ethnicity predate even the two above-
mentioned works and ¢an be seen especially in the writings of the Brazilian
anthropelogist R, C. de Oliveira (48, 49). Departing from a critique of
accubturation studics, and faking as a basic object of study “inter-cthnic
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contact”™ (understood as a dimension and result of colonial processés), de
Oliveira incorporated concepts and theoretical positions that had alse been
developing in England, through the monographs of Gluckman and Turner,
and which represent a critical revision of functionalist anthropology’s treat-
ment of “social change” (49). De Ofiveira’s mode! of “interethnic friction”
and notion of the “potential for integration™—which secks to account for the
structural variubles that dircct the perspectives and levels of articulation and
participation of native peoples in the national socicty—provided the basis for
a number of significant studies of interethnic relations involving indigenous
peaples of Brazil. De Cliveira later developed this model into a theory of
ethnic identity {50).

In other countries, such as Mexico and Peru, there was a similar redirecting
of anthropological studies towards understanding the ethnic and political
dimensions of the indigenous sitation (8). Coupled with a profound criticism
of the social sciences as & “celonized”™ and colonizing enterprise, these
anthropoelopists proclaimed their political stance in defense of indigenous
sclf-detenmination, questioning the power of nation-states to delermine in-
digenous policy, as supported by theories of acculturation and secind change
{8). Here again, definitions of the “colonial situation™ and “internal colonial-
ism (15, 16, 105) were critical to these analyses.

North American anthropeology was similarly going through a process of
soul-searching at the end of the 1960s, particularly questioning the legacy of
anthropelogy, the geals of the discipline, and its relations to wider political
trends in American society and the world, At the annual mectings of the
American Anthropological Association, and in professional joumals, an-
thropotogists raised questions about the social responsibility of their disci-
pline, the cthics of field rescarch, and the selations wmong anthropologists,
communities, and govermments. During this tinie, some anthropologists
called for a more relevant tvpe of work that would speak to the pressing social
and political issues of the day (71, 02).

Perhaps one of the crucial factors in the erystallization of these new
postures was the critical situation of Indians o Brazil and other South
American countries at the end of the 1960s. Evidence of genocide in these
countrics had been compiled in official reports and made known to the
international community through the press, publications (61, 70, 91, 120),
and pleas from Brazilian anthropologists for international concern. There was
an immediate response, particularly from European anthropologists who not
only expressed their concern but also took steps to moenitor, on a continuing
basis, the situatien of indigenous peoples worldwide, In 1968, a Resolution
was adopted by the International Union of Anthropological and Ethnological
Sciences calling for the protection of native peoples and their cuitures from

“progress” resulting in ethnocide {cultural destruction) and destruction of

4
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identity, if not genocide. The IUAES appointed an international commitice on
genocide and forced acculturation, chaired by Fredrik Barth (62). Also in
1968, the International Work Group for Indigencus Aflairs was founded by
Helge Kleivan i Denmark.  From  1970-1972, scveral international
organizztions—including the newly formed Primitive Peoples’ Fund (later,
Survival International) of London, sent fact-gathering missions to Brazil to
ohserve the conditions of the Indians (66). Brazilian social sciemtists and
North American anthropotogists criticized officin]l Brazilian policy towards
the Indian, as proposed in the 1970 version of the Indian Statute (43, 120). In

response 1o this international pressure, the President of Brazit signed a spate -

of decrees and legislation concerning Indian reserves. Despite the effectives
ness of this protest, however, and the importance of the gestures by an-
thropologists, a more penectrating analysis was still needed of the larger
economic processes, particularly the integration of South American countrics
into the international capitalist system, which created situations of genocide
and forced accubivration, b, Ribeiro had first pointed in this directiosy of
analysis, later developed by Davis (39, 43 see below for further discussion).

Barbados 1

In this context, the World Counctl of Churches, Progrum to Combat Rag-
ism—-long concerned with liberation struggles of indigenous peoples against
racism—invited cthnelegists of the University of Beme (Switzerland) to
organize a Sympostam on Inter-Ethnic Contact in South America, the results
of which would serve as the basis of formulating church programs and
policics. Eleven anthropologists of the Americas {onc from Europe), all of
whorm represented the position of the New Social Sciences, participated in the
Symposium. A key document was produced, “The Declaration of Barbados
for the Liberation of the Indians™ (45, 54). In it, the authors called on states,
religious missions, and social scientists, primarily anthropologists, to take
action in halting aggression against the Indians of the Americas, and to
contribitie significantly to the process of Indian liberation. With regard to
anthropalogy, the authors denounced the use of anthropology as an instrument
of colontal domination, which has “ofien rationalized and justified, in
scientific language, the dJomination of some people by others.” They specifi-
cally criticized three types of positions in anthropolegical research: '

1) Sciensism, which negates any relationship between academic rescarch and the future of
those people whe form the object of such investigation, thus eschewing political
responsibility which the relation contains and implies;

2) un Hypocrisy manifest in thetorical protests based on first principles which skilfully
avaids any commitment in a concrete situation; wd 3) an Opportmism that, although it
may recognize the present painful situation of the Indians, at the same time it rejects uny
possibility of transforming action by proposing the need “to do something™ within the
established order (45, 54).
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The new anthropology called for a radical change in its relationship to
native peoples:

In this context, we see anthropology as providing colonized peoples with the daa and
interpretations both ahout themselves and their colonizers useful for their own fight for
freedom, and re-defining the distorted image of Indian communitics current in the national
society, thereby unmasking its colonial nature with its underlying ideology (45, 54},

To realire these objectives, the Declaration called on anthropologists to take
action in denouncing cases of genocide and ethnocide, and to produce new:
concepts and explanatory categorics based on local and national social reali-
tics,

Certain anthrepological concepts emerge from the papers presented at the
symposiem: the notion of “internal colonialism™ (15, 48) and class analysis of
inter-cthnic relations to describe and explain indigenous realitics (54); G.
Balandier's definition of the “colonial situation™ and Frank's model of un-
derdevelopment to oxplain the relation of indigenous peoples to national
societies: a reexamination of “cultural pluralism™ and inter-ethnic relations in
Light of internal colonialism: “inter-cthnic {riction,” as used by de Oliveira
(48, 49) and P. Casanova, 1o describe the basic characteristics of the situation
of contact.

The message of the Barbados Declaration—that social scientists have a
moral duty to inferm native peoples of their rights and of the institutional
means to regain their rights—was intended to sct in motion a process for the
Indians that would promete their active incorporation in their own struggles
for Hberation. In practical terms, this mean! that anthropologists would
provide the active collaboration and technical assistance that indigenous
peoples deem necessary in this struggle, 1t meant that the anthropologists’
responsibility was 10 act as consultants, not leaders or heroes in the struggle;
to sustain a dialeg with indigenous movements; and to breuk down the
dichotomy between applicd and pure anthropological research (7, 101).

The Barbados Declaration and the waork that fellowed represented a turn-
ing-point in the relationship of anthropologists to indigenous intellectuals and
militants in the emerging Indian movement of the Americas. It opened a
dialog in which indigenous idcologists, with their own reflections on the
indigenous situation, could engage in discourse with anthropologists concern-
ing theoretical and practical matters in liberation struggles. Indian in-
tellectuals, especially in Latin America, came forth with statements on the
philosophical and historical basis of what they called “Indianness” (In-
dianidad) that made critical use of instrumenis of Western thought put at the
scrvice of the new ideology {see Bonfil Batalla (14) for a collection of some of
the more Important manifestoes). Idealogia ¥ Raza en America Latina, by the
Quechaymara writer Ramiro Reynaga, is one cxample of Indianist reflections
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on “colonialism™ that complements, if not criticizes, social scientific reflec-
tions on the subject (98, 94, 95).

Within the more traditional academic community of anthropologists, the
impact of the Barbados Declaration was somewhat disappointing, as pointed
out by the Sccond Barbados Symposium held six years later (see below; 65),
owing to poor understanding of the analyses presented, or fatlure of an-
thropelogists 10 recognize the historic role of indigenous peoples in the
formation of their own future (65).

The Polirical Emergence of Indigenous Peoples

The decade of the 1970s witnessed an unparalleled [lowrishing of indigenous
and zdvocacy organizations throvughout the world, as well as regional, nation-
al, and inicrnational meetings to define and sharpen the new ideology and
praxis of the indigenous movement. To mention a few exampiles: Cultural
Survival, founded in 1972 INDIGENA, in 1973 the World Council of
Indigenous Peoples, in 1975; the First Indian Parlimsent of South America, in
1974; and, in 1977, the {ollowing events: the First International lndigenous
Conference of Central Amnerica, the United Nations Non-Governmental Orga-
nizations Cenference on Discrimination against Indigenous Peoples of the
Americas, and the sccond meeting of the Barbados group [for the conclusions
of the indigenous conferences, see Bonfil Batalla (14) and Varese & Rodri-
guez (92, 93; also 81)]. Without question, a new cra was dawning and a
favorable international environment existed for the political cmergence of
indigenous peoples and the protection of indigenous rights.

Sevcral of the indigenous advocacy eorganizations played key roles in
facilitating and documecnting the indigenous mectings, such as IWGIA, for
the World Council of Indigenous Peoples (98), and the Marandi Project of
Paraguav, which organized the First Indian Parliament of South America. In
Nerth America, INDIGENA, whose main purpose as a documentation and
publication center was to Jink the nascent Indian movement in South and
Central America with the growing international movement, documented and
publicized these conferenees. Later, the Anthropology Resource Center con-
tinued this work (6,). But, outside of these efforts, the response of the North
American anthropological community to these events was, again, dis-
appointingly limited.'

'Bodley (17 provides an interesting, albeit outsider’s perspevtive on the international support
movement, pmpo'sing o typology of support groups according (o ideology and approach; the
Conservative-Humanitarian, Liberal-Political, and Prinitivist-Environmentalist approaches, This
typology produces strange bedlellows, nor are the differences al) that clear. For example, recent
experience has shown a convergence of imterests between the Liberal-Political and Primitvist-
Environmentalist approaches, with modifications in each.
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Ameng the most significant documents to emerge from this pcriod are: The
Fourth World: An Indian Reality, by Manuel & Posluns (80); A Basic Call to
Consciousness: The Haudenasaunce Address 1o the Western World (G3),
prepared for the 1977 United Nations Non-Governmental Organizations
{(NGO) Conference by the Six Nations Iroguois; and Indignidad y Descol-
onizacion en América Latina, documents of the Scecond Barbados Conference
(65).

The “Fourth Warld,” according to Manuel & Posluns, consists of the
disenfranchised Abariginal peoples enguifed by nation-states, and it is these
millions of people that were represented at the 1975 Port Alberni Conference
that created the World Council of Indigenous People, for which George
Manuel served as first President. The existence of the Fourth World depends
on a moral claim of the Fourth World on the First, the morality of law and
human cxistence, for “aboriginal peoples can only argue the morality of their
case™ (80). This dependency is an historical crention that has left Fourth
World groups powerless, and is chatlenged by all Fourth World groups across
the world today. This challenge, echoed in the Hauvdenosaunee's Basic Call o
Conscionsness, 16 for humanity to reevaluate its beliefs and values, for the
“institutions of the world to reexamine their own origing, the beliels which
brought them into being, and the basis of inteprity that lies beneath their
formal structures™ (80). Such fundamental concepts as lard, citizenship, and
nationhood must be reexamined in light of the cultural values and sentiments
expressed in the arguments of the Fourth World (47, §9). 1t is these arcas of
values and sentiments that anthropologists must take inte account in their
descriptions.”

Given that moral elaims have to be argued in legal and political batties, the
categories, concepts, and attitudes created by nation-states 1o dominate in-
digenous people must be catled into question. Along sinsifar lines, the Haude-
nosaunce called for a process of critical analysis of “the West’s historical
processes, to seek out the actual nature of the reots of the exploitative and
oppressive conditions which are forced vpon humanity™ (63). This historical
guestioning found a superb expresston several years later in Wolf's Europe
and the People Withour History (1223,

Barbados If

The Second Barbados Conference, held in 1977, represented in several ways
the product of the maturing alliance between anthropologists committed to the
principles of the 1971 Declaration and the rapidly growing indigenous move-
meni. Over half of the purticipants represented indigenous organizations, and

*The authors honor Franz Boas, for example, for his defense af the potlateh: “Those who
deserve the name of fricnd were the ones who were willing 1o listen and study and were,
thercfore, well-informed™ (80).
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the discussions concentrated, at their wish, not on diagnoses of situations, but
on evaluation of strategics—-specifically, the possibilities of alliances with
other ethnic groups, classes, political organizations, labor unions, ctc, and the
structural nature of such alliances; and the manner of creating tics of solidarity
with other movements and organizations of the Third World. While the
indigenous mavement stood to gain in strength {rom alliances, it risked the
transformation of its specifically indigenous objectives into other forms of
class struggle. In its most dangerous and divisive aspect, this could mean the
infiltratior: of non-indigenous ideologics manipulating and determining the
direction and content of indigenous strupgles, or, the newly emergent ethnic
bourgeois doing the same at the service of the state or dominant ethric group.
Marxist ideologics are an example of the first, not enly in Latin America but
in North America as well (19, 25). Hence the need was expressed to affirm a
specifically indigenous identity as a viable and long-run strategy for libera-
tion, cqually viable but distinct from class consciousness (114), Given the
wide variety 1n levels of native organizations, the potentinls for political
mobilization, as well as collective consciousness, will likewise vary. Hence,
several anthropologists proposed establishing typologies of movements, as a
4, Way of evaluating potential and appropriate strategics for mobilization (63,
103). In each instance, the meaning of “political™ must similarly be examined
historically to understand the political capacities of indigenous peoples to be
“agents of their own destiny™ (60, 65). Eihnicity is constructed historically
not only in opposition 1o the dominant culture, but also internally through
ldeologies of rebeilion and the development of “cultures of resistance” (10).

Finally, through its understanding of cthnic processes, anthropology has
the potential for being one of the most important of all humanistic studies, for
it has at its disposal the knowledge and methods to show alternative values of
human living and organization of the enviromment, and to make these oper-
able as models of a “concrete utopia™ (65). This view was shared by Iadianist
writers and several other anthropological works published around this time
(18).

The idea of “aliermnative vilues™ was more than 2 slogan used ot the service
of the movement, for it implied a specific task of the indigenous movement
both of liberation from cultural domination and a recovery of the vital
possibilities of indigenous cultures to develop sutonomously. That is, the
indigenous movement aflfinms a form of autonomous project, or “Civilizing
Project™ as Varese has called it (115}, as the only viable alternative to

M extinction. This view tmplies a radical critique of Tundmnental tenets of the
Euro-Western view of reality-—the domination of the natural world, material
determinism, rationalizatton of thought systems, etc (34, 107). It also implics
the complete separation of the indigenous struggle as the {irst step before the
eventual unity with other struggles, and it implies a recovery of the fun-
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damental civilizing elements of indigenous cultures that have been lost or
expropriated over four centuries of domination (115).

Development Theories and Issues of Self-Determination

While analyses of colonialism and ethaicity were the core of anthropological
theories offered in support of indigenous movements through much of the
1970s, in the later half of the decade the question of development and its
impact on native peoples assumed a far greater importance for rethinking the

question of ethnicity. Clearly, the question of developiment had been impor-.

tant in the social sciences from the 19505 on; but undi the end of the 1970s,
much of the thinking on it had been dominuated by evolutionist models, as
evidenced by “modernization” studies or “directed culiure change” projects.
When it becamie clear by the 1960s that the goals of development were
actually producing the opposite of what was intended (i.e. increased poverty
and envirenmental destruction), social scientisis began to eriticize this model,
painting out that the “underdevelopment™ visibie in Third World countries
was due to the international economic system in foree since colonial times,
and the result of specific economie relations of dependency between industrial
centers and peripheral arcas (106). These notions then became the object of
study and debate not only in academic circles but also in public documenta-
tion centers. Jorgensen's (73) analysis of conditions of poverty and un-
derdevelopment on American Indian reservations was the first to explain these
conditions in terms of the expanding political cconomy of the United States.
This approach, coupled with an emphasis on studying government and corpo-
rate institutions as responsible for much of the powerlessness in the world
(Laura Nader's “stedying up™), and a continuing coencern for the ¢ritical
siteation in the Amazon Basin, produced one of the key works of the decade
on development and native peoples—Shelion Davis's Victims of the Miracle:
Development and the Indians of Brazil (39), The boek was, in a sense, the
outcome of years of documentation and research begun by Davis at IN-
DIGENA; it was also part of an ongoing effort 10 bring international pressure
to bear on Indian policy in Brazil, and on the corporate and govesmnent
institutions behind the global development strategy for the occupation of the
Amazon.

The publication of Victims coincided with a particulurly crucial moment in
the emerging Brazilian Indian movement for, by 1977, the government had
announced a plan to unilaterally “emancipate™ the Indian from the status as
“wards of the state,” in erder to integrate them as quickly as possible into the
national community (33, 120). In the context of Brazil's national develop-
ment objectives, as well as increasing invasions of indigenous reserves, this
policy, fike the North American Dawes Act to which it was compared (0),
would in effect free the state of any obligation to protect Indian lands, or to
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heed the voice of the new Indian leadership. Once again, state policy per-
verted anthropological understandings of ethnicity to serve its goal of national
development. However, an effective campaign, mobilized by anthropologists
and other Indian supporters in Brazil, with the suppori of the international
indigenous rights movement then over a decade old (6, 44), succeeded in
prevenling the “emancipation” project from being passed. As a result of this
campaign, a number of pro-Indian defense organizations, consisting primarily
of anthropologists and indigenists, were formed in Brazil committed to the
struggle for the permanent rights of indigenous people against the in-
tegrationist policics of the state (31, 52). This mobilization was important
because it focused a great deal of international attention on the situation of
Brazilian Indians and, more generally, indigenous peoples; it brought signifi-
cant pressure to bear on governments to respect internationally recognized
rights of indigenous peoples; and it zeted as a stimulus for the creation of new
indigenous organizations (the Union of Indian Nations) and support for
emerging indigenous leaders. The theme of indigenous peoples entered into
public consciousness and opinion far more than it ever had before and hence
gained a political weight it had never had before in Brazil (21).

The international campaign on behalf of the Yanomami Indians of Brazil is
another striking case of the effectivencss of this work, Yet, it also illusirates
how “scientistic™ anthropolegy, so criticized in the Barbados Declaration,
hinders these efforts. Long the subject of popular antiropological writings,
the Yanomami were known fo all anthropology students as “the fierce peo-
pie,” and it was not unconunen for such images to reinforce popular preju-
dices (38). When, from 1979 on, a small group of anthropologists began
publicizing the actual sittation of the Yanemami, who were being uprooted
by highway and mining development and destroyed by diseuases, (29), « major
cffort had 10 be made to deconstruct the distorted image that had been created
2nd redirect public attention to their actual struggle for land and cultural rights
(4. 5.

In these and numcrous other cascs of flagrant violations of the rights of
indigenous peoples due te national development (41, 82, 116, 121}, national
and intcrnaticnal advocacy organizaiions, many of them directed by an-
thropologists, served a vital “watchdog™ function—perhaps the key to an-
thropological advecacy. This was evident at the Fourth Russell Tribunal on
the Rights of the Indians of the Americas, held in Rotterdam in 1980, which
was convened 1o judge the crimes committed against indigenous peuples;
more than half of the jury and advisors were anthropologists (121). Although
this fact in itsell may have been of dublous importance to the native delegates,
it illestrates that, by then, anthropologists had assumed a critical role in
evaluating the claims of native people in terms of international human rights
law and agreements. In this, and in other public forums, anthropologists were
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called on to provide testimony regarding human rights violations; they have
influenced, for example, US policy towards govermments accused or sus-
pected of such violations (41, 113).

Over the last few years, and largely as a result of the messages indigenous
peoples conveyed at these internaticnal meetings, the critique of developnient
has emphasized the need for aliernative models. As conceived in the social
sciences, this approach contains several key elements. First, it sceks to
understand how existing cultural traditions cun provide the basis for alterna-
tive modcls of development. Second, it defends a respect for the environment,
questioning the ccological criteria of maonumental development projects
funded by international lending institutions and readily accepted by countrics
of the Third World, more for political reasons than for real cconomic and
social motives. Third, it is based on the use of Jocal human, technical, and
natural resources as & way of gaining self-sufficiency in development while
protecting the ¢ovironment. Finally, it emphasizes participant development,
that is, populations affected by development should participate more in all
phases of plapaing and implementation, thereby “empoweting” buse com-
munities instead of accepting the technocratic sort of development planning,
o for example, of international lending institutions (106).

‘This approach has been one of the most fruitful directions in recent research
and action. The bibliography is already large [see Narby & Davis (80)], and |
can do no more than mention a few of the areas on which studies have been
done: mega-development projects in Brazil, campaigns to monitor their
effects, and proposal of alternatives (118): hydro-clectric development, cam-
paigns to modily or halt proposed projects, with proposals for aliernatives (3,
30); rainforest destruction, campaigns concentrating on multilateral develop-
ment banks for policy reforms and more adequate development policies (99,
1003, Special issucs of the ARC Global Reporter and the Cultural Survival
Quarterly have been devoted to native strategies for resource control as the
key to self-detenmination, and “grassroots development™ projects {3, 35, 76).
Several of the major international suppart groups have played fundamental
roles in encouraging such grassroots develapment. (67)

I 1982, scveral international organizations cosponsored a conference on
“Native Resource Control and the Muliinational Corporate Challenge,” spe-
cifically focusing on strategies for monitoring and confroating corporate
activitics on indigenous lands (72, 108). This wus a follow-up to discussions
of Transnational Corporations and Indigenous Peoples at the 1981 United

p# Nations NGO Conference on Indigenous Peoples and the Land (107).

A key theoretical question is the right of ethnic minorities to determine their
political and econemic futures independent of the gouls of nation-states.
Stavenhagen (106} has proposed this question of what lie terms “cthnodevel-
opment” as the main question for veflection in the theoretical and prac-
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tical social scicnces in the coming years. What this means., also, is a complete
revision of official indigenist policies towards the affirmation of indigenous
cultural values and a reevaluation of the position of indigenous peoples in the
social structuse, ‘ .
in 1981, a conference on “Ethnocide and Ethnodevelopment in Latin
America,” sponsored by UNESCO, held in Costa Rica, and attended by
anthropologists, linguists, eduecators, and indigenous leaders, clarified that
cthnodevelopment, “an inalienable right of Indian groups,” means the follow-
ing:
The expansion and conselidation of the Himits of culure itsell, through the strengthening of
the eapacity for self-decision by a cuburally differentinied sociely, This society should
guide its own development and practice self-determination v every level, according to an
cquitable and suitable organization of power. This means that the ethnic group is a
politico-administrative unit with authority over its own ferritury and the capacity for
deciding the himits of its scope for development within a process of increasing autonomy
and self-management. (Principle 4 of the “Decloration of San lose”; 53.)

At the same time, those present made a plea to several international human
rights organizations to take all measures necessary for the full enforcement of,
the adopted Peclaration: and to the scientific community that their work and
resulis may not serve to protect the faliacies that ultimately damage native
peaples.

The studies presented at the conference explored the possibilities and limits
of the approach in Latin America (13). In several publications, R.C. Smith
(102, 104} has laid out the theoretical and practical guidelines for “autono-
mous development” of indigenous peoples based on South American cxperi-
ence. As further work is done in this area, we can expect the results 10 be most
promising.

A related issue is the ongoing struggle by indigenous peoples to force
nation-states 1o recognize their fundamental right to  political  self-
determination. What self-determination means, of course, varies from auton-
omy within nation-states to full sovereign independence, yet the overall aim is
the same—that of regaining poittical control aver their destinies and challeng-
ing the powers of nation-statcs. For their part, nution-stales respond with
attempts to neutralize indigenous self-determination, (Forced “emancipation”
in Brazil is only one example of many such responses; negotiations with tribal
peoples is another frequently used tool to deprive peoples of self-
determination.}

Anthropological perspectives on this issue date back to the {irst con-
siderations of ethnicity but have recently been shurpened in an excellent
collection of cssays, Native Power (20), dedicated to Ilelge Kieivan. As the
authors argue, the complexity of indigenous political stralegies vis-d-vis the
state depends on a varicty of factors—ihe nature of the colonial siwatiofi,

’
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internai cultural and political propensities, relationship to political partics,
ete. This results in a tremendous diversity of strategics, although the overall
nature and objective of the struggle are the same everywhere, Non-indigenous
peoples and institutions may contribute to this struggle through the develop-
ment of international rules on human rights, by providing forums for airing
grievances, or by supporting indigenous legal notions. Any discussion of
indigenous sclf-determination must be based on indigenous understanding of
the term, not on external definitions, for indigenous strategics vary from
situation to situation. Anthropologists may contribute to these discussions by
clarifying indigenous notiens of, for example, power (96) and by challenging
the view of “political realism™ held by nation-states. Nutive power, conceived
of as an important force, which has enabled Fourth World peoples to build
and rebuild viable, aliernative futures, may provide an alternative vision fer
political relations among nation-states.

THE WORK AIEAD

I have mentioned a variety of theoretical concerns that have proven uscful in
. 1he politics of astive simiggles and the policies of advecacy organizations, By
~ way of conclusion, 1 cutline eight ways that anthropologists and advocacy

organizations could continue or extend this work, These represent straiegics,
as much weapons for the kind of non-armed struggle in which indigenous and
support organizations are engaged as suggestions for critical evaluation of
work that has already been done. | have culled these from a variety of sources
including indigenous organizations, anthropologists, and support organiza-
tions whose perspectives have been shaped over years of experience, and
from my own involvement with many of them.

Research Movements

Given that official views of indigenous people are, more often than not,
highly compromised by state interests, it is crucial 1o have an alternative view
of the cumcat situation that could strengthen indigenous movements. For
cxample, native tights to land and natural resources, as defined by state
policics, leave a great deal to be desired. Comparative research and assess-
ments of native claims in several countries could assist native peoples of any
one country in developing apprepriate strategies for their own situation (44).
Also, critical cvaluations of existing policies and indigenist legislation can
#orve as a check against distortions in official statements—for example, on
tand needs (24, 32}—or as an argument for the reformuiation of poticies (33).
This sort of research requires the collaboration and contribution of ali
categories of the indigenous support movement (missionaries, anthro-

- pologists, journalists, linguists, etc) in a kind of coliective production of
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knowlcdge; but this does not imply the formation of a single point of view.
The Indigenous Peoples of Brazil Program of the Centro Ecuménico de
Documentacdo ¢ Informagdo (CEDID in Sio Paulo, Brazil, for example, has
since 1980 coordinated such a movement to produce a series of more than 207
volumes (of which three have so far been published, while a number of others .
are in various stages of preparation) surveying the current situation of in-
digenous peoples in Brazii (22). It has also published an analysis of mining off’
indigenous Jands and a comprchensive survey of the officiul status of in-
digenous lands (23, 24). These have had a significant impact on the govern-
ment, on public awareness, and in support of the indigenous movement.
Another example is the Center for Indigenous History and Indigenist Policy,
also in S3o Paule, whose work is aimed at the recovery of historical
documentation and alternative descriptions of the hisiory of indigenist policy
(37).

Infor mation Gathering and Disiribution

Davis (40} has peinted out that the effectiveness of the worldwide nctwo:k of
indigenous support organizations could be enhanced if there were a greater
A caordination of activities, especially in the vital arca of information gathering
and distribution. The literature of indigenous support groups is increasingly
used by journalists, human rights groups, and internaticnal organizations as
key sources (68, 69), but duplication of effort and other problems stemming
from a lack of coordination often occur, Davis suggests the formation of a
joint documentation project, perhaps modeled after the Human Rights In-
ternct, or the Indigenous Peoples” Network (a computer-based indigenous
news service, coordinated by AICOM—Associated Indigencus Com-
munications), which would systematically organize and distribute information
on the worldwide situation of indigenous peeples. Again, the emphasis ison
collective documentation effort, consolidating an aircady existing global
netwaork. Other tasks of such a project would include the preparation of a
directory. published in several Ianguages, about indigenous peoples, official
pelicies, sd the activities of the support movement.

International Organizations and International Law

International zgencies such as the United Nations, Organization of Amcrican
States, and the International Labor Office, as well as international financial
institutions have key reles in the development of international codes and
solicies for the protection of indigenous rights. More systematic efforts could
be made to study how these institutions work, to assess their potential for
promoting and defending indigenous rights, and to evaluate the scope and-
effectiveness of international law and legal instrumnents as they stand today.
Particularty as international institutions are concerned with developing more
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effective codes, anthropologists and indigenous organizalions may serve
useful consultancy role (2, 36, 37, 04).

.

Coalitions

Those who are concerned with establishing international mechanisms for the
protection of indigenous rights stand to gain from working more closely with
environmental organizations and other professional associations concerped
with conservation and the protection of natural resources. fa the United
Statcs, aver the past several years, a cealition of human rights and environ-
mental groups has proven itself to be an extremely important source for
influencing the activities of international developiment agencies in the Third
World (99, 100, 117), and for promoting indigenous-based alternative de-
velopment projects. Here, the anthropelogist’s understanding of native sub-
sistence rights and land use patterns complements the environmentalist’s
perspective on the nature of écosystcm& and both have much to sharc.on the
structure, operations, and effects of development institutions and their poli-
cics.

There is no implication that the political goal is to “preserve cultures as they
are,” 1o static and idcalized conditions, because they represent a superior form
of adaptation [as critics of the “Primitivist-Environmentalist™ approach, out-
lined by Bodiey (17}, have supgested]. Rather, it is maintained that, for
example, indigenous-hased and envirenmentally sensitive development repre-
sents a more viable sofution for native peoples and the environment than the
sort of top-down, centralized, and technocratic model that is usually proposed
(99, 100}. Clad (26) has suggested some guidelines and arcas for further
rescarch along these lines. The strategies adopted need to evaluate the poten-
tia} of natcnal legislation and current policies for adequately meeting the
needs of native peoples while protecting the environment and patwral re-
SQUICCS.

Consuliancies and Assessments

As prefessional observers, anthropologists are in a critical position to evaluate
and assess both the effects of processes on native peaples, and the probable
conscquences of actions taken by native communities. Anthropologists: can
translate complex systems and processes into things useful for native strug-
cles, and also put native concerns on the agenda of national and international
institutions. This requires that anthropologists “study up” the burcaucracics,
national policies, and development ideologies in order to clarify and eventual-
Iy to influence the processes affecting native peoples. The extent to which the
anthropelogist then gets involved in polities is a delicate guestion, which
depends not only on temperament or opporfunity, but also on assessment of
cthnjc polities, the different positions and strategies adopted by factions in
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local struggles, and their probable conscquences. Too much involvement may
result in deception, dependency, and other problemmatic situations (88). The
ultimate goal of such work, however, should be te help indigenous peoples
struggle on their own behiall and conduct their own advocacy (84, 111),

Effects of Advocacy on Native Peoples’ Struggles
Anthropologists and indigenous advocacy organizations need Consl:}ntly, o
evaluate the effects of their work (as well as official indigenist policicé,,
missionaries, and public opinion) on cmerging native consciousness: The
specific ways ideas for chapge have been received and recommunicated by
leaders and conwmunitics remain little understood. Cultural as well as political
dimensions play an important role in the developing political struggles of
native peoples to define, assert, and defend themsclves and their interests in
confrontation with the national society (112). Paine’s collection {88) on
Advocacy and Anthropology addresses these issues, and it is to be hoped that
there will be further reflections in the fuiure.

The Role of “Warchdeg"

While advocacy organizations have served a vital role as the “conscience” and
“eves and cars of the West™ (85} in its reiationship to native peoples, often this
has not been encugh to prevent or alter the continued and increasing cam-
paigns against native people. For example, the Brazilian government may
have promised to create the Yanomami Park, and even took the initial steps {o
do so; but behind the scenes, the all-powerful interests of national security and
development were planning the occupation of Yanomami territory (28, 29).
Even international protest and international human rights accords were in-
adequate to prevent the sabotage of health and political work being done
among the Yanomari by thelr strongest supporters, the CCPY,

What rematns. then. is Rubinstein & Tax's (96) suggestion to challenge the
views of “political realism™ and Machiavellian power held by the leaders of
the country as ultimately narrow and self-destructive. This challenge coin-
cides with that of Fourth World writers, who call for the need to reexamine
the fundamental institutions and values of the First (80). Other fundamental
precepts of Western power—including the domination of nature and a
materialistic view of natural resources—must similasty be questicned. An-
thropologists™ descriptions of native concepts of power and of indigenous
philosophy may serve to premote this challenge and to argue for the viability
mand desirability of “multi-ethnic politics”™ (83, 84).

Renewing Hiumanism in Anthropology

Finally. in anthrepological writings and cthnographices, there is a need 10 set
standards and 1o expose the sorts of thinking that covertly contribute to

P
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distorted images of native people. Textbooks used in elementary and sccond-
ary schools often contain such images, based on anthropological descriptions.
These portray native peoples through either romantic views that belitde the
human potential of native cultures, or derogatory views that reinforce popular |
prejudices. The images anthropologists present are, it must be recognized,
determinant clements in the course of human events. Nineteenth-century
evolutionism portraved Indians as “savages,” fueling the military conquest of
scores of tribes. To avoid this happening again, anthropology must constantly
affirm its humanistic concerns (38), John Mohawk, Seneca writer and leader,
suggests that:

[Anthropology] could become the discipline which enhances the hwinen spirit. which
explores and expands the horizon of human emotional possibilitics aad experiences. 1t
could become a discipline recognized for its contributions to the broudening of human
cultural experiences on the emotional us well as on the “intellectual” planes. But for this to
come 10 pass requires first of a1l o struggle by anthropotogists against the destruction of
cultures end people: 2 stgele which dissolves academic boundaries, and situates the
anthropologist as an ally of these whose cubtures have for so Jong been under imperial
assault {85,

—~
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