‘Indigenous’ is the problematic adjeciive
i this chapter. The noun ‘cultwre’ I am
not so worried about. For the sake of
starting somewhere, I follow the argument by
Helliwell and Hindess (1999} that “culture’ is
a meaningful category in modermn projects of
govermment. Asking why the human sciences
have been so committed to the idea that
humanity can be understood as a number of
different ‘societies’ (discrete, self-regulating)
and ‘cultures’ {the ideational unity that malkes
a ‘society’ possibie). they answered, in part,
by pointing to the governmestal ambition to
make populations productive.

it is the imaginary realization of ihis desire 1o
harness society's resources that presents us with
the fantastic image of sodiety itself as a discrate,
self-requlating unity that incorporates cvil society,
culture, econamic activity and morality as so many
component parts of one systematic whalz —and itls
this sense of systemic totality that suggests radical
difference between members of distingt societies,
{Helliwell and Hindess, 1999 p. 14}

Tim Rowsse

The notion ‘Indigenous culture’. I will argue.
enables us to think about the relevance ©
government of a ‘radical difference between
members of distinet societies’ -~ a differ-
ence in susceptibility io those changes that
we call ‘development’. In the language of
development studies, the notien ‘Indigenous
culture” has been liberally and potently present
through the currency of the phrase ‘Indige-
nous knowledge’. [ will begin this chapter by
reporting a recent debate about the pertinence
of ‘Indigenous knowledge’ to “development’.
Working back from the modern governmentl
project ‘development’, I will trace two ideas
that emerged within Imperial sensibility
once it began to make cultural difference
a matter of ethical consequence: a conced
for the “valnerability” and for the “immencnt
temporality’ of non-Furopean peoples. By
a brief examination of the work of the
International Labour Office (ILOy T will
argue that notions of ‘vulnerability’ and
‘tmmanent temporality’ have been formative




e late-twentieth-century recognition of
e Indigenous’. In the second half of this
hgptﬁt T wilt illustrate the richness of the
of “vulnerability” by reading some recent
:gc_a_d_emic commentaries on contemporary
digenous peoples in the Anglophone settler-

S THERE SUCH A THING AS
NDIGENOUS KNOWLEDGE'?

fichael Warren, a social scientist studying
velopment’, told readers of the Indigenous
owledge and Development Monitor in 1994
how he and his colleagues had come up with
iphrase ‘Indigenous knowledge'. They
dmi ot like the connotations of ‘traditional
wledge’ because ‘ “traditional” denoted
‘nineteenth-century attitudes of simple,
age and static. We wanted a term that
represented the dynamic contributions of any
ymmunity to problem solving, based on
the1r own perceptions and conceptions, and
the.ways that they ideniified, categorized
d classified phenomena important to them’
arren, 1996). This coinage led not only
to-the inception of the journal in which
Warren was writing, butalso to ‘25 indigenous
Qi{rledge resource centres scattered across
tries in Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin
merica, Middle East, and North America’
(Agrawal, 2002: p. 288).

Warren was responding to Agrawal’s
jections (Agrawal, [993) that ‘Western
owledge” and ‘Indigenous knowledge’ are
rnaily heterogenecus categories, and that
¢y had been in contact and exchange (how-
everunequal) for five centuries. Citing recent
philosophy and sociology of science, Agrawal
vargued that there are no substantive,
hodological or epistemological criteria to
Hstinguish knowledge that is ‘Indigenous’.
Warren’s and others’ responses to Agrawal
eafﬁrmed the category ‘Indigenous knowl-
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the “soil” and their immediate environment’
(Kéhler-Rollefson, 1996). Another argued
that the locainess of Indigenous knowledge
usually meant that it was chtaipable outside
the market or in local markets that did
not depend on cwrency, unlike ‘scientific
knowledge’, which often had a price tag: it
was associated with techniques of production
that had not yet been converted to the
forms of contemporary agribusiness (van 't
Heoft, 1996). ‘Local expertise” was central
to ‘Indigenous knowledge’: ‘It makes perfect
sense for me as an educator io distinguish
Indigenous knowiedge as a category when
examining educational systems as pedagog-
ical sites of knowledge sroduction. This
category is made possible by identifying the
producers of knowledge as distinct actors’
(Semali, 1996). The localness of ‘Indigenous
knowledge” cbviated the perilous process of
technology wansfer (Hess, 1996). From the
point of view of locals such as Andean peasant
farmers, it was easy to distinguish ‘indigenous
and scientific/Western knowledge’, wrote
two US anthropologists (evidensly without
understanding Agrawal’s argoment that no
general characterization of the difference was
possible} (Benfer and Furbee, 1996).

Another ground for making the distinction,
argued one Canadian respondent, was the
motive for knowledge development. ‘The
development of iatrobotanical knowledge by
Canadjan west coast Indigenous peoples (e.g.
on Vancouver Island’s Clayoquot Sound)
is clearly motivated by “immediate and
concrete necessities”, while the development
of certain aspects of knowledge concerned
with particle physics by Canadian west coast
scientists (at Vancouver’s TRIUMEF facilities)
is not’ (Heyd, 1996). Indigenous knowledge
‘entails the honing of sensory skills that
are not exercised in the cousse of academic
study” (Koéhler-Rollefson, 1996). Pertinence
to practice was what comumended ‘Indigenous
knowledge’ to the Food and Agriculture
Organization, cne of its officers pointed out
(Van Crowder, 1996).

Scme authors pointed to the embedded,
holistic character of Indigenous knowledge.
The environment of Indigenocus knowledge
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production was not a specialized facility
but ‘the full context of lived experience’
(Heyd. 1996). "The local symbolic system’
is ‘an integral part’ of Indigencus knowl-
edge. wrote Giarelli, so Indigenous illpess
remedies could not be reduced to their active
chemical components without extinguishing
the coniextaal meaning that contributed
to their therapeutic effect (Giarelli. 1996}
Haverkort and Hiemstra have coined the term
‘cosmovision” to refer io the symbolic systems
of which agricultural practices are a part,
in farming comnnmities in India, S¢i Lanka,
Ghana, the Metherlands, Norway, Mexico,
Peru and Bolivia (Haverkort and Hiemsira,
1996). Brouwer asserted that ‘the stady of
Indizenous knowledge is impossible with-
out a knowledge of Indigenous langnages’
{Brouwer, 1996).

Several responses to Agrawal were politi-
cally self-conscious. The unfortanate tradition
of imposing technologies, in the name of
‘development’, made it desirable touphoid the
local ron-expert. If' “Indigenous knowledge’
18 ‘rhetoric’, then it is important rhetoric,
insisted Semali ‘because it encourages a
discussion that has been suppressed for many
years by the dominant European-centrad
education systems’ (Semali, 1996). One of
the originators of the term described himself
and his colleagoes as ‘people with a mission
to convert the “heathens”, those who do not
accept the vaiue of Indigenous knowledge or
its potential contribution v development. [
held this view 30 years ago. and Agrawal has
not persuaded me that | should change it now
{Brokensha, 1996).

In reply, Agrawal poinied to anthropolog-
ical research that supported his scepticism
(Ellen et al., 2000). He was stll not per-
suaded that we can distinguish ‘Indigenous
knowledge’ as a kind of knowledge — local,
embedded in context, holistic, and so on.
However, he wanted o recover ‘Hidigenous
knowledge’ in political terms. “The critical
difference berween indigenous and scisntific
knowledge is not at an epistemnological level:
rather it lies in their relationship to power | .
the criterion of power will wiwmph when
local, traditional, or practical knowledge is

contrasted with global. modern, or hearsiies)
knowledge” (Agrawal, 1994).

COMSTITUTIVE AGENTS

I Indigenous knowledge was defined in
terms of its vulnerability to marginalizatioy
by more powerful knowledge then it coyq
be found, or it could announce itself o
be, anywhere. Thus Serrano suggested thy
‘indigenous knowledge systems and practices
must exist among Western cultures’. ang
Kohler-Rollefson asked how we would clae.
sify “the kitchen garden skills of German fam
womert'? (Serrano, 1996; Kihler-Rollefson,
1996). Much of the scholarly atiention 1o
‘Indigenous people’ emphasizes their seifs
constructive agency. Dean and Levi, the.
orizing indigeneity as a kind of ethniciy,
write:
A indigenous people become an ethnic group
not simply by sharing such things as 2 groun
name (ethnonym), connection to 2 homaland, ang
beliefs i common ancestry, culture, languags, or
refigion, but only when such traits are consciously
recognized as emblems of connectivity and are
mobilized at least in part to develop & sense of
political solidarity. (Dean and Levi, 2003

However, note that the crucial verbs in this
passage are passive: ‘recagnized’ and “mobi-
lized’. Who is recognizing and mebilizing?
The authors answer: “Typicaily. this occurs
when such groups perceive their minority or
submerged status within the polities where
they reside’ (Dean and Levi, 2003: p. 5).
This is not good enough: the censtitution
of the category ‘Indigenous’ is an effect of
actions by a number of different actors. In
Yudice’s account of the public performance
of cultural difference in the USA, the claim
0 avtonomy and legitimacy on the Dbasis
of a particular culture ‘is made possible
by the conjunciure of a welfare state that
defines clients by group. by a mediz and
market system that targets conswmers. by
the juridical means available to chalie:
discrimination’ (Yudice, 2003: p. 56). A
Muehlebach writes that ‘difference . . canndl
simply be unilaterally claimed. It musi be




suaht for and acknowledged by the actors
parties addressed’ {Muehlebach, 2001:
519; emphasis added). The anthropology
ndigenous peoples, according to Kay
m’enf no longer thinks of ‘cultures as
sunded entities and fixed authenticities’
atifocases on ‘culture makers’ (Warren,
098: p. 27) — a term that is open-ended.
arswork on pan-Mayan activism inclades
iscussing the class interests of a Mayan
iddle class that, deploying pan-Mayanism as
cu'lt'uzal capital’, parallels and competes with
uatemala’s Ladino-identified professionals
(Warren, 1998: pp. 49-51, 201-202). Tania
: argues that the faciors enabling the Lindu
cople to articulate "a collective position as
adigenous people’ were:

ined Ul
lization
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ition 1o
Jl.l self- “competition for resources, in the context of which
‘group boundaries were renderad explicit and
ural differences entrenched; the exstence of
a‘focal political structure that included individuals
felders, jeaders) and an adat coundil mandated to
eak on behalf of the group; a capacity to present
“cultural identity and local knowledge in forms
weliigible to outsiders — an activity undertaken
this case by a literate elite of teachers, local
ticials, prosperous farmers, and entreprenaurs; an
interest an the part of urban activists in discovering
sand supporting exemplary indigenous subjects, and
ocumerting indigenous knowledge which fit the
iche preconstituied In national and international
ironmental debates; and, finally, heightened
“interest in a particular place, arising from a conflict
jhich pit locais against the state or state-sponsored
orporations, (L, 2000: p. 169}
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“Although we can’t do without some
peopie” whose claims to be Indigencus are in
ntention, T see no reason to grant theoretical
priority to one kind of agent in the constitution
-of an “Indigenous people’. One agent that we
hould not overlook is the World Bank.

THE WORLD BANK AND INDIGENOUS

- According to Craig Murphy, ‘development
opulism’ is the global hegemonic ideology.
‘While there may be a diversity of views about
éﬁﬁ"ﬂ@pment’ among multilateral, nation-
tate .and non-government agencies, there

tends to be uniformity of understandings of
‘development’ among officials ‘onthe ground’
and their clients. At that level, development
has come to refer to strengthening the public
infrastructure of the Third World state and
‘making their citizens more dependent on the
central autherities for basic social services’
(Mugphy, 1994: p. 217). The post-World-
War-II project of global ‘development” has
successfully shaped and appealed to popular
material interests, incorporating ‘the Third
World masses into the often disappointing
political systems that they or their parents
fought to create’ {(Murphy, 1994: p. 217).
Murphy contrasts the relative uniformity of
popular experience of ‘development pop-
ulistn” with the plurality of perspectives
found within the loosely integrated system
of mstitutions that has evolved since the
1940s to deliver ‘development’. The UN
agencies, relatively autonomous from one
another, rely on institutions of international
civil society and on the “epistemic communi-
ties” — technical workers sach as economists,
engineers, doctors, anthropologists — that are
associated (as clients, crifics, consultants)
with them. People and agencies within this
loose-knit system have room (o consider
the multiple ends of development and
to debate the (rade-offs among: economic
growth, equality of distribution, environ-
mental sustainability, bio-diversity, cultural
diversity.

While diverse agencies and peoples may
weight these goals differently, *development’
is unlikely not to refer to changss in
the processes of production of goods and
services, including changes in the means of
transport and communication. A debate about
the manner and content of ‘development’
acknowledges that it is possible to be variably
suited to such changes, and even to be
vulperable tc them. In what ways could
‘development’ be bad for people? The World
Bank’s answer to that question is implied in
a {991 ‘operational directive’ that lists the
characleristics of ‘the Indigenous’.

In quoting them (World Bank, 1991: np.),
I have interpolated in italies the implied
vilnerability.
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{a} a close altachment to ancestral territories and
10 the natural resources of these areas; with
‘development’ they might have to change their
use of these resources or even io lose their
accupation and use of them.

(b} self-idertification hy others as members of a
distinct cultural group; ‘development’ might
compel them to fransact with strangers whose
ways are embarrassing, puzziing or threatening
to that acknowledged distinctness.

(@ an indigenous languaga, often different from
the national fanguage; they might have io
accommodate new terms into their language, or
learn a new language, in order fo transact, and
thay may reasonably fear for the survival of their
language.

(d} prasence of customary social and political insti-
tutions; these institutions meay be inhospitable
to new transactions and relationships and thus
may be abciished/reformed, may fall into disuse,
or may lase their centrality to collective identity.

(&) primarily  subsistence-oriented  production;
almast certainly, production will be redirected
towards exchangs, and labour power will
become a commodity.

Inthese ways, ‘development is a process from
which people might seek protection, or special
consideration by ‘developing” authority, To be
deemed ‘Indigenous’ is to have one’s vulner-
ability to development acknowledged and to
be entitled (in principle) fo consideration from
the World Bank or from agencies over which
it has influence.

The World Bank in 1991 said that in
‘any project that affects indigenous peoples
and their rights to natwal and economic
resources’ it is essential to get ‘the informed
participation of the indigenous peoples
themselves . .. through direct consultation,
incorporation of indigenous knowledge into
project approaches, and appropriate early
use of experienced specialists ... (World
Bank, 1991: n.p.). That the World Bank can
be pressured to dishonour these standards
became evident in the 1990s when the
Pehuenche people were not allowed by the
International Finance Corporation (the private
sector arm of the World Bank Group) to see
an anthropologist consultant’s report on the
social impact of the Chilean government’s
Pangue Dam (Johnston and Garcia-Downing,

2003). To the extent that the Wosrld Bank cap
be embarrassed by a national governments
builying of Indigenous people {(as it was
by Chile), the Bank has an interest ip
monitoring domestic policies towards any
peoples that claim {or that might claim) ih-e
status ‘Indigencus’; the Bank seeks ‘Bank.
couniry diatogue’ on such issues. The World
Bank thus has the potential to be either
an (embarrassed) accomplice or a critic of
national governments accused of trampling
upon Indigenous rights.

How have such leaders of global capitalisim
become susceptible to the argument that
‘development” must confer what the Bank
calls ‘culturally compatible social and eco-
noric benefits’ (World Bank, 1991: n.p.: nwy
emphasis)? How did the European colonial
project come to treat cultural difference as
relevant in this way?

EMLIGHTENMENT CRITICS OF
EUROPEAN UNIVERSALISM

In his distinctive characterization of ‘moder-
nity’, Charles Taylor (2004) represenis it as a
moral order whose intellectual lineage can be
traced back to the detaching of human affairs
from divine authority that natoral law theorists
Hugo Grotius and John Locke initiated in
the seventeenth ceriury. Through mumerous
‘redactions’ simce then, the idea that humanity
contrives its own political and moral order
for its own quotidian good has been extended
in scope and intensity so that it now makes
up a ‘social imaginary’ whose four ‘crucial
features” are:

{1) the order of mutual benefit holds betwsen
individuals {or at least moral agents who are
independent of larger hierarchical ordersy; (2} the
benefits cruciatly include [ife and the means to live,
although securing these relates to the practica &
virtuie; ... {3) the order is meant to secure freadom
and easfly finds expression in terms of righis ... (4)
these rights, this freedom, this mutual benefitis o
be secured to all participants equally. Exacthy whal
is meant by equality will vary, but that it must be
affirmed in some form foliows from the rejection of
hierarchical order. (Taylor, 2004: pp. 21-21)
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Sankar Muthu has recently described one
daction’ of these ideas that was stimulated
two centuries’ tecord about the best
d-worst of Buropean conduct in the New
]d: the critique of ‘empire’ offered by
Kant Diderot and Herder, Muthu sees three
m sortant ideas in the Enlightenment critique
Jf European colonization. One was that
be either ;
A critic gf-
frampﬁng : t
o ultural beings or cultural agents . . . as artful,
eaqoned and free individuals WhO are partly
waped by their social and cultural contexts,
twho also through their actions and through
'h'angirzg perceptions alter such contexts
hemselves’ (Muthu, 2003: p. 274). The third
fep is what makes anti-imperial Enlight-
nrnent thought such a singular episode in
'{'l.I‘OPEElﬂ history. In Herder's words ‘the
“culture of man is not the culture of the
Erropean; it manifests itself according to
Iéié_e and time in every people’ (quoted in
athu, 2003: p. 276).

Mutha  sadly notes, however, that
Enlightenment-era anti-imperialist thought
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moder- ailed to gemerate a legacy that would be
Hsitasa urtured by prominent nineteenth-century
ze can be hinkers” (Muthu, 2003: p. 278). A famous
m affairs ique of imperialism published at the end
theorists ‘the nineteenth century, J.A. Hobson’s
ated in :_Impeualmn A Study (1902) pleads not
HRIETOus “the cessation of imperialism but for
Umanity ropean celonists to set higher standards
al order ~.colonial conduct. Governments could
Klended nbine forces to protect the natives from
v makes colonial adventurers and from the more
cructal predatory nations. ‘[Flor the real good of
‘the subject race’ (Hobson, 1938: p. 235),
obson proposed that development not be
betwean . imposed but solicited; it must be immanent
Vf’hg’ ;re fplace and of people: “to step in and utilize
is (t“.j fif:; natural resources which are left undeveloped
actice of one thing, to compel the inhabitants o
freedom fdevelop them is another” (Hobson, 1938:
is ... (4) P-'28). He decried policies that ‘induce or
ffjts,:h? compel patives {o substitute wage labour |
;fust be for the ancient tribal life apon the land’
ction of _(HGbson 1938: p. 259). “If under the gradual
Z) teaching of industrial arts and the general

educational influences of a white protectorate
many of the old political, social and religious
institutions decay, that decay will be a natural
wholesome process, and will be attended
by the growth of new forms, not forced
upon them, but growing out of the old forms
and conforming to laws of natural growth
in order to adapt native life to a changed
environment’ (Hobson, 1938: p. 280). In the
words ‘natural” and ‘tropical’ Hobson evoked
the immanence of the development to which
colonized peoples were entitled: ‘Nataral
growth in self-government and industry along
tropical lines would be the end to which the
enlightened policy of civilized assistance
would address itself” (Hobson, 1938: p. 243).

Imperialists in the nineteenth century had
not been able to ignore the practical demands
of the fact that humans are fundamentally, and
in different ways, culrural beings or cultural
agenis, and that each society carried in its
owi fashion the burden of a past. Evangelical
Christianity, undoubtedly a form of imperial
power, included the belief that the barbarians
would be more disposed to receive divine
grace if they found God’s word in their own
language. This was a Christian application
of a broader humanism nurtured by studies
of the languages of the New World. From
the late eighteenth century English Protestant
missionaries undertook an immense project of
Bible translation. In one theory of Christian
mission, the word ‘Indigenocus’ came (o
signify, honourably, the different ways that
non-Furopeans were embracing Christianity.
Thus Henry Venn (1796-1883), Honorary
Secretary of the Church Missionary Scciety,
envisaged the ‘euthanasia’ of the Buropean
clergy in Africa, India and even in parts
of the Antipodes, to make way for an
‘Indigenous’ Christian church. The native
clergy would not have to master Latin,
Greek and sophisticated theology; ‘simple
vernacular training, preserving native dress
and life style® would free the Gospel from its
metropolitan encumbrance (Williams, 1990:
pp. 19-20). ‘Native Bishops' would embody
an ecclestastical authority attuned to local tra-
ditions. ‘Association” between metropolitan
and native churches, not ‘superintendence’
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or ‘dependency’, was the political ideal of
these architects of mission.

India was a tutor to imperial pretensions,
as we can see from the work of Hemry
Maine, Legal Member of the Council of the
Governor-General of India from 1862 t0 1869,
In 1857, British authority in India had been
shocked by the Tndian Mutiny into making
& more critical appraisal of the nature and
fimits of colonial authority, Drawing on his
experience of governing post-Mutiny India,
Maine became an influential interpreter of
Indian society. Ina chapter that he published in
1887, Maine argued that the bi ggesi challenge
in governing India was to reconcile two
temporalities. A mierity of Indians was
committed to one temporality: these people
were seized with the urgency of progressing
India towards modern ways. The majority of
Indians, however, was still entangied in what
Maine cailed ‘a dense and dark vegetation of
primitive opinion, stubbornly rooted in the
debris of the past® (Johnscn, 2004: p. 73).
Those governing Tndia had the difficu rask of
respecting both the forward-looldn 2 minority
and the immobile majority. ‘If they are too
slow, there will be no improvement; if they
are too fast, there will be no security’, wrote
Maine (quoted by Johnson, 2004: p. 73).

This ‘too slow’/*too fast’ dilemma is one
of the defining issues of the enlightened
approach to colonial trusteeship that How-
ished in the twentieth century.

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

Hobson's ideas conmibuted (o 2 movement
among British intellectuals in World Way I
fo remove ‘natives’ from the responsibility
of nation-states and to entrust thein to an
international body. The League of Nations,
founded by the Treaty of Versailles in
1919, fell short of their schemes (Porter,
1990: pp. 178-179), but the Leagve's 1920
Covenant was nonetheless the first formal
recognition by the world’s governments that
there was a category of ‘Indigencus pecple’
entitled to special reamment because of their
vulnerability. When the Covenant referred to

‘Indigenous people’, it was not all the *natiye
peoples” whose well-being Hobson had cop.
sidered, but only those whose ‘vulnerabiljfy
took a form that weighed heavily on E};e
European statesman’s mind at that time: they
were “deprived’, by the war, of 4 colonial
master.

That is, although liberal Imperialists syep
as Hobson would have liked all colonieg
to be internationally mandated, the League
mandated colonial authority only over those
native peoples that had been under Otzomap
and German authority. As ‘peoples not vetable
to stand by themselves under the strenuoys
conditions of the modera world’ {Articie 22).
certain aggregations of humans could make
a claim on the world’s conscience, as the
Covenant formulated it; *The well-being and
development of such peoples form a sacred
rust of civilization® and ‘the futelage of
such peoples should be entrusted 1o acvanced
nations’ {Article 22). Some peeples would
require more careful supervision than others,
according to ‘the stage of the development of
the people’. Arficle 22 mentioned the “com-
nunities” formerly governed by the Tarkish
Empire as among the more sophisticated,
As well — and here we find the word
‘Tndigenous’ ~ there were the inhabitants of
the ‘territories’ in South West Africa and
the South Pacific Islands. Under a “C" class
mandate, the League entrusted Sou West
Africans to South Africa, the people of the
Marianas, Caroline and Marshall Islands
Tapan, the peoples of New Guinea {(north-
eastern party, New Ireland, New Britain and
the Selomon Islands to Australia, the people
of Nawsu to the British Empire (1o Australia.
in effect) and the people of Western Samoa to
New Zealand. Peoples rendered vulnerable.
a0t only by ‘backwardness’ but also by the
loss of their colonial overlord, were the first
to be labelled by a multilateral agreement as
Indigenons’.

However, the League did not see these
‘Indigenous’ peoples as the only peoples
who were owed a more considered tutelage.
When the International Labour Creanization
wrote Conventions to govern the well-being
of the labourers of the world, it used the




A Indigencus’ to refer to a greater
aber of peoples than those who lived
o former German colonies of Africa
the Pacific. In three conventions that
ublished in the 1930s — the Recruiting
nidigenous Workers Convenrion (1936),
e Contracts of Employment (Indigenous
prkers) Convention (1939) and the Fenal
ions {Indigenous Workersj Convention
'9) _ the term ‘Indigenous’ included not
sorkers helonging fo or assimilated to
the Indigenous populations of the dependent
"zrorles of Members of the Organization’
but.also ‘workers belonging to or assimilated
to the dependent indigenous populations of
the  home territories of Members of the
QOreanization’ (Article 2b of each of the above
three - conventions, emphasis added). This
broadened ‘Indigenous’ from those African
ané Pacific peoples who had lost their colonial
verlord (Germany) as the result of the war to
something closer o iis current meanings.
‘What was ‘Indigenous’ labour, in this
broader sense, understood to be? Here the
important word seems o be ‘native’. A guide
f:the 1L.O’s work written for young people
stated in 1937 how natives were anderstood
by the authors of ILO Conventions: “Whereas
they were formerly regarded as lazy members
of “the human race, who were better for
enforced regular employment, it is now
redlized that what seemed like laziness was
sometimes the fact that they were fully
' _'cupied with their own economic affairs,
sometimes malnutrition, and sometimes fun-
amental unsuitability for industrial work.
Furthermore, the real potentialities of these
people now begin to have some consideration.
Fheir simple economy is beginning to be
pr{_)iecteé, their craftsmanship encouraged,
and theiv codes of living given respect’
(Gibberd, 1937: p. 83; emphasis added). It
was assumed that to administer ‘native fabour’
required a particular expertise that could see
such labour in its social setting. ‘Native
labour’ was intelligible only in the context ‘of
tribal life, of health conditions, standards of
living and habits of these workers, including
in many cases those relating to marriage and
tribal fife’ (1.0, 1931: p. 222).

Experts in native labour faced a riddle
that is characteristic ~ as we now know —
of modermn buman rights discourse: how
to respect custom while ‘developing’. The
problem, as conceived by the TLO, was to time
modernity’s challenges (and here is the echo
of Maine’s ‘too slow’/*too fast’ ditemma);

Legislation based on native custom may artfficially
cause 1o survive primitive forms of ralations
between employars and employed, while more
advanced laws may bring the native, as yet
unprepared for such changes, face 1o face with
modern conceptions of the relationship between
capital and labour frorm which he would be unable
to profit. {ILO, 1931: p. 222)

Thus, a case could be made both against
and for the ILOYs submission of ‘custom’
to regulation. We can see in the wording
of some Conventions in the 1930s the ILO
considering carefully its approach to labour
that was subject to customary obligation. In
the Convention on Forced Labour (1930,
Article 19 was about the possibility that
‘compulsory cultivation’ could be justified
‘as a method of precaution against famine
or & deficiency of food supplies” as long
as the resulting food was shared among
the cuoltivators. The Article also allowed o
persist ‘the obligation on members of a
cormmusaity, where preduction is orgamized
on a communal basis by virtue of law or
customn and where the produce or any profit
accruing from the sale thereof remain the
property of the community, to perform the
work demanded by the comumnunity by virtue
of law or custom’. Nine years later, the ILO
seems to have edged closer to regulating
‘custem’. The Penal Sanctions (Indigenous
Workers) Convention {1939) sought to abolish
penal sanctions on breaches of contract by
employees. It applied to contracted {not
customary) service (see Article 1(1)), but it
explicitly included ‘Indigenous’ employers,
whether they were paid in cash or ‘in any other
form whatsoever’. Whether this applied ILO
standards of employment to all ‘customary’
labour, that had so recently been exempt from
such standards in the Convention on Forced
Labour, may have depended or what counted
as 3 ‘coniract’.
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After World War I, the ILO became
the main UN agency ic speak authorita-
tively on the managed transformation of
‘indigenous and other tribal and semi-tribal
populations which are nor vet integrated into
the national comumunity and whose social,
economic or cultural sitpation hinders them
from benefiting fully from the rights and
advantages enjoyed by other elements of the
Population’ Undigenous and Tribal Popula-
tions Convention, 1957 emphasis added).
The theme of this Convenrion (no. 107
was the supervision of uncoerced progress
of certain vulnerable peoples towards the
conditions of life common to the nation i
which they found themselves, For example,
Article 23 wanted goverrment provision “fora
progressive transition from the mother tongne
or the vernacular language to the national
language or to one of the official anguages
of the country’ while, at the same time
‘appropriate measures shall, as far as possible,
be taken 1o preserve the mather tongue or the
vernacular language”, Integration was good,
but ‘artificial assimilation’ was proscribed
(Article 2). Special measures of protection
were good, as long as they did not lagt
forever and did not create or prelong ‘a state
of segregation’ (Article 3). A document of
such ethical trade-offs, gesturing towards a
tmetable of change that could be neither
doubted nor defined, lef: room for judgement
about any nation-stare’s conduct towards
‘Indigenous and tribal populations’.

The revised ILO Convention on fndigenous
and Tribal Peoples (1939, in force from
September, 1991 enjoins that governments
will not make such Jjudgements unilateralty;
they must discuss them. in good faith, with
the Indigenous and trihal peoples who are
assumed to be not a passing but a permanent
feature of the nation-state and to be capable,
in their maintained or revived institntions,
of such a dialogne. Indigenous organizations
since 1975 have beep elaborating, in inter-
national foroms, the implications for nation-
states of the arrival of “the Indigenous voice
in world politics® as encoded in ILO 169 and
insimilar declarations( Wilmer, 1993; Niezen,
2003).

Thus the adjective ‘Tndigenous’ — applisg
to mouns such as ‘culture’, ‘society” apg
‘knowledge’ — has become a keyword' in
way of imagining noa-Buropean history ¢
a sympathetically managed transfonmation
Notwithstanding that the ideas of protection
and preservation have gained force, and that
Indigenous actors have registered iﬂ'evocably
that they will speak and actin their own inter-
€sts, the assumed underlying reality rémains
‘transformation’. David Maybury-Lewis, gpe
of the best-known advocates of respect
for Indigenous peoples to have emerged
during the 32 vears that separale the twg
ILO Conventions, made this clear when he
explained the name of the advocacy body that
he helped to found, Cultural Survival, Cultural
survival does not mean stasis. but ‘culrurg)
control and continuity. Such cultures can he
said 1o survive {and are thought to do so by
the people that live in them) to the exten
that their members control their own atfairs
and maintain a satisfactory continuity with
the past. Since no society, especially in rhese
days when glohalization proceeds apace. has
complete contrel over its own affairs (and
Indigenous societies, by definition, do noth.
cultural survival is always a relative marter’
(Maybury-Lewis, 2003: p. 326).

In Iatemtwentgiem-cenmry multilateral
respect for the Indigenous. the old issue
of enlightened colonial authority — what
weight should he assigned to the customs
of the colonized? — is handed to a new (or
newly recognized) post-colonial  subject,
Increasingly, “the People that live in them' are
invited to judge whether the customs of their
societies matter, and in what way they matter.
to deliberated projects of sacial and cultural
reproduction and transformation, that is, 1o
government. The modern disconrse of hnman
rights and  seM-determination propagated
since World War I by the wealthiest nations
on earth has evolved g language for bestowing
legitimacy on the demand that, in the name
of their difference, Indigenous people should
manage how (or whether) their Jaboar and
their land become cominedities in a global
system of exchange. ‘Indigenous people’
is the key phrase for global organizations




that have written standards for the exchange
fiiahour power (the ILO) and for the flow
ofiseapital for ‘development” (the World
nk).
Asa muliilateral keyword, ‘Indigenous’
s-difficult to define as it is politically
ractive to use (Beteille, 1998; Bowen,
00;. Colchester, 2002; Dean and Levi,
03:.pp. 4-9; Kenrick and Lewis, 2004
Kingsbury, 1998; Kuper, 2003; Mclntosh,
002). When the Working Group on Indige-
: .u's Populations (WGIP) first convened at
he'!UUN in 1982, there were 30 Indige-
ous- and non-Indigenous participanis; by
999 -the WGIP meeting was attended by
46:South and Central American indigenous
roups, 40 Asian indigenous organizations,
1:US and Canadian indigenous organiza-
ons, 23 African indigenous organizations,
ine Australian Aboriginal organizations,
ix Russian and Siberian indigenons orga-
izations, five indigenous Pacific organi-
zations, four Inuit indigencus aroups, two
aami organizations, and about six explic-
ly: international indigenous organizaticns’
(Muehiebach, 2001: p. 420}, Tan Mclntosh,
former editor of Cultural Swrvival Ouar-
terly, has reminded us that the potency of
ndigenous” could dissipate from over-use
(Mclntosh, 2002: pp. 23-24).

IF INDIGENOQUS’ IS THE ADJECTIVE,
‘SURVIVE' IS THE VERB

[n-the phrase ‘cultural survival’ is the word
uitural’ redandant, or are there forms of
Indigenous survival that are not “eultural’?

If we try to think of Indigenous being/
survival in a non-coltural, purely physical
gister, we will be tempted immediately o go
to the terrible facts of historical demography.
The European invasion of the Americas
brought catastrophe. For example, in whar
:wé-'now know as Peru, between 1520 and
1630, the total Indian population fell from 3.3
million to 600,000 (Saignes, 1999: p- 873 In
the first century of colonial penetration of the
Paraguayan region, the Guarani population
fell to one tenth of its estimated pre-invasion
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level (Garavaglia, 1999: p. 25). In the middle
of the eighteenth century (1730-1780), the
Caribs were reduced from 120,000 o 20,000
(Whitehead, 1999: p, 399). Much of the New
World mortality was due to diseases against
which people had no immunity, and some of
the most devastating epideniics arose when
missionaries relocated peoples, the better to
evangelize them (Whitehead. 1999: p. 399).
What we know of New World population
history puts us in mind of an irreducibly
material sense of ‘survival’: millions of people
did not live as long as they would have had
they not been infected, shot at, persecuted
or disrupted in their productive activities;
some peoples were wiped out altogether, and
others came close to total extinction. There
is colonial testimony that in Andean regions,
n the seventeenth century, women ceased
to believe in the reproduction of their own
kind, preferring to bear children from Spanish,
Mestizo and even African men, so that their
children would be spared labour service and
tribute (Saignes. 1999: p. 93). Three centuries
later, on a dejected Australian frontier, two
anthropologists heard demographic despair
among Gurindji women (Berndt and Berndt,
1987: pp. 90-91).

Nonetheless, today we refer to some of
the peoples of Peru, Paraguay and Australia
(and many other countries) as ‘Indigenous’.
We imply their ‘survival and their ‘recovery’,
in the face of every adverse colonial circum-
stance. Thus Thornton dates the ‘nadir’ of the
North American Indian population at ‘around
the turn of the twentieth century’ (Thornton,
2002: p. 73). Any narrative of ‘survival’ and
‘recavery’ might seem to rest on facts that
are simply biological, variables untroubled by
culture, such as the ratio of males to females,
the age structure, the average fertility and the
ages of death. However, these are variable
characteristics of something - a human
population, or a ‘people’ — that is inescapably
‘cultural’, for a ‘people’ cannot be conceived
independently of the criteria by which humans
reckon themselves to be different kinds of
humans — ‘peoples’. To conceive of the
survival and/or recovery of an Indigenous
people, we must consider the social processes
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that constitute that category. In presenting
Indigenous population figures for Bolivia,
Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Paraguay, Peru
and Venezuela, Maybury-Lewis explains that
‘the question of who consider themselves
(or are comsidered) to be indigenous is
a highly ideological one” (Maybury-Lewis,
1995 p. 873 and see Pool, 1983). In what
counts as ‘Indigenous’, public policy and pop-
ular culture engage. According to Thornion, in
the USA ‘about 25 per cent of the population
“growth” of American Indians from 1960
to 1970, about 60 per cent of the “growth”
from 1970 to 1980, and about 35 per cent
of the “growth” from 1980 to 1990 may be
accounted forby . . . changing idensifications’.
Like Maybury-Lewis, he speculates that the
changing public value of being Indian has
encouraged people to declare to the Census
authorities that they are Indian {Thornton,
2002: p. 76}, These acts of seif-identification
must be included in what Mavbury-Lewis
means when he refers to a people maintaining
asense of satisfactory continuity with the past.
To declare oneself 0 be ‘Indian’ is to assert
membership of a surviving people, However,
in the USA and Canada, individual (or
household head) self-identification is not the
only way that the Indigenous “self” is enacted.
The history of Indigenous relationships with
the state. in those two nations, has given
rise to supra-individual selves — tribes or
bands — that are empowered to determine
who is ‘Indian’. Thoroton sees a trend that
is fed by the persistent tendency of some
city-dwelling peoples to identify as Indians
and by Indians’ high rates of marriage to
non-Indians: “A Native American population
comprising primarily “old” Native Americans
strongly attached to their tribes’ may change to
a ‘population with a predominance of “new”
Native American individuals who may or may
not have tribal attachments or even wmibal
identities” (Thornton, 2002: p. 80). Here is an
excellent example of the difficulty of judging
‘cultural suzvival’. If the Nafive American
population continues o grow, bul “tribes” are
less salient social forms, should we speak of
cultural survival? Answers to this question
wiil vary.

Although it is tempting to conclude that
‘cultural survival is a project without geneyg;
criteria of success, within the UN’s Humngy
Righis Committee in the 1990s there had beepy
some censistency to Indigencus thinking, It
had conceptualized ‘culture as reproduced
through and dependent on a resource base,
that, if taken away, violates a group’s capacity
and right to exist collectively’ (Muehlebac};.
2003: p. 256). Even if political activism
seoures such a notion of ‘culture’ as “teryi-
torialized practice’, in arguments with nation
states about recognizing land rights, there
remain opportunities for disagreement abow
the strategies for reproducing that practice,
The Khanty of Siberia, for example, debate
whether to accept payments from energy
corporations, ‘with moralists arguing that
{Khanty] leaders cannot effectively fight
development if they are in the pay of
administrators, who are in turm too cozy
with energy company officials. Others argue
that precisely energy money, in negotiated
fixed percentages, should go toward cultural
programs and infrastructure such as school,
housing and clinics’ (Balzer, 2003: p. 128).
The Innu of Canada make diverse assessments
of whether hunting and bush living are central
to their survival.

Some believe the Innu should live in the bush for
extended periods of time and that this should he
supported by such things as rearranging schoofing
and setting up alcohol treatment centres in the
bush ..., Others, however, say that, while going
to the bush should be an option, the practicalities
of competing needs dictate that this cannot be
expected of everyone and that, therefore, it cannot
be imposed. These people argue that Innu culture
can also be passed on within the village setting
by modifying the school curricuiurn and through
the use of radio and other media. (Tanner, 2001
pp. 408-408)

If the demography, the social forms, and
the strategies of “Indigenous cultural survival’
are s0 resistant o general definition and
formulation, is the phrase empty of meaning?
One cannot easily set aside the terms in which
human dignity is nowadays so effectively
asserted. In the rest of this chapter, I want to
build up an account of ‘Indigencus cultural
survival’ that would cohere around the theme
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its, there 1371971, the geographer Wilbur Zelinsky

1t about 5m'arked that “The growth of human mobility
practice, been spectacular in modernizing societies’
=, debate (Zelinsky, 1971: p. 224). The two most

1 energy mportant mobilities in moderm history have
ing that n from countryside to city and from
ly fight tadvanced’ to less advanced regions of
pay of ‘the world. Using ‘mobility’ broadly enocugh
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Zelinsky points te the spatial aspects of
‘what - Taylor, in his account of modernity,

- school, calls ‘disembedding’. Zelinsky refers not
p. 128). niy-to spatial mobility, but also to mobility
ssments of “mind there remain no effective
> central cundaries beyond whicl the nimbler mind
anot penetrate’ (Zelinsky, 1971: p. 225).
In Zelinsky's paper we can see an account
IhbDUjL fgg of: three processes that have given rise to
schooling contemporary Indigencus circumstances: the
s i the colenization of the lands and peoples of the
ile geing New World by the peoples of Europe, the
clicalities cteation of national and global Jabour markets,
nnGt be . =
it cannot nd the rise of global tourism.
1 culturs ‘Human geographers and demographers
s setting have recently considered Zelinsky’s relevance
thraugh “Indigenous people in the settler colonial
T, Z00T: nations Australia, Canada, New Zealand and
the USA — the Indigenous peoples that were
15, and largely responsible (with Saami and Inuit) for
wvival’ successfully initiating ‘the indigenous voice
m and in'world politics’ in the period 1975-1982
aning? (Wilmer, 1993: pp. 137-138). As a condition
 which and an effect of that voice, Indigenous leaders
ctively are now among those exemplary moderns who
vant 1o travel city-to-city (Oslo-Geneva-New York,
ultural orexample), but I will leave until the last part
theme of-this chapter my discussion of the cultural

conseguences of thar kind of Indigenous
modernity. In this section I will confine myself
o describing the evident ambivalence of
Indigenous peoples towards laboar markets in
these four nations.

In Australia a relatively high proportion
of the Indigenous population lives ocutside
metropolitan areas, and a relatively high
proportion of Indigenous mobility is circular,
within region, and comparatively frequent,
sustaining social and ceremonial networks
and & modified subsistence economy; in some
regions, people have dispersed from small
towns to live as family-based groups on their
land (Taylor and Bell, 2004: pp. 15-17).
This pattern of mobility is in a mutually
reinforcing relationship with the high rates
at which Indigenous Australans are uanem-
ployed and/or not looking for work (Taylor
and Bell, 2004: p. 23). There is an apparent
trend for Indigencus Aunstralians to become
increasingly urban, but this is less because
people are leaving the mural and remote
regions and more because it has become
more common for metropolitan people of
Indigenous descent to declare themselves
Indigenous in the Census. Those who live
some time in the metropolitan areas are com-
paratively likely to move between city/town
and hinterland, rather than between cities, as
non-Indigenous Australians do. As Taylor and
Bell point out, we can describe this situation
either as ‘the lack of Indigenous tegration
with mainstream institutions’ or (emphasizing
Indigenous agency) as ‘an ongoing capacity
of Indigenous people to sustain difference’
(Taylor and Bell, 2004: p. 38).

Maori adapted to the British colonization
of New Zealand by becoming farmers,
encowraged by British policies and by their
own leaders; their migrations to sell their
labour were over short distances. For about
a century, Maori remained very much within
their regions of origin, their relative irumo-
bility securing continuity in their modes of
employment {farming, forestry, fishing) and
in their sccial life. Their population recovered
to its 1840 level by 1945, and eventually
the opportunities of the cities began to attract
them out of their viable but relatively static



raral enclaves, particularly under the stimulus
of World War I, with its opportunities for
enlistment and manufacturing employment.
From 1945 to 1971, Maori massively relo-
cated to the cities (they went from being
75 per cent rural to 75 per cent urban;
Bedford and Pocl, 2004: p. 61y and from
rural to manufacturing occupations. Althou gh
& desire to participate in the wider economy
motivated that shift, according to Barcham
(2004: p. 165), urbanization did not extinguish
Maoris’ sense of cultural difference, for it
was from among young urban Maosi that a
movement of cultural revival — uniting Maori
from different regions ~ took off in the 1970s,
The 1975 Treary of Waitangi Act, establishing
the Waitaugi Tribunal, was one result. A new
Maori intelligentsia became the interlocutor
of government. as public policy devolved
responsibilities for programmes to Maori
organizations known as iwi. This official
affirmation of Maori institutions, combined
with the strong sense that Maori WAYS are ever
at 1zsk, has made it desirable for individual
Maori to be both urban and roral, resaliing
in "Maori return-migration’. According 1o
Barcham, while this Indigenous habitus ‘is
at least partially dependent on labour market
conditions’, it also depends “upon certain
cultural factors’, notably their refationship
with “their papa kimga (waditional tribal
territories)” (Barcham, 2004- P 1733, Return-
migration contributes to ‘te-tribalization’; it
enables Maori to affirm their ‘Maoti side’
(Barcham, 2004: p, 177).

In the USA, there are relatively high rates
of population mobility among the Indigenous
populations (Snipp, 2004: p. 197}, but selling
one’s labour is only one reason to move.
Snipp comments on US Indians’ mobility
from the point of view of caltural survival —
or as he says. of ‘sustaining and enhancing
the cultural, political and economic viability
of Indigenous commumnites’ and of finding
ways to wansport and reproduce Natdve
culture through space and time’ ¢ Snipp. 2004:
p. 198). Thus, it is possible to consider
Native American urbanization as a challenge
to the principal institution of their sociefy,
the reserve-based tribe. Esehbach points io

an apparent tension betwzen the goals of
raising Indians’ material living standarcs and
preserving reserve populations: ‘urbanizing
out-migration as a development strategy
Seemis 1o compromise the promise of triE;g;}
sovereignty” (Eschbach, 2004: p. 86), s in
New Zealand. a significant proportion of
Indians have become urban only since Worlg
War II. And, as in New Zealand, returp-
migration has recently become a feature of
Indian mobility, or so Snipp suspects (Snipp,
2004: p. 185). Saipp evokes the problem
facing Native political leaders. On the ol
hand, they seek to preserve the connections
between the more mobile Indians and their
tribefreservation of origin; this keeps the
population estimates large (for government
funding purposes), it secures the political
and financial support of the mobile ones,
and it keeps open the possibility that one
day some of the best-trained Indians will
work for their tribe. On the other hand.
the return (or the coming and going) of
Indians who have one foot in the city can
be & disturbing influence ‘even when they
are long-time friends and family’ (Snipp.
2004: p. 189). Governments deal with Indians
as recognized wibes on reserves: it is pof
in the interest of reserve-based leaders to
encourage govermnents to recogmize and
support “urban tribes’, though Indian Centres
i some cities (Los Angeles, Oakland, Tulsa,
Minneapolis) are able 1o help reservaiion
Indians who migrate short-term to cities.
Long-term migration to cities has gained
employment and a materially improved life
for some Indians, while posing o reserve
leaders the issue: should they continue to
be counted as members of the tribe? {(Snipp.
2004: p. 193y,

Canada’s Indigenous people have been
more mobile than the Canadian average in the
second half of the twentieth century {accord-
ing to recent analysis of the Canadian Census)
and Registered Indians have been more
mobile than other categories of Aboriginal
Canadian (Nomis et al., 2004 p. 149
Observers expecied in the 1960s that there
would be net migration of Registered Indians
from reserves to cities, as they ssarched




goals of & <t work and became more assimilated into

dards and & ider Canadian culture. The data since
rbanizine thcontradict this scenario, with both cities
strazeg; a':'_reserves gaining from Indian migration
of tribg] _ ]jﬂ_e non-reserves and smaller cities have
0). As i ndians. Registered Indians tend to
srtion of - onuri’, that is, to move back and forth

ce World - hetween their reserves and cities. They are

. renmn- uiled to cities by better opportunities for
cature of umption and employment and by the
5 (Snipp, seed to widen their social and intellectual

problem ° farzons; they are pulled back to the reserves

the cne “the cheaper housing, ties with family,
mections and-by services tailored to their legal and
nd their - cu_ﬂturai status as Indians. A large part of

=eps the he off-reserve (including cities) growth in
‘ermnent Tndian population has been an effect of
political egisiative expansion of the definition of

le ones, a: Reclsteled Indian. The factors promoting

that one 'he_ increase in reserve populations include
ans will - he' benefits available to Registered Indians
= hand, iving on reserves. The 1991 Aboriginal

ving) of oples Survey found that employment was
city can \ velatively unimportant stated motive for
en they mobility (particularly for women) (Norris

{Snipp, erial, 2004: pp. 152-153). Taking these
1 Indians findings together (and ignoring differences
t is not anlong reserves in their rates of out-migration
aders to and in-migration) the reserve-urban ‘churmn-
ize and ng mobitity of Registered Indians can be
Centres nterpreted as the expression of a persisting
1, Tulsa, scnltural difference, supported by government
ervation licies favouring Registered Indians and
y Cifies. “their adapted collective institutions, bands
gained governing reserves.

ved lLife In 1985, the Grand Council of the Crees
reserve old the UN's Working Group on Indigenous
inue o Populations that they wanted to have a
(Snipp, ‘choice between continuing a traditional life
on the land, or participation in the new

e been wage earning economy’ {quoted in Niezen,
e in the 2000: p. 124). In the known mobility patierns
accord- - of .Indigenous people in Australia, Canada,
Census) New Zealand and the USA that choice
1 more is: evidently being sustained, allowing a
original distinct Indigenous modernity. Their mobility
148). $* not actuated so much by the prospect
it there of selling their labour at a high price, as
Indians 1t-is by family and community strategies
=arched of-secial integration. Two kinds of public

policy support this modernity: recognizing
Indigenous community structures, and coi-
ceding an Indigenous land base.

However, it is possible that a third
government policy -~ Census enumeration -
may modify the effect of the first two. To
the extent that settler colonial nationalism
now honours ‘indigeneity” and to the extent
that Censuses count people who identify as
Indigenous, whether or not they have tribal or
iwi affiliation, the Indigenous population of
four nations has developed a core/periphery
structure, In the USA, more than one third of
those who meet Census criteria of Indian (that
is, declare themselves to be Indian) are not
tribal ‘Indians’ (Thornton, 2002: p. 79) either
because they fail to meet criteria of tribal
membership or because they did not seek a
tribe’s judgement on that matter. In Canada’s
1996 Census, of 1.1 millioa people reporting
Aboriginal ancestry, 799,000 reported them-
selves as members of a particular Aboriginal
group or as registered under the Tndian Act
(Notris et al., 2004: pp. 137-138). Barcham
(2004: p. 178) reports that 26 per cent of all
individuals who identified as of Maori descent
at the 1996 Census gave no fwi affiliation.
In Australia, Indigenous respondents to the
2002 Mational Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Social Survey (NATSISS) showed
marked regional variations in affiliation to
the more traditional formations. Fewer than
half (45.7 per cent) of the Indigenous people
in cities, towns, agrictltural and mining
regions in Australia (where three out of four
Indigencus Australians live} see themselves
as belonging to a clan, tribal or language
group. In ‘remote’ regions, where the other
25 per cent of Indigenons Australians lve,
three out of four people (76 per cent)
identify themselves as part of a clan, tribal
or language group (Australian Bureau of
Statistics, 2004). In these four nations there
is no pecessary correspondence between pa:-
ticipation in govemnment-recognized Indige-
nous political institutions and ennmerated
{and self-proclaimed) TIndigenous identity.
Whether that is a challenge or a boon fo
‘Indigenous cultural survival® is a matter for
debate.



THE RELEVANT MEANINGS
OF INDIGENQUS ART

Sustained by & mixtore of welfare payments,
hunting and gathering and artefact sales,
and with secure land tenure and modern
technelogies of tansport and communica-
tions, Aborigines of Australia’s western desert
maintain an extended ‘moral community’
(Peterson, 2004: p. 234} in which there
are few opportunities (and arguably little
need) to sell their labour power. Since about
1971, however, there have been increasing
opportunities for these people to export goods
that symbelize the foundations of that ‘moral
community’.

The international social field in which
they exchange these objects returns to the
Pintupi not enly money but also meaning
and esteem; the sources of that money,
meaning and esteem are various, and many
are far (physically and culturally) from the
western desert. Is this exchange securing
or undermining the ‘cultural survival’ of
the Pintupi? Closing his recent study of
these transactions, Fred Myers remarks that
‘perhaps we understand the commodity and
commoditization less well than we have
presumed’ (Myers, 2002: p. 361},

Myers credits the Australian government
with good intentions towards the Pintupi. In
the 1970s, shortly after they began to paint for
sale, itbecame government policy to purchase
Pintupi paintings through two publicly funded
agencies, for Pintupi aspirations to earn cash
incomes far exceeded the early demand for
their art. In a region that did not attract
Australian enterprises, the government soughi
a ‘culturally appropriate’ economic base for
the Pintupi; at the same time, the government
recognized their customary possession of
land, and it amended social security policy
to make them eligible for unemployment and
other henefits,

In the 1980s, the governmental hopes for a
western desert economy began to be answered
as Australian and global demand for western
desert art soared. The relationship between
two regimes of value became an explicit
concern of the Aboriginal arts indusiry.

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal valuationg
were understood 0 be independent but
convergeni: some works could be of both high
‘Aboriginal cultural value’ and high “Westery,
aesthetic value’ — with ‘tourist art’ ranking
‘low” on both scales. As city-based public
collections began to acquire ‘good’ paintings,
a hesitant discowmse of connoisseurship arose,
sensitive to the cultural gap between tha
producers and the new consumers. Though
connoissenrs tended to value western desert
art as a distinetly Australian episode jn
formalist modernism, rather than as refer-
encing particular people/land relationships in
a remote Australian region, the paintings’
‘Aboriginality” was usually celebrated. Many
Australians welcomed the assurance that
past colonial policies had not destroved
all of Australia’s ‘Indigenous culture’. The
artistic conunissions for the new Australian
Parliament House (which opened in 1988)
included a huge ground mosaic by Michae]
Nelson Tjakamarra that gestured towards
Australians” post-colonial matrity.

The painters’ success provoked a discourse
of Indigenous vulnerability. Some observers
said that western desert peoples’ problems
and interests were being forgotten as the
art’s formal beauty and national significance
overwhelmed public attention. Myers takes
issue with commentators who fear that in
attaining global artistic success the Pintupi
have forfeited their “distinctive voice’ (Myers,
2002: p. 233), The reason he can portray “the
cireulation of acrylic paintings as an extension
of the agency of their makers, subject to
varying responses and actions beyond their
making’ (Myers, 2002: p. 353) is that he
adopts a performative notion of the paintiags’
meanings. To render as a system the art’s
semantics is not possible, ke argues: it is not
so much that the paintings save meaning, it's
more that the Pintupi deploy their meanings in
a number of contexts in which those meanings
have relevance. He refuses to privilege ~ as
originary or definitive — those contexts that
are local to the western desert (Myers, 2002:
P. 33). From this theoretical position. the
arrival in New York of western desert art (and
of some Pintupi artists) in 1988 can be told
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wo Pintupl astists’ sand-painting perfor-
ce in the Gallery in November 1988
rs repoits the stated satisfaction of the
_artists that in their performance (and
th the assistance of Myers and two other
snthropologists who fielded the audience’s
que'stions) they had represented their ‘country”
{not Australia, but the western desert ‘estates’
of which the two artists are custodians).

And the audience’s understandings? ‘T think
no-one really knows what “happened” on
the -stage,” Myers admits, ‘whether spiritual
energy annd danger were evoked or negotiated,
or.whether Aboriginal relations to place were
securely signified” (Myers, 2002: p. 272).
And he later illustrates the variety of themes
critics’ appreciation of the whole exhibi-
on.) From one point of view, this admission
uncertainty could be enough to wamrant a
udgement of the event’s superficiality, but
Myers invites us to see the performance
as:an ‘occasion of culture making’ whose
epresentational adequacy must not be gauged
by reference to a concept of culture ‘as
saqastuctured  given'. Myers here invokes
“recent studies of Indigenous expression {for
:__'_examples Ginsburg, 2002; Turner, 2002) in
Corder to assert that culture is ‘an imperfect
“fiction that is ambiguously mediated by
-multiple and shifting discursive moments’
yers, 2002: p, 275).

We are still developing our ways to interpret
such data (these elicited meanings), writes
‘Myers, just as we are at the beginnings
“of developing a critical language for the
~appreciation of contemporary Indigenous ait.
~He has no doubt that a political opportunity
“has presented itself: “The circulation of

Aboriginal fine art does not erase the tensions
within which whites and blacks cohabit so
much as it creates a sphere or forum for
discussing what Aboriginality and Aboriginal
identity might be in relation to whites’ (Myers,
2002: p. 317). Though he distances himself
from those apprehensive of Pintupi culture’s
global ‘success’, Myers also hesitates to offer
criteria for judging the survival of a ‘culture’
whose ontology is so elusive that it is ‘an
imperfect fiction ... ambiguously mediated
by multiple and shifting discursive moments’
(Myers, 2000: p. 275), Rather than assume
marketization to be the agent of culiuzal
doom, Myers interprets the many newsworthy
scandals (about authenticity, exploitation,
copyright) of the Aboriginal art world as ‘a
significant moment in the conceptualization
or institetionalization of cultural property’
(Myers, 2002: p. 330). Objects so hybrid are
bound to cause trouble. Myers would like the
painters to avoid two related threats posed by
the mote free-booting market sucecess of their
art: their dislocation from their country, and
the severing of their accountability to their
kin and to their regional communities. The
contimuing production, in art, of Pintupi iden-
tity must have some practical-institutional
roois, and Myers thinks that how dealers
behave makes a difference. Myers’ fruitfut
theoretical uncertainty about the effects of
‘comumoditization” thus arises not only from
his refusal to delimit the pertinence of the
paintings’ unfolding meanings (‘the question
of what kind of objects these are has not been
settled’; [Myers, 2002: p. 3397) but also from
his appreciation that the institutions of the
art market are now intimately part of Pintupi
practices of cultural reproduction.

INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION

The work of Indigenous cultural survival
is not only local, but also international,
and thus it requires collaboration with other
Indigenous people and with the personnel of
multilateral agencies. We may regard these
collaborations as ‘exchanges’. On scheduled
occasions, such as meetings of the Working



Group on Indigenous Populations, people tell
their stories {some horrific, some celebratory)
and are rewarded with political standing:
people debate the wording of important
public statements and formulate consensus
by exchanging phrases, sentences and para-
graphs - pushing here, conceding there.
Their work since 1975 (when the World
Council of Indigenous Peoples formed at
Port Alberni, Vancouver) has built up ‘an
international community with a body of
shared knowledge, rules of behaviour, and
strategic goals” (Niezen, 2003; P 205,

Because ‘Indigenous rights’ are conceived
in these exchanges as an instance of ‘human
rights’, this global community demands of
cach of its participating peoples that it
account for iself in rerms of human rights
violated and honoured. According to Russell
Barsh, in 1995 the Mikmag people committed
themselves to this way of accounting their
circumstances when they formally acceded
o the Imternational Covenants of Human
Rights. They thus performed a sovereign
action {though under UN rules they report to
treaty monitoring bodies as an NGO} As well,
the Mikmag Grend Council was addressing
‘demands by Mikmagq women for greater
accountability on the part of Mikmaq officials
elected under Canada’s Indian Act”, and they
hoped that ‘such openness would focus greater
critical attention on violadons of Mikmag
rights by Canada’ (Barsh, 1993: p. 36). Three
levels of political exchange were thus enacted
by the Mikmag Grand Council’s accession (o
the Covenants: with their own members, with
the Canadiap domestic political debate ahous
Indigenous rights, and with the multilateral
agencies that monitor compliance with the
Covenants.

The reproduction of Indigencus culture
is not a straightforward matter when the
instruments of multilateralism are seized as
weapons for survival. Niezen spells oot the
terms of the exchange by which Indigenous
people have gained a voice in the UN: ‘To
maintain its credibility the indigenous forum
will have to include within its purview not
only the urgent problems of racism. loss
of land, industrial degradation, and state

assaults upon identity and cultuial integripy
but also the huunan rights abuses perpetmre;i
by indigenous peoples themselves’ {Niezen
2003: p. 117). The application of the hunlaﬁ
rights covenants to the internal affairs of
Indigenons peoples has been controversial,
Some have argued that it COmpromises ‘self.
determination’, or that notions such as * gender
equality” are ‘alien to Indigenous caltime’ (as
reported by Barsh, 1993: p. 36). Nigzen sees
Indigenous peoples as being in a "Weberian
dilemma’. To deal effectively with modernity,
Indigenous peoples must adopt modern forms
of authority: ‘there is no way to defend
traditional societies without in some way
transforming them — without, above all, taking
on some of the trappings of bureauctacy
and written law’ (Niezen, 2003: p. 142 b
‘Human rights universalism,’ he predicts,
will "bring about as much, or more, cultural
change as protection’ (Niezen, 2003: P 143,
Barsh believes that much of that change is
already evident. As an effect of colonization
{including certain forms of recognition) the
traditional functions of kinship and older
ideals of personal respoasibility have been
displaced. Indigenous societies have become
‘more like the states that oppress them' (Barsh.
1995: p. 48). Some Indigenous peoples in
Canada have invoked individual rights ‘not
to defend the tribal social order against
interference’, but selfishly: ‘the right 1o
private property, the right to disregard family
and clan obligations, the right to accumulaie
personal wealth without paying taxes’ (Barsh,
1985: p. 51). For this very reason, Barsh
argues, Indigenous peoples must entrench
rights’ as a weapoa against these new
concentrations of power among Indigenous
peoples. * “Rights” become a necessary part
of the new social fabric as both a destructive
and remedial argument’ (Barsh, 1995: p. 51,

There is irony — perhaps Faustizn tragedy -
in such accounts of the modern Indigenous
political trade-off. However, if we reconsider.
yet again, the question of who is valnerable.
it is possible to think of these binds as oppor-
tunities. The politics of gender and age within
an Indigenous society may be activated when
certain standards of human rights are invoked.
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the assessment of Bartholomew Dean,
mazonian indigenismo ‘contines to conceal
»endurance of systematic social distinctions
'such as gender inequality) through ifs
' to & putatively universal indigenous
bjecavﬁy . the exclusions, restrictions,
g )l treatment associated with women’s
ves in Amazonia are largely ignored by the
diéeﬂous rights movement’ (Dean, 2003
:P? 234.235), If Indigenous peopies answer
to human rights scrutiny of their own affairs,
: \e'idea of ‘yulnerability” becormes pertinent
distinctions aimong en Indigenous peopie.
or -girls growing up now in Amazonia,
.5*modernist challenges of ‘human rights’
_pélitics might be just what is needed.

harles Taylor writes that modern humans
have imagined themselves to be parties o
S moral order in which rights, freedom and
.mumal benefit are ‘to be secured to all
articipants equally. Exactly what is meant
y.equality will vary, but that it must
e affirmed in some form follows from
“the ‘rejection of hierarchical order’ (Tavlor,
2004: p. 22). Starting in the eighteeath
entury as the ‘imaginary’ of social elites
id activist groups, this self~understanding
as since spread ‘downward and outward’
(Taylor, 2004: p. 144). The rise of the
ation of ‘Indigenous’ culture/people/scciety
an be understood as one of the trajectories
f ‘redaction’ by which the modern social
imaginary is becoming more extensively and
atensively established. Wa can discetn two
steps in the ‘Indigenous’ redaction.

The first (which is net over) has been
tooted in the conviction that development will
give ‘individuals and societies more control
ver their own destiny’, as Joseph Stiglitz
plained in his 1998 Raul Prebisch Lecture.
Challenging ‘traditional socicties’ that accept
‘the world as it is’, Stiglitz continued:

Development gnriches the lives of individuals by
videning their horizons and reducing their sense
of isolation. It reduces the afflictions brought on by
disease and poverty, not only increasing lifespans,

but mproving the vitality of life. (Stighitz, 2001
pp, H8=59)

The more liberal expression of this confident
mission allows that such transformations
are subject to {what 1 have called) the
immanent temporalities of peoples; those
peoples are ‘vulnerable’ to development to
the extent that their iinmanent femporalities
are ignored or overridden. One way to under-
stand ‘indigeneity’ as an emergent polifical
construct is {o historicize the various ways that
‘yulnerability” has been {and continues to be)
imagined. I have traced some episcdes — from
the formulation of Article 22 of the Treaty of
Versailles to the World Bank’s 1991 account
of the ‘Indigenous’ as & set of ‘vuinerabilities’.

In the assertion of women’s rights within
the political forums of colonized peoples we
see not only another episode in the imagining
of Indigenous vulnerability but also an exam-
ple of what is possible in the second step in the
redaction of the ‘Indigenous’ as an instance of
the modern. This second step is very recent;
it became visible oply in the last quarter of
the twentieth century as Iadigenous entities
gained political standing in world forums
and in the jurisprudence and constitutional
development of nation-states. This phase in
the redection of ‘Indigenous’ disperses the
initiative for redaction fo many local political
elites who now wish to elaborate, in thought
and practice, their own ways (0 be modem,
including their own reckonings with “human
rights’.

Two features of Taylor’s argument are
significant here. First, he concedes that since
‘modem social imaginaries have been differ-
ently refracted in the divergent media of the
respective national histories” we should not
expect ‘a simple repetition of Western forms
when these imaginaries are imposed on or
adopted in other civilizations® (Taylor, 2004:
p. 154). We can expect Indigenous moderni-
ties 1o differ, in some respects, from those that
have allowed them certain spaces in which to
grow. Second, in saying so litfle about the
place of non-human species and the earth.
oceans and atmosphere in ‘modern social
imaginaries’, Taylor exemplifies a flaw in the
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modern social Imaginary to which Indigenous
thought has been sensitive. In the 1990s,
Indigenous discourse highlighted “nature’:
the dangerous relationships between humans
and other species and between humans and
their resouzces base (Muehlebach, 2001:
P 436}, Thus, Tajaiake Alfred, searching
for an Indigenous ‘sovereignty’ that is not
contained within the Opportunity structures
of liberalized colonial policy. includes ‘the
sustainability of the earth’ among Indigenons
objectives. He sess ecological Hinits to the
‘natural law’ humanism from which the
todern social imaginaries grew. “The land
was created by a power outside of human
beings, and Just relaticaship to that power
must respect the fact that human beings
did not have a hand ip making the earth,
therefore they have no right to dispose of
it as they see fir {Alfred, 2002: P 470).
Alfred’s reference to ‘s power ouiside of
human beings’ need not be understood ag
restoring the theodicies questioned by narural
law. T prefer to see it as the Indigenons
nvitation (cast. let us note, in the language
of *rights’) to consider human history through
Darwin’s pitiless eyes,
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