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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 MAIN MESSAGE 
We found that the work of the Norwegian Program for 
Indigenous Peoples (Npip), a Norad program run by the 
Norwegian Institute for Applied Social Science (Fafo), 
has been an important support to the work of indigenous 
and pro-indigenous organizations in Latin America. We 
visited all but three partners of the program in Brazil, 
Guatemala, and Peru, and discussed their assessments of 
the relevance and effectiveness of the program in meeting 
their needs. With some room for improvement, the overall 
message was that the program was responsive, depend­
able, and in some cases crucial for the advancement of 
indigenous peoples' agendas in the region. 

We also reviewed the policy and administrative envi­
ronment of the program in Norway, including the rela­
tionship between Npip, Norad, the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and other organizations in Norway, including the 
Saami, involved in working with indigenous peoples 
abroad. Our finding here is that the government has not 
been adequately supportive of the mandate of the program 
or of its administration by Fafo. Wrangling over contracts 
and the scope of the program has, over the long term, 
meant that the program has been strategically orphaned 
by both Norad and Fafo. While day to day administration 
is competent, the success of the program relies most heav­
ily on the work of the program's staff and, on occasion, its 
Advisory Council. 

Our recommendations, therefore, fall into three groups. 
At the system level, we propose a series of policy deci­
sions and institutions that will improve the strategic co­
herence of all the work that Norway already accomplish­
es in support of indigenous peoples. At the level of the 
program's organizational home, we recommend ways in 
which the program can be brought under the umbrella of a 
firmer political commitment and strategic direction, both 
by the program executing agency and Norad, particularly 
in the re-positioning of the program's Advisory Council 
into an Advisory Board. At the program level, we make 
further suggestions for improving operations in the field, 
and more substantively, expanding the communications 
work of the program in Norway. 

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM 
The Norwegian Program for Indigenous Peoples (Npip) is 
a program of the governmental Norwegian Agency for 
Development Cooperation (Norad) since 1983 (and in a 
different form, of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs from 
1980). Since 1991, the program has been administered by 
an outside agency, the Institute for Applied Social Sci­
ences (Fafo), and from there continues to offer financial 
support to indigenous and pro-indigenous organizations 
in five Latin American countries: Chile, Peru, Guatemala, 
Brazil and Paraguay. 

The mandate of the program is «to strengthen the capacity 
and ability of indigenous peoples to shape and control 
their own development given the present context of socio­
economic change.» Toward that end, financial and tech­
nical support is offered for projects in the areas of rights 
and health, culture and education, and institution building 
and networking. In 1998, the budget is NOK 20 million 
for 40 projects in the five countries, administered by two 
professional staff members, supported by management 
and accounting services at Fafo. 

Over the course of the program's history, either within 
Norad or Fafo, there has never been an evaluation of its 
success in meeting its mandate (although individual pro­
jects have been evaluated). As the contract with Fafo 
comes up for renewal in 1998, this evaluation has been 
commissioned. 

1.3 TERMS OF REFERENCE AND METHODS 
This evaluation focuses on the management of the pro­
gram since Fafo took over its stewardship. However, sup­
port to indigenous peoples* efforts exists in many parts of 
the government (primarily through the Ministry of For­
eign Affairs and Norad, its aid wing, and indirectly 
through support to the work of Norwegian NGOs also 
working in the field), and questions have been raised 
about coordination, relevance, and strategy throughout, 
not simply within Fafo's administration of Npip. The 
evaluation has therefore been designed to encompass a 
range of questions that will help the Norwegian govern­
ment to move forward. 
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Key among the central questions posed in the initial 
Terms of Reference tendered by the Ministry are: 

1. How relevant is Npip (and Norway's overall sup­
port) to the needs articulated by indigenous peoples 
in Latin America? To Norway's own policies? 

2. How effective is current Npip (and other Norwegian) 
programming in terms of policy (overall direction), 
strategy (implementation plans), and management 
(administration)? 

3. What future directions should be recommended, 
again in terms of policy, strategy, and management 
of Npip? Of other programs? Should Norway contin­
ue on its current course? 

cies were made, and after the second team workshop, 
trips to Norway, Denmark, and the Netherlands were 
also made in March 1998 to get more information on 
apparent alternatives to Norway's program. 

7. The report's conclusions were discussed at a round-
»able meeting in Oslo in March 1998, and a drafted 
report was circulated to a reference group of stake­
holders in Norway (including an academic specialist 
in Latin America, a representative from the Saami 
academic community, and members from Fafo, No­
rad and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs). A second 
roundtable in April 1998 reviewed the written draft 
and discussed its findings. This final report incorpo­
rates agreed changes discussed at that meeting. 

At the very centre of the overall evaluation, therefore, is 
Fafo's management of the Norwegian Program for Indig­
enous Peoples, both in Norway and in Latin America. 
However, while the evaluation has undertaken primary 
research to assess the work of Npip, it has not undertaken 
an in-depth evaluation of the success of individual pro­
jects or organizations supported by the program. In this 
report, we limit our attention to the system, organization­
al home, and program levels, and so steer clear of project 
level assessments. 

The implementation of the evaluation involved seven ba­
sic steps: 

1. A team of ten professionals (anthropologists, politi­
cal scientists and organizational specialists) was con­
stituted to undertake the research and to advise on 
the methodology and findings. 

2. Five background papers were commissioned to pro­
vide the team with a shared basis of information on 
the key issues of the evaluation (these have become 
part of the report and its appendices). 

3. The whole team, including the advisors, met in Otta­
wa for a closed five-day session in January 1998. 
The main objective of the meeting was to develop a 
shared basic understanding of the situation of indige­
nous peoples in Latin America and a common meth­
odology for data collection. 

4. Fieldwork in Latin America then took place over a 
period of a month in January and February 1998, 
building on previous fieldwork in Norway and the 
United States. 

5. The complete team was brought back to Ottawa for a 
week-long closed meeting to share, gauge and con­
solidate the data collected. 

6. Subsequent visits to Washington's multilateral agen-

1.4 MAIN FINDINGS 

Our report has outlined a range of strengths and weak­
nesses in the program and system in which Npip works, 
and has highlighted alternatives in use by other orga­
nizations. In this final chapter and summarized here, those 
assessments are boiled into a list of priority findings and 
key recommendations. 

The Norwegian Strategy 

The main message is that Norway's official work for, and 
with, indigenous peoples has demonstrated a remarkable 
empathy for indigenous peoples, with a degree of sensi­
tivity closer to that of progressive NGOs than to most 
multilateral and bilateral agencies. However, the absence 
of a strategy throughout this array of Norwegian activity -
including Npip but encompassing other government and 
non-governmental programs - robs Norway of improved 
coherence, effectiveness and visibility. 

1. Strength: Progressive and Important Work. Nor­
way already supports a wide range of activities 
through multilateral, bilateral, NGO, and Npip chan­
nels. These activities, progressive in their approach, 
have earned Norway a positive reputation in the 
countries where the work takes place. 
a) Recommendation: Continue Work with In­

digenous Peoples. 

2. Problem: Poor Coordination. Norway already sup­
ports a wide range of activities through multilateral, 
bilateral, NGO, and Npip channels. These activities 
have earned Norway a positive reputation in the 
countries where the work takes place. However, 
these activities are not framed within a coordinated, 



1. Executive Summary 

unified outlook nor are they the topic of systematic 
communication among players. 
a) Recommendation: Prepare a Government-

Wide Policy Statement to Guide Multilateral, 
Bilateral and NGO-Support Activities Related 
to Indigenous Issues. 

b) Recommendation: Establish A National 
Roundtable on the Environment and the Econ­
omy on Support for Indigenous Peoples. 

3. Problem: Lack of Continuity. Moreover, Npip rep­
resents only a relatively small part of Norway's sup­
port for indigenous peoples, with the rest of the 
funding disbursed through support for NGO initia­
tives. Such procedures offer little guarantee of conti­
nuity in effort. 

a) Recommendation: Provide Special Funding 
for Indigenous Programming. 

b) Recommendation: Prepare to Use the Multi­
lateral and Bilateral Programs, as Well as 
NGO Channels, to Implement Policy. 

c) Recommendation: For Project Delivery , as 

Distinct from Policy Development Work, Put 
Emphasis on Npip and NGO Channels. 

4. Problem:Visibility. Finally, the visibility of theses 
activities is low. Public awareness, support, and 
hence the political sustainability of Norway's sup­
port for indigenous is in now way guaranteed. 
a) Recommendation: Request that Parliament 

Publicly Endorse the Strategic Statement in 
Support of Indigenous Peoples. 

b) Recommendation: Promote Npi's Education 
Role through Additional Contributions to its 
Communication Role. 

1.4.1 Template for a Norwegian Strategy for 
Indigenous Peoples 

Building on the evaluation and on the overview of rele­
vant alternative formula, we have put together a model 
strategy, elaborated in the conclusion, that combines the 
various institutional elements that we feel can address 
most weaknesses and opportunities that we have identi­
fied. 

Template for a Norwegian Strategy for Indigenous Peoples 

Strategy 

MFA/NORAD 

Parliament 

Saami Parliament 

Multilateral policy 

MFA 

UN 

Multilateral 
development banks 

Communication/Education Program Delivery 

Npip/EXECUTING 
AGENCY 

Roundtable: 
Saami 
NGOs 
Parliament 
Academics 

National consultation to 
discuss/evaluate strategy 
and its implementation 

NORAD 

Proactive: 
Npip 

Consultative Board 
Dedicated funding 
guaranteed for 3 years 

3 year mandate 
closely related 
to government 
strategy 

MFA/NORAD 

Reactive: 
NGOs 
Bilateral 

Dedicated fund 

The table above, elaborated in the conclusion, identifies 
five key action areas, the institutions responsible for their 
implementation, and the central institutional character­
istics of this implementation. 

The Organizational Home 

Npip's success is partly due to the shelter the program 
receives as an out-of-housc program, the flexibility per­
mitted within Fafo, the administrative competence 
brought by Fafo, and the quality of the staff recruited to 
manage it. 

Strength: Political and Bureaucratic Independ­
ence. The key benefit of the current home, and the 
out-of-house model in general, is that the program 
has been sheltered from undue political pressure and 
administrative burdens. This shelter has permitted 
the program to be flexible, responsive, and agile in 
its work in the field. 

Strength: Administrative Simplicity and Efficiency. 
Fafo's administration of the program in terms of 
reporting, accounting, and procedure are effective 
and non-bureaucratic. 
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a) Recommendation: Retain an Out-of House 
Model for the Program. 

3. Strength: Competent Staff. Fafo has also retained 
high quality staff and assembled a competent Ad­
visory Council. This specialization is important be­
cause of our finding that in-depth, specialized, and 
continuously verified knowledge of the indigenous 
landscape is crucial for program success. 

The Npip project staff have clearly demonstrated that 
they have the required project competencies, with 
some improvements necessary (see recommenda­
tions for the program outlined below), particularly 
with respect to communication competencies. 

Current staffing levels are insufficient, however, not 
only to ensure implementation of the public educa­
tion dimension of Npip's mandate, but also to pro­
vide more appropriate project cycle administration 
and project monitoring. 
a) Recommendation: Increase staffing levels by 

one and possibly two persons, depending on 
the the size of the effort made in the area of 
public education. 

4. Problem: Weak Strategic Programming. Fafo's 
hands-off policy is partly responsible for the weak 
overall strategic planning and programmatic coher­
ence of Npip. 
a) Recommendation: Improve Key Competen­

cies and Qualities of the Organization. 

• Ensure Program Competencies . 
• Ensure Organizational Qualities. 

b) Recommendation: Undertake a Development 
Plan. 

c) Recommendation: Strengthen the Advisory 
Council. 

d) Recommendation: Revise Norad Commit­
ment 

5. Problem: Poor Record in Public Education and 
Information in Norway. In Norway, the public edu­
cation and information mandate has not been ful­
filled. In the past, the impediments for action were 
understandable; current plans, however, are not suf­
ficient to carry the mandate further. 
a) Recommendation: Develop an Information 

Strategy. 

b) Recommendation: Augment Research. 

These weaknesses alone do not justify moving the pro­
gram if improvements are undertaken. However, the 
choice of another home would need to take into account 
the advantages of the current model. 

The Program 

Our review of the program in Peru, Guatemala and Brazil, 
shows that it has largely been relevant to the needs of 
indigenous peoples and has had significant impact. Im­
provements to strengthen the program's record would 
involve better strategic coherence across regions and 
themes, a revision of the contract cycle, systems to coun­
teract an excessive personalization, more consistent com­
munications and more frequent use of evaluations. 

Npip, as a dedicated program with dedicated staff and 
funds, has had a significant impact in the countries where 
projects were funded. The program has thus proven effec­
tive and relevant from the standpoint of its contribution to 
the capacity of indigenous people to guide their own 
future. 

1. Strength: Effectiveness and Relevance on the 
Ground. Noting the caveat that the most relevant and 
important efforts are often the most difficult to 
achieve, we nonetheless found instances of effective 
use of program resources in many areas and in all the 
countries. 

2. Strength: Cost-Effectiveness and Comparative Ad­
vantage. While we have not been able to comment 
on the cost-effectiveness of the program in an ac­
counting sense (other than to note that the budget and 
financial systems are in order), we find that the na­
ture of the program has special cost-effective bene­
fits. As a small funder of both large and small indige­
nous organizations, Npip has acted as a lever for new 
funds, a complementary source of funding during 
periods of other outside funding, and a special source 
of funding for small organizations unable to access 
other resources. 

However, while the program has had notable successes, it 
has also struggled with strategic and operational difficul­
ties. 

1. Problem: Country-Choice Coherence. The choice 
of countries eligible for the program, and the division 
of projects and budgets among countries within the 
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3. 

program, are not based on an assessment of indige­
nous needs or agendas in the region. Norad's re­
striction on eligible countries and Npip choices on 
project allocation do not seem to be adequately sup­
ported. 

The choice of current countries and the choice for 
future expansion needs revision. We examined pos­
sible alternatives for choosing countries within Latin 
America. Our recommendation is that decisions on 
expansion within the continent (or to other regions of 
the world) should take the following elements into 
consideration: 

a) Recommendation: Undertake a Continental 
Profile. 

b) Recommendation: Develop a High and Low­
land Program Prior to other Expansion. 

c) Recommendation: Contemplate New Re­
gions. 

d) Recommendation: Revise Decision to Leave 
Chile. 

Problem: Thematic and Core Area Focus. The de­
cision to limit income-generation projects, and the 
(largely ignored) focus on three core areas for fund­
ing, indicates a lack of strategic planning both on the 
side of Fafo and Norad, as well as a lack of respon­
siveness to needs in the region. 

a) Recommendation: Adopt One Broad Goal 
(Field of Activity or Thrust or Focus or Gener­
al Orientation): Institutional And Capacity 
Building. 

b) Recommendation: Maintain Flexibility. Con­
tinue to consider both pro-indigenous and in­
digenous organizations. 

c) Recommendation: Include Income-Generat­
ing Projects. 

d) Recommendation: Retract the Double-or-No 
Funding Policy. 

Problem: Funding cycle. Npip is perceived as a 
reliable source of support by many important indige­
nous and non-indigenous support organizations in 
Latin America. Most organizations, however, find it 
difficult to work effectively within the one-year cy­
cle, a pattern that is unusual among other donor 
organizations working with indigenous organiza­
tions. 
a) Recommendation: Lengthen Funding Cycle. 
b) Recommendation: Reconfigure Budget to Al­

low For Risk. 

Problem: Personalization. The strict division of la­
bour between coordinators has meant there is a dan­
ger of over-personalizing the program, potentially 
making partners vulnerable to personal, rather than 
organizational, decisions on funding. Steps need to 
be taken to offer an institutional relationship with the 
partners in addition to the personal one. 
a) Recommendation: Build a Management Sys­

tem to Limit the Dangers of Personalization. 

Problem: Field Evaluations. We also find that the 
infrequent use of independent project evaluations is a 
problem, both as a danger to organizations whose 
funding may be cut because of personal misunder­
standings with coordinators, and as a means for help­
ing organizations improve their work, 
a) Recommendation: Plan More Regular Eval­

uations. 

Problem: Field Communications and Transparen­
cy. The research also found that communications (in 
the shape of more formal procedures and more regu­
lar correspondence) needed to be improved in order 
for the program to act more transparently. 
a) Recommendation: Undertake a Participatory 

Diagnosis. 
b) Recommendation: Install Standard Commu­

nication Guidelines. 
c) Recommendation: Implement Transparency 

Safeguards. 
d) Recommendation: Undertake a Pro-Active 

Funding Review. 

1.5 RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS 

Based on these recommendations, we suggest that Norad 
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs present this eval­
uation publicly as a basis for discussion for a new strate­
gy. Indigenous organizations who have formed the back­
bone of the information in this report should be included 
in this dissemination and discussion. We also suggest that 
discussions on lessons learned within the program further 
be disseminated to other NGO, bilateral, and multilateral 
programs working with indigenous peoples, that they may 
share in Norway's experience and open up further con­
versations on their own work. Whatever organization 
wins the tendering process, we recommend further that 
the contract negotiations take into consideration the need­
ed improvements identified and that a minimum three 
year contract be signed. 
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Terms of Reference 

This chapter of the report repeats key aspects of the terms 
of reference signed in our contract with the Norwegian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Our work needs to be as­
sessed against these terms. 

2.1 BACKGROUND 
The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs has asked 
The North-South Institute to conduct an evaluation of 
Norway's support to indigenous peoples in Latin Amer­
ica, focusing on the Norwegian Program for Indigenous 
Peoples (Npip). 

This evaluation focuses on the management of the pro­
gram since Fafo took over its stewardship. However, sup­
port to indigenous peoples' efforts exists in many parts of 
the government (primarily through the Ministry of For­
eign Affairs and Norad, its aid wing, and indirectly 
through support to the work of Norwegian NGOs also 
working in the field), and questions have been raised 
about coordination, relevance, and strategy throughout, 
not simply within Fafo's administration of Npip. The 
evaluation has therefore been designed to encompass a 
range of questions that will help the Norwegian govern­
ment to move forward. 

Npip was originally established in 1983 within Norad, the 
Norwegian Agency for Development.1 The program was 
founded in an act of Parliament after the Saami confronta­
tion at the Alta dam in northern Norway in 1980 and 
growing solidarity elsewhere in Norway toward indige­
nous peoples in Latin America in particular. The inven­
tion of a program to support indigenous peoples outside 
of Norway was both a reflection of growing domestic 
interest in indigenous issues abroad and a gestures of 
reconciliation with Norway's own indigenous communi­
ty. 

The program now funds 40 projects in five countries 
(Paraguay, Chile, Peru, Guatemala, and Brazil) with a 
1998 annual budget of NOK 20 million. It is the one of the 
few operational programs within Norad that has not been 
fully delegated to an outside agency. The evaluation 
comes at the end of almost 14 years of the program, 
whose administration has been managed for the last seven 
years by the Norwegian Institute for Applied Social Sci­
ence, known as Fafo. Fafo is a research organization that 
focuses on studies of living conditions, welfare state de­
velopment, labour relations and industrial policy in Nor­
way and in Eastern Europe, the Middle East, several 
African countries, and in China. Npip is its only work 
with indigenous peoples and in Latin America. 

At that time, Norad was integrated with the Norwegian Ministry 
for International Development. In 1990. the Ministry for Interna­
tional Development was dissolved and included in the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs together with the Ministry of Trade. Norad was at 
the same time established as an external directorate under the 
policy direction of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

2.2 KEY QUESTIONS 
This first section of the report sketches out in detail the 
terms of reference for the evaluation, the questions we 
sought to answer, how we did so, and our findings in 
detail. Key among those are the following central ques­
tions posed in the initial Terms of Reference tendered by 
the Ministry: 
1. How relevant is Npip (and Norway's overall sup­

port) to the needs articulated by indigenous peoples 
in Latin America? To Norway's own policies? 

2. How effective is current Npip (and other Norwe­
gian) programming in terms of policy (overall direc­
tion), strategy (implementation plans), and manage­
ment (administration)? 

3. What future directions should be recommended, 
again in terms of policy, strategy, and management 
of Npip? Of other programs? Should Norway contin­
ue on its current course? 

In order to answer these central concerns, we have de­
signed the evaluation to embrace the scope of questions 
sketched below. 

2.3 SCOPE 
At the very centre of the overall evaluation is Fafo's 
management of the Norwegian Programme for Indige­
nous Peoples. It sets out to assess the comparative rele­
vance and efficiency of Fafo/Npip's organizational/ad­
ministrative model (executed largely in Norway) and its 
projects (executed almost entirely in Latin America) 
against other organizations in Norway and elsewhere en­
gaged in similar work. This central organizational and 
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programming assessment is the axis around which the rest 
of the research is organized. The relevance, effectiveness 
and future directions of Norway's overall support, pro­
gramming, policies and strategies are clearly secondary to 
this main concern, although it will be important for dis­
cussion on future directions. 

The following scope for evaluation was proposed, pre­
sented in the chart on the next page and elaborated below. 
The questions posed in these paragraphs shaped our de­
tailed field methodology, determined in a workshop held 
in Ottawa in January 1998, prior to the fieldwork in Latin 
America. 

However, while the evaluation will undertake primary 
research and will assess the work of Npip, it will not 
undertake an in-depth evaluation of the success of indi­
vidual projects or organizations supported by the pro­
gram. As Npip continues its work, we believe that more 
frequent evaluations of individuals projects will be bene­
ficial to the overall program. In this report, however, we 
limit our attention to the program and system level, and 
so steer clear of project level assessments. 

1. Indigenous Context in Latin America. The Minis­
try, and the Research Team, are concerned that Npip 
and other programming responds to the critiques, 
demands, and assessments articulated by the peoples 
for whom in principle support is being offered. 
While only some twenty percent or so of the research 
effort will be devoted to this component, it is the 
cornerstone of the whole evaluation and the agenda 
against which the relevance of Norway's contribu­
tions are to be measured. 
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1.1 Articulated Demands. A component of the initial 
research elaborated through fieldwork has therefore 
been to assess the pulse of current issues within the 
Latin American indigenous agenda, particularly in 
the three countries explored: Peru, Guatemala, and 
Brazil. In particular, we are interested in exploring: 

• What issues and demands are at the forefront of 
the indigenous agenda locally, nationally, and 
regionally? 

• How have they changed over the past ten years? 

We undertook this work through three briefing papers 
from experts on our research, advisory, and reference 
groups. 

1.2 Donor Landscape. It is also important to look at 
what donors have been doing in response to or in 
spite of that set of concerns. Research in the field 
therefore explored not only what Norway has under­
taken through the Npip, but also through other chan­
nels and in comparison with other donors. Priority 
will be given to indigenous peoples' assessment of 
their comparative relationships with various outside 

agencies. 
• What are indigenous peoples demanding from 

donors? 
• What value could donors add to that agenda in 

both financial and non-financial terms? 
• What are other countries and other organiza­

tions doing to support indigenous peoples? 
What policies, strategies, and programs are un­
derway? What models of management are they 
using successfully? 

• How does Norway fit in that picture (bilaterally, 
multilaterally, and via NGOs and INGOs)? 
We undertook this work through one briefing 
paper, field meetings with bilateral and NGO 
donors in the three countries, contact with mul­
tilateral headquarters in Washington and New 
York, and interviews with key organizations in 
Canada, the Netherlands and Denmark. 

2. Norwegian Support for Indigenous Peoples. The 
largest component of the research, some 70 percent 
of the effort, has been devoted to evaluating Npip 
from both the Norwegian and Latin American van­
tage points. Fieldwork in Brazil, Guatemala, Peru, 
the U.S., and Norway have generated primary and 
secondary information to make assessments of 
Npip's contribution. This contribution is assessed 

against the backdrop of other Norwegian efforts and 
the work of analogous organizations. 

2.1 Norwegian Context. Across the government, 
an overarching aim «to strengthen the capacity 
and ability of indigenous peoples to shape and 
control their own development given the pre­
sent context of socioeconomic change» has 
been made, although not detailed in formal pol­
icy statements. 

• What policies do exist, formally and infor­
mally? 

• What are policy issues to be resolved? Are 
policies integrated and elaborated with strat­
egy decisions? 

• How well does Norway's policy and prac­
tice mesh with today's indigenous agendas? 
Similarly, programs are spread across the 
government, including indirect programs via 
the Norwegian NGO community and the 
multilateral system. 

• What programs exist? What activities are 
undertaken? How are they structured? What 
are their advantages and disadvantages? 

• What agencies are involved? What commu­
nication channels, both formal and informal, 
exist among agencies and indigenous peo­
ples? What kind of relationships have been 
forged? Why? What are the advantages and 
disadvantages? 

• How well are programs linked to the policy 
and strategy? 

• What are the areas of strength and weak­
ness? What are the opportunities? 

2.2 Npip and Fafo. In particular, the Npip needs to 
be examined as Norway's only directly govern­
ment-run operational program. Questions have 
been raised both within and outside of Fafo 
about Fafo's policy and strategy choices, its 
performance (and the performance of its partner 
organizations), and its management. The eval­
uation therefore looks at both Npip's organiza­
tion and management in Norway and its activ­
ities in the field. 
• Organizational Assessment. How well has 

Fafo administered the tasks allocated 
through Npip? How are resources allocated? 
What kind of communication networks are 
in place, both formally and informally, with 
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3. 

Norad and other major players in Norway? 
What are the social and political dimensions 
of Fafo's work and the context in which it 
works? 

• Field Assessment. Against the background 
of Npip's own mandate, how well has Fafo 
performed in fulfilling the program's goals, 
both in Latin America and in Norway? What 
aid delivery approaches has the organization 
used? What kind of relationship does Fafo 
have with its partner organizations, partic­
ularly regarding ownership and participa­
tion? What strategies has the organization 
developed for work in Latin America? How 
relevant and effective have those been? 

2.3 Saami Perspective. The Norwegian people 
and government have had a difficult history 
with Norway's indigenous people, the Saami. 
In recent decades, however, government policy 
has changed to support the political and social 
participation of the Saami within Norway and, 
internationally, in support of the rights of indig­
enous peoples worldwide. How are the Saami 
interconnected with Norway's international 
support for indigenous peoples? This assess­
ment of the government's international work 
has therefore sought to include a Saami per­
spective. 

Feasibility Options. Throughout our initial discus­
sions in Norway, it also became clear that the eval­
uation had been conceived specifically to help make 
important decisions in Spring 1998. These include 
the general direction of Norway's support (in the 

context of an numerically increasing aid budget), the 
need to evaluate Npip after many years of operation, 
the particular need to evaluate Fafo's management of 
the program (as its contract expires at the end of 
1998), and the desire to explore options for expan­
sion of the program in both money and geography. 
Ten percent of the research effort is therefore direct­
ed at suggesting options for decision-making derived 
from the fieldwork, and in organizing discussion 
around those options. 

3.1 Alternative Strategies and Policies. Given 
the overview of Npip and macro policies ex­
plored in the evaluation, what alternative direc­
tions have been suggested better to meet the 
demands of indigenous peoples in Latin Amer­
ica? Are different strategies in order? 

3.2 Alternative Management Structures. Even 
should Norwegian policy and accompanying 
strategy remain valid, could alternative man­
agement structures be suggested better to under­
take the work? Should the government continue 
to run a separate program through the Npip? If 
so, should Fafo continue to run the program? If 
it does how could FAFO improve its manage­
ment of the program? 

3.3 Options for Expansion and Revision of the 
Program. As Norway anticipates an expansion 
of its support to indigenous peoples, both in 
terms of kroner and perhaps in geographic area, 
what suggestions could be made? Where would 
Norway's comparative advantage best be put to 
work? 
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3. Research Design 

This chapter reviews the design of the research. The over­
all design was developed iteratively in response to the 
terms of reference and the findings we generated over the 
five months of the research. Based primarily on the as­
sessments offered by partner organizations, the design 
was further buttressed by an independent assessment of 
the program's administrative management, and numerous 
interviews with outside agencies in Latin America and 
Europe. 

3.1 METHOD 
Npip and its articulation into the larger aid and foreign 
policy infrastructure of the Norwegian government was 
therefore assessed from the standpoints of their relevance 
and effectiveness; the weaknesses identified, both abso­
lute and relative, served in turn as points of reference for 
the identification of alternatives to the program and to its 
wider institutional articulation. 

Npip was assessed and compared at two levels. At the 
program level, the evaluation focused on the institutional 
structures and processes of Npip proper: its rules and 
procedures, strategic plans, workplans, staff responsib­
ilities and activities, relations with the partners in the 
field, as well as the contract cycle from design to eval­
uation. 

At the system level, the analysis focused on the insertion 
of Npip as a whole into the Norwegian government's 
foreign and aid policy environment, both in strategic and 
in organizational terms. In strategic terms, we looked at 
the program as a component of wider and longer term aid 
and foreign policy commitments and options. In orga­
nizational terms, we examined its relationship with Fafo, 
where it is housed; with Norad, from which it comes; and 
with the wider governmental and non-governmental pol­
icy community. 

The relevance of the program was assessed on the basis of 
a confrontation with indigenous demands, as expressed 
by their own organizations, and with an assessment of 
indigenous peoples' situation, as understood by indige­
nous organizations, non-indigenous organizations work­
ing with indigenous peoples and with chosen experts in 
the field. 

The approach was to be qualitative, comparative, and 
participatory. It was agreed that the evaluation would not 
attempt to quantify the relevance or effectiveness of Npip. 
Its comparative advantages, in contrast with other pro­
grams, however, would be a key measure of quality. 
Above all, the evaluation would involve Npip partners in 
the assessment of a program in which they play a crucial 
role. 

The implementation of the evaluation involved seven ba­
sic steps: 
1. A team often professionals (anthropologists, politi­

cal scientists and organizational specialists) was con­
stituted to undertake the research and to advise on 
the methodology and findings. 

2. Five background papers were commissioned to pro­
vide the team with a shared basis of information on 
the key issues of the evaluation (these have become 
part of the report and its appendices). 

3. The whole team, including the advisors, met in Otta­
wa for a closed five-day session in January 1998. 
The main objective of the meeting was to develop a 
shared basic understanding of the situation of indige­
nous peoples in Latin America and a common meth­
odology for data collection. 

4. Fieldwork in Latin America then took place over a 
period of a month in January and February 1998, 
building on previous fieldwork in Norway and the 
United States. 

5. The complete team was brought back to Ottawa for a 
week-long closed meeting to share, gauge and con­
solidate the data collected. 

6. Subsequent visits to Washington's multilateral agen­
cies were made, and after the second team workshop, 
trips to Norway, Denmark, and the Netherlands were 
also made in March 1998 to get more information on 
apparent alternatives to Norway's program. 

7. The report's conclusions were discussed at a round-
table meeting in Oslo in March 1998, and a drafted 
report was circulated to a reference group of stake­
holders in Norway (including an academic specialist 
in Latin America, a representative from the Saami 
academic community, and members from Fafo, No­
rad and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs). A second 
roundtable in April 1998 reviewed the written draft 
and discussed its findings. This final report incorpo­
rates agreed changes discussed at that meeting. 
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3.2 TEAM COMPOSITION 

For the whole evaluation process, we put together an 
international team of three women and seven men: two 
managers, five field researchers, and three advisors, with 
the two managers and one of the three advisors also doing 
fieldwork. The group included three cultural/social an­
thropologists, one organizational specialist, two political 
scientists, one geographer and one specialist of devel­
opment and management. Five team members spoke 
Spanish and four, Portuguese. Eight team members al­
ready had or were completing PhDs, three on Brazil, one 
on Guatemala and Peru, five on indigenous issues, and 
one on NGOs and development policy. Their full resumes 
are included in the proposal for the evaluation. 

3.3 FIELD SITES 
Fieldwork was realized in Norway, Peru, Guatemala, Bra­
zil, the United States, Denmark and the Netherlands. A 
sub-team of two people visited all but two Npip-funded 
projects in Guatemala. Another sub-team of three people 
divided up the Brazilian projects, visiting all current and 
some past partners. One researcher spent a full month in 
the field; the two others, two weeks. In parallel to the 
work being done in Latin America, researchers were also 
active in Norway, exploring the institutional make-up and 
management of the program and its organizational sur­
roundings; and in the United States, where the indigenous 
policies and programs of the large multilateral funding 
agencies were also assessed. To fill the gaps that re­
mained once the data collected was consolidated, addi­
tional interviews were also programmed in the Nether­
lands, where some NGOs appear to have an exceptional 
track record among partner organizations in Latin Amer­
ica; in Denmark, whose official strategy is often men­
tioned and where other NGOs with interesting track rec­
ords on indigenous issues in Latin America (and else­
where) are located; and in Norway, where a number of 
key players needed to be interviewed or re-interviewed on 
the basis of questions that had emerged during the consol­
idation workshop. 

3.4 SOURCES OF INFORM A TION 
A variety of sources were used in the course of the re­
search. Summarized here, a detailed list is provided as an 
annex. 

Archives. Archive work was undertaken in Norway and 
on a needs basis in Latin America. One researcher 

charged with mapping the institutional landscape in Nor­
way went through all the relevant material at Fafo and 
Norad, supplemented by detailed project archive work at 
Fafo by two members of the field team during a visit prior 
to the methodology meeting. 

Briefing papers. Five background papers were commis­
sioned to experts in the field: 
1. Multilateral Development Banks, The United Na­

tions and Indigenous Peoples in Latin America, Ste­
phan Schwartzman (now section 4.4) 

2. Organizational Analysis, Erik Whist (now appendix 

1) 
3. Indigenous Peoples and Development in the Amer­

icas: Lessons from a Consultation Process, José Bar-
retro (appendix 2) 

4. Indigenous Peoples in Latin America: Issues and 
Opportunities, Stephan Schwartzman (appendix 3) 

5. Development Aid to Indigenous Peoples - A Sami 
Concern?, Henry Minde (appendix 4) 

Interviews. The field researchers interviewed more than 
200 people, either individually or collectively, during 
more than 70 meetings (a partial list is included as appen­
dix 6). The standard questionnaire developed during the 
workshop was the basis of the meetings with the program 
partners in Latin America. Questions from the much more 
detailed data collection grid, as well as questions that had 
emerged from fieldwork, served as basis for the additional 
interviews with Norwegian, Dutch and Danish organiza­
tions. Interviews were also undertaken with officials from 
the World Bank and the Inter-American Development 
Bank in Washington, DC. In addition to meeting with 
donor representatives responsible for the funded projects 
and for the direction or coordination of the organizations 
overseeing the projects, the researchers also tried as much 
as possible to meet the individuals directly charged with 
the implementation of the projects and with some of their 
beneficiaries. Moreover, an effort was made to interview 
individuals associated with other organizations, both local 
and foreign, who might be knowledgeable about the pro­
jects or the organization funded, Npip in general, or other 
projects or organizations whose experience might provide 
interesting insights about the program or how it could 
better function or be structured in the future. 

Official documents. Official published documents were 
used extensively, beginning with the annual reports pub­
lished by Fafo, but including also policy statements from 
the Norwegian government, including Norad and the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Policy statements and reports 
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published by the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs were 
also used. Finally, various evaluation reports on partner 
organizations, other NGOs and other programs were also 
consulted. 

Secondary literature. Various books and journal articles 
were used on the situation of indigenous peoples Latin 
America, on the international indigenous movements, and 
on Saami politics. 

3.5 DA TA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 
The data collection procedure was elaborated during the 
methodology workshop that took place directly prior to 
field trips to Latin America. Before the workshop, all 
members were provided with detailed information on 
Npip and on projects financed in all the countries where 
fieldwork was to take place, as well as all but one of the 
background papers. Also prior to the workshop, one 
member from each of the two country field teams spent a 
few days in Norway, primarily to survey the project ar­
chives and to meet the two Npip program officers. 

The workshop began with an overview of the background 
to the project and a review of debates on the indigenous 
agenda in Latin America through presentation and dis­
cussion of the background papers. The objective was to 
arrive at a shared general vision of the situation of indige­
nous peoples in the Americas (a summary is included as 
appendix 5). A detailed data collection grid was then 

developed: both the program and the system in which it 
works were broken into component parts whose relevance 
and/or effectiveness was to be assessed. A master check­
list in the form of a table of questions was prepared and 
subsequently boiled down to a questionnaire that was to 
guide the meetings with the partner organizations in the 
field, and another version to take to subsequent interviews 
in Norway. In addition to the specific questions identified, 
researchers were also to systematically ask for parallels to 
experiences with other funding agencies, as well as sug­
gestions from partner organizations. 

3.6 DATA ANALYSIS 
Most of the data collected for the evaluation was analyzed 
during the consolidation meeting. After a debriefing, the 
field reports were broken down into packets of data, fol­
lowing the list of components parts of the program and 
system that had been identified prior to field work. These 
packets of data were grouped into series of key strengths, 
weaknesses and opportunities, both at the program and 
system levels. A general report outline was agreed. The 
group then discussed the alternatives that had emerged 
during field work in Latin America, mentioned by Npip 
partners or other organizations, as well as from the analy­
sis of multilateral agencies. Finally, the remaining in­
formation gaps were identified, as well as possible sourc­
es of information that would help us fill them. Most 
remaining questions dealt with specific details about al­
ternative European aid models or indigenous aid policy. 



4. Background 19 

4. Background 

This chapter of the report emphasizes the nature of the 
debates current in Latin America and among key multilat­
eral players over the «Indigenous Agenda.» This back­
ground is an important building block in the evaluation's 
findings that in-depth, specialized, and continuously ver­
ified knowledge of the indigenous landscape is crucial for 
program success. 

It is, of course, impossible to present a continent-wide 
agenda. Indigenous peoples, representing hundreds of dif­
ferent cultural groupings (approximately 200 alone in 
Brazil) live in widely different countries, and have orga­
nized themselves in markedly different ways to promote 
their interests. There are a number of reoccurring themes 
over the past decade, however, discussed below: land and 
identity, economic sustainability, and human rights pro­
tection (see also appendices 4 and 5). In each country, 
these themes take on varying importance, and are elab­
orated in the paragraphs that follow. 

This national specificity of agendas, placed against a 
backdrop of recurrently relevant themes, provides the jus­
tification for our recommendations for changes to Npip's 
core areas, discussed in chapter eight. 

4.1 THE INDIGENOUS SITU A TION IN 
BRAZIL 

Brazil is the largest and most populous nation in South 
America, at 8.5 million square kilometers and 165 million 
people. With a GNP of about $976 billion, Brazil is the 9 
th largest economy in the world. Brazil's income distribu­
tion is among the most inequitable in the world, with the 
wealthiest 20 percent of population consuming 60 percent 
of income. Land distribution is still more inequitable, with 
one percent of landowners occupying nearly 50 percent of 
the land, and 50 percent of the landholders on about two 
percent of the land. Brazil, in the words of current presi­
dent Fernando Henrique Cardoso, is no longer an under­
developed country, it is an unjust one. 

Most of Brazil's industrial development and growth oc­
curred since the 1930s under a state-led import-substitu­
tion model. External price shocks in the 1970s and gal­
loping internal deficits led to runaway inflation (upwards 
of 2000 percent per year in the early 1990s). President 
Cardoso made his mark nationally, as Minister of Finance 

under Itamar Franco, for designing the Piano Real, the 
dollar-linked currency and tight interest policies that have 
brought inflation into single digits for the first time in a 
generation. Private sector investment in Brazil has ex­
panded enormously is response. The recent Asian finan­
cial crisis has cost Brazil heavily - to shore up investor 
confidence, Cardoso raised interest rates to some 30 per­
cent per annum and drew down foreign exchange reserves 
to defend the currency. Growth has slowed and unem­
ployment is up to 16 percent in Sao Paulo, Brazil's eco­
nomic powerhouse. Nonetheless, Cardoso's popularity 
remains high, based on his success to date in controlling 
inflation. 

The sustainability of the real plan depends on longer term 
measures to control government expenditures and in­
crease revenues, including privatization of state compa­
nies, and reform of social security and other deficit-ridden 
state agencies. These depend on legislation that must be 
passed by Congress, including in some cases constitu­
tional amendments requiring supermajorities of well over 
50 percent. Cardoso's centrist social-democratic party, 
PSDB, allies with the right-center PFL (bastion of the 
oligarchies of the northeast) and the amorphous and pa­
tronage-ridden PMDB and several smaller parties to gain 
a parliamentary majority. The Congress in 1997 passed a 
constitutional amendment allowing re-election to exec­
utive office (amidst a national scandal over vote-buying to 
ensure passage of the amendment, over which several 
Amazonian congressmen resigned), and Cardoso is cur­
rently poised to win re-election in November 1998. 

The current quandary of Brazil's indigenous peoples is 
that 280,000 Indians, 0.2 percent of the national pop­
ulation, in some 200 societies, speaking about 170 lan­
guages and living in 547 areas, have rights to 11 percent 
of Brazil's territory, over 980,000 square kilometers. 
Over 98 percent of this land is in the Amazon, and about 
half of the indigenous population lives on it; the other 
half, in southern and northeastern Brazil, has about 2 
percent of the land. Almost all of this land has been 
recognized by the government (or «demarcated») in the 
last 30 years; the majority has been recognized in the last 
ten years, since the 1988 Constitution. The central issues 
for indigenous peoples are first, the completion of the 
process of official recognition of their land rights (demar­
cation), and second, the sustainability of the indigenous 
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areas, in economic, social and environmental terms. In­
digenous groups everywhere in Brazil seek income, ac­
cess to health and education in their areas, and the areas 
suffer various kinds of environmental pressures. 

The Cardoso government has repeatedly affirmed its 
commitment to completing the demarcation process (the 
1988 Constitution stipulated that the process was to have 
been completed by 1993). However, indigenous issues 
have been a low priority at best, and at worst the object of 
political manipulation in negotiations for Congressional 
support for the government's reform program. 

Major opposition to Indian land demarcation in the 1980s 
came from right-wing nationalist sectors of the military 
and national mining concerns. In the 1990s, as military 
influence waned, markets opened and demarcations pro­
ceeded, opposition has shifted to private property owners 
in southern Brazil. In January 1996, responding to a Su­
preme Court challenge to the constitutionality of land 
demarcation procedures, then-Minister of Justice Nelson 
Jobim issued Decree 1775, giving private interests, states 
and municipalities the right to challenge demarcations. 
Widely interpreted as a recipe for reducing Indian lands, 
the decree resulted in over 500 challenges to several doz­
en indigenous reserves. All of these were rejected by 
FUNAI.2 Minister Jobim rejected all but 8 of the challeng­
es, and issued eight «dispatches» calling for reductions of 
several areas. In the most controversial, the Raposa-Serra 
do Sol area in Roraima state, the minister issued a clearly 
political decision, flouting the technical criteria of his 
own decree, after negotiating the reduction of the area in 
exchange for the votes of the Roraima congressional dele­
gation in support of the amendment permitting presi­
dential re-election. This and several others of Jobim's 
decisions are being challenged in court by the Federal 
Attorney General's Office, and FUNAI's current Presi­
dent says he is seeking a revision of the decisions by the 
new Minister of Justice. 

State governments in the Amazon have been the most 
consistent opponents to indigenous land demarcation. 
This resistance is exacerbated by the overrepresentation 
of the Amazon in the Congress- in law dating from the 
military dictatorship (but representing a much older and 
broader tendency), no state may have less than seven 
representatives to the lower house and none may have 

2 The Fundcao Nacional do Indio is the federal government's agen­
cy charged with implementing Brazil's indigenist policy. 

more than 70. Thus, Roraima, which by population crite­
ria should have less than one congressman, has seven and 
Sao Paulo, which should have 110, has 70. Two factors 
could potentially change this scenario for the better in the 
coming year. 

First, there is relatively widespread popular and congres­
sional support for ending the flagrantly un-democratic 
over-representation of the hinterlands, and a constitution­
al amendment has been proposed in the context of the 
administrative reform to do so. This will require a prior 
procedural change so that amendments can be passed by a 
smaller majority. The patronage interests of the Amazo­
nian and northeastern states that benefit from the dis­
tortion are strong, but sentiment against the privilege for 
the backlands is high as well. 

Second, the 1994 elections saw the election of opposition 
governors in Amapå and Para states. One of these, Joao 
Paulo Capiberibe (Amapå) ran on an explicitly sustain­
able development platform, has vigorously supported the 
demarcation of Indian lands and the extractive reserves, 
and is likely to be re-elected. The current leader in the 
polls for governor in Acre state is wildly popular former 
mayor of Rio Branco Jorge Viana, a strong environmen­
talist and supporter of indigenous rights and social justice 
issues. If Viana becomes governor of Acre, two state 
governors, with likely support on many points from the 
government of Para, would actively promote alternative 
approaches to development in the region. The political 
climate of the Amazon could become notably more favor­
able for indigenous peoples. 

Recently passed and pending legislation in the Congress 
will affect indigenous areas particularly in the Amazon. In 
early February, the Congress passed the long-stalled En­
vironmental Crimes Act (PL 1.6XX), giving the envi­
ronmental agency, IB AMA, statutory authority to enforce 
environmental legislation for the first time since 1989. 
While last-minute deals weakened the bill, empowering 
IBAMA to collect fines its levies, apprehend and keep 
illegal timber and so on should restrict illegal resource 
extraction in indigenous areas. 

The Estatuto das Sociedades Indigenas (Indigenous So­
cieties Statute, legislation regulating the Constitutional 
text of 1988) was approved by a special commission of 
the Congress in 1994 but has been held up by the exec­
utive since. This act, which represented a consensus 
among indigenous organizations, NGOs and the major 
parties, would among other things specify what kinds of 



4. Background 21 

resource extraction are to be permitted on indigenous 
lands. This would remove current obstacles to for exam­
ple, sustainable forest management pilot projects in indig­
enous areas. Currently chances for movement on the bill 
appear slim however. 

Senator Romero Jucå, (PFL-RR) has adapted (and wors­
ened) language from the statute that regulates mineral 
extraction by companies on Indian land, and introduced a 
bill into the Senate. Dozens of firms have filed claims for 
mineral research and in some cases production on indige­
nous lands; these are currently in abeyance pending legis­
lation. The government supported the bill. At a meeting 
between Jucå, presidential legislative staff, and the In­
stituto Socioambiental (ISA), ISA staff demonstrated to 
the government the number of claims pending on indige­
nous areas- and the potential liability to the government 
that approving the legislation absent administrative ca­
pacity to process them would represent. ISA also identi­
fied various flaws in the legislation. The government is 
presently reconsidering the bill, but this issue will return 
and represents potentially enormous pressure on mineral-
rich indigenous areas in the Amazon. 

4.2 THE INDIGENOUS SITU A TION IN 
GUATEMALA 

Guatemala is a highly divided nation, a country rich in 
natural resources where 85 percent of the population lives 
in poverty and where a small minority of non-indigenous, 
urban residents wields political and economic power over 
a majority indigenous, rural population. Guatemala is di­
vided between indigenous people and ladinos, a term 
which now refers broadly to all non-indigenous Guatema­
lans. 

Estimates of the percentage of Guatemalans who are in­
digenous range from 35 to 70 percent. The question of 
who is indigenous is highly charged, and in light of Gua­
temala's growing Maya identity movement, extremely 
political. While there are certain clear signs of indigenous 
identity - speaking an indigenous language, wearing tra­
ditional dress, practicing costumbre (a syncretic religion 
blending Catholic and traditional beliefs) - the question of 
indigenous identity remains extremely complex and in­
creasingly a subject of public debate. Given centuries of 
radical apartheid-style racism, indigenous-looking Guate­
malans seeking to improve their economic and social 
situation have typically sought to distance themselves 
from their indigenous heritage. As the Maya movement 
grows in power and influence, an opposing trend may 

develop, with increasing numbers of Guatemalans seek­
ing to resuscitate or rediscover their Maya identity. 

There are 23 indigenous groups in Guatemala - the Gari-
funa, the Xinca and 21 distinct Maya ethnicities. Since 
there are only 7000 Garifuna and less than 500 Xinca, 
Maya represent 99 percent of the nation's indigenous 
population. The ethnic divisions among Maya groups are 
largely defined by language. Several groups speak lan­
guages that are closely related and even mutually under­
standable, while other language families are quite distinct. 
There are also marked cultural differences between differ­
ent indigenous groups and particular histories that pro­
duce tensions up to present day. 

Although statistics on indigenous people are not necessar­
ily accurate, they are useful. The ten largest indigenous 
groups are: K'iche' (1.8 million), Mam (1.1 million), 
K'aqchikel (1 million), Q'eqchi' (700,000), Poqomchi 
(260,000), Q'anjob'al (200,000), Tz'utujil (156,000), Ixil 
(130,000), Poqomam (128,000), and Chuj (85,000). Some 
language groups, such as Achi, are linguistically very 
similar to K'iche' (Achi is even referred to as K'iche' -
Achi by linguists) while their identities are considered 
distinct by their members. Several indigenous groups 
have very small numbers of speakers (such as the Itzaj 
with less than 2,000 or Sipakapense with less than 6,000). 
Furthermore, most indigenous people understand their 
own identity in a highly local fashion. Nevertheless, what 
most clearly defines Maya identity as unitary is the way in 
which indigenous people are viewed from the ladino per­
spective, as different, other, and traditionally as second 
class citizens. 

Most Maya people live in the rural highlands, where 
many departments have a majority indigenous population, 
and several have an indigenous presence of over 80 per­
cent. Beginning in the 1970s, there has been a mass 
migration of indigenous people to urban areas, especially 
to the capital, Guatemala City. Nevertheless, it is in rural 
areas where the indigenous culture expressed in external 
signs is strongest - the dominance of indigenous languag­
es (including many areas where indigenous men, and 
especially women, do not speak Spanish) and the use of 
traditional dress, especially among women. Indigenous 
culture is significantly different than ladino culture and, 
despite centuries of domination, indigenous Guatemalans 
remain grounded in traditional spiritual concepts which 
often serve to bind individuals and communities to the 
land, corn, ancestors and cycles of agricultural produc­
tion. 



22 4. Background 

Guatemala has among the most uneven distribution of 
wealth in all of Latin America, with nearly 90 percent of 
indigenous people living in poverty, and 60 percent living 
in extreme poverty. Only one on four indigenous families 
have electricity, half have no sanitary services and health 
statistics among indigenous Guatemalans are among the 
worst in the region. Less than 40 percent of indigenous 
people have completed elementary school and most work 
in agriculture, with less than two percent are involved in a 
profession. Sixty percent of indigenous children work 
full-time. 

rights. These organizations, along with labor unions and 
other non-violent movements opposing oligarchic control 
of the economy, were violently repressed. Four different 
guerrilla movements then joined to form the URNG, a 
united guerrilla front, seeking a military overthrow of the 
state. Although the URNG gained significant support 
from popular movements with strong indigenous backing, 
the organization itself was not particularly sensitive to the 
special situation of Guatemala's indigenous population. 
By the late 1970s, state security forces opposition to a 
growing insurgency became increasingly violent. 

Guatemala's economy is rooted in agricultural produc­
tion, particularly in the cultivation of coffee and sugar. 
Productive land in Guatemala is controlled by a small 
minority who run large plantations, where the majority of 
workers are indigenous. Two percent of the population 
controls 65 percent of the land. In most of the larger 
plantations, indigenous people migrate from their homes 
where they typically labor as subsistence farmers during 
the harvest season. In other areas, indigenous workers live 
on the plantations themselves, sometimes working for 
wages, other times as sharecroppers, often in conditions 
of extreme poverty, and sometimes laboring under debt 
peonage. Not surprisingly, the question of land is the 
premier issue in rural areas and one of the defining ele­
ments of the nation's extremely tense and violent recent 
history. 

In 1944, the longtime dictator of Guatemala, Jorge Ubico 
was overthrown by Juan Jose Arevalo, ushering in a ten 
year period of democratic rule known as the «Democratic 
Spring.» In 1954, this period ended when a CIA-engi­
neered coup overthrew Jacobo Arbenz, the democrat­
ically elected president who angered the nation's oli­
garchy by instituting a nationwide land reform. The land 
reform involved the forced sale and expropriation of large 
amounts of uncultivated land, including significant hold­
ings of the United Fruit Company, which at the time was 
controlled by powerful US business interests. For the next 
several decades, Guatemala was ruled by a series of mil­
itary governments or civilian governments with close 
links to the army, all of whom protected a landed oli­
garchy whose wealth was premised on the oppression of a 
majority indigenous population. 

In the mid-1960s, the first guerrilla groups were formed, 
leading to 36 years of extraordinarily violent armed con­
flict. By the 1970s, there were several movements to 
organize indigenous people for a variety of social justice 
demands, from increased wages on plantations to land 

By the early 1980s, the impact of the political violence on 
indigenous people became so severe as to be seen by 
many as genocidal. The Guatemalan state engaged in 
severe and violent repression leading to over 150,000 
deaths, 50,000 disappearances, large scale massacres of 
entire villages, and the complete destruction of thousands 
of indigenous communities. The violence transformed ru­
ral Guatemala and produced over one million internal and 
external refugees. Whereas significant violence occurred 
in urban areas and among ladinos, virtually all of the 
nation's massacres, «scorched earth» policies and simi­
larly violent strategies occurred in the countryside. In 
rural indigenous communities, social relations were rad­
ically transformed by political violence as daily life was 
militarized. 

In December 1996, Guatemala formally ended thirty-six 
years of armed conflict with the signing of a peace treaty 
between the government and the URNG. Now, the Guate­
malan state is undergoing a process of rapid modern­
ization, pressured by agreements signed during the peace 
process and by the demands of a changing global political 
environment. The Guatemalan government is involved in 
a new project of national reconstruction structured by 
massive foreign aid within a context of international pres­
sure towards greater economic and political integration 
into regional and global markets. This process involves a 
significant new role for indigenous people and a recog­
nition of many aspects of the special needs of the nation's 
diverse indigenous population. 

The Peace Process involved, among other things, the ex­
plicit presentation of indigenous demands as a key com­
ponent of the negotiations. One of the peace accords, the 
Accord on Identity and Rights of Indigenous Peoples, 
specifically names a series of indigenous demands and 
rights that need to respected by the Guatemalan state. In 
fact, in the aftermath of the violence, issues of indigenous 
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rights have become, like questions of human rights, a 
fundamental element of contemporary political debate. 

In the wake of the war and the terrible suffering of Guate­
mala's indigenous population, the nation is experiencing 
the rise of a potentially powerful pan-Maya movement. 
Beginning in he 1990s, Maya intellectuals started out­
lining a framework for a nationwide indigenous move­
ment. They built on decades of previous work, often 
grounded in linguistic and anthropological research. The 
current Maya movement has grown out of a disillusion­
ment with the possibility that ladino political forces can 
adequately represent indigenous people. 

There are currently over 400 Maya organizations, ranging 
from umbrella groups that present general indigenous 
demands to a larger society, to small groups working on 
issues of local concern, to organizations that focus on 
issues of land rights, human rights, bilingual education, 
and others. The needs of indigenous people on Guatemala 
are staggering, yet the development of a fledgling Maya 
movement offers indigenous people a vehicle to make 
concrete political demands. Central to this movement is a 
growing recognition that the Maya vote will play an ever 
larger role in determining who runs the nation. 

All development projects dealing with indigenous people 
in Guatemala must be understood as linked to complex 
processes of democratization and modernization within a 
post-conflict context. The Maya movement is an especial­
ly important element of this process and promises to 
transform Guatemalan society, allowing a historically 
poor and marginalized population to access social power 
through a variety of diverse political and cultural activ­
ities. 

4.3 THE INDIGENOUS SITUATION IN PERU 
Peru is a deeply divided nation. Geographically it is split 
into three distinct regions: coast, highlands and jungle; 
socially, it is painfully divided between rich and poor, 
indigenous and non-indigenous. While there are no accu­
rate statistics on what percentage of the Peruvian pop­
ulation is indigenous, estimates range between 35 and 60 
percent. From the Spanish conquest up until the present, 
Peruvian society has been marked by extraordinary dis­
parities of wealth and power structured along racial lines. 
Indigenous people have consistently been denied access 
to political and economic power and have been relegated 
to a position of profound social marginality. 

Among Peru's indigenous population, there is a key dis­
tinction between peoples living in the jungle - lowland 
inhabitants of the Amazon basin - and those living in the 
highlands. Although the population of indigenous people 
in the highlands far exceeds the lowland population, the 
term «indigenous» in Peru is generally used to refer to 
peoples of the Amazon basin. The majority of indigenous 
people living in the highlands -between four and six 
million people - are Quechua, while a far smaller number 
of Aymara live in southern Peru near the Bolivian border. 
In the Amazon basin, there are between 250,000 and 
350,000 indigenous people, divided among 56 ethnic 
groups. The groups with the largest population are the 
Ashaninka and Aguaruna with about 60,000 members 
each. Some groups are so small that they have no more 
than a few hundred members. 

While the overall social statistics regarding contemporary 
Peru define the nation's residents as among the most 
disadvantaged in the hemisphere, these numbers are even 
more alarming when one considers the situation of indige­
nous people, the vast majority of whom are poor, or 
extremely poor. Indigenous populations in both the jungle 
and the highlands suffer extremely high levels of malnu­
trition, with some areas registering malnutrition in over 
half of all children. Indigenous people have among the 
hemisphere's highest rates of infant mortality (an average 
of 160 per 1,000 live births in the highlands) and have 
significantly lower life expectancy than the Peruvian av­
erage. Indigenous people often live in isolated rural areas 
where there are virtually no social services and extremely 
limited health care. In Lima, for example, there is one 
doctor for every 500 residents, while in the poorest re­
gions of the highlands, there is only one doctor for every 
25,000 residents. Indigenous Peruvians have very high 
rates of illiteracy (especially indigenous women), lack 
access to schools in rural areas, and remain severely un-
derserved by the state. 

In the early years of the Conquest, Peru's Indians were 
viewed as a separate nation, the Republica de Indios in 
which Indian aristocracy received special privileges and 
assisted the Spanish in controlling the large indigenous 
population. By the end of the 16th century, Spanish lan­
downers seized the majority of productive lands in the 
highlands through massive, forced resettlement. Through 
this process, traditional Andean systems of authority and 
land ownership was replaced by the socio-economic in­
stitution of the hacienda, or landed estate, a quasi-feudal 
structure controlled by the non-indigenous elite which 
remained the dominant structure in the highlands until the 
1960s. 


