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N

ow that the Environmental Protection Agency
cooperative agreement with the Society for Applied
Anthropology is nearing its successful conclusion, I decided
to ask you to reflect on the range of linkages the Society
has with other groups. And we have a bunch.
For information on the results of the EPA cooperative
agreement, check the SfAA website for reports from the
fellows and read the most recent PA that contains a variety
of different views of what applied anthropologists have
accomplished during this five-year association. There will
be at least one more product from this work. A series of
brochures aimed at environmental professionals will be
written and distributed to make suggestions based on
anthropological understandings. The big question now is
what next? Rob Winthrop who ably took over as director
from Barbara Rose Johnston, the project’s guru from the
beginning, is working with a committee to brainstorm the
next steps. Perhaps we can find other kinds of arrangements
with government agencies that promote professional
preparation of our students at all levels, practice
opportunities for applied professionals (frequently
mentoring fellows), and agency experience working with
anthropologists. This is one of the tasks of the Society over
the next six to twelve months.
Others of our linkages have been visible at annual
meetings. For example, we meet jointly with the Society
for Medical Anthropology on alternate years. Last year in
San Francisco and three years ago in Seattle were real high
points for both organizations as we were able to have more
interchange among practitioners and scholars with
overlapping interests. This year the SMA will meet with us
again in Atlanta (March 6-10, 2002). We expect that the
presence and importance of the CDC in the same location
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August 2001
will offer even more interest and enthusiasm than usual.
Similarly, the Society for Community Research and Action
(SCRA) has met with us on at least two occasions and we
have begun cosponsoring their meetings; the most recent
was in Atlanta in June.
We have a growing relationship with the School of
American Research in Santa Fe, New Mexico. A large
number of you attended the Plenary Session at the Merida
meeting—The Ties that Bind: Building Communities in the
21st Century. This session was the result of joint SAR-SfAA
planning and leadership and most important, SAR
(continued on page 2)
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If we remember that hard enough and long enough,
maybe next time they call us or our sons or our grandsons,
our brothers and our sisters, no one will answer the call.
Without our brain and muscle not a single wheel can turn.
In time—in enough time— there will be people who have
no war dead to remember. Then we can stop commemorating
Memorial Day and have a big picnic on May 1 to rejoice in
what we have in common with the rest of the world. Then
we could celebrate our hopes for the future rather than the
sorrows of the past.
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I

f we had a Richter scale to measure changes in
international indigenous peoples policy, a near 7.5 quake
just occurred. On 5 July, The World Bank quietly uploaded
its long anticipated, new indigenous peoples policy for
public comment (Operational Policy 4.10 and its associated
Bank Procedures 4.10). The revision began in 1998 with a
worldwide consultation on the Bank’s Approach Paper. A
regional consultation took place in Orissa (about 8m tribals
in 2001), attended by 25 people. The Mexico and Central
America (~14m indigenous people) consultation took place
in Costa Rica (~30K indigenous people) and included 40
representatives from the government’s side and from
indigenous associations. Following these global
consultations, the revised policy was drafted. The Bank is
now requesting comments from external stakeholders,
including representatives of Borrower governments,
indigenous organizations, non-governmental organizations
and academic experts, as well as multilateral and bilateral
agencies. The basic knowledge on indigenous peoples lies
within anthropology and its allied disciplines, placing a
special burden and responsibility on them to respond before
30 October 2001.
The Bank states that its revision is being carried out to
“clarify ambiguities and processing requirements, facilitate
implementation, incorporating lessons learned from
implementing its indigenous peoples policy over the last
two decades. Translated, this means that someone in the
Bank’s management, staff, private sector clients, and/or
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member governments is dissatisfied with the current policy.
Complaints from indigenous peoples about the current
policy (Operational Directive 4.20 from 1991) have been
limited and focused on questions of compliance rather than
the policy itself. Few are even aware that there is a global
indigenous policy concerning those who are in-the-way-ofdevelopment.
Tectonic political forces are working in several
directions. Rather than conspiracy, this means a conflict
among stakeholders with unequal power – both inside and
outside the Bank. Demystified, The World Bank is a very
large credit union, consisting of member nations whose
power is roughly proportionate to their financial
contributions. It is managed by an almost autonomous
Beltway staff who come from many cultures and disciplines,
but mostly from the upper and upper-middle class SES
strata. This creates a special mix of knowledge, ignorance,
and ambivalence about poor indigenous people. There is
also a small beachhead of pro-indigenous rights advocates
working inside the Bank, albeit in rather powerless positions.
Given the sensitive nature of indigenous and tribal peoples’
status in many countries, it can be anticipated that
government stakeholders will view the emergence of an
international standard as an affront to national sovereignty,
unless it strengthens governmental control of “their
indigenous” people and their lands.
Activists and NGOs fighting for indigenous peoples
rights are also ambivalent about the indigenous policy. Many
prefer to focus on issues of systematic non-compliance with
the existing indigenous policy. While they see the advantage
in an international standard that strengthens the notoriously
weak positions of indigenous peoples within their own
nation-states, they are also skeptical that any international
guidelines will be reflected in a more just, due process at
home.
An alternative theory, espoused by some of the Bank
staff is that the policy’s release is not such a big deal. The
Bank is simply releasing new draft guidelines for its
management and staff to follow when they prepare loans.
From this perspective, the draft policy applies only to
indigenous peoples who find themselves in the way of
development projects financed by the Bank – not to all
indigenous people. In sum, The World Bank is not launching
a global standard (who named this institution in the first
place?).
In other forums, the Bank has argued that its policies
set a global standard for the obligations and responsibilities
of financial institutions and their borrowers to indigenous
people who are in the path of their projects.Compared to
international declarations and resolutions, these standards
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have some teeth, since they are one item on a long checklist
that must be completed in order for a project to access
capital. The World Bank participates in only a small fraction
of the world’s development projects; nonetheless it has
developed some of the most stringent international
environmental and social standards among global financial
organizations. Project financiers and promoters who are
working on sensitive environmental and social projects take
pride in claiming their projects include participation of The
World Bank or meet its guidelines. Changes in this standard
will have powerful downstream repercussions.
Why are these standards so important? An interesting
financial twist works in favor of indigenous peoples and
underscores the significance of commenting on the Bank’s
revised draft of its policy. Members of syndicates who
finance large projects usually have distinct environmental
and social policies.To maintain the integrity of the
investment group and keep the project moving forward, the
syndicate—as a group—is restricted by the most stringent
policy of any one of its members.This may turn out to be a
minority shareholder. International lenders, including The
World BankGroup, hold such positions. The failure of a
borrower to adhere to a lender’s policy may force the lender
to pull out of the project. A lender’s withdrawal from a
project may raise doubts over the viability of a project within
the financial community. No financing, no project.This
means that close attention should be paid to the
environmental and social requirements of project
investors—especially those with the most stringent policies.
In the case of indigenous peoples’ policies, this turns out to
be The World Bank.
I will reserve my full analysis of the policy until later.
There are some good ideas in the draft, but I want to point
out a few places that merit critical thinking. Despite the
Bank’s claim that the revision of its indigenous policy is
not intended to alter the current policy’s key objectives,
there are significant changes—especially in defining who
is eligible for project benefits and safeguards. The policy
must, at minimum, provide an internationally applicable
definition of who are and are not indigenous peoples. The
new policy language closely tracks the current one. It defines
indigenous people by the presence, in varying degrees, of
some of the following distinctive characteristics 1) close
attachment to ancestral territories and the natural resources
in them; (2) presence of customary social and political
institutions; (3) economic systems primarily oriented to
subsistence production; (4) an indigenous language, often
different from the predominant language; and (5) selfidentification and identification by others as members of a
distinct cultural group.”
The proposed policy significantly and radically departs
from current Bank policy by excluding from its provisions

those groups who (a) have left their communities of origin,
(b) moved to urban areas, (c) and/or migrated to obtain wage
labor. Certainly the proposed policy is not a product of
indigenous thinking. If this language is adopted, a waterfall
of ugly things are likely to happen to indigenous people.
Impoverishment has led many of the world’s indigenous
people to leave their communities, move to urban areas,
and find temporary jobs as laborers. Although absent, many
of these people maintain close links with their communities,
hold rights to ancestral lands, and provide financial support
for civil and cultural services. Such is the case of tens of
thousands of Oaxacan indigenous migrants who are working
in the United States and Mexico City. The proposed policy
unjustifiably excludes these and millions of other indigenous
peoples from eligibility. It creates an international definition
that governments may use to justify claims that indigenous
peoples within their borders are not really indigenous. And
worse, the proposed policy thrusts an external policy wedge
deep into indigenous social structure, creating two classes
of people who are eligible for benefits and risk mitigation.
In the chaos I have witnessed accompanying project
development over the past three decades, the destructive
potential of this new clause should not be underestimated
(www.ted-downing.com).How can Bank policy override the
rights inherent in the relations between families, people and
their culture?This exclusionary clause is a direct affront to
the sovereignty, traditional rights and the body politic of
indigenous people. It should be immediately removed and
not replaced with compromise language.
Unresolved issues await your suggestions.What
changes might resolve the serious, internal conflicts of
interest for Bank management, staff and borrowers—
including their setting the time line and ground rules for
consultation and information flow?What improvements
might increase the likelihood of opportune, informed
consent and participation? Are provisions in policy made
to assure that indigenous people subjected to adverse project
impacts are beneficiaries and share in the profits of projects
and are not simply compensated for losses?Are provisions
made to end the inherent human rights violations that occur
when the Bank and borrowers draw up secret agreements
over the future of indigenous groups without the informed
consent of either the indigenous group and government?
Building on the comments made during the limited
global consultation, why doesn’t the draft strengthen the
protection of indigenous ancestral lands and resources that
are so critical to their cultural survival? Why are the adverse
impacts of structural adjustment operations to indigenous
peoples explicitly excluded from the policy? Why does the
draft policy open up a procedure for the involuntary
resettlement of indigenous peoples? Why doesn’t the draft
(continued on page 6)
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policy rank self-identification as the MAIN criterion which
triggers application of the policy as requested by IPs and in
accordance with ILO 169 and the Draft UN Declaration on
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples?Why is there no
requirement for participatory monitoring and involvement
of IPs in the governance of projects and programs that affect
them?And why does the policy empower the borrower rather
than the indigenous people with the right to prepare an
indigenous peoples development plan (see, for example,
the quality work of David Maybury-Lewis, Ian McIntosh,
and so many more who are working with Cultural Survival,
including their Fall issue of Cultural Survival Quarterly on
the option called “Plan B” ).
The Bank claims the revised policy incorporates lessons
learned from implementing the indigenous peoples policy
over the last two decades.What lessons are being
incorporated? With the policy commentary deadline on 31
October, the World Bank’s quality control arm, known as
the Operations Evaluations Department (OED), finally
initiated a long delayed review of the way Bank operations
have affected indigenous peoples during the 1990s. This
OED review —that should put forth the lessons learned,
will not be released until one month after public
commentaries on the proposed indigenous policy is
completed. How could the lessons learned be considered in
the commentary if the public review is not completed until
after the deadline for public commentary? Will the Bank
management dismiss critical commentaries claiming that
new information from their internal OED review overrides
external public comments? Is this a bureaucratic
inefficiency, a cruel hoax, or cynical disregard for the public
commentary process? Why not delay the deadline until after
civil society has had an opportunity to review the results of
the Bank’s internal review?
The policy comes in two pieces: Operational Policies
4.10, for the borrower/bank agreements, and Bank
Procedures 4.10 intended for Bank management and staff.
Rapid access to both these documents is available by going
to www.policykiosk.com . Of these, OP 4.10 is the critical
document, since it is likely to be incorporated into legally
binding loan agreements A common move in Bank policy
crafting is to shift critical lines from the Operational Policies
to such non-binding documents as the toothless Bank
documents called Good Practices. While it might be great
fun for late night academic policy discussions – the Good
Practices issues are irrelevant and a detraction from binding
policies and agreements.
Anyone who claims an interest in indigenous people
should set aside some time to read the old and new policies
and answer the Bank’s call.I highly recommend
undergraduate, graduate and non-academic community
Society for Applied Anthropology

study groups deconstruct the policy and prepare comments
to the Bank.The comments are strongest when the policy is
marked-up and annotated line by line and includes
constructive, alternative language and suggestions. I have
tried this twice in class and the student-citizens have
produced high quality, substantive comments that have
nudged international policy.
The website www.policykiosk.com provides a quick
connection to the current and proposed policies.Once at the
Bank website, you will discover The Bank’s electronic
consultations are being carried out in at least three languages:
English, Spanish, French, and, it appears, other languages.
No translation is planned into any indigenous language.
They provide a simple, web-based form for feedback on
the draft policy. I recommend people avoid using their
filling-in-the-box, on-line form. It leaves no reliable political
paper trail. A more effective way to make certain your voice
is heard is to submit an old fashion letter to the Bank, along
with an email and a copy to the members of your respective
legislative oversight committees, your local elected
representatives, your national Executive Director to The
World Bank group, and the www.policykiosk.com. The
kiosk publishes all commentaries as they were mailed to
The Bank.
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By Thomas A. Arcury <tarcury@wfubmc.edu>
Wake Forest University School of Medicine

T

he SfAA continues to enjoy financial security. This
security results in no small measure from the efforts of
members who have taken management responsibility for
the Society’s most important services, including the annual
meeting Chairs, and the Editors of the Society’s journals
and monographs. This security also reflects the dedication
of the Business Office manager and staff.
While the Society currently enjoys financial security,
it is also vulnerable. The margin in our annual budget
continues to shrink. We are only able to balance the budget
with income from interest and dividends – that is, we are
spending more each year than we are receiving. We are
asking the Business Office (now the Society Office) to do
more each year with little increase in their annual fees. The
Society leadership wants to provide more services to the
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The SfAA Newsletter is published by the
Society for Applied Anthropology and is a benefit of
membership in the Society. Non-members may
purchase subscriptions at a cost of $10.00 for U.S.
residents and $15.00 for non-U.S. residents. Checks
or money orders should be made payable to the
Society for Applied Anthropology.
All contributions reflect the views of the authors
and not necessarily viewpoints adopted by the
Society for Applied Anthropology, the institutions
with which the authors are affiliated, or the organizations involved in the Newsletter's production.
Items to be included in the Newsletter should
be sent to: Michael B. Whiteford, Department of
Anthropology, 324 Curtiss Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 50011-1050, E-mail: jefe@iastate.edu.
Telephone: 515/294-8212; fax 515/294-1708. The
contributor’s telephone number and e-mail address
should be included, and the professional affiliations
of all persons mentioned in the copy should be
given.
Changes of address and subscription requests
should be directed to: SfAA Business Office, P.O.
Box 2436, Oklahoma City, OK 73101-2436 (405/8435113); E-mail <info@sfaa.net>. Visit our website at
<http://www.sfaa.net/>.
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