In conclusion. looking ahcad. I have faith in the future of museums in this country, museums to serve
people of our country. However, the burden of proof is on museums to show that they are worthy of sp
Such worthincss depends on good decds.
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1 wrote an article arguing that the Government of Botswana wacscI not
i i “indi # ith the term, as used in
comfortable with the concept “indigenous”, or maybe not fully conversant wi
1 | jurisprud (& d 1993a). 1 still hold this view. But I am morc open than | was four years
2goto ise the ity of the pt in an African context.

Southern Africa is probably one of the most difficult regions in thc. wc?rld in thch to use du? coll"lccm -sf(i;:;
obvions reasons. This goes for all of southern Africa. but “being mf:hgr.x}ouS ' .has different imp ication: )
Botswana, Namibia and South Africa. However, if our debate on Khoisan |denrit:cs an:i cultural.hc:?tagcfx:h to
contribute to an agenda for a better future, their status as indig must be 1 The obj.elfuve ;as 3 :
- paper is to introduce the concept and to discuss its relevance in a southern African context. 1 wil ‘i;“pa] S :
~ that the word “indigenous” has two meanings, the onc being more or less synonymous with “local” o

* “wtve™, the other denoting a relationship of a special kind between a minority group and the state in which it

wesides. The concept “indigenous™ used in this second sense, thus focuses more on structural features within a
mation state than on the description of any given number of features of a group.

Ce lising the “Indig ” . . .
One of the paradoxes of the modemn world is that at the same time as the su'u.gglc against apan.hc:: an(;x:c;a:
ation - at least in their legal manifestations — is bcginning‘ to achicve some success, the n o
 #ffinmative action towards groups in disadvantaged situations (and. indlgenous Peoplcs being p.rc?rmnfcm am::ri
them) js becoming more visible. This need is increasingly recognized internationally. The driving forces

¢ vocal indi or their inter 1 networks, and encounters in international forums (UN,
10y -~ -
e

1 Acote on termi togy: All reputable warks on the Bushmen include a discussion of which term is the most appropriate 1o
usa (Bushmanm:hgvsén Sa:. Basarwa), but so far this debate has tried to dgdde which term has the least derogatgx
Connotations @ording {o their etymological and historical origin. My position is ot'hg: amrr; ubsee::ef to ;m rag:m

il to a group will take on a negative connotation. In this respect, none e - worse ;

o and | usge lh:m ai. No single term of selt-reference exists, but the Naro (Qqntrnl Kholsan) word K\n’el a::a IK:v:; '

008’ {person) is presertly a very strong candidate for becoming such a unitying term. The choice of 3L not

la"“"“-bﬂﬂ?\edebanawillr\eedloruniist:omse before a can be In the m . ng

make th useful by agreeing on a star ised spefling of the different terms of self-designation
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This need for positive discimination was first recogmised in Article 27 of the UN J, 7

his P c wa S 2 nternational Cpy,
le m!d Political Rights (1966). This is the key provision for the protection of cthnic mlnorhic;o:e &2
international faw. and opens the way for pusitive discrimination in support of a minority. " ey

The onl)f legally binding definition so far (for signatories, that is) is the /LO Convention no. 169
Canceml.ng Alndigenrm.\- and Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries, This convention defines aI: i Ugm‘
peoples_ in independent countries who are regarded as indigenous on account of their dc-sce.n:"dim
populations which inhibited the country...at the time of conquest or colonisation, or the establishy
present siate boundaries and who, imrespective of their legal status, retain some or all of thAcir os
economic cultural and political institutions (Article 1.b). - o,

H.O.convcnlion no. 169 goes a long way towards introducing new international standards re
previous mare assimilationist orientation of ILO convention no.107 (Barsh 1994), The prcan;blcp -&
the aspration cxpressed by indig peoples to control over their own institutions, ways of life
economic c!cv;lopmcnt. It also acknowledges the aspiration to maintain and develop identities, lap, o
religion, within the framework of the states in which they live. The Convention stresscs the r;:spoi:}:u 2
governments for developing, with the participation of the peoples concerned, co-ordinated and s ny?f
action 1o protect the rights of these peoples; to guarantee and respect their integrity (Article 2;’- and i

recognise the rights of owncership and possession of the peoples concerned
traditionally occupy (Article 14). peoe e over the s Lot ey

Wﬁthin the United Nations, the same concern for the rotection of ethnic minorities, whi mentloned
bne.fly in Article 27 of the UN Covenant on Civil :nd Political Rights, has b;l; la?:: u"":smf::: full
Umle_d Nation's Working Group on Indigenous Populations, which in 1993 finalised a Draft Declam;a:y‘
the Rights of Indigenous Peaples.® This document is now on its laborious way through the syste: mjn'"
presently before the UN Commission on Human Rights.* The whole process of getting a Dcclarntio:l‘thmg:
the system for final approval by the General Assembly is expected to take many years, and it is expected —
feared 3 Eh.m the _origina] declaration will be modified along the way. But the process in Geneva has be:
in forcing organisational awarencss throughout the UN system, and with its open-door poficy for

Fp.

enou pr ves, created networks of cooperation between indi CNous ! i
organizations worldwide. Over the years an i ing ber of gover hasg T Pe?l:hzssi;:idﬂ::
of this p , as evid d by the i in the ber and rank of govemmcn‘; observer delegations

(Alfredsson 1996, Gray 1996).

The Pre_aml_alc of t.hc. Draft Dccl_aralion affirms the basic principles of the equality of rights and prohibition of
dlscnnun:_mon; t_he right to be dlffcrent: and the protection of the unique character and attributes of indigeaoos
peoples, including culture, religion and social institutions. The Draft Declaration also recognises the

importance of collective or group rights, not only individual rights i i
indigenes e y ghts, as particularly important human rights for

The concept of .in§ige.n_ous. peoples as it has been developed through international discourse is based on 2
comparison of similarities in the structural position of indigenous peoples within modem nation states, Over
the last decade or so some has been hed regarding the most important criteria. namely:

first arrival: that the people in question are d d
arrival of other groups. *

of those inhabiting an arca at the time of the

2 The Covenant states that in countries which contain ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities, these minorities shafl not b
p‘relvh_emeq from using their own language, practising their own religion or enjoying their own culture. The basic imphcation
of this principle is that it opens the way for positive discrimination in suppart of a minority, even percetving this s onedl
the fundamental human fights. This is aiso, to an increasing degree, taken to mean a duty to respect and prowc

® and 1S, l.e., what is defined as the ‘matsrial basis’ of a cufture (Eide 1985:204)

3 This group was established in 1982, as a y of the Sub-C ion on Prevention of Dk on and Proec
tion of Minorities, which in turn reports to the Commission on Human Rights, under the Economic and Soclal Cound
(ECOSOC). s mandate is to review developments g to the Jion and of human rigtts &
'yndamqn'a] freedoms of indigenous peopies, and to give special attention to the evolution of standards conoeming %

4 In March 1995 the Commission on Human Rights 2 new Worki orgrd
d o " ved Group, to , and re-draft the
gr_aft‘. This Worklr]g Group is ‘intersessional’ because It takes place during m: perioz between Commission mee! ad
it is ‘open-ended' in that govemments, inter-governmental organisations, and NGOs with consuttative status at o
can participate,
S There are cases where the settiement history is not sutficientty ki o
nown 10 say precisely which came first, and
case§ mm a group came later to a teritory, but share the other ch i "ly has i be"e‘n argued,
convincingly, that ‘first arrival’ should not always be used in a strict linear perception of time.
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dominance: that the people in question are placcd under a state swucture with social and

e aracteristics alien to theirs, do not control the national government, and constitute a

culusal characte
aumerical minonty.
stinctiveness. that the people in question have, or have had, a traditional adaptation using

ral di ; 3 X
il and territories in a way that differs from the social and economic adaptation of the

resources and
present majority.

fouwrth subjective criterion of self-identification, is becoming increasingly impona_m; _thal is, the people in
estion pereeive themselves as different from the majority. and define themsclves as indigenous.

To what extent are such international standards binding for South Africa, Namibia and Botswana?
using the pt “indigenous™, the situation is easy to describe: The ILO

look only at instr . :
go::cmion No.169 has not been ratified by any African country, and the Draft Declaration on the rights of

nous peoples is still being negotiated within the UN system. and is thercfore not binding in any formal
6

sense. .
The importance of the 1LO Convention and the Draft Declaration cannot. however, be mcas.ux"ed sole.Iy !:y their
status. which as we can sec is rather weak. They bring forward a vicw on the position of indigenous

Mk fe that is: (a) setting new standards in international law and (b) commanding increasing support among
galons. The very cxistence of these intcrnational instr introd a moral d, and sets a ncw
T d in the ber of ratifi

enda. This moral standard is not a matter of degree, and can not be asured in
In other words, even if a corc dimension of the concept is its legal implications, we must also look at
ind| ' as a sociological pt. The growing cooperative nctwork among indigenous peoples,
m;ngd by NGOs and civil socicty, now look to declarations made in imcmalifma.} fora, a{nd takc them back
w use as levers for reform in 2 national context. In the foresccable future, herein Iu_:s the ggwﬁcance of the
ipernational process for the southern African scene. This is not to suggest that icrc'ls unanimity on the status
of indigenous peoples in international law. Any concept raising the issue of ‘nght:s dcnfs incvitably touch O'T
conflicts of interest. But the native claims movement has been compared to the genie which escapes the bottle;

onee out it is very hard to put back in.

The Gaberone Sun Resolutions, October 1993

The moral force of the ILO and UN rcsolutions is perhaps not as yet keenly felt in sout.hen.\ Africa. So where
can we look for other public statcments that may be of relevance to the situatioy of d.xe_Khmsa.n people? Thcx:e
is not much to be gained from looking for the mention of San or Basarwa in c.ausu_ng national laws. This
follows logically from the basic tenet of any modern democratic state - as the Minister’s statement made clear
- mot to draw “any distinction between its citizens”. Resistance to singling out any pamcula.r group for
wreatment is particularly significant in a region recovering from the evils of apartheid. Howcver: t_hxs is als‘o t.ht:
bastc paradox of the situation. From the point of view of indig ples, the lack of recog of
distinctions. and the absence of affirmative action. are thc problems.

There is. h , one d T ising the p and the probl of the San/Basarwa. I would like
o take this opportunity to draw attention to the two Regional Conferences on Development Pr(_)granuncs ft')r
Aftica’s San Populations, in Windhoek (1992) and Gaborone (1993) respectively. and the resolutions passed in
Gaborone in October 1993 (Republic of Namibia 1992, Regionai Conference, nd).

The Gaborone Conference in 1993 was unique in the history of southemn Africa. For the first ti:ne delegates, in
thelr capacity as San/Basarwa repr , met with rep ives of their government.” There were 21

€ Of the countries with a Bushman poputation, Namibia, Angola, Zambia and Zimbabwe have ratified the UN Covenant on
OMil and Political Rights, it is signed but not yet ratified by South Africa, while Botswana has done neither. So far 10
Countries have ratified the ILO convention 169. )
However, while this gives a rather bleak picture of the legal situation, it should be noted that a number of hurpan rights
Instruments provide for special measures of affimnative action from which Indigeqous peoples can benefit az both
individuals and groups. It follows from the and law that peoples can submit claims
under all minority-specifi (Th y 1991, 1996). ©and

7 ‘ndigenous * are increasingly included in general policy statements. The World Commission on Environment an
Momn‘mg’:;) made a numgz of refereno:s to indigenous peoples in its report Our Common Future, Ageqda ‘2h1.
the UN programme of action following the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio has a section 'Reeogplz!ng and strengthening m;
ol of indigenous people and their communities” (chapter 26), emphasizing the qeed for indigenous people to con
thelr tragtional teri The UN A y 1993 the International Year of the World's Indigenous
Peoples and D 1994 to D 2004, as the Intemational Decade, the objective being stated as ‘“the
stre g of ir i for the solution of p taced by indig people in such areais::
human fights, the environment, development, education and health". Among the initiatives proposed for the Decade is

ishment, by the United Nations, of a F Forum on indig questi
The first mesting was held in Windhoek in 1992. On this occasion the Namibian San were well represented, buln 9535,'“"2
from Botswana were picked by the govemment, and were seen as g W sp This was
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Namuibian San delegates, and 42 Basarwa from Botswana. Extensive preparatory mcetings o0k Place
Namibia and Botswana, issues were tabled and specches were prepared. A large number of NGO assj. L
the process on both sides. 1Sted
Two points are worth noting. The first is that the Gaborone Regional Conference was an astounding g .
terms of attendance, in tcrms of debates in an atmosphere of openncss and frankness, and in termg o i
resolutions passed ously by the conf ¢, under the able joint chairing of two permanen .”
from Namibta and Botswana. The sccond point is the total absence of a follow-up from the convenors of

conference. te

The resolutions passed arc in no way revolutionary. They are straightforward and address very basic i,
Their point of departure is the constitutions of Namibia and Botswana, granting equality before the l”'!oall
cinzens. The resolutions recognise that this has not been achieved. The resolutions call for affirmative actiog,
monitoring of human rights, hunting and gathering to be recognised as legitimate land use practice,
tongue education, language development and cultural awarcness. The resolutions contain 2 Strong pie; o
governments to take action. Most of the r dations concern changes within areas that are ised
govemment responsibilities. such as cconomic development, infrastructure. education and health, Finally s,
conference calls on national governments to support the formation of a San/Basarwa national fora™, (The fuy
text 1s enclosed).

No action has been taken by the national governments.® The need for a follow up. however. has peey
somewhat differcnt in Namibia and Botswana. In Namibia, as noted above, a dialogue was cstablished iy 1992,
and the resolutions passed at that time can 10 some extent be seen as reflected in national policies. This bas ny
yet been the case in Botswana, where the Ministry of Local Government, Lands and Housing, that cafled the
confi c, never idered whether, and to what extent, the resolutions should be followed up (persoml
communication, RAD-coordinator, June 1997). On the NGO side, however, a number of workshops Mitiated
by the Botswana Christian Council, in collaboration with The First People of the Kalahari, and Kun
Development Trust. were held in 1994, but the process was discontinued mainly due to lack of economic
resources. Later, from 1995 onwards, the meetings that led to the formation of WIMSA (Working Groups of
Indigenous Minorities of Southern Africa) can be seen as a follow up of thc same commitment on the NGO
side. Neither of these processes have ded in blishing a dialogue with the government of Botswan
Some of the rcason for this incrtia lies with the political interests dominating in the respective countries, But
some general political and burcaucratic inhibitions on recognising the existence of indigenous peoples in
Africa, must also be considered.

An Inconvenient Concepl in Africa

Indigenous is a difficult concept in an African context. If we look at the colonial roots of the contept.
indigenous peoples are simply the descendants of those who occupicd a given territory that was invaded,
conquered, or colonised by white, colonial powers, Structurally similar problems were created in reglons &
diverse as North and South America, Australia, New Zealand and Greenland (B d etal 1984. B tber
et al 1995).

Africa is difficult to analyze becausc the dominant position of white colonial forces left alf of black Affieaina
dominated position that in many respects was similar to the position of indig les elsewhere. Io

relation to colonial powers, all native Africans were (a) first, (b) non-dominant and (2) driﬁerent in culture

a notion that

holished 2

from the white intruders. Thus the dominant ‘black — white’ dichotomy in Africa corresponded to
all native Africans were ‘indigenous’. In this sense of the term. political ind d
‘indigenous-settler’ dich

4

y - the Minister of Local Government was right.

The problem, however, is that this linking of indigenous with a colonial situation lcaves us without a suitable
concept for analysing the same type of internal relationships that have p d after the liberati ﬁom
colonial dominance. In somc African (and Asian) countrics, minority ethnic groups have historically occupied
the more inaccessible regions, oftcn relatively isolated or marginalised, and with a culture distinct from B¢
national hegemonic model. They coexist with the dominant majority that identifics the national state and ey
suffer various forms of exploitation and d ion by the and political representatives of
national socicty (Veber er al 1993, Erni 1996). A concept is needed in international law to chCﬂP: thest
populations, similar in their marginal positions in relation to the politically and numerically dominant

a P
19964, f 1g).
9 Delegates were not invited from South Africa. At that time only the IXu and Khwe Trust was

based organisation, and allegedly ies in citizenv port issues p
underway for a third Regional Conferance, which will draw representatives from
official follow-up (or lack of such) of the Gaborone Sun Resolution s also needed.

10 The term ‘internal colony’ and ‘Fourth World' are also used, 10 refer to peoples that never will achieve '%

statehood. "Unlike other ethnic minorities, Fourth World are not i but original i itants of

jon was put together, based on extensive meatings 8%

in the press, and in 1983
ions (S

jved as a Khoissh
At Plans 8% 1%

the whole region. A proper andifs &
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i is es impontant 1n Africa. to distinguish the type of relationships we arc talking about here
Maseover: 1 ;m:gc c:’rly phases of nation building in Africa after independence - and. we may add. as
mlmm.w to apartheid South Africa — ethnic and tribal distinctions were seen to conﬂnc_t with .thc
s cfmnls. of national unity and cultural diversity was systematicaily downplayed. Botswana is a lyp!cul
overiding n:'lca There are good reasons for being wary of the potential hazards of too strong, tribal
. P'an But we make a serious analytical mistake if we fail to distinguish between tribal differences
iwons- and the relation of subordination that ises ind >US  groups. Grou;.)s .lhal arc
wnﬂlctz and deprived for a varicty of rcasons may want to be included under the umbrella o_f lndl_genfxfxs,
gisduanioge rotection or support that can afford. but it is not helpful to describe al} c_th{uc minoritics
s phuman rights abuse as indigenous. However, while the discussion of cn'tcﬂa is important, the
iferine fm:‘ cas of disagreement can easily be exaggerated. All the elements of a definition are knov».'n. and
- h::/c been or can be identificd: “on that basis it is up to governments to respect pgl}}s while any
Mﬁ:::sincluding the question of beneficiarics, should be subject to international scrutiny” (Alfredson
2 et

,996:42)-"

idy Bureaucratic Concept . . .
e 'um;fuoublcd history of Africa must be recognised, we must also kecp in mmz.:l lh.-.n the idea of spe:a.l
R i digenous peoples is difficult to handle in all contexts, by all bureaucracies, in al.l countrics. Any
e ™ ";' ;g singling out one group for special treatment and/or affirmative action disrupts standard
i tmi\(',e routines for cqual treatment, and gocs against administrative preferences for cl_c-.ar?z:ull ang
ﬂ ous target groups. My own country, Norway, provides ample cxampl_cs ot_’ gover:mcm dnsm:jssla”a;b
Misiumve neglect of the indigenous Saami population (;Aalhxcse(l:h 191:!;3 Eln(:l:::c;::;ﬁ:\;fc]s; s z;
test civil conflict in post-war Norway (the - > d
ez 15 : ?:kt}:};c g::sumlion before "S::mi“ became a legitimate category in the Norw?gxarr
:;:l;ninisu'ation.lz A claim for aboriginality is contentious in all countries, a_nd l.hc.ldea of mdl_gcnm;s pcop.c‘s ::
ed by burcaucrats and politicians all over the world as an ?nconvemcnt. diffuse axfd dxfﬁilu t'c:nc:pms
sandie. It adds to the burcaucratic confusion that the cfmce.pt mu:odt'xccs and emphasises collective nghts,
while all previous human rights instr have h d ind rights.

Common to all democratic states with indigenous minorities within their border§ is the ncedf 13‘ ﬁnd_ a I::ltla';f;
between the general ideals of equal rights and equal reatment, and the special ne_cf:ls of c I_!:lnom b)icms
protection. The conclusion we can draw from other countries, is that a ?adua] n:z:ogn:um:I o spmbihzcd s
and therefore special needs, only has come about rel ly, after g peoples ! ave’ ;norﬂsun. o
cnges have been initiated by governments in power. Changes have come about as reactions 10 p|
organisations, and from political movements.

i pecti i indi tive organisations, and the
In & comparative ve, we find that the formation f’f indigenous representati anisa
mgnltign by gos:rrsnmems of such organisations as legitimatc partners in ncgonauons, over mrw_h:yc beersn
the most successful innovations in the troubled ficld of relations between nation sn‘nc§ and v.:;xr in lg,enou
minorities. A constructive minority policy can only be developed through < 2 A e
requires ind repr ive indig organisati that can negotiate with the_ govemr.nli: 1.
from being a {hrcat to political stability. these emerging native associations have become a vital contribution to
the democratic process.
Saiuta’s Story
& has been noted above that bureaucrats have difficulties in handling‘!.he <o plex e i
concept “indigenous”. The corollary is that indig peoples have pr s in d h_;sw; cxra 12:.:1 o
sational bureaucracies. 1 will illustrate this by a story told by Sa:k\m.a. .whxch cccéme e
“signature-story™ for the First People of the Kalahari. It is about the relationship between the Botswana

h

&

P

plex and multi-di

i i who can...take control of their
toda) i nation-states. And unlike the peoples of the Third World
Wmn'eheda‘ye rt;‘\'r?ueg?l :trenglm of numbers, the tiny intema! colonies that make up the Fourth World are fated always
10 be minority populations in their own lands” (Dyck 1985:1).
tral
1 The most obvious examples in Africa are the Khoisan people (some 1oq 000) and the ﬁygmy or ;I'vwatp:ompcl: (oel :\?Ifl‘ion)
7 Alca (some 250 000). It is also argued that pastorat peoples in East-Africa (some 6 million) and desr;y e
Should be included because they fit most of the usual criteria, aithough in many cases they ar;l Gf: I
inhabit an area. The Maasai and Tuareg have strong organisations and participate in the Geneva o r\g«;smbed
12 W to 1987 the i ware not recognised as a distinct group within the Kingdom of Novw‘ay. were
&cconding to cﬂ!ersiaaas’:;h as language (Saami speaking), domiclle (Inner Finnmark, the County with the largest proportion
o Saami), or economic adaptation (reindeer herding).

13 At point, which is not specific 1o Atrica, is that contusion is caused by a linguistic ambiguity: As a noun and as an

‘indigenous’ uently ‘local’ k ' is faidy unproblematic when used about e.g.
ind is f used to mean ‘local’ and nallve..This.lsAOax'y . i
nous agﬂcultfre‘ orr?:digenous plants’, clearly refering to species originating in a country, as opr:;s?: “E’ ‘zno%.;an'.
Species The ambiguity arises in the social sciences, when indigenous is used to denote a cont
because that contrast is not the dominant one in contemporary African states. ) e i
i Saikuta, now deceased, was one of the founding members of The First People of the Kalahari/Kgeikani Kweni.
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and thc Bushmen, and it illustrates beaunfully the differences in world-view betwi
admunistrative apparatus of a hegemonic statc. and the people controlled by this apparat
15 at the core of the indigenous predicament.

een &:er politicg]
us, a difference Whigy
Just before the time of the year you call Christmas I went hunting and shot a gemsbok.

The same day the Game Warden came around, 100k m y hunting license, and said:

= Don’t you see that this has expired a long time ago?

And [ said: But I only just got it.

— Nonsense, this license is very old, it expired a long time ago.

And 1 said: But you know I can't read

— Never mind, this one is expired. So, where is the animal?

So 1 go with the Game Warden, show him the animal, and he takes it all, skin, bones, meat, hom,

He takes it to feed his own family. He tells me that this time he will not fine me.

Every time I see him I ask for my new license.

~ Take it easy, this is not the time for hunting.

And [ say: But this is the time when we Bushmen go hunting. This is when the game is around.

- Nonsense, old man, you must wait until I tell you. This is the government's game, and we decide when you
are allowed 10 hunt.

Many, many days passed and we were nearly dying from hunger. My son was nearly dying from hunger. |
know well enough, he belongs 10 the government. The government owns all of us, and we own nothing. So i
was difficult for me to make this decision: should I leave the government's son to die, or should | shoot one of
the gavernment's elands. Which of the two had 10 die?

1 decided that the government's son should live on, and so | went hunting. I shot an eland, butchered I, and
went home, but the Game Warden was already there waiting for me:

— You have shot an eland, now you must go 10 jail.
They took me and the eland 10 Ghanzi, and there they started to sell the meat.

And I asked: Is it the mea1 of the eland that 1 shot that You are now selling. You are not allowed to sell game
meal, that much I know.

— Now you watch yourself or you will stay in jail for so long that no one will recognise you when you come
out.

So I was silent.
Then I came before the magistrate, and I told him the story as I have told you now.

— You are t00 old 10 hunt. You are supposed to live JSrom the mealiemeal that the government gives you; the
magistrate told me.

— But I never received any mealiemeal.

~ Yes, your name is in the book. Go home and wait, and you will get a bag every month; the nwgimw
me.

Then he gave me a six months suspended sentence.
Now it is May, and the mealiemeal has been distributed five times already, but my name is not in the book

So now I again am faced with the same dilemma. Who should die, the eland or the son of the governmen!. And
so I now have taken a new surname. From now on I am Mr. “Thrown Away”.

{Translated from Naro by John Hardbattle).

This story can be seen both as an account of a series of real events, and as an allcgory of a type of rela!:il”!’*"“:f
It reports on the hard-won experiences that the N/oakwe have in relation to what they sec as the deficiencies
the hunting regulations (“but this is the time when we go hunting...”), the i quacy of its implemﬁw
(“this license has expired...”) and the corruption of some of those tasked with enforcing the regulations (sellive
game meat, threatening with jail).
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a deeper level the story goes to the very core of a nation state’s responsibility towards .xts Fiuzens. ft
But 0-" < a well-intended but inadequately operated welfare system (“'the mealicmeal has been distributed five
l:l:.rcady. but my namc 1s not in the book”) and dcplores the moral inadequacy of a governnjcnt that

B «es some of ts citizens of the basic human right of self-reliance (“Should I lcave the government's son to

= of should [ shoot one of the govemment's elands™). This sort of experience is the driving force behind
m;iggnou.\' movements,
wghen | Say Land [ Talk About my Mother™ — Aron Johanncs

sote | gave as a morif imtially, illustrates further aspects of this sima(ifxn. The close rclationsh‘ip 10 the
g the indispensable source of life and livelihood, is ¢ to all indig s peoples. But being close
. als d is not unique to indigenous peoples. Ask any farmer, and he will say that he is closc to the land he
o anWhal is uniquc ~ the defining feature, as 1 see it - is the lack of recognition or pratec'lion b.y.!he
o}!gh;-n"_o” state, of particular ways of using the land. especially usc of land that (a) leaves littie visible
Mmg and thercfore can morc casily be neglected (e.g. hunting-gathering). and (b) renders lc‘ss cash profit
han e.g. cattle ranching, agniculture or mining. Paine (1984) notes how casil.y.a **mother country” may .becomc
“step mother” to indigenous minontics, disregarding the valuc of traditional systems of adaptation and
3 isation. This is most manifest with regards to land. The deprivation is also mamfc.slcd by a lack of
;?‘nol in a host of other matters that do not necessarily imply a zero-sum situation, concerning e.g. respect for
language and culture (sce Biesele 1994, Hitchcock 1996).

Johannes is taken from a new type of situation, where such issues are brought out in the open.
T-[:s‘;ua(::iccfx‘;:rmevcm was an NGO Forum in co:?:nction with the. UN World.Summ‘it for Socia.l Df:vclo!)merr'l.
fllustrating the global network where groups from southern Africa arc finding tht‘:nr place. Ll'ke in Saikuta’s

a main theme in Johannes’™ presentation was the loss of control over one s own destiny: “We are a
peopic that held life in our hands. Now ‘dcvelopment’ means that others give us things. Wﬁ do not want that
others take our land and property. then they come and say that they will give us devclopment”.

The present debate over the Central Kalahari Game Reserve illustrates the same conflict of .inu:rc'sts. In this
case therc is an undisputed ¢ ity of oc y of the resid that may be exceptional in that .lhc
accupancy for a period of time has been protected by the Game Reserve status, b\.n d_lc setticments are !)fprcal
of the carlicr. sustainable, usc of the land. The guidelines from intcmau'onal rh.mkmg - t'norally, albeit not
legally, binding for Botswana — call for proper negotiations when conflicts of m.terc':sl arise. In !:hc prcse‘::
paper 1 will not try 1o address the technicalities of how human senlemel'-n.and w:l.dhfc conservation can
made compatible within the Rescrve, or the economic constraints on providing public services to very rcm.o:;
areas. These are very valid points, taken up by the Government of Bovswan'a. Nevcnheles:s,'lhesc are practic
problems, and compromiscs can be found. At the present time the lack of dialogue recognising local groups as

kegitimate partners, is the main problem.

of Nation-Building

Indigenous movements arc based on a recognition of similarities across the ttoundaries and continents; but, we

should also keep in mind that national histories have created significantly dnffcrem.comcxts. The first part of

tids paper emphasiscd the universal moral basis for indigenous claims. Such clm{ns..howevcr, have to be

begotiated under varying circumstances. Among thc many types of categorisations and st'cr?otyg?s
d in the passing society, 1 will briefly

R Chall

ider some ch istics of the r p
between the national, Tswana, majority in Botswana, and the indigenous minority.

In the main, the social structure of Botswana was shaped by the well organised Tswana llcribes that moved in,
most extensively from carly in the nineteenth century, while colonial prescnce was ll_mltcd, In _the more
densely populated parts of the country, the indigenous Bushman population was graduall?' integrated ina scrr:-
feudal relationship (Datta and Murray 1989). The dry savannah expanses ot: Kgalag.adl (the great thirstland)
were conquered late in this century, following improved borehole technologics opening up new expanses for
cattle ranching,

At Independence in 1966, Botswana, like many other African nations, had to address the Aproblel.n of nation-
bullding. In the process of creating a unified. and unitary. nation state, cthnicity was associated with u‘-iba.lxsm
2 was seen as an obstacle to national develop The constitution. g ing the “fund R‘Eh“_s
d Freedoms of the Individual...whatever his race, place of origin, political opinions, Folour, creed or sex”,
¥as, in the 1960s, a courageous and visiopary statement. It was, however, combined with a political rhetoric

Ovetlooking the de facto cultural diversity of the nation.

1o spite of the official non-racial ideology. no one remotcly familiar with Botswana socicty will deny that the‘re
isa social division between San/Basarwa and the Bantw/Tswana groups. This is, as Bateson (1972) puts .“. A

5 which makes a difference”. Interaction over centuries has reduced many of the overt and visible
Signs of difference. There is no discrimination as cxpressed in any official policy_ or re_gu]anon (Hf)h’fl aqd
Totsi 1989). However, adaptation for the Basarwa so far has taken the form of assimilation or submission in
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various forms and degrees, and the social division is acted out in day-to-day. and facc-to-face sequenceg
interaction that consistcntly leave the Bantw/Tswana as those who lay down the premises for interaction a

i
the Basarwa as those who must adapr.

While the contrast may be clear. the ascribed status of Basarwa is diffuse. Dominant public discourse ine|
a number of Levi-Strauss-type binary contrasts: modern/old. settled/nomad. civilised/wild, cultrey,
relegating the Basarwa to a category that is quaint, exotic, but marginal both in time and s
generalised characicristics, not specific traits, that arc being noted. This imputed communality
by two dominant negations:

pace. It is theiy
is charammsed

- They arc people of the past. In history books they are situated in-between the Stone Age and the Irop

(Tlou and Campbell 1984), rep: ing a (poverty ridden) past which the greater part of the society by
left behind.

= They are dcfined by negations, providing by their lack of command of central cultural v,

alues apg
resources, a contrast that highlights a Tswana scnse of control.

In an analysis of the Remote Arca Development Programme in Botswana (S d 1995 and forth ng).1
show the unfortunate effect on the target group of being defined by negative socio-economic characteristie
that underscorcs all the qualities they do not possess (living outside villages, not speaking Setswana, lackin,
access 10 water, land, livestock, and not having political organisation), rather than the cultural qualifications
they actually possess (such as exceptional knowledge of nature, an cgalitarian and caring social organisation,
rich oral waditions etc.) The result is a welfare programme, that has not contributed to cmpowerment,

The nation-building process called for a construction of a unified “imagined community” (Anderson 198% of
the Batswana. In a siwation which was perccived as a choice between unity or diversity, the solution, in
Botswana's case, has been to overcmphasise an image of a non-racial, non-ethnic homogenous state. In effect,
this meant that the culture and language of the numerically dominant Tswana people became the dominam
symbol for Botswana as a nation. In Botswana, the moral force behind this negation of cultural diversity has
probably been a major obstacle for any Bushman cemancipation. Basarwa simply does not exist as a category in
official documents and discourse. Paradoxically, this professcd liberal and non-discriminatory negation of the
distinct culture of the Basarwa, has a damaging cffect on their sclf-image and their potential for sclf-
realisation, an outcome very similar to the blatant discrimination of the apartheid system further south.

It was one of the main achievements of the first years of the organisation First People of the Kalahari that this

pattern of restraint was broken, repeatedly, cloguently and in the most public of fora, through Jolm

Hardbattle’s wavels, translations, and speeches. As John Hardbaulc put it: “What we want is respeet”.

Expressions in the press, and from government officials in Botswana, denied him lcgitimacy by holding up the

conventional percepti of a Bush a person being so vocal is not typical, not representative, nat
hentic, and need therefore not to be li d to.

Fairness, not Favours

So far, Botswana's process of nation building has lead to a construed ethos of a non-racial, non-ethuic.
homogenous state. This is a nicc map, but it does not epitomise the territory. Both the Namibian and the M
African governments have, for obvious reasons, more readily accepied the multicultural “rainbow™ diversity is
the new independent states. This does not in itself guarantee that the subtle nuances of identities tied
membership in previously decply stigmatised and nearly exterminated Khoe and San groups, will be
recogniscd (Skotnes 1996, Saugestad 1996b). On the other hand, the international networks outlined above, te

Ititude of local organi and umbrella organisation such as WIMSA, represent proven avcnues_fﬂ'
bringing indigenous issues on to the national agenda. The Indigenous Peoples of Africa Coordinating
Committce works towards the same objective. as part of the process in Geneva (Chennells, persona!
communication). And judging from international experience, once people begin to voice an identity linked 0
an indigenous status, there is no turning back.

.

Being indigenous is an ill-defined and precarious status. The legal pt is plex and <
Despite its global intentions, it is clearly not designed with the African expericnce foremost in mind.
Morcover, no party in power likes the issue, as it calls for delegation of power. Neither do burcaucrats fike e
concept, mainly because it is so difficult to operationalise in rules and regulations. This can not and should 2%
keep us from addressing the concept, examining it, and while ising its shor ings make use °f,d”
potentials. The San, Basarwa, Bushmen, Kwe people will not achieve an cqual standing until it is

that the issue is a question of fairness, not of special favours.
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The Politics and Economics of Bureaucratic and Ethnic Identity among

Remote Area Populations in Botsyana
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since 1977 the Botswana governient has used the term “Remote Area Dwellers” (RADs) to cover all of those

ople living outside of tengyanatdng, which, according to some ginalysts, means “people from deep within the
feep”. @ description that is not nechgsarily appreciated by the people to whom it is applied. The Remote Area
Development Program (RADP) in ke Ministry of Local Gpvernment, Lands and Housing (MLGLH) has
concentrated its development efforts oq a target group defined on the basis of its spatial location (remote
greas outside of villages), socio-politicgl status (marginglised). and socio-economic siatus (impoverished).
Changes have occurred over time in the Spverage of the Remote Area Development Program as rural penple
have moved into senlements established b\district counfkils. Some of these settlements have been wmmed into
offictally gazetted (recognized) villages an¥ no longef are served by Remote Area Development Program
p",wnnel. Some Remote Area Dwellers haveN\peen redefined as “destitutes”, people without sufficient means
of support. who receive assistance from the Dexartm¢nt of Community Development in the Ministry of Labour
and Home Affairs. Thus what is happening in Botsyana, in effect, is that remote area populations are being
redefined in such a way that they no longer recekg the same levels of development assistance as they did in
the past, and this has significant implications for thair social and economic well -being.

The Sun (Basarwa, Khwe) and other remote are 1 of the Republic of Botswana face some serious
problems in terms of their social, economic ral rights in spite of some gains made in political
participation over the past two decades. Some of the maYor areas of concern are: (1) the degree to which San
and other minority peoples' rights are recognizkd in a comXext in which bureaucratic and ethnic identity issues
are both complex and i (2) deci:

and land rights, rights to the use and management of naturahresources by both ities and individuals,
and the special case of livestock disease confrol impacts in Nxamiland; (3) the future of people in areas set
aside as parks, reserves, and national monufnents, particularly Weose residents of the Central Kalahari Game
Reserve (CKGR): and (4) the impli of elimination of Special Game Licenses (subsistence hunting
livenses) and cutbacks in various liveliho Dwellers. This paper deals with each of
ing the porary socio-ec

ntity of San and other remote area

status and the politics and economics
populations in Borswana.

Terminology
The terms “Basarwa,” “Bushmen,” “'S;

that the term “Basarwa” should be ¢mployed. Yet another term used by
in Botswana is “Khwe™ (Kwe) Wi
often in Botswana is “Basarwa” (si
“people of the south”. In the past,
ttdid not signify the status of bein|

P workers
ch means *people” in Central Bush languages. The tekn employed most

a person.

The government of Botswana has e cfforts to avoid identifying people on the basis of their e
2 strategy, 1n the B g0 's opinion, is ini of the kinds of terminology use
Sspousing apartheid. Since 1977 the Botswana government has uscd the term “Remotc Area D
(RADs) to cover all of those ple living outside of villages in rural arcas. A Setswana term fo
2pellation is reng g, which, ding to some analysts. means “people from decp within the deep
description that is not necessarily appreciated by the people to whom it is applied.

a

It s preferable, according to linguists and to local people, to use the word(s) in their language that they use to
vefer to themselves. The people of north-western Botswana (in Ngamiland and north-eastern Namibia (in what
%2s known as Eastern Bushmanland, now Eastern Otjozondjupa) call th Ives Ju/'hoansi, which means
real. genuine, or “truc” people, while those in the central Kalahari region of Botswana call themselves Glwi
and Gffana, Adopting terms of self-appellation acknowledges the new sense of empowerment of indigenous
Southern Africans.
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