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Introduction

Recent legislative changes throughout Latin America have produced a swathe of new laws that include multi-cultural agendas (Stavenhagen 1996). These laws cover a range of areas, including good governance, constitutional reform, decentralisation and resource management. The main objective of multi-ethnic policies is usually to achieve social inclusivity. However, as Lopez’s (1993) study of the evolution of the terms ‘pluri-cultural’, ‘multi-ethnic’ and ‘pluri-national’ in Ecuador during the indigenous uprisings of 1990 and 1992 illustrates, specific terminology emerges as the result of strategic representations made by different groups about particular events and debates. This chapter examines how such processes of representation are becoming important in the context of specific development projects and indicates how the representation of people as ‘indigenous’ or not indigenous - regardless of the validity of these labels - shapes the outcome of the application of new laws 

Funding opportunities are affected by classifications of groups of people as indigenous or not, and by the representations of specific components of development projects as ‘productive’, ‘sustainable’ and ‘participatory’. Transnational actors greatly influence the representations involved in legislative and funding processes, as they create discourses of who ‘indigenous’ people are and what their role in development planning and project execution should be. These actors help shape the context for and implementation of new resource laws by helping to construct the international and national policy environment in which these laws are passed. Donor organisations such as the World Bank currently label indigenous people as ‘social capital’, untapped human resources that need to be brought into the decision-making processes associated with development planning. Conceptualisations of indigenous people as social capital places them firmly in the nexus between participatory development approaches (which planners are increasingly using to target poverty alleviation) and liberalisation policies. As a result, key donor organisations now have indigenous people’s units in their policy-making teams as a matter of course. These units promote multi-ethnic interests across funding and policy sectors and produce guidelines for ‘mainstreaming’ indigenous issues in development planning. 

Bolivia is a country where the promise of large-scale modernisation still drives funding agendas as well as popular imaginaries of what development goals and projects should be. This continues to be the case even though it is widely accepted that modernisation is patchy in its outreach in the Andes. This chapter examines recent development trajectories in Bolivia and analyses what happens to supposedly inclusionary multi-ethnic policies when they implement water and land reform, part of a wider set of liberalisation policies that have been operating in the country since 1985. We argue that current negotiations over constructions of indigeneity
 and the inclusiveness of land and water reform must be placed in the context of what Kearney and Varese (1995) call the ‘post development era’ in Latin America. They argue that the ‘post development era’ provides an opportunity for identities to be reconstructed in non-dichotomous terms, in ways that are neither wholly modern nor traditional
. Below we extend this argument to focus on the spatialities of development and indigenous identities. In particular, we suggest that indigenous identities are being constructed as neither completely urban nor rural. Our approach raises questions about what it means to be, or be defined as, indigenous in Bolivia and what implications these definitions have for modernising or neo-liberal development strategies. We analyse the effects of these constructions on the everyday politics of meeting demands and achieving development goals, focusing on recent responses to land and water reform in the Department of Cochabamba. Two case studies are examined, the ‘Coordinadora de Defensa del Agua y de la Vida’ (The Co-ordinator for the Defence of Water and Life) and the Raqaypampa Ch’aky project, which is part of a wider local indigenous development plan.

The first section of the chapter provides the background to the recent Bolivian neo-liberal reforms concerning water and land. It shows how the new laws attempt to accommodate two seemingly divergent world-views: one that emphasises collective rights (defined largely in terms of indigenous and campesino collective rights) and the other that focuses on commercialisation and private, individual ownership. The second and third sections outline the two case studies and illustrate how key players have engaged with the State and different transnational actors
 in contrasting ways. The fourth, concluding section identifies the similarities and differences between the two case studies and attempts to explain these differences in the context of shifting ‘post-development’ identities. 

I. Clashing views? ‘Indigenous’ actors, the State and the negotiation of liberalisation

In many parts of the world when indigenous livelihoods come under threat, tensions emerge over the negotiation of development trajectories. In the Andes, where relationships with land and water structure social and religious life, the commodification and commercialisation of land and water have become significant points of conflict in the context of wider decentralisation and liberalisation policies. Debates over the commercialisation of water and land are currently bringing clashing worldviews into high relief in the Andes. On the one hand, new national laws are establishing mechanisms through which ‘dynamic’ land and water markets can be created and confusion over existing patterns of land ownership clarified, while on the other, Andean cosmologies maintain that such resources cannot be owned by anyone.

‘The neoliberal vision of land distribution is based on the concept that “the land belongs to those who have the money to buy it” and that the land is an object like any other commodity that you can buy and sell. We think that to consider land an object is irrational – it may make sense to other people but not to us…Is land just something to exploit for profit? The Aymara, Quechua, Guaraní cultures would say the opposite. We live together with the land. There is complementarity between people and land (Guaraní leader quoted in Benton 1999: 76).

Similar arguments are made about water:  

‘Water is a living and fertile being. Without water there is not life’
 (Gerbandy and Hoogendam 1998: 60). 

Since the early 1990s, fundamental changes have occurred in state jurisdiction and territorial control in Bolivia, a result of decentralisation policies guided by the combined rhetoric of economic liberalisation, social inclusion and poverty alleviation. This fusion of different policy objectives was not necessarily the direct policy of the State. However, throughout the decade indigenous and campesino movements won many concessions from the government, in turn strengthening this trend. In addition, as elsewhere in Latin America, the international donor community supported such a combined approach. So when neo-liberal reforms were first introduced in Bolivia in 1985 under the Paz Estensorro regime, dialogue with and occasional accommodation of indigenous-campesino interests was a necessary and sometimes obligatory element of policy-making. In particular, the World Bank has promoted the campesino-indigenous agenda under the rubric of neo-liberal development planning in Bolivia. According to the Bank’s head of rural development in Bolivia, the institution invests more per capita in Bolivia than in any other country and recently Bolivia has joined a small number countries acting as pilot cases for innovations in development planning. This approach reflects a recent wider shift in the way in which the Bank is tackling poverty-focused policy making through more participatory methods (see Robb 1999) and its explicit policy of promoting indigenous interests as part of wider social development goals.
 The Bank’s approach targets institutional strengthening activities in a range of rural communities, including indigenous districts that produce local development plans (World Bank 1998). 

Multi-ethnic pressure on neo-liberal visions and the inclusion of multi-cultural notions of development within neo-liberal packages has led to a series of specific policies in Bolivia which afford a degree of representation to formerly excluded groups. Through Participación Popular (Popular Participation) - a set of decentralisation policies introduced by the Sánchez de Losada government (1993-97) - the State has handed over funds
 and local decision-making to alcaldías (local councils). It has also recognised the representation of a range of social organisations, from urban block communities to indigenous groups and campesino unions. These organisations can become OTBs (base territorial organisations) and apply for collective legal identity (personería jurídica). Despite significant achievements in putting multiculturalism into practice, tensions have emerged around the rhetoric of inclusivity and neo-liberal change. In particular, conflict has occurred over land and water reform. Indigenous and campesino pressure on the government during the legislative stage, together with the participatory nature of the implementation process, has meant that indigenous people have gained access to land titling in order to register ancestral lands and have modified key elements of sewerage and drinking water reform.

New resource legislation: land and water

Under the 1996 Law of the Instituto Nacional de Reforma Agraria, commonly referred to as the ‘Ley INRA’ or INRA Law, individual and collective land titles can be applied for once personería jurídica has been obtained. As an extension to the 1952 Land Reform Law, the INRA Law was intended to clarify complex issues of ownership as much land in Bolivia is not registered and titling is contested by a number of individuals and communities. Under the new legislation many indigenous groups claimed State recognition for ancestral land based on titles granted during the Spanish Viceroy. However, subsequent governments have not respected these titles, leaving such lands and their inhabitants open to exploitation. 

After the land reform of 1952, both collective campesino and individual land titles existed in rural areas. By the 1980s, indigenous lowland groups came to perceive land titling as important in order to protect their land from commercial exploitation by loggers and petroleum companies, among others. In the highlands where existing land tenure is often contested, the State decided that new titling was needed in order to ensure that ownership was clarified so that land could be sold if so desired. More rigorous titling procedures were also needed to ensure that community land was not broken down into small plots that could become unsustainable in the face of population pressure. Pressure from campesino and indigenous groups during the negotiations over the INRA Law meant that indigenous and original or ancestral communities (comunidades originarias) secured the possibility of asserting collective rights to legal land tenure. All land claims are administered through a ‘saneamiento’ (clearing) process, which establishes the history of land tenure before titles are granted. There are two forms of saneamiento relevant to campesino and indigenous communities. ‘Saneamiento simple’ is a process designed to allot individual and community titles to campesino communities. A more complex process is required in order to obtain an indigenous and originario (ancestral) land title in the form of a TCO (Tierra Comunitaria de Orígen - original communal territory). According to Benton (1999) these lands are:

‘(G)eographic spaces that constitute the habitat of indigenous peoples and original communities, to which they have traditionally had access and where they maintain and develop their own forms of economic, social and cultural organisation, in a way that ensures their survival and development. Such lands cannot be broken up, mortgaged or sold and are not subject to tax’ (Benton 1999: 88).

Some of these lands are more easily identifiable than others, reflecting the differentiated influence of the colonial and republican State. Indigenous jurisdiction
 in many lowland and some highland areas has remained fairly intact over time.

While the negotiations which led up to the INRA Law were highly contested by indigenous groups,
 many indigenous leaders seized the unexpected opportunities created under the new law to mobilise communities into claiming TCO status. This was particularly marked among lowland groups, with the first TCOs being granted to the Chiquitania and Ayoreo peoples in November 1999. While the main campesino union, the CSUTCB, initially refused to entertain thoughts of working within the framework of this new law (Andolina 1999, Condo 1998), many donors were not as resistant. The Danish governmental bilateral aid organisation DANIDA, for example, chose to invest heavily in INRA and VAIPO (the vice ministry for indigenous and original peoples) after 1996 in order to fund the processing of TCO claims. Their pro-indigenous approach supported indigenous participatory planning by providing funding for community consultation and for indigenous mappers to participate in boundary drawing.

Despite all the interest that the INRA Law has generated among international donors and local activists, tensions have continued. The implementation of the new law has been extremely slow, and the granting of TCO status especially tardy.
 Furthermore, the INRA Law has not only failed to deliver land titles within a reasonable time frame, but has also left untouched the related and complex issue of scarce water resources. Such resources are coming under increased competition in areas like the Lake Titicaca region where greater population pressure is occurring (Benton 1999), and in the Cochabamba valley where increased urbanisation and water scarcity is producing desertification. Some of the semi-arid altiplano areas of the Cochabamba department also have intense water problems, which generate much concern when new development priorities are negotiated with local, national and international funders. In such areas the State, through INRA, has not only failed to offer solutions to the complex question of water rights but has greatly complicated the relationship between land and water. Although land and water are interconnected, they have been dealt with separately in the new legislation. One set of laws refers to land reform (INRA) and de-centralisation (Popular Participation) and another relates to water (separating irrigation and sewerage and drinking water). The land laws were passed in the mid-1990s, whereas as of August 2000 only one of the water laws had been passed. 

In lowland areas water has been clearly identified by indigenous organisations such as CIDOB (Confederación Indígena Del Oriente Boliviano) as part of a wider set of specifically indigenous rights that lowland groups have sought to protect in the face of threats from mining, logging, petroleum exploitation and genetic patenting. Thus, protection of lowland indigenous rights has been closely linked to an environmental agenda and the need for a legislative framework that can channel transnational and national private capital. This overtly indigenous and environmental context contrasts with highland areas, where water has been linked to rural development agendas and managed communally as part of extensive collective labour systems, many of which date back to pre-conquest times. Water rights are seen as part of customary law, which recognises usos y costumbres (existing uses and customs). These arrangements are key to structuring social life in indigenous ayllus (Gerbrandy and Hoogendam 1998) and are also important to agricultural production on former hacienda lands where water is managed through collective organisation based within the structure of the campesino unions. Members of communities are obliged to take part in collective infrastructural works and use irrigation water allocated to them in particular time slots (Bustamante and Gutiérrez 1999 Gutiérrez 1998). If they do not use their allocation, then the governing committee or association removes their rights to water. These indigenous-campesino forms of water management have also been adopted in more recent contexts. For example, large-scale donor-led
 irrigation projects in Bolivia and elsewhere increasingly engage with notions of Andean irrigation (riego andino) to ensure that projects are participatory and sustainable (Gandarillas et al 1994, Sánchez et al 1994). This participation not only requires community labour as co-financing, but also establishes water committees and associations along seemingly ‘traditional’ lines in order to ensure equal distribution of water and the long-term maintenance of the network. In peri-urban areas, water associations and committees often operate among neighbours who share costs and pay fines when they do not participate in collective activities. In highland regions therefore, indigenous approaches to water have incorporated changing social demands and development contexts. 

As with the INRA Law, the various water law projects produced by a variety of ministries met with persistent opposition from indigenous and campesino groups who were keen to protect the ‘usos y costumbres’ associated with water. Tensions over water sector reform peaked when the Ley 2029 de Servicios de Agua Potable y Alcantarillado Sanitario (Law 2029 of Potable Water and Sewerage Services) was introduced in October 1999. Indigenous and campesino organisations felt that many of the issues that had been resisted in previous proposals for an irrigation law (a ‘Ley de Aguas’) had been unfairly added into this law. While the decision to postpone passing the irrigation law had been taken in order to allow further discussion, the Ley 2029 had been passed through Congress with virtually no consultation in an attempt to ‘steam-roll’ opposition. As a result there was much confusion about exactly what the different water laws referred to and specifically concerning what was already law and what remained under discussion. An interview with the CIDOB spokesperson on water in October 1999, days after the publication of the 2029 Law, highlighted the fact that the new laws were producing confusion:

‘There are three laws, the Municipalities Law, which has to do with water because it passes through its jurisdiction as a public utility. The 2029 Law, which refers to ‘sewerage’ [in the title], but which has a lot more to do with water and the other law which is the blessed law for water resources [the irrigation law].’(Interview CIDOB Assembly, 30/10/99).

Under the new Municipalities Law local government was granted the power to give water concessions for 30 years, but under the 2029 Law a new national water regulator was created in order to grant concessions to national or transnational companies for forty years. These laws created confusion over jurisdiction and lengths of concessions, but more importantly left unclear how the two new laws related to the irrigation law still under discussion.

The following sections focus on two examples of how the inclusionary nature of neo-liberal reforms in water and land can unravel when new laws are implemented in specific contexts. In Bolivia problems are occurring not only because land and water are dealt with by distinct sets of laws which are not always compatible at a local level, but also because the new multi-cultural contexts for the liberalising laws has set up specific opportunities for the representation of ‘indigenous’ identities. Here the focus of analysis is on the role that indigenous and rural representations play in the negotiating processes relating to these water and land conflicts.  Both cases indicate how particular grassroots activists construct water and land rights as part of an indigenous heritage. The case studies show how grass roots activists question the fixed nature of indigenous and non-indigenous categories, as well as the role that ‘indigenous’ actors are currently given in participatory planning. Each case highlights the role that the State and transnational actors play in defining who and what can be constructed as indigenous and in what environments. Both examples are drawn from the Department of Cochabamba. The first refers to a proposal for a micro-irrigation project in Raqaypampa, a semi-arid region in the South East of the Department. It involves debates over the individual land titling for small pieces of land required for the irrigation project and the clashes between these and the TCO claims of the indigenous communities involved. The second addresses reactions to the introduction of new water laws and a water concession granting an international consortium the right to manage the Cochabamba City water utility. It refers to a broader coalition of interests which involves protecting established water usos y costumbres, but which also raises issues relating to the collective land titling of campesino lands in a small number of communities in the Misicuni valley where a dam is due to be built. There are marked similarities between the rural communities discussed. Both the Misicuni and Raqaypampa communities are Quechua-speaking and are currently undergoing educational reform through the promotion of intercultural and bilingual education programmes.
 These State-sponsored programmes seek to strengthen cultural identity amongst different ethnic groups in Bolivia (Albó 1999). With regard to land tenure, the two communities have similar histories. Both areas are comprised of ex-hacienda lands and, as such, currently have a complex set of land titles including individual and collective titles as well as large tracts of land where titles have been lost or where there is confusion over ownership. Both communities have been granted OTB status through their union structures as campesino communities. 

Our analysis examines the role which representations of inhabitants as ‘indigenous’, ‘campesino’ and ‘rural people’ play in constructing viable negotiating platforms in contests over the application of the new laws. We assess the success of specific representations in negotiations with the State and transnational actors before relating this success to the emergence of ‘post-development indigenous identities’. We argue that the subjectivities and bargaining platforms available to the actors in each case study were constrained by the contradictions inherent in the confused policy framework within which they were obliged to act. Although, to some extent, the legislation exists in order for groups of people to assert collective rights as indigenous people, ‘access’ to these rights depends on the representations made of self and others in the implementation of new laws and the classifications of particular demands as legitimate rights.
II. The Raqaypampa story
The Raqaypampa example highlights a fundamental contradiction in the socially inclusive rhetoric of neo-liberal land and water policies in Bolivia. The INRA Law indirectly opened up new opportunities for communal titles, for indigenous communities to frame a discussion of human rights as collective rather than individual rights and to speak in spiritual terms about ‘resources’ such as water and land. However, when land is discussed in relation to the implementation of specific development projects the language of private ownership and commodification often prevails. The case of Raqaypampa indicates the fundamental differences that exist between the neo-liberal origins of the INRA Law - designed to create a market for land - and the inclusive additions to the law that have been won by indigenous and campesino protest. In this particular case these divergent interests can only be held in check by bureaucratic gerrymandering, which in turn undermines the legitimacy of processes of participation and saneamiento themselves. 

Well known in Bolivia for its highly politicised Quechua identity, Raqaypampa suffers from extreme gulling and soil erosion in the production of maize and potatoes on the high plateau. Its political profile has been enhanced through links with CENDA, a national NGO that receives funding from a variety of international sources and works with Andean cosmologies to conceptualise and implement agricultural change. The relationship between CENDA and the Raqaypampa leadership highlights the important role that national and regional NGOs can play in promoting notions of Andean cosmology in rural development.
 Their approach ‘seeks to preserve the common resources of the community and minimise internal economic differentiation’ (Kearney and Varese 1995: 212). Common resources include water and land, as well as ‘cultural’ resources such as distinctive music and clothing.

Under the opportunities created by Participación Popular, communities in Raqaypama sought OTB status by obtaining personería jurídica through union structures. In 1999, on the basis of this legal identity, the Central - a collection of several large unions operating in the Raqaypampa region - devised a local indigenous development plan (Plan Indígena), drawing on participatory planning. This conceptualised the area as an indigenous district that would be able to compete for decentralised funds without having to go through the local municipality. This plan was the first Indigenous District Plan to be produced under the new decentralised policies of Participación Popular. Although the success of indigenous plans in obtaining decentralised funds has been questioned (see Van Cott in this edition), the Raqaypampa plan was heralded by many governmental and international agencies as an exemplar of the way in which Participación Popular was able to stimulate grassroots participation in regional and local planning, especially of previously excluded indigenous populations. With the wide-scale participation of community members assisting in the collection of oral histories and statistical data, all community members were involved in the prioritisation of development goals through a series of general assemblies among the local unions. Thus, as far as the World Bank and other funding agencies were concerned, the plan exemplified best practice in grassroots participatory planning. These same participatory measures also supported the Raqaypampa claim for TCO status, as the community was required to show that land was organised and worked communally and that the claim for TCO status was the result of a collective community decision. Under the recent education reform laws, most areas applying for TCO status would also be expected by the State to participate in bilingual/inter-cultural education as indigenous communities. The Raqaypmapa plan highlighted three key areas for development: the promotion of indigenous teachers and an indigenous curriculum following the agricultural calendar, the saneamiento of land as a TCO and the provision of more irrigation water. One particular irrigation scheme focused on the development of a network of small lagoons where each lagoon would provide approximately five families with water during times of scarcity.

From Indigenous Plan to the Cha’ky project

Launched in August 1999 at a festival of Raqaypampan music held in Cochabamba, the plan quickly came to the attention of the Fondo de Desarrollo Campesino (FDC- Rural Development Fund) and the PDCR (Programme for Rural Community Development) the main organisation involved in institutional strengthening for participative planning under Participacion Popular, funded largely by the World Bank. With the successful launch of the indigenous plan and the high profile it soon achieved, the PDCR suggested that the lagoons project could be funded through the new small grants scheme of the FDC. This scheme allows any community with OTB status to apply directly to the Fund for small grants without requiring co-funding. It formed part of the State’s wider decentralisation mission, but specifically encouraged indigenous peoples to define their own development projects. This proposal became known as the Ch’aky Project.

When the PDCR and FDC offer of funding was initially made there was much concern in Raqaypampa about the fact that water issues were being advanced before education and, more importantly, before land saneamieto had taken place. Another concern expressed at various community meetings was the initial scale of implementation. Pressure came from the FDC and the PDCR to start construction at once and to complete 211 lagoons in 23 communities before the rainy season. This was to ensure that funding could be channelled during one budgetary year. Indigenous villages preferred the option of constructing lagoons in one area on a trial basis and to link their construction with obtaining land titling as a TCO.  The Central members who represented the leaders of the local unions decided to negotiate with the World Bank, the main funder of the PDCR. Their assumption was that the World Bank would have more sway over the bureaucratic demands of national agencies than they themselves would. They also hoped that the World Bank could pressure INRA to ensure that land saneamiento would be completed before the water project commenced. There was an underlying assumption that the World Bank had substantial power over State organisations and that its rhetoric of promoting pro-indigenous and decentralising policies could be used to the advantage of grassroots indigenous organisations. CENDA played an important role in suggesting that the community enter into dialogue with the World Bank in order to secure land titling as a TCO. Like the Central leaders, the NGO was also concerned about the scale of the project and its departure from what it saw as ‘Andean’ experimentation. CENDA was also wary of the possible long-term effects of large influxes of money on community dynamics and cohesion.

The Central invited the Bolivian World Bank director of rural development to visit Raqaypampa. At this meeting, they were keen to assert their freedom to advance the project in keeping with what they called the ‘Andean way’, to experiment with lagoons on a small scale before implementing the project across the whole region. They were also keen to ensure that finance for the Ch’aky Project would not divide the community. There was concern about the fact that one of the five main sub-centrales (a collection of smaller union groupings that make up the larger Central) was not represented in the project proposal because its land was not suitable for lagoons. The Central leaders felt that experimentation over a longer period of time would provide an opportunity for all the sub-centrales, including the one that would not benefit directly, to come to terms with the project. CENDA emphasised that institutional strengthening of the campesino unions (especially the Central) as representative indigenous organisations was one of the key aims of the Plan Indígena and that causing division between sub-centrales would make this goal unachievable. CENDA also suggested that starting on a smaller scale would involve less investment and would therefore prevent any tensions emerging around the sudden influx of large amounts of money into the community. 

When the meeting was finally held between the funders, the community leaders, the CENDA agronomist who had designed the project and two CENDA board members, the negotiations took a turn that the Raqaypampa leaders had not anticipated. Although the meeting took place in the PDCR offices in Cochabamba and not in Raqaypampa (due to the time constraints of those travelling from La Paz), the Raqaypampa leadership were able to achieve most of their specific aims. They negotiated a smaller project to commence in the one sub central that they had decided to prioritise as a trial project. While funding would not be available from the FDC small grants for the remaining lagoons, the donors agreed that Raqaypampa could submit a further project for the lagoons in the remaining sub-centrales through the normal FDC channels. Instead of the usual requirement for financial co-funding it was agreed that the contribution of local labour would be sufficient. This shift in demands for co-funding represented a departure from usual FDC practice and was particularly championed by the World Bank representative, thereby confirming the influence that multilateral donors can have on national bureaucracies. However, despite these apparent successes, the manner in which these negotiations took place and the issues raised concerning the consolidation of the rights of Raqaypampa’s inhabitants to consolidate collective land holding through the legislative claim for TCO status, threatened to undermine their role as actors in the participatory planning process. When the community leaders stated that they wanted to secure TCO status before starting the lagoons project, The World Bank representative said that the Bank had no power over INRA and no money to finance TCO claims. He refused to address the issue of land saneamiento. However, despite assertions about not wanting to be involved in saneamiento issues, much of the discussion that followed focused on possible mechanisms to secure land ownership over the specific pieces of land where the lagoons were to be built. 

These discussions and the debate they generated point clearly to the types of problems that can arise with the introduction and implementation of new legislation that indirectly separates land and water issues. Community leaders were initially reticent to discuss whether the land where the lagoons were to be located was privately owned because they emphasised that they were in the process of applying for TCO status and communal land titles, hence their desire to link the Ch’aky Project to saneamiento. As the CENDA agronomist who designed the project stated:

‘The issue is that there has to be a title now. [However,] this has to be put in the context of the fact that the community has already entered into an internal process over saneamiento. They have decided to go for a TCO so therefore there has been discussion [over this]. Historically water doesn’t belong to anyone it belongs to God’. (Field notes from donor meeting with Raqaypampa community 15/12/99 Cochabamba)

The final resolution of the situation in Raqaypampa was that ‘actas’ (written minutes) would be signed to demonstrate agreement that the land and water rights were to be relinquished to the Ch’aky Project. These actas would mean that where the land needed for the lagoons already belonged to the community, these collective rights to land would be relinquished to the lagoons project. In cases where the lagoon was to be built on land that was owned by an individual, the actas indicated that those individuals had relinquished any claim to this land and given it to the lagoons project. This solution was suggested by the World Bank representative, even though it was later agreed by those at the meeting that everyone knows that ‘actas’ have no real legal value.

Project representation and funding

The tensions reflected in the Raqaypampa compromise were further underlined by the issue of finance for the project and the representations made of the project components in order to secure funding in the first place. Here the purpose of the lagoons was crucial. The lagoons were described in the indigenous plan and in the funding application as ‘productive’ projects, and therefore cast by the Raqaypampa community and the CENDA agronomist involved in producing the documentation as ‘modernising projects’ designed to increase output for the market. Discussion in Raqaypampa among the sub-centrales and in the meeting in Cochabamba made it clear, however, that no one (not the donors, the NGO or the Raqaypampa leaders and community members) really believed that they were productive projects designed directly to improve crop production. They were framed as such in the indigenous plan and the funding applications in order to fulfil the requirements of the State’s Fondo de Desarrollo Campesino. In reality, all parties at the meeting agreed that the lagoons would only influence production indirectly. Their main role was to provide drinking water for livestock and to serve as a source of water security in times of scarcity. They were therefore part of wider support for existing livelihoods rather than irrigation projects designed to improve crop production. Despite these obvious differences in project aims, all parties adopted the language of production in order to discuss funding. Such collusion over the legitimacy of specific language illustrates the types of compromises involved in the everyday politics of meeting demands and achieving development goals.

The Raqaypampa example begs the question of whether it is not possible simply to rethink the categories under which rural development is conceptualised so that actors do not have to mediate between seemingly ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’ goals? It is not enough to introduce new laws that provide opportunities for indigenous groups to assert their claims for land as collective human rights if the aims of such laws are undermined by the fact that development projects are framed within a context of private ownership. Such implementation issues point to problems associated with the staggered introduction of new laws. Land laws were drawn up by the State and negotiated by indigenous-campesino groups before a complete set of water laws was passed. In particular the INRA Law was passed before discussions concerning a new irrigation law (ley de aguas) were completed. Such a law could have establish guidelines for the operation of development projects within the context of collective water rights and established usos y costumbres. The types of contradictory representation of projects and indigenous interests generated by the lack of a legislative focus on the relationship between water and land is likely to produce longer-term problems. The acceptance of the dominance of the language of production implies that collective rights, Andean cosmologies and agricultural practices are in fact subordinate to individual ownership and modernising discourses. The transnational and national funding agencies, however, seem to assume that, by being complicit with such misrepresentations, indigenous actors are automatically going to continue in a relationship of good faith with the development agencies concerned. Yet this is not always the case and, as the following case study suggests, multiple representations of indigenous interests can be mobilised as part of wider resistance movements, with the consequence that these mobilisations often work better for some groups than for others.

III. The Cochabamba water uprisings (November 1999 – April 2000)
Led by an umbrella organisation the ‘Coordinadora de Defensa del Agua y de la Vida’ (The Coordinator of the Defence of Water and Life), the Cochabamba water uprisings were a response to State liberalisation of the Bolivian water sector. However, unlike the Raqaypampa case, support for indigenous rights was not spearheaded by NGOs, rural campesino or indigenous organisations, but by a city-based movement that succeeded in uniting cross-sector interests by mobilising powerful representations of access to water as collective rights based on existing uses and customs (usos y costumbres). The State’s introduction of the new water and sewerage law (2029 Law) in October 1999 without prior consultation with civil society was widely criticised by indigenous and campesino groups nationally. In the city of Cochabamba the response was particularly strong, as the new law coincided with a massive increase in water tariffs and proposals to monitor private wells associated with a new water concession granted by the State.
 The threat that the new law and well monitoring measures posed for existing usos y costumbres played a key role in the success of the Cochabamba water campaign. Recourse to a language of usos y costumbres invoked a seemingly untouchable set of inherited rights with their basis in customary law and Andean spirituality. The campaign eventually led to amendments to the 2029 Law, which included the recognition of usos y costumbres as well as the withdrawal of the transational water consortium Aguas de Tunari from Cochabamba. The legislative recognition of usos y costumbres represented the first legal legitimation, under neo-liberal reform, of indigenous collective water rights in Bolivia. The Cochabamba water campaign was a call for the defence of cultural heritage by a diverse set of interest groups, united by a seemingly common idea of how cultural practices are threatened by market forces. This type of politics had resonance with wider State rhetoric of a ‘multi-ethnic’ Bolivia expressed in Popular Participation and the bilingual/intercultural education reform and was thus difficult for the State to repudiate. By adopting such a language, not only was the campaign attempting to include the interests of peri-urban/rural irrigators and well owners, but it was also mobilising a powerful historical, indigenous imagery concerning water. 
Given the long-standing problem of water scarcity in the Cochabamba valley, the issue of private wells was extremely controversial throughout the campaign. Many access points for water in the poorer areas of the city had been established over the years by water co-operatives and associations using Andean communal labour systems as individuals contributed their own finance and labour. Historically any attempt to regulate wells has met with collective resistance, as Crespo’s analysis of the 1994-5 water conflicts on the outskirts of the city illustrates (Crespo and Halkyer 1999). 

Representing a campaign: protecting cultural heritage

The Cochabamba water uprising manifested itself in marches, roadblocks and public demonstrations that were reported in the international press and on CNN news. By early February 2000 the movement had gathered momentum, and a peaceful march programmed for 4th February met with a strongly militarised reaction from the government which set the scene for later clashes culminating in large scale civil unrest throughout the department and in rural areas by April.

The most important aspect of the Cochabamba water campaign was the fact that it united rural and urban interests under one banner with its focus on protecting usos y costumbres. While urban and rural interests have long since been fused in El Alto, La Paz, due to the large presence of Aymara-based politics in the city, this has not been the case in Cochabamba. Here rural and urban interests have largely remained separate. For example, while the well-known protests by cocaleros from the Chapare converged on Cochabamba as the regional capital throughout the 1990s, these uprisings did not engage the urban public to any great extent, with the exception of key NGOs and union movements. 

The rural – indigenous representations of the Cochabamba water campaign were made strongly by the Co-ordinadora during the uprisings, which started on 11th January and led to the first large protest uniting 20,000 people in the main plaza. During these uprisings a series of roadblocks on the outskirts of the city stopped the through traffic from La Paz and Santa Cruz for various days and a number of road blocks also appeared in the rural areas of the Department, blocking the main road over long distances. While the blockades on the La Paz side of the city were the most numerous,
 on the Santa Cruz road at Qunitanilla (Kilometre 8) blockades were also very strong. Here, several independent peri-urban water co-operatives came together to defend the private wells and water channels they had constructed on individual household plots using communal labour. This history of collective action, together with an efficient system of fines (multas) for anyone who did not participate in group activities, made these organisations very strong. However, these actors were protecting their rights as domestic consumers in peri-urban areas rather than as collective ‘rural’ producers, and the wells they were protecting were private drinking water rather than irrigation. Yet despite an emphasis on drinking water and the location of the water co-operatives on the outskirts of the city, the language used by these groups was one of collective rights that invoked Andean rural imagery and history. This use of collective symbolism was evident in the remarks made by one woman at the Qunitanilla roadblock in November 2000: 

‘Water is an inheritance from our ancestors and we are going to defend it with our lives. The law has been passed, [but] what we want is to repeal it… because it’s as if they are touching a nerve with the water. We have let other companies become the owners of our petroleum, mines and even our politics and all of that. Now all of that is contaminated. Everything has reached here and all of us have let them. But now the water is like they have touched a nerve and we are not going to let to happen because we are women and we are going to fight no matter where we have to with our lives’. (Interview: Qunitanilla Road Block November 6/11/99)

By the time of the January uprising, language defending cultural heritage and collective rights was at the forefront of the campaign. On the first day of the protest in Quintanilla on January 11th posters appeared saying ‘Water is ours’ and identifying five key demands (see figure 1). These demands focused on increases in tariffs, the privatisation of private wells which ‘we have built ourselves in urban and rural areas’ (thereby highlighting the urban-rural nature of the campaign) and the lack of public consultation over the Aguas de Tunari contract. However with the arrival of the members of the Coordinadora mid-way through the same morning, a second similar poster appeared with additional wording (see figure 2). The new demands focused specifically on the protection of ‘usos y costumbres’ and demanded the repeal of the 2029 Law. A key feature of the second poster was the augmentation of the main title: ‘Water is ours’ with the phrase ‘Pacahmama, Woracocha and Tata Dios gave it to us to live, not to do business with’. Of the other headings that followed, the first and largest section was devoted to repealing the 2029 Law. Under this heading respect was demanded for the rights of drinking water committees and co-operatives with their ‘uses and customs’. This language cemented the representation of the campaign as a struggle to gain recognition for the role of Andean cosmologies in water management and to assert collective ‘indigenous’ rights to water.

Exclusion and ‘indigenous’ representations

These indigenous-rural discourses were, however, to some extent exclusionary. The focus on usos y costumbres and the process of fore-grounding the interests of well owners for reasons of ‘rural heritage’ sidelined other groups. In particular, it left little room for identifying the needs of those people who were not able to appeal to notions of rurality/indigeneity. Originally, one of the powerful arguments for privatising the Cochabamba municipal water company was the claim that it would facilitate more water connections in the poorest sector of the city, a hilly area populated by recent migrants (see Laurie and Marvin 1999). Here there is poor access to ground water and few wells, so water co-operatives and irrigation groups are less common. Despite the fact that connecting more people to the water network in these areas was one of the main justifications for seeking outside investment in the municipal water company, Aguas de Tunari were not interested in augmenting new connections in the short term. Their priority was to increase output in the existing network.
 However, the focus on rural identities and usos y costumbres in the water campaign meant in practice that the poorest members of society - who had no existing access to water other than that bought from expensive tankers and whose interests could only be constructed as urban - were sidelined. The only support given to the interests of these poor urban groups by the Coordinadora was through the water campaign’s focus on retaining the Misicuni project.
 This was a proposal for a large multiple dam project (Hydro Electricity Power [HEP], irrigation water, and drinking water) that for many years had been linked to regionalist agendas. It was seen by many as the way to kick-start industrial development in the region and as the solution to water scarcity (Laurie and Marvin 1999). In response to widespread support for the Misicuni dam in the Cochabamba region, the State had negotiated the construction of the project as a requirement of the water concession granted to Aguas de Tunari. However, as Aguas de Tunari was the only contender for the concession, the company was able to negotiate very favourable terms. Specifically, they were able to reduce the size of the dam to be built and ensure that the initial land acquisition and costly tunnel construction for the dam would be carried out by a public company, the Empresa Misicuni. 

These circumstances set up a series of tensions in the water campaign that underlines the fact that rights are structured by differences of class, ethnicity and location. The relationships between land and water and the construction of a rural – indigenous platform via a focus on usos y costumbres in the Cochabamba water campaign indicate that the successful definition and protection of indigenous rights is influenced by uneven processes of representation. The ‘rights’ of those with no access to water were being recognised by supporting Misicuni’s likely future role in increasing water supplies. However, this support threatened the ‘rights’ of the urban middle classes already connected to the urban water system who were demanding a reduction in tariffs. This was difficult to achieve because Aguas de Tunari claimed that increases were needed to pay for the Misicuni dam. 

A final twist in the analysis of ‘rights’ is that the Coordinadora’s support for Misicuni further called into question the nature of the ‘rural’ and ‘indigenous’ interests in the campaign. An emphasis on the Misicuni dam did not take into consideration the rights of Quechua-speaking campesinos living in the eight rural communities which would be flooded by the dam. Their interests were not represented at all by the protesters. Nor were they of any interest to Aguas de Tunari, which relied on the State (via the Empresa Misicuni) to deliver their lands to the company in readiness for the construction of the reservoir. In the event, the Empresa Misicuni secured access to these lands through careful use of the INRA Law. While, in theory, with its six-fold classification of land holdings, the INRA Law defends the lands of campesinos and pueblos originarios, in practice the protection given to land registered as TCOs is often greater than that afforded to campesino lands. In addition, both these sets of collective land titling can be bypassed by the State in particular circumstances, as there is a clause stating that land can be requisitioned if it is needed for public use. The use of INRA definitions of campesino residential and small-holdings (El solar campesino, La pequeña propiedad), meant that the Misicuni land could be expropriated by the State and compensation paid (article 58). 

The Empresa Misicuni employed a full-time lawyer to deal with the paperwork of first establishing OTB status for the different rural unions and later going through the saneamiento process. They applied for collective land titles as campesino communities on ex hacienda lands, despite the fact that some of the leaders were not in agreement with the titling process. INRA and campesino union representatives involved in the negotiations suggested that existing land titling was confusing, as individual and collective titles were already held for the same pieces of land. They also suggested that there were some arguments to be made in favour of classifying the land as a TCO on the basis that the community worked the land collectively and took decisions through ‘indigenous’ leaders and institutions recognised by the communities.
 If the lands had been classified as tierras comunitarias de orígen, this process would have become far more complicated. Despite the obvious rural interests of these campesinos, the ambiguity over saneamiento and extensive discussions with the Empresa Misicuni, their interests were not represented in the Coordinadora. 

IV. Conclusions

The Cochabamba and the Raqaypampa case studies have much in common. Both are seen as exemplary grassroots initiatives engaging with ‘collective rights’ under purportedly new multi-cultural legislative provision and political culture. The Raqaypampa indigenous development plan has been trumpeted by governmental and donor organisations as a highly successful example of indigenous involvement in development planning, while the Cochabamba Coordinadora has been heralded as a role model for collective action based on supporting existing customs in resisting transnational and State neo-liberal agendas.
 Despite these apparent successes, the rights and identities available to the actors in each case study were constrained by the contradictions inherent in the policy framework within which they were obliged to act. 

The successful mobilisation of indigenous and campesino applications of rights under multicultural or pro-indigenous legislative frameworks is fragmented and uneven. The opportunities available to the Raqaypampa leaders as indigenous activists, while limited, appear more diverse than those available to the campesinos in the Misicuni valley. Despite the similarities between the two rural communities, marked differences exist with regard to the proposed classification of land tenure under INRA. In Misicuni, the members of the communities that will be displaced have taken out communal titles as campesinos, whereas the Raqaypampa communities have opted to apply for TCO status. Raqaypampa is likely to be the first TCO in the highlands of the Department,
 whereas the communal land title for Misicuni has largely been negotiated between INRA and the Empresa Misicuni in order to facilitate the sale of land to the water company. Several of the Misicuni leaders claimed that they have not been happy with the land titling process and yet, despite this, no attention was given to their situation by the Coordinadora’s wider water campaign in Cochabamba. Thus legislative provisions for indigenous territorial rights notwithstanding, in the Misicuni case these rights have been subordinated to commercial interests. Despite the similarities between the two communities, no one from INRA or from the Empresa Misicuni officially promoted
 the idea that the Misicuni communities could apply for TCO status, even though their lands already fall within the jurisdiction of the Tunari National Park. The role of these community members within the debate has mostly been a passive one as the paper work has been led by INRA and the Empresa Misicuni. This is in stark contrast to Raqaypampa, where questions concerning project implementation from a community well known for its politicised Quechua identity brought the World Bank’s head of rural development and high ranking members of the PDRC from La Paz for discussions with ‘indigenous’ leaders and a national NGO.

The contrasting situations in Raqaypama and Misicuni demonstrate that the political culture surrounding pro-indigenous people’s rights in practice is one that relies mostly upon representations of indigenous-ness, rather than on established criteria, self-determination and/or self-identification (in spite of what the legislation might suggest). While it is important that new legislative provision seeks to support collective indigenous rights in keeping with ILO Convention 169, the next main challenge facing States such as Bolivia is the application of these new laws. This is particularly important given the context of donor conceptualisations of indigenous peoples as potential social capital coupled with neo-liberal economic policies that attempt to create ‘dynamic’ resource markets. Despite pro-indigenous clauses in the Ley INRA, in practice these policies and approaches often promote private ownership while denying some ‘indigenous’ groups full political autonomy and potentially harming their collective interests.

Despite the apparent success of the Raqaypampa indigenous platform when compared with the limited impact of a Misicuni campesino agenda, both these sets of actors had fewer bargaining positions than those used by members of peri-urban water co-operatives and associations involved in the Cochabamba water debate. These groups were successfully able to draw together collective and private interests across the divide of rural-urban identities and win major concessions through the water campaign, including the withdrawal of Aguas de Tunari and the rewriting of key articles in the 2029 Law. The State’s rhetoric of a pro-multi-ethnic Bolivia allowed these peri-urban dwellers to locate themselves on the border between ‘traditional’ and ‘modern identities. In a political culture that allows the re-vindication of indigenous-ness, they were able to claim collective rights to existing ‘uses and customs’ embracing and validating recent forms of social organisation associated with new water projects, semi-private domestic water sources, and pre-conquest collective irrigation practices. 

While the language and imagery of cultural heritage used by water associations and co-operatives was a successful representation in terms of strategy, its links with rurality were tenuous and to some extent exclusionary. These actors used notions of usos y costumbres to defend interests that involved the collective construction of wells and infrastructure on private land for domestic consumption and reproduction. In contrast, no arguments based on identities as indigenous people, rural peasants or recent rural migrants were made in favour of the urban poor in the southern zone. The success of the campaign’s ‘rural-urban’ platform therefore marginalised the unconnected urban poor who, according to Laserna (2000), are likely to suffer most from the failure to reach an agreement with Aguas de Tunari. The mobilisation of fragmented representations of indigenous-campesino and rural-urban interests thus has its losers and winners.

A number of factors explain the differences between the subjectivities mobilised in the two case studies. First, the INRA Law becomes confusing when implemented. To date, there have been very few titles issued. Those that have been granted belatedly have all been in lowland areas, reflecting in part the high level of political institutionalisation of indigenous demands among lowland groups as well as national imaginaries of where the indigenous live. In many quarters it is assumed that the concept of TCOs is not really suitable for upland areas because land ownership is confused and land and water are in short supply. Also the use of the terms ‘indigenous’ and ‘originario’ are contested by the strong presence of the campesino movement since the 1952 revolution.
 Many highland communities questioned whether or not to apply for TCO status, especially given the fact that the CSUTCB (the national campesino confederation) is still wary of INRA. In Raqaypampa, while there was much discussion about whether or not to work with this particular aspect of State legislation, the decision was finally taken to follow through with land titling. Thus, land saneamiento as a TCO in Raqaypampa was an important political decision that was cemented in the Plan Indígena. However, where does such a conceptualisation of indigenous-ness linked to land leave other groups, such as rural-urban migrants, peri-urban dwellers and semi-nomadic groups in the lowlands?

Answers to this question in part lay with the definition of indigenous and originario used and constructed through the water and land reform debates. The fact that few people question the appropriateness of the terms for lowland groups, nomadic or otherwise, reflects long-standing essentialist ideas about space and indigeneity in Bolivia. These ideas construct the indigenous as being those who are not only ‘rural’, but also ‘remote and far away’, reflecting a historical geographical imaginary of the nation which casts the Oriente as a vast open space, a backwater in need of conquering (Velasco Canelas 1999). These essentialised assumptions about space, distance and engagement with the State are also seen in the different treatment of the Misicuni and Raqaypampa Quechua communities and rural and urban dwellers. Raqaypampanians are cast as the ‘real indigenous’, whereas the Misicuni communities are seen as incomers.
 Peri-urban dwellers can mobilise hybrid identities, whereas the disconnected poor, with no access to water, are fixed as ‘urban’ - despite the fact that many of them are recent rural migrants who identify with a Quechua identity. 

While Kearney and Varese’s focus on post development does not explain why these inequalities exist, their analysis does explain the emergence of diversity:

‘More and more indigenous people are being drawn into post development conditions of production and reproduction. It is in such contexts that indigenous identities are not only destroyed but also recreated. That is to say, these contexts both destroy and preserve traditional social and cultural forms, even more notable, post development conditions also stimulate and support the emergence of forms of indigenous identity that are strictly speaking neither modern nor traditional. Indeed, one of the most notable characteristics of the contemporary era is the collapse of the distinction between modern and traditional’. (Kearney and Varese 1995: 216 -217). 

 Despite this focus on the new post development conditions structuring identity, it is not enough merely to highlight increased diversity, but rather to focus on the processes that produce different positions and possible inequalities. Here the issue of essentialised cultural markers remains pertinent, even though the lines of discrimination may have shifted to some extent under the new State rhetoric of multi-ethnicity. On the one hand, the Raqaypampa land claim seems to rest on cultural issues - in particular the INRA officers point to the distinctive clothes worn by the Raqaypampanians as setting them apart from other campesinos, such as those living in Misicuni or even in the city. These markers have become a form of cultural capital, which allows the Raqaypampa inhabitants to position themselves favourably within certain contexts, even if negotiation processes with funders are not always entirely participatory. It is also no coincidence that the Raqaypampa Plan Indígena was launched at a music festival celebrating new songs from the region, thereby reaffirming the link between cultural representation and indigeneity. However, on the other hand, the Cochabamba peri-urban dwellers, with their successful mobilisation of a language of ‘usos y costumbres’ represent an important challenge to such fixed ideas of indigenous identity. It is important to recognise that their mobilisation of usos y costumbres crosses dichotomies of modern-traditional and urban-rural, despite the fact that the promotion of these identities in specific contexts may generate new exclusions for other factions of the urban poor.


The conditions structuring identities in Bolivia are changing under the specific multi-ethnic political context generated by State legislation and transnational discourses promoting pro-indigenous agendas in participatory development planning. Nevertheless, not everyone is benefiting to the same extent. Listening to the voices of the emerging excluded during the application of the new multi-ethnic policies represents the next main challenge in the development of pro-indigenous, socially inclusive development practices.
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� Notions about who and what can be classified as indigenous.





� The post development era is characterised by the fact that visions of modernisation still drive development agendas in attempts to fulfil the enlightenment dream, despite the fact that this dream is frustrated by the ways in which relations of production and reproduction are structured by colonial relationships of dependency. Social movements and alternative development visions must engage with this complex set of relationships and realities (see Escobar 1992).





� Both donor organisations shaping the policy environment and private companies investing in newly liberalised land and water markets.





� ‘El agua es un ser vivificante y fecundante. Sin agua no hay vida’.





� Specifically, in Bolivia the Bank has funded a small grants scheme through the Fondo Campesino that is designed to stimulate participatory planning. It allows communities to apply for funding for projects of less than $30,000 without having to search for co-funding from municipal government, and reflects wider Bank support for decentralisation and participatory rural investment projects (World Bank 1997, World Bank 1998).





� Dunkerley (1998) indicates how in the Bolivian municipal budget increased by $150,000 000 between 1990 and 1996. This increased budget represented more than 30 per cent of total public expenditure.





�  Indigenous jurisdiction is understood as the exercise of indigenous authority within a specific territory according to customary.





�  There were two major marches on La Paz in 1996 by thousands of campesinos and indigenous people focusing specifically on the INRA Law (see Condo 1998).





� While DANIDA has funded the technical side of mapping and TCO work has witnessed some very innovative projects allying state cartographers, consultants and indigenous mappers (tecnicos indígenas), approximately 20 of the original 26 claims are still waiting to be dealt with, despite being on the list since 1996. DANIDA has been highly critical of both the administrative backlog and the mathematical formulae used to estimate the spatial needs (necesidades espaciales) of indigenous groups. Interviews with DANIDA consultants and staff, 28/8/99, 7/10/99.





� The slow processing of claims is of even more concern, given the fact that INRA is only scheduled to operate until 2006, by which time all land titles are supposed to be registered.





� The leading proponent of this form of rural development in Bolivia is the German bilateral aid organisation GTZ, which has invested heavily in projects, training programmes for engineers and institutions (both academic centres and government institutions such as the National Programme for Irrigation PRONAR)





� ‘(H)ay tres leyes la ley de municipios que tiene que ver con el agua, que pasa su dominio como utilidad pública, la ley 2029, que lógicamente dice, saneamiento básico, pero que tiene que ver mucho mas con el agua, y la otra ley, que es el bendito ley del recurso agua.’





� While established in Bolivian legislative and State practices, intercultural and bilingual education programmes are not uniformly implemented in all areas. Many peri-urban areas or rural areas close to large cities with bi-lingual populations do not provide intercultural education.





�  Together with the community, CENDA has systematised data collection on indigenous agriculture in an attempt to document what Scott (1976) terms the moral economy of the peasant, in relation to the efficiency of Andean land management and the introduction of innovation. CENDA has documented experiments with indigenous forms of alternative technology over a number of years. The community’s relationship with the NGO has sought to show how indigenous agricultural practices have resisted colonisation through what Kearney and Varese (1995) describe as the ‘economic rationality of a social philosophy’ rather than the individualism of market-based economies. 





� ‘El tema es que hay que tener título ya, hay que ponerlo en el contexto de que la comunidad ya ha entrado en un proceso interno sobre saneamiento, han decidido TCO, entonces hay una discusión. El agua por historia no pertenece a nadie, pertenece a dios’.





� The tariff increases in January 2000 were scheduled to raise prices, in some cases by up to 300 per cent, and the concession granted allowed the water consortium to control the construction of new wells in their area of jurisdiction. It also permitted the company to charge those people who were already connected to the sewerage system through the installation of meters in private drinking water and irrigation wells.





� There is a recent history in this area of militancy around water – see Crespo y Halkyer (1999) and in Quillacollo/Vinto the regantes – irrigators - are very well organised.





� ‘El agua es una herencia de nuestros antepasados y lo vamos a defender con nuestras vidas, el decreto ya está, lo que queremos es que se derogue…es como si nos estuvieran tocando nuestro tuétano con el agua, hemos permitido que de nuestro petróleo se adueñen otras empresas, las minas, incluso hasta la política y todo eso, y ya esta contaminado todo eso, a nosotros nos han llegado todo, y todo nos hemos dejado, pero el agua es como nuestro tuétano que nos han tocado y no lo vamos a permitir, porque somos mujeres y vamos a pelear y donde sea, con nuestras vidas’.





�  Interview Aguas de Tunari, 25/11/99.





� See figure 1, which said ‘yes to Misicuni without robbery or tricks’.





� Interviews and conversations with those closely involved in these negotiations indicated that discussions had taken place between community representatives and INRA and within INRA internally over a potential TCO claim. These discussions, however, were subsequently abandoned.





�  Its actions have been copied elsewhere. For example, a Coordinadora del Agua y de la Vida was created in La Paz in February 2000 uniting 17 organisations ‘para sumarse a la heroica lucha de la Coordinadora de Cochabamba’ (Los Tiempos 2/18/00).





� Interview with INRA director Cochabamba, 9/12/99.





� Interview with DFID advisor, La Paz 28/8/99.





� Interviews with Departmental INRA offices 6/11/99; 9/12/99. The term is used to summarise a set of descriptions given of these people in the interviews. It was suggested that they lived ‘too’ close to the city and that their livelihoods in part depended on this proximity. It was implied that these people could not necessarily trace a long history of family residence in the area because the land is an ex hacienda (as is Raqaypama where no such distinction is made to suggest that they cannot be classified as indigenous).  
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