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The article by Mark Rogers and the commentary by Jonathan Friedman, raise discussions that in different ways appear recurrently in anthropology and related disciplines. They constitute an ongoing backstage debate that informs the writings of most of us and which from time to time acquires more open forms.  My introductory remarks are not aimed at closing those debates, but at further stimulating their development. Identities will continue to debate these questions in a "Debate Dossier" to be included in future issues. We invite contributions.


In their articles, both authors distinguish between an approach they  name "essentialist" and an other that they depict as "inventionist" or "constructionist," and treat what they name "constructionism" and what they name "inventionism" as equivalents.  Perhaps this postulated equation is a consequence of the polarized presentation of these two non‑"essencialist" approaches vs. "essentialist" positions. I have chosen to address this equation between invention and construction because of my own research has been grounded in a de‑constructional epistemology for at least fifteen years, and because I believe that drawing a distinction between invention and construction may enrich current research on processes of social construction.


The "ism" labeling used by the authors makes even more problematic their equation of the ideas of social construction and invention. This "ism" labeling is itself a practice of identity attribution that tends to diminish differences within each of the so called "inventionist" and "constructionist" positions. These differences may be significant in diverse ways, I will later argue about some of them based on epistemological and political considerations. Of course, my own representational practice of maintaining such a differentiation between two supposed general approaches and thus sketching the contours of each of them‑‑through these pages‑‑is also an exercise of identity . One author, myself, proposes that the formulations of many other authors have some elements in common that at the same time differentiate them from another proposed assembling. My assumptions are obviously subject to debate too. 


I must acknowledge that these authors' equation of so called "inventionist" and "constructionist" approaches reflects the fact that those of us who adopt any of these labels have not offered yet an appropriate discussion on the differences and relations between the ideas of "invention" and "discussion" [***NINA, the change you had introduced in the sentence before this note had changed my meaning, therefore I re-wrote it. Please try to keep it at it is now, or consult me before introducing new changes. I also need to reintroduce here the following sentence that you had erased***]. Another potential factor explaining their equation of these two so-called approaches may be the fact that term "invention" has remained in use among some scholars whose arguments are grounded on ideas of "social construction," even after A. Hanson published self-critique on this usage. In a self‑critique, A. Hanson acknowledged that he maintained the overall theoretical approach of his very much debated essay on the Maoris (1989) but he had to admit that the word "invention when applied to culture and tradition is a systematically misleading expression that should not be perpetuated" (1991: 450, italics in original).



The problem with the homogenization of "inventionist" and "constructionist" practice is that critiques that should apply to the idea of "invention," and this only under certain conditions, are undifferentiatedly generalized to both approaches. It is worth specifying the conditions under which these critiques, if applied to the idea of invention as proposed by E. Hobsbawm, would be justified.  For the sake of clarity, it seems helpful to review Hobsbawm's analysis . Hobsbawm (1983:1)indicated that

[t]he term 'invented tradition' is used in a broad, but not imprecise sense. It includes both 'traditions' actually invented, constructed and formally instituted and those emerging in a less easily traceable manner within a brief and dateable period‑‑a matter of a few years perhaps‑‑and establishing themselves with great rapidity. 


What I find most relevant for the purpose of the present discussion is Hobsbawm's specification that there are some social practices that produce and promote representations that one can say are "actually invented" because they are "constructed and formally instituted" in an "easily traceable manner within a brief and dateable period."  Also significant in Hobsbawm's argument is the idea that the practices that produced these "inventions" are conscious, intentioned practices (1983:4‑14). These characteristics may more or less differentiate "inventionist" practices from the general social dynamic of making representations, which may be said to involve social practices that vary in their degree of conscious and formal intent. I find justified criticizing the extension of the idea of invention to include cases of practices that do not evidently involve consciousness or intentionality, of which may be said that "emerg[e] in a less easily traceable manner." I have to say that I have never applied the idea of "invention" to this kind of cases. [[***NINA: I have to introduce these last two sentence here, I find useful your editing of this section, but it left unstated the "conditions under which these critiques .... would be justified" as I promised in th eformer paragraph as you edited. Please try to keep it at it is now, or consult me before introducing new changes***]]


How does this idea of "invention"‑‑as descriptive of a particular kind of case‑‑relate to a more general conception of the social production [[[***NINA: please do not use the word "creation" to replace my words construction or making, I'd say it may also be conflictive***]]] of cultural identities and other kinds of representations? A number of investigations of nationalism and ethnicity illustrate, through diverse case studies, how identities and other representations are continuously produced by individual and collective social actors who constitute and transform themselves through these practices and their relations (alliance, competition, struggle, negotiation, etc) with other social actors. These cases also illustrate how identities and cultures that are purported as unifying and distinctive of historically constituted human aggregates result from such practices and relations. It is in this sense that it may be said that cultures and identities constitute symbolical social constructions‑‑and not passively inherited legacies. Hence, the work of producing symbolic representations is permanent and may include, at least in theory, cases ranging from fully unconscious making/construction to fully consciously intentioned constructions‑‑this latter may be named "inventions." Although not always explicitly differentiating between so called "invention" and "construction," and beyond diverse theoretical differences, numerous studies may be cited as discussing examples that illustrate this argument (e.g., Fox 1990, Glick Schiller 1977; Handler 1988, Handler and Linnekin 1984, Herzfeld 1982, Jackson 1995, Linnekin 1992, Mato 1992, 1994, 1995, Wagner 1981, Wilson 1976). From this point of view, identities are not things, but matters of social dispute. This constructed character is not asserted as opposed to anything that may be considered to be more "real." From this point of view, the dilemmas "real vs. imagined," "authentic vs. false," or "genuine vs. spurious," are simply not pertinent. [[***NINA: I have re-ordered the last sentences with regard to where I place the references to other works, and therefore what I attribute these works to have said. I also re-wrote what you edited in th elast of this sentences. Please try to keep it at it is now, or consult me before introducing new changes***]]


Articulated within this more general theory of social construction, the idea of intentioned construction (or "invention" as more usually named) is useful for analyzing the practices of a potentially large range of social actors. Social actors take part in social processes from which representations of large societal identities continually result. They participate in these processes by advancing their own representations‑‑whether purposely "invented" or non‑deliberately elaborated. But, these social actors' representations of identities are not fixed; they are formd and are transformed through participation in those processes. The (trans)formation of these representations obviously implies the (trans)formation of the very subjects‑‑social actors‑‑that these identities define. This framework, which specifies relations between "invention" and "construction" and places the social actor's identity construction within the larger processes in which they take part, may enrich the appreciation of Rogers' valuable case study. [DM: Could you add a sentence applying this to Rogers?][[[***NINA the only way I could satisfy here thi srequest would be more or less repeating what I discuss on Rogers example later, thus I'm sorry but cannot do it here without major re-structurings ****]]]


As I mentioned earlier, systematic reflection on the differences between the ideas of "invention" and "construction" and their fields of applications has not been enough yet [[***please do not use here the word "adequate***]]]. Some steps in this direction have been taken by J. Linnekin in a text that Rogers as well as Friedman quote for other purposes (Linnekin 1992). However, even though Linnekin refers to Hanson's landmark self‑critique (1992:249), she still sporadically uses the word "invention" in place of "construction" in this same text. [[[***NINA, please do not eliminate the specification to this same text, I don't know what Jocelyn does elsewhere***]]] Linnekin states that the more or less simultaneous appearance of some "Pacific case studies, Anderson's (1983) Imagined Communities, and the Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983) volume The Invention of Tradition demonstrates a striking cross‑disciplinary convergence in a line of inquiry, albeit not ... the emergence of a unified theory" (1992:249). While she sees both approaches as similar she also points out the existence of differences. Moreover, she later adds: "Symbolic 'construction' may be largely unconscious and is an ongoing activity in all human societies. 'Invention' emphasizes creativity and implies a degree of conscious reflection about culture" (Linnekin 1992:252). 


But the debate is not limited to this point.  As Linnekin adds, "thus scholars tend to use 'invention' particularly when describing nationalist and colonial representations of specifiable and relatively recent origin" (Linnekin 1992:252). The application of the idea of "invention" to [[[**please keep my way of expressing this***]]] nationalist representations is precisely the subject of Friedman's critical commentary. This use has also been criticized by other scholars, and, more significantly, by political activists advancing nationalist projects. Critiques of this kind of application have also forced Hanson to conclude that the word invention was misleading (1991: 450). Although Hanson's case became popular in US based anthropology, it has not been unique. Other scholars have also been criticized for de‑constructing representations of collective identities advanced by diverse nationalist social actors, using either the word invention or the word construction. 


Many more scholars would be criticized if their "subjects of study" had the opportunity to read their writings. But most of these "subjects" do not have this opportunity because studies on these subjects have more often than not been written for readers who live in other countries who read other languages. These studies generally are written for academic and other professional audiences, are published in the U.S., Canada, and Western European countries, and are most accessible ‑‑and in practice almost exclusively accessible ‑‑ to readerships in those countries. These readers include not only scholars and students, but also professionals working in a plethora of different settings from their governments' intelligence bureaus and technical cooperation agencies to advocacy and service provider NGOs [[***NINA: advocacy NGOs are a reconized class of NGOs and a different one aslo recognized in the NGO literature is service provider, I had to changed your expression "that provide advocacy or..." because I do not think that "advocacy" is always provided, sometimes is just self-appointedly practiced***]]; some of these latter operate on budgets--and attached regulations--provided by governmental agencies [[**NINA, I do not want to say that these NGOs are "regulated by governmental agencies" as you edited, I think this may be and exagerated generalization***]]. These studies cannot escape from the relations of power that make them possible. In this way what we can call a "deconstructionist epistemology," defined as an intellectual critique of analytical categories and other representations that conceal [***NINA I hope the word conceal be more clear that the former shade => DM:what do you mean?***] or legitimate relations of power, becomes "a ready‑to‑use research technology" summarily applied to social subjects that are transformed into case of studies.


Consciously and consistently applied, the very epistemological principles and methodological tools that lead many anthropologists to study the social practices and representations of‑‑what I would now call‑‑subordinated peoples or segments of populations should also lead to the study of the practices and representations of dominant social subjects and scholars. As we know, certain scholarly practices and categories, and in this case, those of anthropologists, have already been the focus of significant research. Not incidentally, this has become more a subarea of specialization than a regular component of everyone's practice. The challenge is to incorporate this self‑reflection within every research endeavor, including the discussion of how case-study and problem design as well as research objectives and methodology are conditioned by institutional contexts and relations of power [[NINA, please be careful, the way you had edited this part had completely change my argument, please try to keep it exactly as it is now***]]]. Focusing on dominant social subjects is not a novel idea. A number of studies have already focused on so‑called Third World countries' national or regional dominant elites. Now the task is to study the practices of transnational dominant elites and related transnational agencies as well the agencies of so‑called First World governments.


Roger moves in this direction by highlighting the importance of some global and national Ecuadorian agents. However he constructs the case as "local," making local subjects the focus of his study, and therefore he does not find necessary to further scrutinize the practices of the involved global agents. Obviously, within this conception the manners in which these global agents transnationally and internationally advance certain representations that legitimize the national and global order remain out of consideration (1). [***NINA: I have re-wrote these sentences, please try to keep them as they are now, or consult me before any new changes****]. In  this kind of research design the national and global order become "the context." They "are not" considered "the case." 


The characteristics [[**please keep this word**]] of Roger's article are common to most anthropological research and reflect the cannons or "truisms" of the ethnographic case study. There is a whole politics of knowledge‑‑involving related epistemological and institutional dimensions‑‑that condition the design (invention) of the research problem [[**please keep the former sentences as they are***]]]. There is a system of discipline, disciplinary canons, sanctioned disciplinary teratologies (Foucault 1980), key categories, rites of passage, grant budgetary guidelines, systems of professional reward, and career ambitions conditioning the content and/or the "location" of research. This politics of knowledge‑‑with its cohort of priests and temples, including university departments and professional societies‑‑works toward converting what could be a radical epistemology into a ready‑to‑use research technology applied in  contexts of both relations of power, that are not reflected upon, and "naturalized" divisions of labor [[**NINA I made a change here that I'd like you to please keep as it is***]]. Nevertheless, this epistemological and political critique does not apply equally to every study in which a vocabulary of social construction is applied. Cases differ greatly, and this is why constructing a "constructionist" label and applying it to a vast variety of studies is not appropriate.


From Rogers' narrative, it seems to me that the case of Fundacin Izu Mangallpa Urcu would constitute an example of an intentionally elaborated self‑representation of a specific social actor. Nevertheless, it is necessary to point out that this narrative‑‑articulated as if it were one made by a neutral, omniscient observer who is able to asssess the inner calculations of the characters‑‑presents Mr. Casimiro Mamallacta as an almost prototypical rational choice actor. [[[***NINA: I'm sorry but for diverse reasons--I can tell you on th ephone, the former sentences cannot be a footnote, they have to be part of th etext, thanks***]]] Leaving aside further discussion on th eformer, the case is that, according to Rogers' narrative, the Foundation and the Cooperative, with which it was contending over land rights, symbolical issues, and political legitimacy, both more or less consciously advance specific representations.


In assessing the potential political implications of this research, I would emphasize that one has to take into account that Rogers' article is not about the making of representations of an indigenous people, but about the membership of two social organizations of indigenous peoples. These organizations advance their own representations in larger processes of social construction. These larger processes involve other Quichua social actors of th eNapo province, as it is illustrated, for example, through the involvement of the Federation of Indian Organizations of Napo (FOIN) [[[***NINA, please keep my former sentences as they are, the editing had changed my meaning***]]. Moreover, it should be noted that there are three other large Quichua organizations in this same province, and that in contemporary Ecuador these processes [[**NINA: please do not add any word here***]] are not limited to a province, but are articulated at national level. In this sense, Rogers' study does not deconstruct what might be called the nationalist project of the Quichua people's organizations of Ecuador, and even less that of the indigenous nationalities‑‑in the indigenous peoples' organization of Ecuador vocabulary‑‑of that country. The study addresses a case of what Rogers calls "factionalism."  In order both to stress some helpful aspects of his theoretical argumentation and to avoid some of the traps of a rational choice approach, I prefer to speak of "differentiation"‑‑within one of these organizations. 


These two organizations participate and represent themselves within larger identity making processes that in contemporary Ecuador are the site of contestations and negotiations among several indigenous peoples' organizations. The Foundation, the Cooperative, and many other organizations whose memberships are made of individuals, or smaller organizations [[[**Nina please keep this word, they are not "groups"****]]], of diverse indigenous nationalities promote representations of "indiannes." Key elements of these representations have changed over time, and at a given time they vary from organization to organization, and sometimes even within a given organization, and involve a range of self‑represenations that include  guardians of the planet, developers, sustainable developers, ancient inhabitants, Ecuadorian nationalists, and the economically dispossessed, among others. My own research as well as current literature illustrate that what Rogers portrays for these two organizations applies in different forms to a number of indigenous peoples' organizations in Ecuador. These organizations develop their practices and discourses in interaction with a significant number of transnational and international agents. In dialogues that range from agreement to controvery, these organizations interact [[[***NINA: it's not just "communicate"***]]] with diverse global agents as well as with local and national agents based either in Ecuador or elsewhere (e.g., Mato in press, and interviews to F. Tsenkush and M. Tankamash of the Shuar‑Achuar Federation, 1994, and N. Pacari of CONAIE 1995).  


Consider, for example, the following. The Cooperative is one of the main primary organizations that constitute FOIN and various individuals have held leadership positions in both organizations.  FOIN has received support for specific projects‑‑some of them involving the Cooperative‑‑from German, Italian, and other Western European governmental and non‑governmental agencies, and from three US government agencies: the Peace Corps, the Inter‑American Foundation, and the AID; this latter agency also subcontracted with Cultural Survival. This support did not only involve funding, but interactions and negotiations with, and training by, foreign and Ecuadorian technicians and professionals working for those and local subcontracted agencies. In addition, diverse Ecuadorian governmental agencies and their technicians and professionals have been involved in these and other projects with FOIN. An Ecuadorian professional who has taken part in a couple of these projects declared that: the anthropologists and other professionals working for Ecuadorian and foreign agencies continually transport to the indigenous persons concepts from anthropology and other social sciences, sometimes also organizational models and strategies. A similar case is that of conservationists. All of us do something more than passively assist the indigenous peoples to present their own viewpoints. We play more active roles as proposal formulators, and later in the role of 'editors', participating in shaping the presentation of projects and demands. Of course, they [the indigenous] do what they want, but these relations are very important (2) [my translation]. 


The case of the indigenous peoples of Ecuador is particularly significant in terms of the relevance that the practices of diverse global agents have for their own practices and discourses but it is not unique. I have learned through my own research and current literature that cases in other so‑called "Latin" American countries are more or less comparable (Amodio 1996, Brysk 1994, Chirif et al 1991, COICA 1989, Conklin and Graham 1995, Gnerre and Botasso 1985, Jackson 1995, Mato in press‑a, in press‑b). Current literature and a follow up through the Internet confirm the importance of these relations in other world regions. Indigenous peoples'‑‑as many other "local" grassroots'‑‑organizations increasingly develop their practices and representations in transnationally and internationally interrelated contexts. This should not be surprising. They are part of the contemporary globalized world. This does not imply that global agents determine their forms of representation, but that their practices and representations are developed in dialogue (ranging between accord and controversy) with those of diverse "global" agents. In this sense, it may be said that "local" cases do not exist, they are analytical constructions (3). These constructions are not incidental. Rather they are related in diverse ways to those factors affecting institutionalized knowledge discussed above. 


The point is that as a consequence of this form of constructing case studies the analysis is directed away from "global" agents' practices, and very often even from their practices in those "local" sites. As a consequence of this, and of all the points made above in this regard, a considerable part of scholarly produced knowledge works more in the direction of enlightening global agents on "local" issues, most of the times related to the practices of subordinated peoples and social groups, than in the direction of informing "local" agents on global agents' practices‑‑and particularly on those holding positions of transnational and international domination. What could we do to alter this tendency?  
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(1) In order to facilitate communication, I use the term "international relations," to indicate those relations maintained between governments (or their agencies) which invoke the nation‑states they are supposed to represent in the mutually supportive so‑called international system. However it should be noted that this conventional usage equates the notions of "nation" and "state," and thus presents as "national" the practices of ruling groups and state bureaucracies through state agencies. This problem is particularly relevant in the context of the matters  discussed in this text, since most indigenous peoples considered themselves nations, particularly those of Ecuador--where the case discussed by Rogers is located--explicitely call themselves "indigenous nationalities." If to simplify communication we still use the term "international relations," then we must give the name "transnational" to those relations deployed across nation‑state borders among two or more social subjects when at least one subject is not an agent of a government or intergovernmental organization. This usage has become current in the context of International Relations studies since the 70s (e.g., Keohane & Nye 1971). I also use the adjectives international and transnational to differentiate between practices. 

(2) These declarations were offered under condition of anonimity by an Ecuadorian professional who has been involved in different forms with a couple of projects with FOIN as well as with several other indigenous peoples organizations in the region and elswhere in Ecuador.

(3) Related discussion to this point has been the subject of an important collection of essays (Ferguson and Gupta 1992) 

REFERENCES:

Amodio, Emanuel  1996  Los indios metropolitanos. In: D. Mato, M. Montero and E. Amodio (coords.) Amrica Latina en Tiempos de Globalizacin. Caracas: UNESCO‑ALAS‑UCV

Brysk, Alison 1994 Acting Globally: Indian Rights and International Politics in Latin America. In: Donna Lee Van Cott (ed) Indigenous Peoples and Democracy in Latin America. New York: St. Martin Press pp.29‑54

Chrif, Alberto, P. Garca, and R. Smith  1991  El Indgena y su territorio. Lima: COICA and Oxfam‑America

COICA  1989  La C.O.I.C.A. por el futuro de la Amazonia, Lima: Coordinadora de las Organizaciones Indgenas de la Cuenca Amaznica; mimeo July 1.

Conklin, Beth and Graham, Laura  1995  The Shifting Middle Ground: Amazonian Indians and Eco‑Politics. American Anthropologist 97(4)695‑710

Ferguson, James and Akhil Gupta (eds)  1992  Space, Identity, and the Politics of Difference. Cultural Anthropology 7(1), theme issue

Fox, Richard (ed) 1990  Nationalist Ideologies and the Production of National Cultures. Washington D.C.: American Ethnological Society

Foucault, Michel  1980  El Orden del Discurso. Barcelona: Ed. Tusquets; translated by A. Gonzlez T. [original: L'Ordre du Discours, 1970]

*******Glick Schiller, Nina  1977 *****PLEASE, COMPLETE*************

Gnerre, Mauricio and Juan Botasso  1985  Del indigenismo a las organizaciones indgenas. In: AA.VV. [sic] (ed) Del Indigenismo a las Organizaciones Indgenas. Quito: Abya‑Yala, pp. 7‑29

Handler, Richard 1988  Nationalism and the Politics of Culture in Quebec. Madison: University of Winsconsin Press

Handler, Richard and Jocelyn Linnekin  1984  Tradition, Genuine or Spurious. Journal of American Folklore 97(385):273‑290

Hanson, Allan  1989  The Making of the Maori: Culture Invention and Its Ligic American Anthropologist 91:89‑‑902

Hanson, Allan  1991  Reply to Langdon, Levine, and Linnekin  American Anthropologist 93:449‑450

Herzfeld, Michael  1982  Ours Once More: Folklore, Ideology, and the Making of Moern Greece. Austin: University of Texas Press

Hobsbawm, Eric  1983  Introduction: Inventing Traditions In: E. Hobsbawm and T. Ranger (eds) The Invention of Tradition, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 1‑14

Jackson, Jean  1995  Culture, Genuine and Spurious: The Politics of Indianness in the Vaups, Colombia. American Ethnologist 22(1):3‑27

Keohane, Robert O. and Joseph S. Nye (eds)  1971  Transnational Relations and World Politics. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press

Linnekin, Jocelin 1992  On the Theory and Politics of Cultural Construction in the Pacific  Oceania 62(4):249‑263

Mato, Daniel  1992  Disputas en la Construcción de Identidades y "Literaturas Orales" en Comunidades Indígenas de Venezuela: conflictos entre narradores y papel de investigadores y editoriales. In: Revista de Investigaciones Folklóricas (Universidad de Buenos Aires) Nr.7: 40‑47

Mato, Daniel (ed)  1994  Teora y Poltica de la Construccin de Identidades y Diferencias. Caracas: UNESCO‑Nueva Sociedad

Mato, Daniel  1995  Crtica de la Modernidad, Globalziacin y Construccin de Identidades. Caracas: Universidad Central de Venezuela

Mato, Daniel  in press‑a  International and Transnational Relations, the Struggles for the Rights of Indigenous Peoples in "Latin" America and the Transformation of Encompassing Societies. Sociotam 6(2) 

Mato, Daniel  in press‑b  Cultura y Desarrollo en Tiempos de Globalizacin: Organizaciones de los Pueblos Indgenas de Amrica "Latina", Sociedades Envolventes, y Agentes Globales. Folklore Americano 61 

Wagner, Richard  1981  The Invention of Culture. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press [original: 1975, Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall]

Wilson, William  1976  Folklore and Nationalism in Modern Finland. 

Bloomington (IN): Indiana University Press

