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Abstract 
The aim of the thesis is to investigate the relationship between power and indigenous peoples 
and to f ind a relevant method wi th which to study this relationship. Among other things, it is 

the condition of power or the lack o f power that allows an ethnic group, a ' tribe', an 

'indigenous people' or a 'people, to become a 'nation'. Power has thus a significant affect on 
ethnicity and in recognising ethnic groups as nations. 

I argue that indigenous peoples have to be understood as self-defined ethnic minorities 
which include the dynamic character of identities. This subjective definition w i l l focus on the 

constitution process o f identities, rather than objective attributes. I t also highlights the power 
aspects of identification. However, the subjective definition also creates a crucial problem. 

The three traditional views o f power cannot combine identity with power. Either there is 
simply power and no identity, or there is identity but no power. We thus need a fourth view o f 

power. 
Usually, power is a force that presses on the subject f r om the outside, as what subordinates, 

sets underneath, and relegates to a lower order. This is, of course, a fair description of what 
power does. However, in the fourth view of power subjection is a f o r m of power. We must 

understand power as forming the subject as well as providing the very condition of its 
existence. Power is not simply what we oppose but also what we depend on for our existence. 

The thesis shows that all identities are relational and causes ordination, that is it always 

constitutes a hierarchy. One identity cannot exist in isolation. As soon as a relationship occurs 

power is involved. Power is productive, that is, it constitutes, reconstitutes and legitimises 
categories and norms connected to them. No one is in charge of this power, all actors are 

vehicles of the power that continuously constitutes theh reality. Identification is ordination 
and thus produces its own norms, discipline and resistance. Resistance, self-discipline and 

self-subjection are thus power techniques that strengthen a given discourse and the power 
relationship it upholds. Thus, there are no theories on identity, indigenous or ethnic, only 

theories of history encompassing indigenousness capable of explaining the empirical 

production of identities. There is no identity without power and there is no power without 

identity. To understand indigenous peoples' political situation one must analyse how they are 

constituted by a sophisticated interplay between internal and external power techniques. 

Members of indigenous peoples, as well as members o f other group identities, must question 
theh own foundation of identification in order to uncover future alternatives. This may change 
present discourses and categories and the power relationships they constitute, reproduce and 

legitimise. 

Keywords: Indigenous Peoples, Power, Subjective Identification, Genealogy, Subjection, 

Identity Formation, Ordination. 
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The Nature of the Problem 
Indigenous Peoples and Political Power 

I heard someone talking about power the other day - i t 's in 

fashion (Foucault 1980a, 207). 

I t is important that one just does not let specific theories of 

power control one's research, or think that one can f ind an an
swer to the question o f how the total power is distributed. Such 
power does not exist (Westerståhl 1987, 322, author's transla

tion). 

Introduction 

The facts, past and present, seem to suggest that the formula whereby a "tribe" or 

a "people" does or does not become or remain a "nation" depends mainly on the 

conditions o f power or the lack o f i t (Isaacs 1989, note 30). 

The quotation of Harold R. Issacs illustrates the relationship between power1 and 
ethnicity. Among other things, it is relations of power that allows or disallows 
an ethnic group, a 'tribe', an 'indigenous people' or a 'people, to become a 'na
tion'. According to Issacs, power has a significant effect on ethnicity and on 
recognising ethnic groups as nations. The goal of this thesis is to investigate the 
relationship between power and indigenous peoples and to find a relevant 
method with which to study this relationship. In this chapter I wi l l present the 
scientific problem addressed by the thesis. I w i l l also explain the organisation of 

the study. 

On Indigenous Peoples and on Power 

In 1993, 501 years after Christopher Columbus's 'discovery' of America, the 
indigenous peoples of the world were given their own year by the General As
sembly of the United Nations. Groups of indigenous people had several years 



earlier claimed that the celebration of the 'discovery' 500 years before should 
instead be a memorial to the victims of the colonisation that followed. The Gen
eral Assembly asserted that 1993 should be a milestone in indigenous peoples' 
struggle for recognition and rights (Kumm 1993, 2). Indigenous peoples did re
ceive more attention, but it was limited compared to the massive attention the 
issue of ethnicity received due to the conflicts in Rwanda, former Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Mexico, Indonesia and elsewhere. People with different ethnic identities 
became antagonists and in some eyes the solution was separation and the crea
tion of two or more countries, with attendant ethnic cleansing or even genocide. 
It was common to consider countries with two or more ethnic groups had be
come political and military problems. Today are most countries culturally and 
ethnically diverse. According to W i l l Kymlicka, the world's 184 independent 
states contain over 600 living languages, and 5000 ethnic groups (Kymlicka 
1996, 1). ' In very few countries can the citizens be said to share the same lan
guage, or belong to the same ethnonational group' (Kymlicka 1996, 1). 

Ethnic majorities and minorities may clash over such issues as language 
rights, regional autonomy, political representation, education curricula, land 
claims, immigration and naturalisation policy. Kymlicka argues that finding 
morally defensible and politically viable solutions to these issues is the greatest 
challenge facing democracies today (Kymlicka 1996, 1). The problem that 
Kymlicka identifies is that two groups with different ethnic identities have to 
live in the same territory with a common political arena (Kymlicka 1996). It is 
more than the classical political problem of the tyranny of majority (cf. Good
win 1992; M i l l 1991a; M i l l 1991b; Rousseau 1993; Tocqueville 1994). The 
clash between a majority and a minority is different from a clash between an 
ethnic majority and an ethnic minority. The most primary differences are that 
the members of each group share a common ethnic identity and a feeling of 
continuity. A political problem is that the same (ethnic) group may be in a con
tinuous political minority. This problem has often been solved in democracies 
by introducing special minority rights. A minority is given special rights, be
cause it lacks the status of a 'people', in order to make the distribution of politi
cal values more even. In international law, 'people' have the right to self-
determination (SOU 1986:36, 221-338). The questions are: Who qualifies as a 

'people'? Is an ethnic minority a 'people'? May indigenous people be defined as 
a 'people'? 

The concept of indigenous peoples contains two terms - indigenous and peo
ple. People is the general term referring to a collective identity while indigenous 
marks a specific category of identity. In order to understand the term indigenous 
people, we must first explore the ambiguous concept of people and then what 
the term indigenous contributes to it. 
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On People 

People is a controversial term in international law. Sir Ivor Jennings argued that 
the people should be able to '...decide their own fate' (Jennings quoted in Mus-
grave 1997, 148). The problem, however, is that the people cannot decide until 
someone decides who the people are. In the literature on ethnicity and people-
hood, there are few answers. The peoples are taken as given, while the focus is 
on distinctive groups, in contrast to a given people or a non-defined people (cf. 
Graham 1986; Sartori 1987; Schermerhom 1996; Svanberg & Tydén 1999). It 
seems easier to define the 'abnormal' than the 'normal', or to simply define 
'people' as the Latin term populum, as citizens within or connected to specific 
geographical borders (cf. Buzan 1991). Yet, the basic question remains unan
swered: What makes a particular group of human beings a 'people'? 

The term people is ambiguous, referring either to a collective and continuing 
entity or to an aggregate of individuals. Often these two meanings are confused 
or interchanged according to the convenience of the user. Margaret Canovan 
calls them the Romantic-collective view and a liberal-individualist view. In the 
Romantic-collective view, individuals are but parts of a collective entity. For 
instance, in the nineteenth century the Italian nation as a collective entity had the 
right to be unified and independent, and individuals had a duty to make this 
happen. In this collective view, there is no choice; the members are born into the 
entity (Canovan 1998, 6-9). Just as you do not choose your parents, you do not 
choose the 'people' you belong to. Even i f the entity is dependent on individual 
identification (all members may stop identifying themselves with the entity), 
there is an imagined destiny transcending that individuality. Furthermore, the 
'people' continues; it is a contingent historical product that feels like part of the 
order of nature. The collective view either refers to an idea of imagined destinies 
and communities (Anderson 1983) or to an idea of a true nation, a primordial 
identity (Geertz 1996). 

Those holding the liberal-individualist view of a people, meanwhile, argue 
that since legitimate government is government by the consent of the individuals 
concerned, and since individuals identify themselves as members of nations, 
then there must be a right to self-determination (cf. Lijphart 1990). I f an appro
priate number of individuals demands to be governed according to their identity, 
then there is a prima facie case for their wish to be granted. The group that is 
created is simply an aggregate of individuals. There is individual wi l l and free 
choice. There is no appeal to mystical entities or to historic destiny. The group 
of individuals that has chosen to interact with each other may be described, fol
lowing Canovan, as an expanded tennis club with no 'blood-bands' between the 
members, shared mystical historical background or an imagined feeling of 
commitment (Canovan 1998, 9-13, 20-23; cf. Horton 1992). Thus the two views 
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of a people may reach the same political conclusion of self-determination, but 
they begin from quite different premises (Canovan 1998, 6-13, 20-25; cf. Ap-
piah 1994). 

Is identity as a 'people' an act of individual will? Is 'people' constituted by 
beliefs, when members believe that they are a 'people'? Most modern literature 
on the matter agrees that what makes a group of persons a 'people' is conscious
ness, rather than shared characteristics (cf. Anderson 1983; Miller 1993; Norval 
1996). Benedict Anderson's 'imagined communities' may explain why indi
viduals who wi l l never meet in person still have an image of their communion. 
Literature, cultural symbols, media, and sports, for example, contribute to the 
myth of shared destiny. The interaction between myths and the members' desire 
to be members may decrease the level of voluntarism (Anderson 1983). Even i f 
the 'people' is simply a matter of consciousness it is difficult to decide to be a 
non-member. There wil l always be things that remind one of one's identity; i f 
one decides to be a Sami (a Lapp) and not a Swede, one must still have a Swed
ish passport i f one wants to travel abroad. Modern society is based on the con
cept of a people rather than ethnic identity (cf. Deutsch 1953; Gellner 1990; 
Smith 1986). As a citizen in a nation-state, one is expected to prioritise national 
identity more highly than any other identity such as class identity, regional or 
local identity, or racial identity. This takes us to the meaning of identity. 

The concept of identity has two meanings. Firstly, there is personal identity, 
which is related to the person's uniqueness. It is an identity that implies a differ
ence from other persons' identity. The person is herself and not somebody else. 
Secondly, there is collective identity, which is related to shared characteristics, 
feelings or myths. Instead of personal uniqueness, it is an identity that implies 
likeness with persons within the group, but also a collective uniqueness when 
compared to non-members (Jacobson-Widding 1990). In this thesis, it is the lat
ter meaning that is in focus. It is important to point out that identity is not simply 
an internal personal experience, but as much an externally given identity. The 
collective identity is thus a result of external pressure and labels, as well as of 
internal personal experience. These two processes cannot be studied separately 
from each other. The relationship between them is highly relevant in forming an 
identity such as 'people'. 

A l l identities are based on a relationship with other identities. It takes, as 
Bateson puts it, 'at least two somethings to create a difference' (Bateson quoted 
in Eriksen 1993, 1). Usually it is easier to define what one is not that what one 
is. The abnormal becomes an icon for the limits of one's own identity. 
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On the Indigenousness and on Power 

In the next chapter I wi l l explore extensively the concept of indigenous people. 
But in order to understand the aim of the thesis, it is important, in this early 
stage, to define the concept in a general sense. In its simplest meaning the term 
indigenous means native or aboriginal; '[i]ndigenous people or things belong to 
the country in which they are found, rather than coming there or being brought 
there from another country' (Collins Cobuild English Dictionary 1995). The UN 
Special Rapporteur in issues connected to indigenous people, J Martinez Cobo, 
repeats this theme: 'Indigenous communities, peoples and nations are those ... 
[which have] historical continuity with pre-invasion and pre-colonial societies 
that developed on their territories' (Cobo 1983, Paragraph 379). The term in
digenous implies, thus, something that continues over time. Even i f some char
acteristics have changed, it has existed for a long period of time. In other words, 
it may not be explained as simply an aggregate of individuals. Indigenousness 
requires a continuous collective identity. I f indigenous peoples were simply an 
aggregate of individuals, there would be no explanation of their genesis and 
continuous character. Symbols, myths and imagined destinies make identifica
tion a matter of a feeling of belonging, rather than an objective rational choice. 

Writers on indigenous peoples have one thing in common: they envisage in
digenous peoples as members of non-dominant groups (cf. Eriksen 1993, 125-
126). The ILO Convention no. 169, concerning indigenous and tribal peoples, is 
applied to pre-colonial people, meaning that indigenous peoples are living in a 
dominant society that is distinguished from their own (ILO Convention no. 169 
in Skr. 1990/91:101, 9). Cobo and the Minority Rights Group2 repeat this theme 
(Cobo 1983, Paragraph 379; Minority Rights Group 1990, xiv). The World 
Council for Indigenous Peoples (WCIP) argues that ' [a]l l indigenous peoples 
have the right to determine the persons or groups of persons who are included 
within its population' (WCIP 1986, principle 5) and that '[e]ach indigenous 
people has the right to determine the form, structure and authority of its institu
tions' (WCIP 1986, principle 6). In principle 8 of the WCIP's 'Declarations of 
Principles', the organisation demands the entitlement to participate in the politi
cal life of the state. This amounts to a demand for self-determination and in
creased access to power. 

None of these descriptions or demands contains a satisfactory definition of 
power. They all agree that to increase indigenous peoples' access to power, legal 
rights and political rights must be improved. But i f power is situated outside 
formal legal and political systems these adjustments may be fruitless. The term 
power is arbitrary. Stewart R. Clegg even argues that it is the most 'contested' of 
concepts (Clegg 1997, xv). The aim of this thesis is not to make normative po
litical statements for or against indigenous rights. Rather it has the intellectual 
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purpose of finding a relevant method for studying the relationship between 
power and indigenous peoples. I f my purpose is primarily to advance political 
theory rather than the techniques of political practice, it does not follow, how
ever, that I have no concern with such practice in its concrete particularity. 
Theorising is not metaphysical speculation in terms of abstractions hopelessly 
removed from empirical observation and control. But this perspective is not to 
be confused with 'brute empiricism' - the gathering of 'facts' without a theo
retical framework. This thesis is an attempt to formulate a logical analysis in 
finding a relevant method for studying indigenous peoples and power. 

In the literature of indigenous peoples, power sometimes equals the right to 
the self-determination that is stated in the United Nations Charter of human and 
political rights. In this Charter it is stated simply that 'people' have the right to 
self-determination. This right to self-determination has been an exclusive right 
for state-bearing people3, while other groups have been defined as something 
other than peoples - ethnic minorities, immigrants or indigenous peoples. The 
principle of self-determination has generally been applied to overseas colonies, 
not internal minorities. This limitation, known as the 'salt-water thesis', is 
widely seen as arbitrary. The UN Charter secures self-determination of 'peo
ples', but in paragraph 6 it states that '[a]ny attempt aimed at the partial or total 
disruption of national unity and the territorial integrity of a country is incom
patible with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations' 
(UN Charter quoted in SOU 1996:36, 119). A problem with the principle of self-
determination is that the UN has not defined 'people'. Many minority 'peoples' 
insist that they are a 'people' and, as such, that they have the right to self-
determination (Scott 1996. 814-820; SOU 1986:36, 221-238; Thornberry 1991, 
13-21). For instance, indigenous peoples have demanded self-determination 
which they say was not relinquished by their involuntary incorporation into a 
larger state (WCIP 1986). Scott argues that the definition of indigenous peoples 
as something other than 'people' is a denial of indigenous peoples' right to self-
determination. 

I t is a denial of indigenous people's own self-conception, fundamental to their 

members' identity (their identity as individuals, I might emphasize) and a denial 
o f the inconvenient social, historical and political fact o f their peoplehood. I n the 

end, i t amounts to a fo rm not just o f nonrecognition, but more seriously o f mis-

recognition (Scott 1996, 817). 

This exclusion of indigenous groups from the status of being a people has, ac
cording to Scott, had the effect of impeding access to the freedom that other 
peoples enjoy, namely the human right to self-determination (Scott 1996, 817). 

Without giving arguments for or against Scott, there is an obvious problem 
here - who has the power to define the 'people' and 'indigenous people'? In the 
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literature on indigenous peoples, they are in general defined as a group that is 
lacking power, that is, they are not necessarily a minority in size, but in power. 
It is as Edward N . Wilmsen describes ethnicity, as 'a relational concept, one in 
which the dominant are able to define the subordinant [sic]' (Wilmsen 1996, 5). 
It seems that indigenous peoples' lack of power has created a situation in which 
they have been made 'non-peoples', and therefore also lack the right of self-
determination. 

Kymlicka (1996) argues that a political solution to this lack of power is the 
creation of group-specific rights, including self-government (political power is 
delegated to national minorities, often through federalism), polyethnic rights 
(legal protection and financial support for specific practices related to particular 
ethnic or religious groups) and special representation rights (guaranteed seats for 
ethnic minorities within the larger state's political institutions). 'Without such 
measures, talk of "treating people as individuals" is itself just a cover for ethnic 
and national injustice' (Kymlicka 1996, 194). 

A problem with Kymlicka's argument (and others who argue similarly) is that 
he too fails to give a satisfactory definition of power. To give an ethnic minority 
specific rights is to give it more power to decide over its own situation. But what 
does he mean by power? In his book Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal The

ory of Minority Rights (1996), I wi l l argue that Kymlicka treats power in a We-
berian sense, as 'the probability that one actor within a social relationship wi l l 
be in a position to carry out his own wil l , despite resistance, and regardless of 
basis on which this probability rests' (Weber quoted in Daudi 1988, 240). Wil l 
Kymlicka's solutions, above, work for definitions of power other than this one? 

In the mid-1980s began one of the most ambitious researches in the history of 
Swedish social science, the so called 'Inquiry into Power' ('Maktutredningen', 
Dir. 1985:36, author's translation). In 1987 the first book - Maktbegreppet (Pe

tersson 1987) - was published. Twelve authors discussed their experiences of 
the term power. Six of these authors began their articles 
discussing the lack of a common definition or a common agreement of the 
meaning of the term. 'At least on this point there seems to be consensus' (Pe
tersson 1987, 7, author's translation). This is a common feature in the literature 
on power. Peter Morriss quotes Robert A. Dahl when he states: 

The meaning of the word "power" seems like a will-o'-the-wisp: i t tends to dis

solve entirely whenever we look at i t closely. We are sure that we meant some

thing by the word, and have a vague idea what it is: but this understanding tends 
to fade away upon examination, unti l 'power' seems nothing more than "a giant 

glob of oi ly ambiguity" (Morriss 1987,1). 

Philippe Daudi argues that the general usage of 'power' is primitive. We want 
to catch it, to measure it, give it a value and make it an axiom. Power is an 
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anomaly or a dysfunction in organisations that violates the rational harmony of 
balance (Daudi 1988, 1-2). However, what these writers have in common is their 
belief that power is important and that we do not really know what it means. I 
wi l l argue that in its simplest form 'power' needs at least two actors. Power can
not be exercised in isolation. There must be an A and a B. Exercises that simply 
involve oneself are not considered here as political issues. Politics cannot be a 
concern of only one actor. 

The definition of politics varies widely, from the study of formal decision
making to the study of all social relations that involve power, authority and gov
ernment (cf. Aristotle 1993; Easton 1953; Lasswell & Kaplan 1963; Weber 
1986). Dahl illustrates the agreements on the nature of politics in Modern Politi

cal Analysis (1991) by arguing that 'Aristotle, Weber, and Lasswell and almost 
all other political scientists' agree that politics are different kind of relationships 
(Dahl 1991, 3). Power wil l thus not be considered as an ability (Lasswell & 
Kaplan 1963, 74-102), a force (Bierstedt in Daudi 1988, 240) or a capacity 
(Weber 1947; Wrong 1979), but as intended or unintended effects in a relation
ship between two or several actors. 

A problem connected to the diffuse term of power is the lack of explanation 
of where power is exercised and by whom. How and where should specific 
rights be implemented i f power is exercised outside the state apparatus? Dahl 
illustrates this dilemma in Who Governs? (1961/1989, 1): 

In a political system where nearly every adult may vote but where knowledge, 
wealth, social position, access to officials, and other resources are unequally dis
tributed, who actually governs? (Dahl 1961/1989, 1). 

Other theorists (Bachrach & Baratz 1962) argue that power is the exclusion of 
groups and issues from the political agenda, while Steven Lukes argues that an 
elite is even able to control people's thoughts. A third group of theorists, in
cluding Judith Butler (1993), William E. Connolly (1991), Peter Digeser (1992) 
and Michel Foucault (1980a), argues that power creates knowledge and there
fore affects people's behaviour. In the light of these theories about power, the 
issue of minority groups' lack of it gets more complicated. I f power is exercised 
outside formal institutions and sometimes without people being aware of it, for
mal solutions wi l l not solve the problem of minority groups' lack of political 
influence. 

The next problem is to find a relevant scientific method for studying the 
question. Since it is a matter of power and 'indigenous peoples', we must start 
the search for a method in theories of these concepts. I have followed the ideas 
of power and indigenous peoples where they led me, rather than trying to make 
them serve my own purposes. After this discussion of concepts I have connected 
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them to each other in order to find relevant concepts in pursuit of the general 
goal of the thesis. In order to make this easier to follow and to illustrate the aca
demic problem, I have chosen to apply my findings to an empirical example. 

The empirical example involves following a decision-making process from 
the initiation of a demand to the decision and its effects. The example concerns 
the decision that led in Sweden to a new administrative system for fishing above 
the agriculture line and in areas utilised for reindeer-grazing. The new adminis
trative system meant a reduction in reindeer herders' special rights to control 
fishing and hunting on their traditional land. Political rights such as these may 
be considered indigenous rights. It was one of the most controversial decisions 
in Swedish Sami politics ever. There are examples of power concepts that may 
be employed as methods in studying indigenous peoples and power, such as 
Dahl (1961/1989) and Bachrach & Baratz (1961). Such use requires an observ
able conflict in order to measure power and there are few alternative empirical 
examples in recent times that are able to match this issue in terms of conflict. 
The choice of an empirical example was thus not difficult. 

I have tried to respect the integrity of each set of ideas rather than to use them 
simply as a Trojan-horse for attack from a 'hidden' position. But what do I want 
the set of ideas to do then? I wi l l use this set of ideas to explain the political 
situation of indigenous peoples. How can one explain their political situation in 
terms of power? As mentioned above, the literature on indigenous peoples agree 
that they are non-dominant and therefore have limited access to power. How
ever, the term power is arbitrary and it is not clear what indigenous peoples 
really lack. I w i l l bridge the gap between the concepts of indigenous peoples and 
power. 

The thesis is based on four major arguments. Firstly, I wi l l argue that indige
nous peoples must be defined on the basis of subjective identification. Secondly, 
I w i l l argue that the criterion of subjective identification is incompatible with 
three traditional views or faces of power. Thirdly, as a result of the second ar
gument, I wi l l argue that there is a need for a fourth view or face of power that is 
able to handle the criterion of subjective identification. Fourthly, I wi l l argue 
that the fourth view of power (a genealogical view of power) can deal with the 
subjective-identification criterion. However, it also results in new problems. In 
the last chapter I wil l discuss these new problems in detail. 

On Sources and Layout 

The example in Chapter 3 is an extended version of a chapter in a report written 
for 'Expertgruppen för studier av offentlig ekonomi' and published in 1995 
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(Hultkrantz 1995). The aim of the chapter was to recapitulate the political dis
cussions involved in the decision-making process in Sweden that led to a new 
administrative system for fishing and small-game hunting above the agriculture 
line and in areas utilised for reindeer-grazing. The study was restricted to o f f i 
cial government publications and official statements, in order to capture the dif
ferent actors' official policies. What the actors thought or did behind closed 
doors were never part of the study. In fact, I found the official documents sur
prisingly revealing. The issue of fishing in Sameland was chosen because I and 
Roger Berggren (my co-writer) considered it one of four major political issues 
concerning fishing in recent years in Sweden. It was also chosen because it had 
a clear conflict dimension. From the perspective of Sami policy in Sweden, it 
was one of the most controversial political issues ever. In this thesis, I w i l l use 
the study as an empirical example in order to highlight the problems that are 
connected with indigenous peoples, the Sami and power. 

A problem with the relevant secondary sources is that they are often of a 
folkloric character that describes indigenous clothing, food, cultural symbols, 
language, mode of production, religion. This implies that indigenous peoples are 
merely cultures in a narrow sense and are unaffected by political practice. In 
some cases, indigenous peoples are seen as having different political demands to 
those of other ethnic groups. For example, indigenous peoples are considered 
'non-state' peoples, with no demand to build their own nation-state (cf. Eriksen 
1993, 125-126). In the political science literature on the Sami, there are, to my 
knowledge, only three doctoral dissertations: Lennart Sillanpää's Political and 
Administrative Responses to Sami Self-Determination (1994), Johan Eriksson's 
Partition and Redemption (1997), and Ulf Mörkenstam's Om "Lapparnes 

privilegier" (1999). Sillanpää studied the governments reactions to Sami de
mands while Eriksson studied Sami (and Basque) strategies to achieve their po
litical goals. 

Mörkenstam's (1999) excellent extended study focuses on the construction of 
'Samihood' in public policy using discourse analysis. His approach is close to 
mine. But his aim is empirical and political, while my aim is methodological. 
While he explores how the definition of the Sami is constituted in Swedish state 
authorities' Sami policy and the effects of that constitution, I want to know how 
the Sami identity is 'constituted' and how it can be studied in terms of power. 

Mörkenstam (1999) focuses mainly on the exclusionary processes of instru
mental identity formation in public policy which he therefore overlooks the dual 
symbolic character of the creation of identity. This is due to his focus on the 
state authorities' definition of the Sami during 1883-1997. He analyses the con
stituted frame of Samihood in public policy itself. I wi l l focus on how indige
nous identification, that is the creation of identity, is possible i f power is in
volved in the very identification (construction) process, rather than focus on how 
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the Sami is defined externally by the state authorities. The power techniques that 
make constitution of identities possible are not only dependent on external influ
ence (although this is of course vital), but also on the subordinate groups' ac
tions and on each individual's self-identification. W i l l traditional concepts of 
power be able to handle this view of power and identity? 

Other valuable studies on Sami politics are Björn Aarseth (1989), Hugh 
Beach (1988), Kaisa Korpijaakko-Labba (1994), Roger Kvist (1991, 1992), 
Nils-Gustav Lundgren (1987), Lennart Lundmark (1998), Karl-Eric Sammeli 
(1970), Rolf Sjölin (1996), Tom G. Svensson (1973) and Brit Uppman (1978). 
These studies focus on the government's Sami policy and not on power relation
ships within that policy. 

M y interest is not in what 'really' happened at a given time and specific place. 
The example explored here serves as a illustration for a discussion at a higher 
level of abstraction. The example functions as a naive inductive observation 
(Chalmers 1996, 22). When the observation is done, we need tools with which to 
analyse it. M y tools are the concepts of power. What does one see through the 
lens of power? In order to answer that, I first need to construct the lens. We need 
a lens that can handle both the concept of indigenous peoples and notions of 
power. Instead of just using any lens and studying the result (Mörkenstam 
1999), whatever that may be, I want to find one that can combine these con
cepts. It is a deductive, systematic test of theories. As in classical hermeneutics, 
empirical discussions exist side by side with theoretical investigations (cf. 
Helenius 1990, 30). Each notion of power is sufficient to occupy one thesis. My 
goal is thus to pick the relevant pieces and form it into an understandable narra
tive. After this exploration of ideas I have used them to serve my purpose, in 
that each notion has been related to the idea of indigenous peoples. The explora
tion and comparison of ideas may look unnecessarily abstract and theoretical. 
However, the more complex the studied concepts are (the level of complexity 
rises with each view of power), the more the distinction between theory and 
method wi l l vanish. 

In the modern world - that is, since the eighteenth century - the discourse of 
politics has been founded on the problematic relationship between the Subject of 
consciousness and its Object (cf. Connolly 1993d). For example, Karl Marx lo
cates the labouring human body as a mediator between these two potentially 
disparate realms (cf. Kymlicka 1992, 160-198). In classical theories of power 
(cf. Dahl 1957; Hunter 1953; Michels 1983), there is a clear distinction between 
the subject and the objective environment. The objective environment is taken 
for granted and is seen just as a provider of resources in order to exercise power. 
However, contemporary theory has questioned the classical relationship between 
Subject and Object. Ernesto Laclau argues that the Subject is not a unified and 
identifiable entity within one specific relation to the Object; rather the Subject is 
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increasingly seen to be traversed by all manner of different constituted catego
ries, such as gender, sexuality, race, nationality. For example, the liberty of a 
subject must be seen in relation to these categories. Liberty receives its meaning 
from these categories (Laclau 1993). Michel Foucault argues that the subject and 
the object are part of the same non-separable process. A theory does not simply 
articulate the object that conducts the theory. The discourse forms one's image 
about the object as much as the constituted object forms the discourse. The dis
course' s subject and object is one and the same: the human being. The human is 
surrounded by the discourse about herself. She is at the same time subject and 
object to the discourse she produces (Butler 1990; Connolly 1991; Daudi 1988, 
288, 346; Foucault 1980a, 109-133; Foucault 1979, 17-35; Foucault 1997d, 73-
79). 

Here there is room for a 'new' politics, that is 'new' in terms of not being 
locked to the classical (modern) distinction between subject and object. I f the 
political structure of subject-objective relationships can be questioned, the sub
ject may be limited by this very structure. It may be the ultimate power relation
ship, in which indigenous peoples wi l l be formed along with a category of indi
genousness, a category that may strengthen the entity that indigenous peoples 
oppose. This dilemma highlights the importance of a concept of power, as a re
lationship in which the subject is made to do something. As I wi l l illustrate be
low, a concept of power must be sufficiently sophisticated to handle this 'new' 
politics. 

The thesis develops as follows. Chapter 2 wi l l examine the concepts of eth
nicity and indigenous peoples. It highlights and discusses the question of who 
qualifies as a people. The aim is to find an adequate definition of a 'people', as 
well as of 'indigenous people', in order to establish who or what the 'people' 
and 'indigenous peoples' are. Chapter 3 illustrates and highlights the political 
problems connected to indigenous peoples. The example used in the chapter is 
the decision-making process in Sweden that led to the controversial new admin
istrative system for fishing and small-game hunting above the agriculture line 
and in areas utilised for reindeer-grazing. It wi l l highlight the problem that I 
have discussed in chapters 1 and 2 and conclude that there is a need for a power 
analysis when studying the political situation of indigenous peoples. 

The first difficulty presented by a study of power is that of finding a satisfac
tory definition. In chapter 4, I wi l l explore three different ways of dealing with 
the concept of power. My strategy is to sketch three conceptual maps, which 
wi l l reveal the differences of these three views: the liberal, first view; the sec
ond, neo-elitist view; and a third, radical view. I discuss the respective strengths 
and weaknesses of the three, and I show how they are incompatible with the 
subjective definition of indigenous people. Chapter 5 introduces a fourth view 
that serves this purpose. I argue that the fourth, genealogical view is appropriate 
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for studying the relationship between power and indigenous peoples as self-

identified entities, since it has the capacity to expose the existence of power re
lations in the very acts of self-identification. Power is not only related to subor
dination but also to the very constitution of the subjects. In chapter 6,1 conclude 
the arguments and discuss how the fourth view of power as a method wi l l affect 
an analysis of indigenous peoples and power. 

On Definition and Translation 

A common term later in this book is 'subject'. Without engaging me in a long 
and complicated discussion on the interrelated terms of subject and object, the 
self and the reality, the spirit and the material, I wi l l use subject as synonymous 
with 'ego' or 'the self. The subject gives consciousness a basis and is therefore 
the foundation for all thinking and feeling. In the context of ethnicity and indi
genousness it is relevant to highlight the difference between identity and identi
fication. Identification is here regarded as a imagined feeling of belonging to a 
group with a collective identity (ethnic group, class, gender, age). It is both a 
feeling of belonging and exclusion, that is a division of 'us' and 'them'. 

The reader can assume that quotations taken from non-English language 
sources and names of organisations and institutions are translated by me, for 
which I naturally take responsibility. In cases in which a quotation, in non-
English language, is taken from a secondary source I have emphasised that I am 
the translator. 

Some terms in chapter 3 required an active editorial decision. For instance, 
motion is often translated as ' b i l l ' , but here i t is translated as 'inter alia b i l l ' , be
cause I find it more adequate. Proposition is thus not translated as ' b i l l ' , but as 
'proposal'. Outside the Nordic countries the Sami are commonly known as 
Lapps. That term is the colonial term of the Sami and the more politically cor
rect term would be Sami. Terms connected to Sami issues are often difficult to 
translate and need explanation. For example, there are many versions of the term 
Sami. On the internet homepage of the Sami Assembly there are two different 
spellings, Saami and Sami. However, the most common is Sami and I therefore 
have chosen to use that version here. The Sami homeland Sdpmi spreads over 
four national states including Russia, Finland, Norway and Sweden. Since my 
focus is on Sweden I wi l l use the term Samiland when I refer to the Swedish 
parts of Såpmi. The odlingsgränd, here translated as 'agriculture line', is not a 
line made by a plough, but an administrative made geographical line to protect 
Samiland from unwanted settlers. Furthermore, a common translation of Sameby 
is Sami village. However, in order to avoid confusion with the geographical 
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term village - Sameby is a geographical unit, but more importantly an economic 
corporation - I have chosen to use the Swedish term instead of a translation. 
Otherwise, I have tried to translate terms into English wherever possible. 

Notes 

1 The Anglo-Saxon term 'power' (the French 'pouvoir ') does not have the same connotations 
as the Nordic/German 'makt'. This can o f course cause confusion i n terms. However, in this 

work I w i l l try to treat the term power in an Anglo-Saxon way. 
2 The Minori ty Rights Group also defines indigenous people as 'a group inferior to the rest o f 
the population o f a state' (Minority Rights Group 1990, xiv) 
3 State-bearing people means a people wi th an idea of a common identification with a territory 
and that has its own nation-state, for example Swedes with the state of Sweden, Norwegians 

with Norway, Frenchmen with France. The opposite to state-bearing people is a people with 
an idea of a common identification wi th a territory, but without theh own nation-state, for 
example the Kurds, the Sami, the native Americans. 
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2 

Identification of Indigenous People 
A Search for a Valid Concept 

Let the people decide their own fate. ... [T]he people cannot decide 
until someone decides who are the people (Sir Ivor Jennings quoted in 
Musgrave 1997, 148). 

Introduction 

The first chapter of the Swedish constitution says that all power comes from the 
people. Thus it is the people who govern Sweden. This raises two fundamental 
questions. Firstly, relating to the quotation of Jennings above, who are the peo
ple? Who has the status as people and, therefore, the constitutional right to gov
ern? Secondly, even i f the constitution gives the power to the people it has been 
common among political scientists to explore who it is that actually governs 
(e.g. Falkemark 1991, 1993; Petersson 1987; Svärd 1982). Some suggest that 
actual power is not exercised by the people, but by an economic and a political 
elite (cf. Bachrach and Baratz 1962; Hunter 1953; Lasswell & Kapland 1963; 
Lukes 1994a; Michels 1983; Mills 1956), by a plurality of interest groups (cf. 
Dahl 1961/1989, 1; Polsby 1963), or by everybody through articulation of social 
constructions (cf. Butler 1990; Connolly 1993c; Foucault 1980a; Laclau & 
Mouffe 1985). These theories of power have one thing in common, the idea that 
power is a complex phenomenon that makes the question of who governs a sci
entifically relevant question, even though the constitution gives us the 'answer'. 
The two questions above, therefore, limit the term 'people' from meaning eve
rybody to meaning an exclusive group of individuals that shares some charac
teristics such as age, income or gender. In this chapter, I wi l l highlight and dis
cuss the first question: who are the people? The aim is to find an adequate defi
nition of 'people', as well as of 'indigenous peoples', in order to establish who 
or what the 'people' and 'indigenous peoples' are. 

In this chapter, I wi l l not deal with minorities in general, but minorities that 
have a specific and articulated ethnic origin as indigenous peoples. Thus, I wi l l 
discuss the concepts 'ethnic' and 'indigenous'. What is an ethnic minority, and 



what is an indigenous people? Are there any differences between indigenous 
groups and ethnic groups? 

On the Concepts of Minority, Ethnicity and Ethnic Minority 

In society, there wi l l always be groups that at times find themselves in subordi
nate positions (cf. Bachrach & Baratz 1962; Goodwin 1992; Lukes 1994a; 
Michels 1983). In some cases, the members of these groups share common char
acteristics and even a common identity. The wide range of characteristics that 
signify these groups can include physical or mental deviance, economic posi
tion, occupation, status or ethnic origin. These groups are all defined as minority 
groups. Minority in its simplest meaning is a group that feels itself to be (or is 
considered by others) as a marginal group that is smaller in size than a given 
majority group or a political minority in the distribution of power in society. 

The concept of minority expresses a group identity that has created a bound
ary between an 'us' and a 'them'. Group identity is perceived by members of the 
group and outsiders alike. A l l individuals have more than one group identity. 
Historically, ethnic or national group identity has been a very powerful emo
tional bond that has created strong loyalties among the group members. Differ
ent social processes in certain territorial areas create ethnic group identities and 
give members a sense of belonging and identification with political units con
nected to the group. This sense of belonging and identification may give a po
litical regime legitimacy and an opportunity to mobilise members for poHtical 
activities (Johansson et. al. 1992, 14-15; cf. Arnstberg & Ehn 1976). 

Ethnic is a term that the English language derives from the ancient Greek eth-

nosx. It was used in various ways, but it tended to characterise non-Greek people 
who shared some cultural or biological characteristics, and who lived and acted 
in concert (Hutchinson & Smith 1996, 4). This has given rise to a clear dichot
omy between a non-ethnic 'us' and an ethnic 'them'. Today we see this dichot
omy in our quotidian language: foreign food is called ethnic food, music from 
foreign cultures is called ethnic music, clothes from foreign cultures is called 
ethnic clothing, immigrants are called ethnic minorities. Ethnic is, thus, an ex
ternally given phenomenon, and not generated internally. However, immigrants 
and indigenous people, as well as majorities and host communities, are identi
fied by, among other things, their ethnic origin. We are all ethnic in some re
spect. 

The term ethnicity is recent2, but the sense of kinship, group solidarity and 
common culture to which it refers is as old as the historical record. Ethnicity is 
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often connected to various forms of ethnic conflict (e.g. Horowitz 1985). Yet 
there is no necessary connection between ethnicity and conflict. Apart from iso
lated examples, relations between ethnic groups may be, and frequently are, 
peaceful and co-operative. There is, though, an important potential for conflict 
in ethnicity (Horowitz 1985). The dichotomy between non-ethnic 'us' and ethnic 
'others' creates stereotypes of both groups, and can be used in political interest 
to gain influence, as in the case of former Yugoslavia (cf. Denitch 1994; Vuck-
ovic 1997). 

A key term in the field is that of 'ethnic group', but there is no agreed stipula-
tive or ostensive definition of the term. In general there are three ways of defin
ing ethnic groups: (1) in terms of objective attributes, (2) in relation to behaviour 
and (3) with reference to subjective feelings. (1) The objective definition identi
fies a number of observable attributes of a group such as race, distinctive dress, 
diet, costumes, religion, language or dialect, even though the members them
selves see the attributes as less important (Corlin 1990, 75). These attributes are 
often identified through an idea of primordial origin (Geertz 1996; Shils 1957). 
(2) The behavioural definition is really a form of objective definition, since it 
assumes that there are specific, concrete ways in which ethnic groups behave, 
particularly in relation to other groups (Brass 1996, 85). The difference is that 
the objective definition focuses on common symbols like language, culture and 
folklore, while the behavioural definition focuses on the common behaviour that 
the symbols create. (3) The subjective definition focuses on the group members' 
feelings of being part of a community that is different from other groups. The 
difficulty with the subjective definition is that it does not deal with the basic 
question of how and why people arrive at subjective self-consciousness in the 
first place. Nevertheless, the subjective definition, is in this study the most use
fu l because it does not lock continuously changing objective social attributes 
into an ethnic identity. It is, though, important to point out that objective criteria 
may affect subjective identification, so the observable difference between them 
becomes non-existent. However, there wi l l still be a difference in who is identi
fying the criteria - the individual or an external actor. 

Each of these definitions has its explanatory uses, but I wi l l argue that it is the 
subjective definition that is most useful in studies of ethnicity. In order to reach 
that conclusion, I wi l l explore each definition in turn. 

Objective definition of ethnic groups 

The objective definition focuses on the observable attributes of a group. The 
group is regarded as a group because of the fact that its members share one or 

17 



several common attributes, which make communication and interaction possible 
within the group. Thus, common attributes are a defimtional characteristic of 
ethnic group organisation. The question is how these attributes originate. 

The concept of primordialism, originally coined by Edward Shils and then 
developed by Clifford Geertz in the 1950s, gives us an interesting answer to this 
question. Ethnic identities (primordial identities) are given. Primordial identity 
is 'natural', even spiritual, and therefore has no social source. It refers to social 
realities, such as language, culture and attachments to them. The realities and 
attachments exist prior to all interaction, which is, in fact, carried out in the 
context they create (Geertz 1996, 40-45; Shils 1957). Primordial ties are not 
borne out of social interaction, but are simply there, implicit in the ethnic rela
tionship itself. These ties must, then, i f they are simply there, have a genetic 
source, or be tied to objective criteria that have been decided by the observer. I f 
a group of people share these criteria (language, symbols, colour) they must 
form an ethnic entity. However, in order to explain why members of the entity 
begin to share the same identity they must explain it by pointing to a shared ori
gin prior to all experience and interaction (cf. Eller & Coughlan 1993, 187-189). 

Since Shils and Geertz presented and developed the concept of primordialism, 
it has been heavily criticised (cf. Eller & Coughlan 1993; Grosby 1994; Kasfir 
1979). Firstly, the critique argues that ethnic identity and primordialism is made, 
not given (cf. Digiser 1995; Kasfir 1979). Ethnic identity is continuously 
changing, being renewed, modified and remade in each generation (cf. Nagel 
1991; Waters 1990). Secondly, the critique asserts that boundaries between 
groups are problematic. It challenges the notion that history or God has pro
duced a world of separate peoples, each with their attributes and organised in a 
society that can legitimately be described as an island. Rather, the critique sug
gests that shared attributes may be seen as implications or results of long-term 
social processes, rather than as a primordial feature of groups (Barth 1996, 76-
78). 

Another way of identifying attributes of ethnic groups is simply to stipulate 
them. The researcher decides which attributes are important in her study, and 
then categorises groups by these objective attributes. The problem with this is 
that groups may be defined as non-ethnic or as non-groups i f they do not match 
the stipulated attributes. A further problem is the capricious basis on which 
identification of attributes a group member should identity herself with. In order 
to stipulate common characteristics that belongs to a certain type of group the 
researcher must already have an idea of which characteristics the group mem
bers usually share. Thus, there must be an idea that the stipulation is based on. 
Where does this idea come from? Primordial ideas? Objective ideas that all 
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groups share the same characteristics? Hence, stipulation is simply another ob
jective tool of definition. 

Behavioural definition of ethnic groups 

Fredrik Barth argues that the main task for ethnic studies (anthropological stud
ies) should be to investigate the maintenance and consequences of ethnic 
boundaries (territorial, but also social boundaries). Barth argues that it is impor
tant that identification is socially effective, and since ethnic membership must be 
acknowledged by the members themselves for it to be socially effective, this 
self-identification is the crucial criterion for ethnic groups. It ' . . . makes no dif
ference how dissimilar members may be in their overt behaviour - i f they say 
they are A, in contrast to another cognate category B, .. . [then] they declare 
their allegiance to the shared culture of A Y (Barth quoted in Eriksen 1993, 38). 
So far, Barth has a subjective definition of ethnicity. However, he defines ethnic 
groups through their relationship with other groups, highlighted by the boundary 
between them, and the boundary is itself a social product that changes through 
time. A group's common attributes (objective criteria) and form of social or
ganisation may change without removing the ethnic boundary. Ethnic groups 
may even become culturally more similar at the same time as the boundary is 
being strengthened. Cultural differences relate to ethnicity only i f such differ
ences are made relevant in social interaction (Barth 1996; Eriksen 1991; Eriksen 
1993, 38). The critical distinctive feature of an ethnic group wi l l be revealed in 
interaction with other groups. In interaction, the broadest term used by the 
members to describe themselves and others wi l l be the same as the core of their 
ethnic identity. The ethnic criteria that a member chooses depends on the situa
tion, but Barth argues that there is a common characteristic of all these criteria in 
each case (Barth 1969, 9-38). He thus assumes that there are specific concrete 
ways in which ethnic groups behave or do not behave in relation to and in inter
action with other groups (Brass 1996, 85-86). Barth simply takes the ethnic 
boundary for granted (cf. Cohen 1996), and this is his objective criteria. He uses 
behaviour in the same way as the 'pure' objectivist uses cultural attributes, that 
is as a basis for an objective definition. Barth has also been criticised for using 
more traditional objective characteristics, in that he treats ethnic groups as fixed 
categories, with borders permanently guarded by linguistic and cultural symbols, 
such as dress, food and architecture (Smith & Hutchinson 1996, 33). 

Theories of ethnicity that use an objective definition tend to consider ethnic 
groups as isolated phenomena, and do not discuss their relation with a majority 
group, a mainstream society, or other ethnic groups (cf. Schermerhom 1996). 
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However, since ethnic minorities are minorities in a self-chosen or colonised 
society their relationship with the majority is crucial for their cultural survival 
and self-identification. The most fundamental effort for all distinctive ethnic 
actors - nations, ethnic minorities, and indigenous groups - is the struggle for 
survival. 'Where there is a group, there is some sort of boundary, and where 
there is a boundary, there are mechanisms to maintain it. These boundary 
mechanisms are cultural markers of difference' (Nash 1996, 24). This struggle 
seeks to create members of the community by assuring that it is not just cur
rently existing individuals who continue to identify themselves through group-
specific characteristics, but also future generations. So far, this indicates a sub
jective definition. However, the behavioural definition adds that this survival 
strategy is simply ethnic behaviour that is distinctive from objective non-ethnic 
behaviour. This is common in the media's reporting of conflicts such as those in 
former Yugoslavia or Rwanda. The cause of the war lies in the ethnicity. This 
implies that i f the conflicting groups had not been ethnic in some sense, they 
would not have been fighting each other. Thus, there is objective non-ethnic be

haviour. 
The behavioural definition of ethnicity may be a subjective definition as well 

as an objective one. However, since the behavioural definition is based on the 
idea that ethnic groups share common features in their relationships with other 
ethnic groups or a 'non-ethnic' majority, I wi l l treat it as an objective definition. 
In this essay I w i l l therefore treat both the objective and the behavioural defini
tion as objective. 

In conclusion, I wi l l argue that the objective definition of ethnicity has two 
weaknesses. Firstly, it gives the 'objective' researcher a right to decide which 
criteria are valid for an ethnic group. Moreover, 'objectivity' limits the defini
tion to certain characteristics and wi l l therefore act as a tool of power. Group 
members may change their behaviour in ways that conform to the objective 
definition in order to obtain, for example, special rights that may be connected 
to the definition. The objective definition wi l l therefore affect the members of 
the group in a way that it would not otherwise have done. Hence, an objective 
definition may work as a self-fulfilling prophecy in that it may induce group 
members to accept a definition of themselves in order to receive special political 
rights as an ethnic minority. The objective definition also limits the definition of 
a group to certain criteria, and in so doing it might forgo other important criteria. 
Secondly, the idea of objective characteristics suggest that identification and 
cultures are stable and unchangeable. The group may change but the basics of 
the group, such as language, cultural symbols and race, wi l l not, because they 
are based on an absolute origin prior to all experience and interaction. However, 
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the subjective definition gives another picture, of a perpetually changing phe
nomenon that is formed by social interaction and experiences. 

Subjective definition of ethnic groups 

As I have mentioned above, the Greek term ethnos is used in quotidian language 
as a way of describing something that is different from the 'normal' standard. 
An ethnic group is a number of people who, in the eyes of the surrounding group 
share social and cultural attributes. Thus, it is an identity given by people out
side the group. This external recognition may be politically important for policy 
towards the group. I f the members of the specific group do not agree with this 
external definition, the policy may lead to the specific group being mistreated. 
This danger is obviously quite real, since the external definition of a group is 
often based on misunderstanding, prejudice or racism. Therefore, it is important 
to consider the subjective definition of a group held by the group members 
themselves. However, theorists of and theories on subjective identification are 
very confusing. Often, authors who claim to be subjectivist end up with objec
tive arguments. A widespread problem in this regard is the assumption that eth
nic groups are necessarily minorities within a nation or national state. This sup
ports the idea that ethnicity is something that is not normal; something that dif
fers from the normal non-ethnic identity. An ethnic minority that becomes the 
majority must thus, by this logic, become a non-ethnic group. Another common 
problem is the idea of a pure origin of ethnic identity - that although character
istics may alter, there is a true origin that never changes. Sometimes these es-
sentialist theories are termed 'historical subjectivism' (Hutchinson & Smith 
1996, 16), but the issues of which I have just referred seem, to qualify them for 
the 'objective' section. My reason for dealing with them here is that the authors 
themselves claim that they are using a subjective definition. 

One of these so-called subjective definitions is presented by Richard Scher
merhom: 

A n ethnic group is defined here as a collectivity within a larger society having real 
or putative common ancestry, memories o f a shared historical past, and a cultural 

focus on one or more symbolic elements defined as the epitome of theh people-
hood. Examples o f such symbolic elements are: kinship patterns, physical conti

guity (as in localism or sectionalism), religious affil iation, language or dialect 

forms, tribal affi l iat ion, nationality, phenotypical features, or any combination of 
these. A necessary accompaniment is some consciousness of kind among mem

bers of the group (Schermerhom 1996,17, italics added). 
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Schermerhom highlights the importance of consciousness and therefore ex
cludes the external definition of an ethnic group. It is rather a group with myths 
of common ancestry, shared historical memories, one or more common cultural 
attributes and a sense of solidarity among its members. Schermerhom does 
identify some objective criteria for ethnic groups, such as their being construed 
as parts of a larger society, religious affiliation, common language or dialect and 
tribal affiliation. Even so, Schermerhom's definition gives us an idea of the im
portance of self-identification. 

Schermerhom also offers a definition of a 'dominant group'. For him it signi
fies a collective within a society that has the authority to function both as 
guardians and sustainers of the controlling value system. This group may be a 
restricted elite, governmental apparatus, an ethnic group, a temporary or perma
nent coalition of interest groups, or a majority (Schermerhom 1996, 17). Thus, a 
minority group is only a group that comprises less than half of the population of 
a given society. In Schermerhom's definition, an ethnic group can never be the 
majority, but it can be the dominant group in terms of power. Schermerhom pre
fers to describe dominant small groups as 'ehtes'. Even i f the 'elite' is smaller in 
size than the majority, it is, in Schermerhom's terms, not a 'minority group', 
because a 'minority group' is a minority both in terms of size and power. An 
ethnic group is by definition smaller in size than a majority, but Schermerhom 
does not necessary describe ethnic groups as minorities. A minority is not only a 
group defined by its size, but also by its lack of power. In relation to power, 
Schermerhom creates the following figure (Figure 2.1). 

Group A 

Group B 

Group C 

Group D 

Dominant group 

Size Power 

+ + 

+ 

Subordinate group 

+ 

Majori ty group 

Elite 

Mass subjects 

Minor i ty group 

Figure 2.1: Group size and power (Schermerhom 1996, 17). 

It is possible to employ the term minority for group B. However, to avoid 
confusion Schermerhom prefers to restrict the term to groups of the D type, and 
the term majority to the A type (Schermerhom 1996, 17-18). Thus, an ethnic 
group wil l always be smaller in size than a majority group and can never be the 
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'majority' (group A) or the 'mass subject' (group C). As I mentioned above, we 
are all ethnic in some sense, and majorities as well as minorities have an ethnic 
identity. Furthermore is his theory clearly based on an objective definition. We 
therefore need a broader definition than Schermerhom's. 

Before I continue my search for a subjective definition, I wi l l use Schermer-
horn's figure (Figure 2.1) to argue that there are two types of ethnic groups. 
Firstly, there is the ethnic group with a belief in a shared historical past and a 
feeling of community. As we have seen, an ethnic group is not necessarily part 
of a larger society; it may also be a majority group. The term is therefore not 
restricted to Group B or D; it can also be group A and C, in figure 2.1. However, 
an ethnic group that is less than half of the population of a given society is, in 
this context, defined as an ethnic minority. An ethnic minority wi l l thus be re
stricted to group B and D in figure 2.1. Thus, the difference between an ethnic 

group and an ethnic minority is simply size. 
A broader subjective definition than Schermerhom's, but still with an objec

tive feature, is presented by Anthony D. Smith. Smith identifies combinations of 
myths, values, memories and symbols in a society, which he calls ethnie, 'a 
named human population with myths of common ancestry, shared historical 
memories, one or more elements of common culture, a link with a homeland and 
a sense of solidarity among at least some of its members' (Hutchinson & Smith 
1996, 6). The common name identifies the essence of the community. A myth of 
common ancestry provides a sense of a fictive kinship. A shared history unites 
the community and makes its members ready to meet the future. A common 
culture creates boundaries and keeps the members together through language, 
religion or customs. A territory is identified as the members' homeland and is 
the focus of the community's struggle. A sense of solidarity gives the members 
an identity and a feeling of security (Smith 1986, 3, 22-25 and 151). 

The last idea of a 'sense of solidarity' underlines the importance of the sub
jective identification of individuals with a community (Hutchinson & Smith 
1996, 7). However, this idea is the exception in Smith's theory. Smith's defini
tion of ethnie involves many objective criteria. These criteria would, for exam
ple, exclude the gypsies being defined as an ethnic group, but we would con
sider everybody to be ethnic in some sense. Both Schermerhom and Smith are 
far more oriented towards an objective view than, for example, Barth. They all 
believe that objective criteria are still essential in order to understand ethnicity. 

In more contemporary theories of ethnicity it is commonly accepted that eth
nicity is invented and that nations are imagined communities (cf. Anderson 
1991; Chatterjee 1991; Hobsbawm & Ranger 1983; Mare 1992; Norval 1996; 
Smith 1986), even i f there is no agreement on subjective identification. Rather, 
there are some attempts to augment the subjective imagination with objective 
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criteria such as the presence of primordial roots (Chatterjee 1991, 521-522; 
Smith 1991a, 357; Smith 1991b). The idea of ethnic groups as communities 
leads us to the extended discussion about the nation and nationalism. Many 
ideas and notions have been transferred from work on nationalism to the analy
sis of ethnicity (cf. Anderson 1992; Hobsbawm & Ranger 1983; Mare 1992). In 

the literature on nationalism, the ethnic community is treated as an analogy of 
the nation (cf. Anderson 1991; Gellner 1990; Hobsbawm 1992; Smith 1986). A 
nation is, as Walker Connor puts it, the fully extended family' (Connor 1993, 
382) or, as Ernest Gellner puts it: 

1. Two men are of the same nation i f and only i f they share the same culture, 
where culture in turn means system of ideas and signs and associations and 
ways of behaving and communicating. 

2. Two men are o f the same nation i f and only i f they recognize each other as be
longing to the same nation (Gellner 1990,7). 

Both Connor and Gellner argue that a nation is an invention. However, Gellner 
believes that there is a true community and that the invention obscures it. Thus, 
Gellner's definition of nation has an objective basis. The same objective basis is 
put forward by Smith and Partha Chatterjee, who both argue that there is some
thing that remains outside the domain of the invented community. Imagined 
communities in this sense are nothing more than ideological forms that cover 
deeper, underlying objectivities. These objectivities may be brought to light by 
drawing away the veil of manipulation that the invented, imagined communities 
seem to construct. It is thus a problem that the community is imagined and in
vented because it hides the real objective community. 

The idea that the ethnic community is invented and imagined was first put 
forward by Benedict Anderson in his book Imagined Communities: Reflections 
on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (1991). He argues that the nation is an 
imagined community. Tt is imagined because the members of even the smallest 
nation wil l never know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear 
of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion' (Ander
son 1991, 6). Furthermore, Anderson argues that the nation is imagined as lim
ited. There wi l l always be other nations and boundaries between them. The na
tion is also imagined as sovereign because it came to maturity at a stage of hu
man history when freedom was a rare and precious ideal. The sovereign nation 
was the gauge and emblem of the new-born freedom of the Enlightenment. Fi
nally, the nation is imagined as a community because it is conceived as a deep, 
'horizontal comradeship'. 'Ultimately it is this fraternity that makes it possible, 
over the past two centuries, for so many millions of people, not so much to kil l , 
as willingly to die for such limited imaginings' (Anderson 1991, 7). What keeps 
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people together in groups with a shared group identity is thus the subjective 
feeling of communion. The constructed imaginings are struggling for a status in 
which they are imagined as natural. The imagined characteristics may then be 
considered as objective criteria in defining the group's ethnic identity. The clo
sure of the ethnic identity may thus create an image of discontinuity (cf. Booth 
1999). However, the phenomenon that people are identifying themselves with 
wi l l perpetually change. It is therefore more important to highlight the mecha
nisms of identification involved in the constitution of imagined communities 
than to search for common ethnic characteristics. It is no longer a matter of how 
actors interpret their own belonging to a community, but the very construction 
of it. The focus should be on the construction process instead of trying to grasp 
perpetually changing and, therefore, unapproachable attributes. The subjective 
definition is about the interaction between external and internal processes in 
which norms and rules are created. These rules and norms wi l l then, for a par
ticular moment, form the framework of limitations that an ethnic group can use 
in order to create its own ethnic identity. 

The idea of imagined communities thus raises an important question of conti
nuity and discontinuity. As we have seen, Chatterjee, Gellner and Smith believe 
in an objective origin that does not change. I f it were possible to reveal the fab
ricated community, we could then f ind this origin and the primordial character
istics that are crucial for the group. The origin is unchanging while the invented 
community is constantly changing. In contrast, the subjective definition implies 
that there is no such primordial origin. The imagined community is always 
changing in a perpetual process of construction and reconstruction. Anderson 
argues that changes in consciousness, by their very nature, bring with them 
characteristic amnesia. The awareness of being embedded in secular, serial time, 
with all its implications of continuity, yet of 'forgetting' the experience of this 
continuity, engenders the need for a narrative of 'identity' (Anderson 1991, 205; 
Freeden 1998). To be able to understand the forgotten past, the narrative must 
tell the story of how then becomes now. We cannot remember it and therefore it 
must be narrated. 

Ethnic identity must thus be seen as a notion only existing in a context. There 
is no pure ethnicity that wi l l exist isolated from oppositions and relativities. The 
notion only makes sense in a context of processes of creation of identities 
(Tonkin et. al. 1996, 18-24). It is a dynamic concept that wi l l be constituted dif
ferently at different periods and in different places in relation to different as
pects. 

The idea of dynamic identities may be explained by an objective view of 
identification. The objective view's strength is that by linking certain character
istics to a specific group, categories of groups wil l be more easily separated 
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from each other. One objective researcher may stipulate that a group should 
have, say, three out of four characteristics in order to fall in this category. The 
group may fluctuate between the objective characteristics. The researcher may 
even reduce or raise the number of characteristics over time. In this way, the 
group may fluctuate along with the objective definition of the group. Yet, the 
objective view of identification wil l always risk missing important characteris
tics of a certain group. The dynamic nature of the subjective view instead sees 
the development and change of identities as inevitable. Characteristics w i l l per
petually change and one group wil l never be the same as another. 

A l l cultures are under continuous development. Group members' criteria of 
identification wi l l change. It is thus precarious to connect one or several 'objec
tive' ethnic attributes to a pohcy that aims to preserve that specific group. How 
to preserve something that is under continuous development? The objective 
definition involves ascribing social attributes, such as mode of production, sym
bols, language or style of clothing, to one specific category. In some respects the 
researcher wi l l miss differences between 'ethnic minorities'. A l l 'ethnic minori
ties' , of course, share the feature that they are smaller in size than other groups 
in a given area, but group members must identify themselves as belonging to the 
minority, or non-members must identify them as belonging to the minority, for it 
to be consider an 'ethnic minority'. Objective definitions do not involve this 
external or internal self-identification, and so may identify minorities that nei
ther the members, nor the non-members consider to be a specific group. Thus, I 
wi l l argue that rather than searching for a theory of ethnicity as such, we need 
theoretical tools that wi l l be able to explain the construction of it. The construc
tion of identities is a process that involves the 'constructive outside', that is, an 
identity can only be constituted by externalising the other. Subjects may be re
garded both as forming a part of the system of difference, and as being excluded 
as 'the other', as the 'enemy' (Norval 1996, 65). 

Following this discussion, the subjective definition seems to have two differ
ent angles: subjective instrumentalist and symbolic subjectivist. The instrumen
tal view argues that identities are rationally organised as means for particular 
goals (cf. the liberal-individualist view of people, in chapter 1), while the sym
bolic view claims that identities are constructed in a process involving both the 
external and the internal, both the powerful and the subordinate. Identities are 
constructed according to the line of forces and division made possible by a cer
tain imaginary institution of community. As mentioned in chapter 1, Mörken-
stam (1999) focuses mainly on the excluding processes of instrumental identity 
formation and he therefore overlooks the dual symbolic character of identifica
tion. 
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The differences between the objective view and the subjective view are illus
trated in figure 2.2. The objective view gives the role of identifier to the re
searcher or the observer. It is the researcher or observer who creates a category 
such as ethnic minority, for a specific political or scientific purpose. The re
searcher may identify different groups (for example Finns, Iranians) as belong
ing to that specific category (immigrants) because they share some common 
characteristics (born in another country, former citizen in another country, lan
guage, religion, race). One consider that phenomena (subjects) always have an 
equivalent in the objective environment. Furthermore, in order to stipulate group 
attributes the 'objective' researcher already must have an idea of what charac
teristics the group members usually share. There must, thus, be an idea or sev
eral ideas that the stipulation are based on. Where do these ideas come from? 
Primordial ideas? Objective ideas that all groups shares the same characteristics? 
Hence, stipulation does not solve the problem of dynamic identities. 

Subjective view 

Environment (Object) 

Defintion o f the 

specific group A 

Group A (subject) 

Objective view 

Environment (Object) 

Defintion o f 

category A 

Groups o f the type A 

Figure 2.2: The identification of ethnic groups. 

By contrast, the researcher in the subjective view is a 'receiver'. It is a specific 
group that identifies itself not as a category or a certain type of group (immi
grants), but as a specific group with a more or less unique identity (people with a 
unique identity as having been born in Finland and having Swedish as their na
tive language). Instead of locking the group to certain characteristics such as 
language, the group wil l identify itself as a unique entity. A subject is not a uni
fied entity within one specific relation to an object, rather the subject is increas
ingly thwarted by different constituted categories, such as race, ethnicity, na
tionality, indigenous peoples. 

In this study I wi l l use the concepts of subjective definition and of self-
identification as synonymous. Hence, self-identification is not the same as indi
vidual identification. The focus of self-identification is on how individual iden
tity is related to the surrounding social environment. Self-identification is not an 
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isolated phenomenon, but a process in which the idea of the self is as strong as 
the idea of the other. 

As a general term, an ethnic minority is hard to define without objective crite
ria. The subjective view identifies certain groups which argue that they are a 
unique entity. For a group to be ethnic, the group must think it is ethnic. I argue 
that we are all ethnic in some sense, and an ethnic minority is simply a group 
that is smaller in size than a majority and has a common idea of an ethnic be
longing. What we must now search for are useful tools to study the forces or 
processes that constitute groups as ethnic. 

On the Concept of Indigenous Peoples 

In 1989 a Swedish government committee suggested that the Sami should be 
highlighted in the constitution because of their unique indigenous group identity. 
However, the suggestion was rejected in 1993 by the government, which argued 
that the Sami, like all other 'ethnic minorities' were already protected by the 
constitution (proposal 1992/93:32, 31-32). Should indigenous people be treated 
differently? Do indigenous people have any special characteristics that differen
tiate them from other 'ethnic minorities' and that should entitle them to special 
rights? Crucial questions in this context are: Why do we need a concept of in
digenous people? What is unique about it? To be able to answer these questions 
we need to know how 'indigenous people' is defined in theory and in practice. 
In this section I wi l l explore the concept of indigenousness and suggest some 
answers to these questions. 

W i l l Kymlicka argues that 'ethnic minorities' can be divided into two catego
ries. Firstly, he refers to immigrants, who often coalesce into loose associations, 
and which Kymlicka calls 'ethnic groups'. Secondly, by 'national minorities' he 
refers to groups that have a territorial identity and that were self-governing be
fore they were incorporated into a larger state3. The wish of 'national minori
ties', almost without exception, is to maintain themselves as distinct societies 
alongside the majority culture, and therefore they demand various forms of 
autonomy or self-government to ensure their survival as distinct societies 
(Kymlicka 1996, 10; WCIP 1986, Declaration of Principles). 

In each society there are a number of minorities or marginalised groups 
fighting for their rights, including women, homosexuals and disabled people. 
These 'new social movements' have been marginalised within their own na
tional society or 'ethnic group'. The big difference between these groups and 
'national minorities' is that the latter have been marginalised by another national 
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society or 'ethnic group'. I f the conquest or colonisation of their territory had 
not happened, these groups might have retained or established their own sover
eign governments. This is not the case with 'new social movements'. However, 

the historical preference of the 'national minorities' has not been to leave their 
colonial state, but to seek autonomy within it (Eriksen 1993, 126). 

According to Kymlicka, the distinction between immigrants and 'national mi
norities' is neglected by political theorists (Kymlicka 1996, 20). In North and 
South America, theorists have ignored national minorities, and focused only on 

immigrants. Kymlicka suggests that this ignorance is 

inextricably tied up wi th European beliefs about the inferiority of indigenous peo
ples who occupied the land before European settlement. Unt i l recently, they were 

seen as 'wards' or 'subject races', lacking the poHtical development to qualify as 
nations, incapable of self-government, and needing the paternalistic protection of 

their white 'superiors' (Kymlicka 1996, 22). 

There are many historical examples of this in various countries (regarding Swe
den, see for example Beach 1988, 8-9). International law did not usually regard 
national minorities as within its purview, and when they were, as in ILO 4 con
vention 157 of 1957, they were supposed to be assimilated into the national 
majority. Examples were the Sami and the Gypsies in Sweden, which were con
sidered by social engineers as unmodern and uncivilised, and to change this they 
had to be integrated into the mainstream society (cf. Berggren 1999; Ekenberg 
1994; Svensson 1993). 

The Norwegian anthropologist Thomas Hylland Eriksen defines indigenous 
people as a non-dominant group living in a specific area, with a more or less ac
knowledged claim to be 'first-comers'. However, indigenous peoples are not 
necessarily 'first-comers'. Germans may be the oldest 'ethnic group' in some 
areas of Europe, but they are not considered to be indigenous people. These 
groups are 'always linked with a non-industrial mode of production' (Eriksen 
1993, 125). Eriksen also argues that they stand in a potentially conflictive rela
tionship with the state institutions. The indigenous peoples' '... main political 
project is often presented as an attempt to survive as a culture-bearing group. 
But they rarely or never envision the formation of their own nation-state. They 
are non-state people' (Eriksen 1993, 125). Eriksen argues that this does not im
ply that indigenous peoples never participate in governmental work, but rather 
that they represent a way of life that makes them vulnerable in relation to the 

state apparatus (Eriksen 1993, 125-126). 
The Government Committee on Sami Rights argues that the definition of in

digenous peoples involves two criteria. Firstly, the group must have been living 
in a given area before the present majority group settled there. Secondly, its 
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cultural characteristics and the use of natural resources must be different from 
those of the majority group (SOU 1989:41, 119). 

Anthropological definitions such as those of Eriksen and the Swedish Gov
ernment Committee on Sami Rights, connect indigenous peoples to observable 
objective criteria such as 'non-industrial mode of production', 'non-dominant 
group', and 'non-state people'. These definitions imply that an indigenous peo
ple is a minority group - that is a political minority - and could never be the 
majority people or the host community in a national-state. Indigenous peoples 
that have built their own national-states wi l l then not be recognised as indige
nous. Indigenous peoples, according to this line of reasoning, are a population or 
a minority, not a people5. A people has, according to the U N Resolution 2625 
(XXV) paragraph 1, 'the right to self-determination' (in Musgrave 1997, 149). A 
way for states to avoid having minorities claim their right as a people to self-
determination, and in that way dividing the national-state, is to define some 
'ethnic groups' as ethnic minorities or indigenous peoples, and not as a people. 
Scott argues that this 

exclusion of an indigenous people from the status of being a 'people' has at least 
the effect o f creating discriminatory access to the special k ind of freedom that 

other people enjoy, namely that o f the human right to self-determination (Scott 
1996, 817). 

As stated in the first chapter, self-determination is limited by the so called 'salt
water thesis', which means that it has simply been applied to overseas colonies, 
not internal minority 'peoples'. The right to decide who is and who is not a peo
ple has historically been appropriated by peoples that already had that status. 
Groups with claim to self-determination has been directed to already self-
determining (state-bearing) 'peoples' to receive their rights as a 'people'. Of 
course, any such rights would conflict with the already self-determining 'peo
ple's' rights. An alternative to claims to self-determination has been to claim 
special ethnic or indigenous rights. In this way, a self-determining 'people' does 
not have to discuss another group's right to self-determination, but only state 
controlled legal rights. However, legal rights need a clear definition of who they 
are for. This means that legal definitions of minorities are usually based on ob
servable objective criteria such as language or origin (cf. ILO convention no. 
169 in Skr. 1990/91:101; proposal 1992/93:32, 35-37). 

I intend now to look at three legal definitions of indigenous peoples, all of 
which were formulated in order to create special indigenous rights. These defi
nitions are important in politics and, of course, in the legal process. They give us 
an insightful picture of how indigenous peoples are recognised politically. 
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An international legal definition of indigenous peoples is the quite controver
sial ILO Convention no. 169, concerning indigenous and tribal peoples in inde
pendent countries, adopted by the International Labour Conference in Geneva 
1989, and which came into force in 1991. This convention applies to: 

(1) tribal peoples in independent countries whose social, cultural and economic 

conditions distinguish them from other sections of the national community, and 
whose status is regulated wholly or partially by theh own customs or traditions or 
by special laws or regulations; 

(2) peoples in independent countries who are regarded as indigenous on account 

of theh descent from the populations which inhabited the country, or geographical 

region to which the country belongs, at the time of conquest or colonisation or 
establishment o f present state boundaries and who, irrespective of theh legal 

status, retain some or all o f theh own social, economic, cultural and political in
stitutions ( ILO convention 169 quoted in Skr. 1990/91:101,9). 

The fundamental criterion for determining a group to which the provisions of the 
Convention apply is self-identification as indigenous or tribal (Skr. 1990/91:101, 
9). Identification in this context means an imagined kinship with a group of peo
ple that share a common identity with, for instance, symbols and myths. The 
group should possess a feeling of belonging and therefore also a sense of being 
different from other groups - that is, the world is divided into 'us' and 'them' 
(Johansson et. al. 1992, 14). The Convention also connects the definition of in
digenous peoples to colonised or conquered communities, which, as I have al
ready mentioned, excludes similar groups in non-colonised or unconquered 
countries. Furthermore, the Convention involves indigenous peoples' distinctive 
economic conditions, which must be regarded as an objective criterion. 

In his massive 'Study of the Problem of Discrimination against Indigenous 
Populations', the UN Special Rapporteur J Martinez Cobo provides another 
definition from the international point of view. 'Indigenous communities, peo
ples and nations', the study suggest, 

are those which, having a historical continuity with pre-invasion and pre-colonial 

societies that developed on theh territories, consider themselves distinct from 
other sectors o f the societies now prevailing i n those territories, or parts o f them. 

They fo rm at present non-dominant sectors of society and are determined to pre
serve, develop and transmit to future generations theh ancestral territories, and 
theh ethnic identity, as basis o f theh continued existence as peoples, in accor

dance wi th theh own cultural patterns, social institutions and legal systems (Cobo 
1983, paragraph 379). 
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This definition echoes the theme of ILO Convention 169, but also introduces the 
criterion of continuity, adds that of non-dominance, and stresses the subjective 
determination of peoples, nations and communities to retain their identity and 
their relationship with their territories. Cobo argues that '[t]he right of indige
nous peoples themselves to define what and who is indigenous must be recog
nised' (Cobo 1983, paragraph 369). This highlights the subjective criteria of 
identification, but also keeps the objective criteria of territory, non-dominance 
and pre-colonised societies. As we have seen, legal definitions of indigenous 
peoples are usually based on observable objective criteria. It is important to dis
tinguish the minority from the majority in order to create a law that simply in
cludes the minority. Both ILO 169 and Cobo's report encompass definitions that 
have been created in organisations that involve indigenous peoples as well as 
non-indigenous 'peoples'. Therefore, I have chosen, as the third legal definition 
analysed here, that offered by the World Council for Indigenous Peoples 
(WCIP). Is the definition of indigenousness different i f it is set by the indige

nous peoples themselves? 
The WCIP agrees with Cobo when it argues that ' [a]l l indigenous peoples 

have the right to determine the persons or groups of persons who are included 
within its population' (WCIP 1986, principle 5), and that '[e]ach indigenous 
people has the right to determine the form, structure and authority of its institu
tions' (WCIP 1986, principle 6). In principle 8 of its 'Declarations of Princi
ples', WCIP demands the entitlement to participate in the political life of the 
state. This is a demand for self-determination, and for greater access to power. It 
is interesting to see that, of the three, the most subjective definition is that which 
the indigenous peoples themselves have formulated in the WCIP's principles. 
These principles highlight the problems of indigenous peoples' lack of power 
and their being externally identified and defined by non-members. However, in 
law it is considered important to create specific definitions, so the group in 
question may be evaluated and judged. In order to define indigenous peoples in 
law, there must exist an idea that they are different and, therefore, that they need 
special rights. They are not a 'people' (see discussion in Chapter 1) and cannot 
or may not have access to political rights that are connected to being a 'people'. 
The definition of an indigenous people wi l l always be based on its relationship 
with the 'normal' entity, the 'people'. This is the case even i f the definition is 
based on a subjective, self-identified definition. To be more concrete one may be 
a Swedish car-owner, a Swedish mother, a Swedish feminist or even a Swedish 
Sami, but one cannot be a Sami Swede6, because the Sami is defined as being 
something different from 'normal' Swedish identity. The Sami identity can be 

altered, while the Swedish cannot. 
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On this definition of indigenous peoples, special rules are created. Behaviour 
is controlled by the definition. The constituted narrative tells us that the indige
nous peoples have the same rights as anybody else, and that, in order to protect 
the group from assimilation, they have received special rights. However, they do 
not have the same rights as the state bearing-people. They do not have the same 
right to self-determination (cf. Scott 1996). Again, there is an indirect definition 
of indigenous peoples as groups that lacks power, and which are therefore de
fined as minorities in Schermerhom's figure (Figure 2.1) of group size and 
power. 

Conclusion 

I have argued above that an ethnic minority is simply a group that is smaller in 
size than a given majority, and which has a common idea of an ethnic belonging. 
Maybe this quite common definition of ethnic minorities also constitutes the 
definition of indigenous peoples, because the two are almost synonymous. Defi
nitions of indigenous peoples usually use some objective criteria or characteris
tics, and the most common is that of having lived in a specific territory, with 
their own (self-governing) society before the mainstream society was estab
lished, and that they still share a feeling of belonging. This means that indige
nous peoples, by definition, are minority groups that have been colonised by one 
or several other 'ethnic groups'. Note that indigenous peoples do not necessarily 
have to be 'first-comers', but simply 'pre-state people'. It is an argument of 
continuity. The indigenous identity is continuous and some characteristics wi l l 
persist and hold the group identity together over time, but also through space. 
This is a primordial characteristic that prevents indigenous peoples from being 
recognised as 'peoples' (see further discussion in chapter 6). Yet, the Germans 
and the Russians may be the oldest group in parts of their respective territories, 
but they are not considered indigenous peoples. What makes Germans different 
from Sami? The usual answer offered in theories of indigenous peoples is that 
such peoples are minorities in terms of power, and that they regard themselves 
as indigenous and have therefore developed an imagined community, which 
distinguishes them form other sectors of the society that developed on their ter
ritory. 

I argue that the common way of defining indigenous peoples is by at least 
some objective characteristics. The explanation of this is, firstly, that indigenous 
peoples are defined as entities that lack power and therefore need special rights. 
This leads us to the conclusion that a people with claims to indigenousness 
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would not be considered indigenous i f it was in power. Therefore, and secondly, 
the concept of indigenous peoples is mostly a legal one. In order to create in
digenous rights, there usually needs to be a clear definition of the group so as to 
determine who the rights are for. This is why international conventions, even i f 
they have a subjective angle, uses objective definitions. This leads us to the con
clusion that indigenous peoples, in politics as well as in law, are constituted 
through objective characteristics. A group without these characteristics w i l l not 
be recognised as indigenous. Thus, a group with claims to indigenousness may 
change its behaviour in order to receive special rights. This means that a legal or 
a poHtical definition may affect a group with such claims. In other words, the 
use of definitions may be exercises of power. Mörkenstam (1999, 249-254) ar
gues that the state authorities' definition of indigenous peoples in policies of 
strengthen their rights meats a paradox in that it always wi l l reproduce a hierar
chical order, i f the involved indigenous people lack 'discursive access', that is a 
central place in discursive formation. 

The strictly subjective definition of indigenous peoples wi l l lead us to a more 
controversial identification of group identities, but also to focus on the issue of 
power. Instead of studying characteristics of indigenous peoples, one should 
study how indigenous peoples are constructed in a social interaction between 
members and non-members. This indicates that power may be involved in the 
identification process. Power wil l not simply be a matter of formal power in 
various governmental forums; it may also be involved in the shaping of people's 
very identity. 

This w i l l give us two processes in which power may be involved. Firstly, 
there is the political process of decision-making that affects indigenous peoples; 
who governs indigenous political issues? Secondly, there is the identification, 
that involves the question of how identities is constituted. 

The question is, thus, how to study indigenous people and power. In Chapter 
4 ,1 wi l l study three views of power in a search for a relevant concept of it in re
lation to indigenous peoples as self-defined entities. However, I wi l l first high
light the problem in an example. The example concerns the decision-making 
process involved in creating a new administrative system for fishing above the 
agriculture line and in areas utilised for reindeer-grazing. 

Notes 

1 There is no concrete noun in English expressing what i t is you have to have to be ethnic. 

There is no 'ethnos', no 'ethnie' (Tonkin et. al. 1996,19). 
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2 The term 'ethnicity' f i rs t appeared in the 1950s in English language. I t is first recorded in a 
dictionary in the Oxford English Dictionary o f 1953 (Hutchinson & Smith, 1996 p. 4). 
3 Kymlicka's concept o f a 'national minority' is here treated as synonymous wi th that o f in
digenous people. 
4 International Labour Organisation. 
5 For an extended discussion o f the terms people and minority in international law see Mus-
grave 1997, 148-179. 
6 In the Swedish language, Sami Swede (samisk svensk) even sounds absurd. 
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3 

On the Right to 'Free' Fishing 
The Decision on a New Administrative System for Fishing Above the 

Agriculture Line and in Areas Utilised for Reindeer-Grazing 

The history of Swedish Sami politics must be recognised as an 

external pressure of w i l l upon the Sami nation. The experience 

of the Sami is thus in principle not different from that o f other 
colonised people (Kvist quoted in Johansson & Lundgren 1998, 

19, author's translation). 

Introduction 

To illustrate and highlight the political problems connected to indigenous peo
ples, I wi l l use an empirical example throughout. The example is the decision
making process that led to the controversial new administrative system for fish
ing and small-game hunting above the agriculture line and in areas utilised for 
reindeer-grazing. I have chosen this example because it concerns the indigenous 
peoples, the Sami; it tightens the conflict between the Sami and the majority so
ciety; and it is an illustrative example of Swedish Sami politics. The chapter has 
two aims. Firstly, it wi l l be used to illustrate phenomena that wi l l be examined 
in this thesis. Secondly, it w i l l highlight the problem that I have discussed in 
chapters 1 and 2 and conclude that there is a need for a power analysis when 
studying the political situation of indigenous peoples. The chapter wi l l begin 
with a brief background to the general political situation for indigenous people 
in Sweden. The chapter wi l l then explore the decision-making process that led to 
the new administrative system for fishing above the agriculture line and in areas 
utilised for reindeer-grazing. The chapter wi l l end with a discussion of the sub
jective definition of indigenous peoples and the need for a concept of power. 



A Brief Background 

The Sami are historically known as Lapps or Fenni. The Roman historian Taci
tus mentioned a people east of the Baltic sea that he called Fenni. This descrip
tion of the Fenni does not match what we know about the Finns at that time, and 
thus it is more likely that he was referring to the Sami. In Norway, Finn still 
means Sami, as in Finnmark (literally, Samiland). Finland's name originates, 
thus, from the Norwegian word for Sami (Eriksson 1997, 77; Ruong 1982, 45). 

The Sami population is about 60,000-100,000. It is conservatively estimated 
that about 40,000-45,000 live in Norway, 17,000-20,000 in Sweden, 5,000-
6,000 in Finland, and 2,000 in Russia. The Sami population may be small but its 
homeland stretches over a wide area, approximately 600,000 km 2 , and is usually 
called Sdpmi. In map 3.1 the traditional Sami settlement area is shown. 

Map 3.1: Sdpmi - the Sami homeland (Eriksson 1997, 79). 

It is consider that the southern frontier cut across Engerdal in Norway and Idre 
in Sweden. Sdpmi extends northward and cover most of northern Norway, Swe
den and Finland. The Kola Peninsula in north-western Russia is also consider to 
be a part of Sdpmi. Johan Eriksson argues that this area of settlement represents 
an important emotional image of the Sami homeland more than an objective 
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demographic fact (Eriksson 1997, 78-79). Here I wi l l use the term Samiland 
when I refer to the Swedish parts of Sdpmi. 

The large area and the relative small Sami population makes the Sami highly 
a dispersed people. Consequently, they are a minority in each state as well as on 
local level. There are no municipalities in Sweden in which the Sami are a ma

jority. 
The Sami have historically had a continuous internal relationship, despite the 

fact that national-state boarders have divided them between at least two gov
ernmental authorities. However, even before incorporation into the national-
states, Sami political and cultural borders were rarely static or clearly defined. In 
their current struggle for poHtical recognition, this has been a weakness. I t has 
also led to unsolved problems about land ownership, such as who owns the land 
above the agriculture line and in the areas utilised for reindeer grazing, the state 
or the Sami. In the so-called tax-mountain case (Skattejjällsmalet1), the Sami 
lost a legal case about who owned a particular area in the southern part of 
Swedish Samiland. The court declared that the state owned the area, but also 
that the case did not say anything about the rest of Samiland in Sweden. Prop
erty rights are thus ill-defined in the Swedish part of Samiland, a fact that started 
the political process described below. 

Reindeer herding is generally considered a vital part of Sami culture. It is 
regulated by the Reindeer Act and organised in so called Sameby, Sami-village. 
A Sameby is an economic corporation which is responsible for the reindeer 
herding on its territory. 

' ' 
Sameby with col
lective possession 

Sita-group Sita-group Sita-group 

Reindeer comp Reindeer comp Reindeer comp 

Individual reindeer owners 

Figure 3.1: The organisation of Sameby (Johansson & Lundgren 1998, 28). 

A Sameby's organisation is described in figure 3.1. Within a Sameby the re
indeers are herded during winter time by so called sita-groups. Each sita-gyoup 
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contains a various number of independent reindeer companies. These companies 
are run by individual reindeer owners (Johansson & Lundgren 1998, 28). To ap
ply for membership in a Sameby one must have parents or grandparents who 
worked mostly as reindeer herders. I f one fulfi ls these criteria one may be 
elected by the Sameby as a member. The votes are weighted according to the 
number of reindeer each member owns. 

The Samebys are divided into three basic types. Firstly, 33 mountain Samebys 
with long, narrow grazing lands running from the Norwegian-Swedish border 
toward the south-east. Secondly, ten forest Samebys, with a smaller and rounder 
territory situated in the lowlands. Thirdly, there are eight concession Samebys, in 
the north of Sweden, similar to the forest Samebys but operative on ten-year, 
renewable leases from the State (Beach 1988, 9; Lundmark 1998, 11). 

The history of the Sami can, according to Hugh Beach, be divided into three 
phases or major forms of influence: '1) an early colonial ... period; 2) a policing 
period to regulate Saami-settler [sic] relations; and 3) a rationalization period 
with increasing focus on meat productivity and welfare norms at the expense of 
indigenous land rights and cultural elements' (Beach 1988, 6). The following 
sketch is designed as a background for appreciation of current affairs rather than 
as a depiction of historical events. 

The Early Colonial Period 

According to early sources, the Sami were hunters and fishermen who used 
reindeer for milk and transport. As the riches from Samiland became more de
sirable and as it gained in geopolitical importance, the Swedish, Danish and 
Russian states introduced their power into the area in order to assert their taxa
tion authority. This lead to a situation in which taxation zones overlapped. For 
example, in the early 17 t h century the Anar district in present Finland was di
vided into three taxation zones: Denmark-Norway, Sweden-Finland and Russia 
(Eriksson 1997, 82-83). This, and a changing demand on taxation payment of 
the states from fish and furs form wild animals to reindeer fur, led to a gradual 
decrease in hunting and an increase in the importance of reindeer grazing. This 
led in turn towards 'whole-nomadism'. Because big herds cannot be concen
trated around a single camp for a long time, simply because grazing wi l l become 
exhausted, it became necessary to differentiate summer and winter grazing 
lands. In Sweden, this meant the utilisation of mountain grazing lands during 
summer and forest lands during winter (Beach 1988, 7; Lundmark 1998, 37-42). 

Until 1751 the Sami migrated on traditional paths between Norway and Swe
den without hindrance. In 1751 the border between Sweden and Norway was 
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specified. Immemorial territories of different Sami groups were cross-cut by the 
national-state boarder. However, the Sami right to pass the border without hin
drance was guaranteed in a codicil. This Lapp-codicil'... is unique in that it de
fines the customary transboarder territorial rights of a nonstate group' (Eriksson 
1997, 85). The codicil also declared the Sami's property rights (Lundmark 1998, 
65). Of symbolic importance for the Sami, even today, is the explicit statement 
that the primary purpose is the preservation of the Sami nation. The Sami had no 
say in the formulation of the border treaty. The Sami were too weak at the time 
to resist the establishment of sovereign states and interstate boarders, and ac
cepted the codicil as being better than nothing (Eriksson 1997, 85; Sillanpää 
1997, 201). 

The Lapp-codicil has never been cancelled, but its implementation has been 
regulated by a series of bilateral commissions. Swedish Sami access to Norwe
gian grazing has, for example, been tightly constrained (Beach 1988, 7). These 
constraints were a direct result of the growing geopolitical tensions between 
Sweden and Norway. However, despite the rules on fines and confiscation of 
reindeer, the authorities could not, in practice, supervise the border very care
fully. In addition, the Russian-Finnish authorities respected the right of Swedish 
Sami to migrate across the border to their summer camps in Finland and Nor
way. The closed border was only for Norwegian and Finnish citizens. As a re
sult, many Norwegian and Finnish Sami chose to become Swedish citizens, be
cause it allowed them to continue to exploit their customary grazing lands al
most as i f nothing had happened. This change of citizenship was common at the 
end of the 18 t h century and throughout the 19 t h century (Arell 1979, 76; Eriksson 
1997, 87, Marainen 1984, 7-11). 

Swedish Sami politics changed radically in the middle of 18 t h century. Colo
nisation, encouraged by the state through freedom from taxes (in some cases up 
to 25 years) and other privileges, increased (Bylund 1956, 92-100), and the Sami 
population decreased both literally (for various reasons many Sami moved to 
Norway) and relative to the settlers2. In spite of the bad conditions for farming in 
the area, farming took priority over other interests. Sami interests were consid
ered as obstacles to the growth of farming (Lundmark 1998, 67-75). Clashes 
between settlers and Sami increased during the 19 t h century, a period in which 
the colonisation reach its peak. The population in the county of Västerbotten, for 
example, increased by 200 per cent during the first half of the 19 t h century and 
by 150 per cent during the second half. In Stensele-Tärna population growth 
reached about 300 per cent (Arell 1979, 30). Conflicts between settlers and Sami 
also increased. The government tried to protect the Sami, but the protection 
made the Sami, politically and geographically, more restricted (Arell 1979). 
Sami policy hardened at the end of the century. In politics the articulation 
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changed from Sami rights to alms given by a paternalistic state to a lower 
standing race, people that could not take care of themselves (Lundmark 1998, 
96-104). Sami influence was restricted in many areas according to a policy that 
may be considered as guardianship. 

The clashes between the settlers and the Sami had already in 1749 obliged the 
government to create a border, lappmarksgränsen, to protect Samiland from 
unwanted settlers. However, the border did not work in practice, so at the end of 
19 t h century (between 1884-1890) a new border was created - the agriculture 
line (odlingsgränsen). This is strictly an administratively created border. The 
idea was that no settlers were allowed to settle in the area west of the border. 
The agriculture line do not reach the counties of Jämtland and Härjedalen. In 
these counties the reindeer grazing is directed to 'areas utilised for reindeer 
grazing' (renbetesfjäll or skattefjäll). The agriculture line's purpose were to 
protect the mountain areas in the west. The line did thus not protect the forest 
reindeer herding, that is mainly located east of the line. However, the new 'pro
tected' areas did not protect Sami interests as much as had been hoped. Settlers 
continued to settle east of the border and within the areas that was held as exclu
sively utilised for reindeer herding, without any legal actions (Arell 1979, 83-84; 
Bylund 1956, 36-46; Lundmark 1998, 79; Ruong 1982, 53-54). 

Many of the Sami traditionally lived by fishing and hunting and had a small 
number of reindeers for transport and milk. During 17 t h and 18 t h centuries the 
herds grew and half-nomadic and the whole-nomadic herding developed. The 
whole-nomadism is characterised by large herds and long distances between 
summer and winter grazing. Half-nomadic herding was developed in areas 
where forests reach far up in the mountains. This herding is characterised by 
smaller herds, shorter distances between grazing areas and with herds staying in 
forests the whole year. These Sami were as dependent on fishing and hunting as 
on herding. Whole-nomadic herding dominated in the north, while the half-
nomadic system dominated in the south. These two different kinds of herding 
have different needs, particularly in respect of land use. Reindeer herding is thus 
not homogenous (Arell 1979, 68, 77-80). 

The state authorities argued that the settlers were farmers and only needed 
small areas in order to earn their living. It was considered that this small land 
use would not interfere with nomadic reindeer herding. The authorities thought 
that the Sami were nomads and that the settlers were not. However, this was a 
not a true picture. The settlers were not as settled as the authorities thought and 
as we have seen many Sami were not nomads. In some areas this led to a situa
tion in which the Sami and the settlers utilised the same resources. This was the 
case especially with fishing and hunting resources, resources that the authorities 
thought the settlers were in relatively small need of. In reality the settlers mainly 
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lived from hunting and fishing. The settlers' way of living was almost identical 
with the half-nomadic Sami in the south. Conflicts between settlers and Sami 
were thus more common in the south where the forest half-nomadic herding 
dominated (Arell 1979, 71, 76-80; AreU 1981; Bylund 1956, 227-258). Thus, the 
authorities' picture of the settler and the nomadic Sami was mainly accurate in 
the north of Sweden, but not in the south. The state authorities' support to the 
settlers has had negative effects on forest reindeer herding (Arell 1981). 

In 1889 the Russian authorities decided to close the Swedish-Finnish border 
and employed specific reindeer policemen to control it. This time the border was 
closed in practice and several Sami groups had to search for new grazing lands 
or to give up reindeer grazing. The grazing land in northern Sweden was simply 
too limited for the number of reindeer living there. Large-scale population trans
fers of both humans and reindeer followed (Arell 1979, 76; Marainen 1984, 12-
16). 'This is one of the darkest historical parts of the authorities' Sami policy' 

(Arell 1979, 76). 
Decrease in the Sami population, colonisation and closed national borders 

changed the Sami society. The area for the reindeer herding decreased and fewer 
Sami were able to work as herders. Many of the Sami became farmers and there
fore ceased to exist as Sami in national population statistics (Lundmark 1998, 
70). This tendency towards a decreased Sami population, understood as reindeer 
herders, made the next period a vital part of Sami history. The number of Sami 
decreased even more since the definition of Sami strictly as reindeer herders was 

now institutionalised. 

The Policing Period to Regulate Sami-Settler Relations 

During the later 19 t h century, popular theories of race affected the policy to
wards Sami in Sweden. Previous Sami policy was little more than local imple
mentation of overall national policies, but thereafter the Sami became something 
'exotic'. Sami policy became paternalistic and more focused on segregation. The 
basic policy objective was that the 'Lapp shall remain Lapp' - that is reindeer 
herders (cf. Lundmark 1998, 97-104; Sjölin 1996, 165-166; Uppman 1978). 

The Reindeer Acts of 1886 were the beginning of a series of fractional divi
sions of the Sami. The special resource rights reserved for the Sami now became 
restricted to reindeer herders. Sami that did not herd lost their immemorial rights 
to fish and hunt. The division of the Sami continued in the new Reindeer Acts of 
1898 and 1928. This led to a situation in which only Sami with a connection to a 
Sameby, through settlement or birth, had the right to be a reindeer herder. This 
limitation of rights protected reindeer herding from other interests, such as 
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hunters and farmers, but it also divided the Sami into two groups: those with a 
special right to herd reindeers, but also with the traditional right to fish and hunt; 
and non-members of a Sameby who lacked special indigenous rights. 'Sami who 
are not members of a Sameby have no ... special rights to reindeer grazing, 
hunting and fishing according to Swedish law; they are equal to other Swedish 
citizens' (SOU 1986:36, 49; cf. Beach 1988, 8; Sjölin 1996, 158-159, 174). 
Many Sami had to leave for employment in other sectors and thus lost their tra
ditional land rights. Many of these Sami lost their Sami identity and were as
similated into Swedish society. Swedish policy has thus divided the Sami popu
lation into two groups: Sami with special rights to reindeer grazing, fishing and 
hunting, and Sami without these rights (Lundgren 1987, 63-68; SOU 1986:36, 

47-49). 

Sweden's attitude seems to have been that the Saami [sic] should be able to keep 
theh exotic culture and enjoy certain privileges (as opposed to rights) of resources 

access as long as they stuck to the reindeer herding niche and did not disturb the 
pace of 'progress'. A Saami who left the herding occupation, lost his privileges 

and had no more resource rights than any other Swede (Beach 1988, 8). 

The possibilities of gaining special resource rights were further reduced by 
the Swedish Reindeer Act of 1928. According to paragraph 1, those of Sami 
heritage were eligible to be herders i f they had a parent or grandparent with 
herding as a steady occupation. As a result of this paragraph, there were some 
Sami eligible to herd and other Sami who were not. Furthermore, some Sami 
who were eligible to herd according to paragraph 1 could not because they had 
not acquired membership of a Sameby. The Sami had, also according to the 
Reindeer Act, to become officially registered members of a Sameby in order to 
practise their right to herd, hunt and fish. Non-members were no longer able to 
exercise their special rights as Sami (Lundmark 1998, 113). 

Swedish law thus defined Sami with these special rights, simply as reindeer 
herders. This also led to situations in which 'traditional' Sami interests, namely 
reindeer herders' interests, clashed with Sami who were not members of a Sa-
meby. The hunting and fishing permits had thus become a source of polarisation 
(Sillanpää 1994, 69). In the example below, there were non-members who ac
tively fought to reduce the special rights of Sameby members to hunt and fish. 

According to a forthcoming book by Lundmark (2000) there were three rea
sons why the Sami were divided into herders and non-herders in the late 19 t h and 
very early 20 t h century. Firstly, researchers changed their view (partially based 
on race-biological measurement of skulls) about the Sami from considering 
them as a poor and pitiable remainder of the original population of Sweden, into 
a strong aggressive group that gradually spread southwards. It was considered 
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that in describing them exclusively as reindeer herders would stop their expan
sion. Secondly, according to the 'humanitarian' argument, the politicians argued 
that the Sami as a race were only suited for reindeer breeding. This was a racist 
argument which claimed that misery would inevitably follow i f Sami did some
thing else. Thirdly, the so-called 'economic' argument, following form the 'hu
manitarian' one, suggested that the Sami were not only suited for reindeer 
herding, but were the only group that could actually do it. Since it was consid
ered that the mountains could only be utilised for reindeer herding there was a 

duty to promote reindeer herding for the sake of the national interest. Nils Arell 
argues that this 'economic' policy was strictly focused on whole-nomadic herd
ing. The authorities did not consider the fact that it was the forest half-nomadic 
herders who had suffered most from colonisation (Arell 1979, 83). 

The Sami were considered as nomadic reindeer herders, that is non-farmers, 
non-Swedish and uncivilised (Mörkenstam 1999, 107-108). The 'real' Sami 
culture was based on whole-nomadic herding. It was believed that the Sami 
culture, that is reindeer herding, could not be combined with other manner of 
living. A Sami who was not a reindeer herder could not be a Sami and must as
similate into Swedish society. Sami rights were thus strictly a matter for reindeer 
herders and their interests and needs. 

Mörkenstam argues that this division of the Sami, the constitution of two 
categories, justified the assumption about the importance of special treatment of 
reindeer herders. Non-reindeer herders lived in a phase of transition from 'Sami' 
to 'Swedish'. They lacked their own culture which could justify special rights, 
and were identified by an attribute they did not possess. The division also meant 
a strengthening of the rights of the Sami as reindeer herders (for those who 
could become herders) and that in turn led to a clearer and more distinct cleav
age between Sami and Swedes. The idea that reindeer herding and civilisation 
could not be mixed, was now codified in law, and so was the conviction that the 
Sami were non-Swedes. Sami reindeer culture had to be segregated from the 
'superior culture' in order to keep the Sami to their traditional way of living. 
With the distinct Sami culture thus dependent on reindeer herding, special rights 
were not a privilege for non-reindeer herders. Sami policy is now governed by 
two separate categories, the reindeer herders with special rights, and non-
reindeer herders without these rights who must therefore be assimilated into 
Swedish society (Mörkenstam 1999, 146-148). 
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The Rationalisation Period 

In 1905 Norway broke out of the union with Sweden that it had been forced into 
in 1814. The Norwegian government wanted to strengthen its autonomy and na
tional identity vis-å-vis Sweden. Contemporary military planning and deploy
ment in Norway were therefore entirely focused on 'the Swedish threat'. As a 
result, Norway limited cross-border reindeer herding, and, inter alia, Sami from 
the Gärasavvon area in Sweden lost major parts of their summer grazing lands in 
Norway. Consequently, Swedish authorities ordered the compulsory transfer of 
Sami from Gärasavvon to districts further south (Åhrén 1977; Eriksson 1997, 
88; Marainen 1984, 24-29; Sammeli 1970, 105-107; Sjölin 1986, 148). The 
transfers intensified the conflicts between Sami and settlers, but also created 
conflicts between Sami fractions that all of a sudden had to live together in the 

same area (Lundmark 1998, 114-123). 
In Sweden, a selective segregation developed inspired by the 'Lapp-shall-

remain-Lapp' pohcy. It was a selective policy because it focused only on rein
deer herders and their families. The majority of the non-herder Sami were sub
jected to assimilation. From the late 19 t h century, reindeer herding was subordi
nated to a Lapp police administration (Lappväsendet). Between 1913 and 1952 
children of reindeer herders were sent to Sami tent schools or nomad schools 
(kåtaskolor and nomadskolor), while other Sami children were usually sent to 
Swedish schools (Ruong 1982, 134-138; Sammeli 1970, 20-38; Sjölin 1986, 
115-139). The aim of these schools was to prevent Sami children adoption, for 
the Sami dangerous, non-Sami, modern culture. The children had to be raised in 
their natural environment, including cold tents (houses were bad for them), lim
ited education (Swedish education was dangerous), sleeping on the ground (beds 
and linen were terrible for Sami culture). Swedish non-Sami experiences might 
encourage Sami to leave their nomadic lifestyle and destroy the Sami culture 
(Lundmark 1998, 97-101). Karl Bernhard Wiklund argued in 1895 that it is dan
gerous 'to let Sami children live in warm and comfortable rooms, sleep in decent 
beds and to eat Swedish food', and also to let them 'drink milk ... use knife and 
fork on real plates, learn to needle socks and use linen' (Wiklund quoted in 
Lundmark 1998, 97, author's translation). The Sami in Sweden were either 
treated as Swedes with a privilege to reindeer herding, while non-reindeer herd
ers were simply treated as Swedes. Hugh Beach argues that: 

Sweden's attitude seems to have been that the Saami [sic] should be able to keep 

theh exotic culture and enjoy certain privileges (as opposed to rights) of resource 
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access as long as they stuck to the reindeer herding niche and did not disturb the 
pace of "progress" (Beach 1988, 8). 

Even i f the nomadskolor and Lappväsendet changed during the second world 
war and become more adjusted to Sami interests, the nomadskolor were not 
abolished until 1952 and Lappväsendet 1971. The pohcy of paternalistic segre
gation came to an end. However, the policy of giving special rights to reindeer 
herding, fishing and hunting exclusively to Sameby-membeis now became law. 
The new Reindeer Grazing Act of 1971 stated that all positive rights concerning 
land title, hunting and fishing belonged exclusively to the Sameby. Reindeer 

herding became the most important cultural expression of the Sami. In order to 
maintain a minority culture, the state authorities subsidised non-lucrative rein
deer herding (Johansson & Lundgren 1998). The division that state policy 
caused still characterises Sami politics in Sweden (Eriksson 1997, 98), and this 
explains the tendency among Swedish politicians, administrators and the public 
in general to define Sami strictly as reindeer herders. Even among the Sami, 
reindeer grazing is considered the vital part of the culture (Ahrén 1986, 33). 

In dealing with the Sami, the government therefore focused simply on rein
deer herders and their families. At the middle of the 20 t h century the state 
authorities were shocked by the result of a medical survey of Swedish Sami 
(Haraldson 1962, 2829). The survey revealed the reindeer herders' poor living 
standards and high infant-mortality rates, and the government decided to raise 
living standards, thus also helping to preserve Sami culture. A two-pronged plan 
was adopted: structure rationalisation and production rationalisation. The aim of 
the former was to reduce the number of herders by 30 per cent, the idea being 
that with fewer herders, each might own more reindeer. The aim of rationalising 
production was to establish modern ranching methods in order to maximise the 
amount of meat produced per unit of grazing (Beach 1988, 9). 

The number of reindeer needed to achieve a certain living standard rose 
steadily, causing the number of herders to decline. The number of Sami who 
have a traditional right to reindeer grazing, fishing and hunting in Samiland is 
therefore also declining. By isolating special Sami rights to a vocation and ra
tionalising that vocation by limiting the number of workers within it, the gov
ernment has managed to reduce the number of Sami with access to special 
rights. Today a majority of the Sami population in Sweden has no access to spe
cial indigenous rights (except the right to vote in the Sami Assembly elections). 

So Swedish policy has divided the Sami in two groups: reindeer herders and 
their families living within a Sameby; and non herders. Since reindeer grazing is 
seen as the most important feature of Sami culture, the group of reindeer herders 
has become the most important Sami group. This is a common conception in 
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Swedish politics, illustrated by state funding of reindeer grazing (cf. Johansson 
& Lundgren 1998) and, among Sami the view that without reindeer herders 
there would be no Sami culture (Ahrén 1986, 33). 

Modern reindeer grazing was thus developed in the 20 t h century and it signi
fied a rationalisation and a decrease of members in the Samebys. Now about 10 
per cent of the Sami population is engaged in reindeer herding. Despite modern 
technical aids (radio communication, helicopters, snowmobiles) herding still 
adapts to the herd's annual cycles, divided into eight seasons: spring-winter 
(pregnant female reindeer make the herd leave the forests in the east and begin a 
journey to the mountains in the west), spring (during the period when the snow 
melts the calves are born), pre-summer (the reindeer graze the fresh growth in 
the mountain), summer (new-born reindeers are marked), pre-autumn (bulls are 
sorted out by the reindeer herders for slaughter), autumn (the reindeers mate), 
pre-winter (the frost-covered mountains makes the herd move into marshlands) 
and winter (the herd is divided and each family moves its reindeers to their for
est where fodder is more accessible). During calm periods, mainly pre-summer 

and autumn, many herders have other occupations such as mineworkers and 
lumberjacks (Ruong 1982, 97-100; Sametinget internet 2000a). 

The seasonal movements of reindeer are necessary for grazing. During the 
winter seasons the reindeer stay in lowland forests. These winter forests deter
mine the size of the herds that one herder can have, because these grazing areas 
cannot be replaced. The more these forest are used by other interests the fewer 
reindeer are able to spend their winters there. In spring the reindeer move up the 
mountains. The movements of reindeer make herding very sensitive to any dis
turbance. For example only a small disturbance during the pre-winter movement 
may lead to several weeks of delays3. Another example is the hydroelectric 
power plants that have put some grazing lands under water and made the ice on 
the rivers (important for transporting reindeer) too thin to walk on during winter. 
Furthermore, dams have impaired fishing. 

The forest industry is another disturbance of reindeer herding. Deforestation 
during the 1970s and the 1980s made the snow on the ground harder, which 
made it more difficult for the reindeers to reach fodder under the snow. Some 
important fodder such as lichen that grew on the trees disappeared, and emer
gence feeding become necessary some winters. Furthermore, scrap from the 
felling of trees made the area less passable. Now there are restriction on forestry, 
but the damage done during the 70s and the 80s are still causing problems for 
reindeer herding (Lundmark 1998, 125-127). 

According to Johansson & Lundgren (1998) reindeer herding receives state 
and non-state funding to a total amount of 82 million Swedish Krona (about 10 
million US dollars). This means that in 1980 reindeer herding received a subsidy 

48 



of 4 Krona for every 1 Krona earned as income. Johansson and Lundgren argue 
that reindeer policy must be understood as a policy for a minority, rather than an 
economic policy. 

During the 1960s and 1970s racial attitudes disappeared from the Swedish 
Sami policy. However, ethnic and cultural aspects also disappeared. The basis of 

the Sami policy was now strictly outlined in economic terms. Since forestry, 
mining and hydroelectric power production are more cost-beneficial, reindeer 
herding has gradually been restricted. Modern reindeer herding with large herds 
needs large areas (around 1/3 of the Swedish territory) with different pastures. 
As mentioned above, even local changes may have large effects on herding. In 
spite of these restrictions reindeer herding is consider by the Sami (and others) 
as a vital part of the Sami culture. A reason for this importance is that it is the 
only Sami cultural expression managed by law as a Sami exclusive right (Jo
hansson & Lundgren 1998, 29-30; Lundmark 1998, 123). 

State authorities consider that the most important cultural expression of the 
Sami is reindeer herding. In order to protect Sami culture one must, therefore, 
protect the herding. The authorities thus consider that it is a matter of state inter
est to protect herding and thus Sami culture. The importance of this task is not 
only a matter for the Sami, but a matter for the whole Swedish society. The 
Swedish authorities have given themselves the role of safeguarding Sami culture 
through the protection of reindeer herding (Mörkenstam 1999, 201-203). Rein
deer herding is thus regulated by the state authorities, rather than the Sami or the 
Sami Assembly. 

In order to take control over the grazing areas the Sami sued the state in 1966 
(Skattefjällsmålef). The Sami lost the trial in 1981. However, the court declared 
that the Sami have a strong usufruct based on indigenous entitlement. The Sami 
argues that this usufruct should be treated as a property right, and this claim is 
still a vital issue for them. 

After many years of political discussion and committee work the Swedish 
government decided to create a Sami assembly. The Sami Assembly was 
founded in 1992 and is a state administrative body that is under governmental 
jurisdiction and bound by its rules (Samtinget internet 2000b). It has more or 
less symbolic authority, but has engaged non-reindeer herders in Sami political 
issues to a greater extent. Every fourth year 31 MPs are elected to the Assembly 
(proposal 1992/93:32, 46-49). The Assembly meets in sessions three times per 
year. These sessions normally last for one week. The Assembly's 31 representa
tives are divided into 10 poHtical parties4. 5990 had the right to vote in the last 
election 1997. 65 per cent voted (Sametinget internet 2000d), which is about 35 
per cent of the total Sami population in Sweden. 
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The Assembly's scope is to work for a living Sami culture by initiating ac
tivities which support it. The Assembly is to make decisions on the allocation of 
state funding and resources from a special Sami fund for the benefit of Sami 
culture and Sami organisations, appoints the board on charge of the Sami school, 
leads Sami language work, participates in societal planning and makes and gives 
information about the Sami (Lundmark 1998, 130). 

The Assembly has complained about its juridical and democratic problems. 
Its members argue that the MPs' and the Assembly's responsibility towards the 
Sami voters are limited by its responsibility towards the Swedish parliament 
(Sametinget internet 2000c). I f the Assembly represents the indigenous people 
Sami and is going to enjoy any legitimacy it cannot at the same time represent 
its major opponent, the state. A l l 10 parties presently represented in the Assem
bly want to make the representative role stronger. Eriksson gives an example of 
this conflict in describing the conflict on financial support to Sami political par
ties. The Assembly decided to support the parties, but was overruled by the 
Swedish government's auditors. Erikson suggests that this can be interpreted as 
a failed effort to increase the range of autonomy (Eriksson 1997, 162). 'This 
conflict of roles has paralysed [the Assembly]' (Eriksson 1997, 162). 

The Divided People 

This brief historical background shows how the Sami in Sweden have been di
vided into two major groups - reindeer herders and non-reindeer herders. Spe
cial rights have been granted to reindeer herders while non-herders have been 
treated as Swedes. This division created a new category of Sami which identi
fied non-herders as Sami emotionally, but not legally. State authorities argued 
that it was simply the herding that was worth protecting. For a long period of 
time non-herders were supposed to assimilate into Swedish society. Many of 
them did. This strengthened the importance of reindeer herding. 

Thus, the special characteristic of the Sami was considered to be herding. 
Special rights were connected to herding and were thus not an issue for non-
herders. Herders had rights because they were herders, and non-herders had to 
be excluded from these rights. One was either a Sami and a Swede, that is 
herder, or one was Swede, that is non-herder. One could not simply be Sami 
(Mörkenstam 1999, 185). 

Through state funding related to herding, the Sami culture has been protected 
- herding, herders as well as non-herders, Sami in Samiland as well as Sami in 
Stockholm. Parallel to this policy was the idea that the Sami were traditional and 
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primitive and thus must be modernised (assimilated), which meant that reindeer 
herding must become more cost-beneficial. The idea is that the Sami is primitive 
and of a lower value than the modern cost-benefit Swedish life-style (Mörken
stam 1999, 186). The Sami were defined as a minority with a vital characteristic: 
herding. 

When herding developed and the herders were nomads no more, it was time 
to make the primitive Sami into civilised Swedes. The herders were not simply 
members of an ethnic minority, they were also workers. Instead of treating then-
vocation as something different from other vocations, it was now considered to 
be similar to any vocation and thus had to compete on the same economic terms 
as any vocation. The traditional (primitive) Sami life-style had to be changed i f 
the Sami (herders) were to survive in an open market economy. Herding had to 
be rationalised along modern Swedish guidelines. 

Mörkenstam argues that it was considered by state authorities that the primi
tive traditional Sami life was losing its evolutionary battle against the civilised 
superior Swedish way of living. With that in mind, i f special indigenous rights 
were expanded to include non-herders, evolution would be hampered. Swedish 
Sami policy thus developed a paradox during this rationalisation period: special 
rights, whose aim was to protect the Sami culture, were connected to reindeer 
herding. Nevertheless, the aim of the rationalisation of the herding was to leave 
old, primitive traditions behind, traditions for which herding was consider to be 
the basis (Mörkenstam 1999, 186-188). 

Andrea Amft argues that Sami women during the 20 t h century have been dou
bly marginalised, firstly because of their Sami identity and secondly because of 
their sex. The division of labour in modern herding is in principle a distinct hier
archy based on sex, age and social status. She suggest that the Sami identity is 
sex-based, that is there is a difference between a 'male-Sami' and a 'female-
Sami', which means that Sami women cannot be politically active i f that activity 
is based on their sexual identity. Such activity would exclude them from their 
indigenous group. Sami women do therefore subordinate themselves in order to 
be genuine Sami (Amft 2000). 

The creation of the Sami Assembly has changed the authorities' definition of 
the Sami. In the regulations of the Assembly a Sami is defined according to the 
Sami language. I f one speaks Sami or has parents or grand-parents who speak 
(spoke) Sami one may vote in Assembly elections. The focus on reindeer herd
ing is thus gone. However, it is still reindeer herding that legitimises special 
rights, because it is considered to be the most important part of Sami culture. As 
I wi l l show below, reindeer herding is now the only cultural expression that is 
exclusively restricted to the Sami. Other cultural expressions are not protected 
by law, which strengthened the belief that herding is a vital part of Sami culture. 
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The Assembly's limited authority also shows the crucial role of reindeer herd
ing. It is the herding that legitimises special rights, but the Swedish authorities 
keep control over it (Mörkenstam 1999, 191-229). 

This shows how objective attributes have been and still are used in defining 
the Sami. Interesting aspects of the Swedish Sami pohcy are highlighted by not 
accepting the objective definition. The subjective definition shows how identi
ties are used in policy-making and that these identities are gradually used to di
vide the Sami. Identities may thus be tools of power. Is this also the case i f we 

look at a more practical example? 

The New Administrative System for Fishing Above the Ag
riculture Line and in Areas Utilised for Reindeer-Grazing 

The Swedish alpine mountains that lie above the agriculture line, which are of
ten denoted as Europe's last 'virgin wilderness', have a unique attraction to both 

Swedish and foreign tourists. This unique nature has enormous potential for dif
ferent forms of recreation and various other activities, which during the last few 
years has led to drastically increased interest in the area. Nevertheless, certain 
groups have suggested that the area's resources, in the form of these different 
recreational possibilities, have not yet been fully exploited. Many of the local 
communities within the area face problems like depopulation and unemploy
ment, and increased exploitation of lands above the agriculture line could create 
more jobs and thus revitalise these areas. Confronting these interests are the 
reindeer-herding Sami, a group that gains its subsistence from and conducts its 
economic activities in this area, and which is therefore dependent on these lands. 
Conservationists also contest commercial exploitation of the area. They are of 
the view that the current exploitation of this mountainous region is already so 
extensive that it is directly detrimental to the local environment5. 

In 1992 a government b i l l suggested that a new system for granting hunting 
and fishing rights should be implemented on state-owned lands above the agri
culture line and in areas utilised for reindeer-grazing. The most controversial 
and debated proposal concerned a more liberal system for small-game hunting. 
Along with this proposal, the issue of fishing rights within the same area was 
also discussed. This issue was not controversial and ended up, more or less, in 
the shadow of the heated debate surrounding small-game hunting. Yet, the 
question still has great significance for various actors, and this issue wi l l be 

studied more closely here. 
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The right to fish and hunt above the agriculture line and in areas utilised for 
reindeer grazing has historically been controlled by the Sami. The Lapp codicil 

grants the Sami this right. The codicil has been restricted by laws and present 
laws is granting this exclusively to the reindeer herders. 

The issue of a more liberal system in the area above the agriculture line can 
be divided into two principal problem areas. The first, and most discussed, is the 
problem of who can grant these rights, the reindeer-herding Sami or the state. 
The second problem, which has been neglected due to the controversy sur
rounding the first problem, concerns the conservationist position on this area, 
where ravaged vegetation takes between 50 and 100 years to grow back and 
where the consequences of increased exploitation are uncertain. 

In the political debate concerning these issues, three groups of actors can be 
identified. The first group, which advocate increased utilisation of the area, in
clude the Swedish Hunter's Alliance (Svenska jägareförbundet) together with 
the Farmer's National Alliance (Lantbrukarnas Riksförbund, LRF) and the Na
tional Swedish Board of Agriculture (Lantbruksstyrelsen). This group's objec
tive, which is mentioned in the proposal of the system, was to make sure that 
increased demand for recreation and outdoor adventure was taken into consid
eration. The group maintained that more liberal hunting and fishing rights would 
enhance the possibility of the tourist industry in northern Sweden developing 
and thus providing an economically neglected region with a well deserved eco
nomic l i f t (proposal 1992/93:32, 136). The second group consisted of the rein
deer-herding Sami, who were anxious that an uncontrolled utilisation of the area 
might have direct negative consequences both for reindeer-husbandry and, indi
rectly, for Sami society as a whole. The reindeer-herding Sami wished, there
fore, to re-acquire control over the distribution of rights to game hunting on 
lands they consider their own. These were, however, judicial rights and thus 
somewhat ambiguous (cf. Bengtsson 1994; Lasko 1992). The third group wished 
to safeguard the sensitive environment in the area, and comprised different envi
ronmental and conservationist organisations like, for instance, the World Wild
life Fund (WWF), the Swedish Society for Conservation (Svenska natur

skyddsföreningen), the Swedish Ornithological Association (Sveriges ornitolo-
giska föreningen) and the Swedish National Environmental Protection Agency 
(Statens Naturvårdsverk). These groups' actors were not, to any greater extent, 
involved in the decision-making process; they were first contacted when the de
cision to implement the new liberal system had already been taken and its details 
were about to be presented. 

The question of what consequences might follow an increased rights to grant 
fishing rights on lands above the agriculture line, and on reindeer-grazing lands 
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in the same area, has not to any appreciable extent been discussed. In fact, no 
inquiry has been carried out. 

The Political Process 

The day before the Sami Assembly's historical opening ceremony on 26 t h 

August in 1993, and despite protests from Sami organisations, a new freer ad
ministrative system to hunt and fish in the area above the agriculture line and on 
reindeer-grazing lands was adopted. This meant basically that the right to hunt 
and fish in the area was open to all. This decision was the result of a very long 
process, which began in 1982 when the government coalition, led by the Centre 
Party, decided to appoint a committee to ascertain the Sami's situation and to 
consider i f there was a need to invigorate reindeer-husbandry against other in
terests (Dir. 1982:71). A change of government led to a delay in appointing the 
committee, which was named the Sami Rights Commission, until 1983 (Dir. 
1983:10). 

Before the commission finished its work, the new Social Democratic govern
ment presented a proposal (proposal 1990/1991:4), in which the preconditions 
for increased granting of fishing rights on state-owned lands above the agricul
ture line and on reindeer-grazing lands were declared good, especially for fish
ing (proposal 1990/1991:4, 52). The proposal was, however, rejected by parlia
ment on the grounds that the issue demanded a co-ordinated proposal which 
would take into consideration the complexity of the whole Sami question. Fur
thermore, there were many who argued that a proposal concerning the Sami and 
reindeer-husbandry ought reasonably to take heed of the Sami Rights Commis
sion's final report, which was at that time under consideration. Many contribu
tions to the parliamentary debate that preceded the decision, demanded a pro
posal which could take the whole report into consideration (cf. inter alia bills 
1990/91 :U14-U16, Jol3-Jol9 and submissions by Anders Carlsberger (Liberal 
Party), Åke Selberg (Social Democratic Party) and Jens Eriksson (Moderate 
Party) in RD 1990/91:34, 89-91). 

The Sami Rights Commission, which had been directed by the government to 
submit its final report in 1985 (Dir. 1983:10), did not in fact do so until 1990, 
seven years after its appointment. Part of the commission's final report read: 
'We suggest that comments from the Sami Assembly should in certain instances 
be obtained before granting issues are determined' (SOU 1989:41, 301). But this 
opinion never had any impact in the new co-ordinated proposal presented on 
first of October in 1992 (1992/93:32). When the proposal addressed the issue, 
three recommendations were presented: one from the National Swedish Board of 
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Agriculture (Lantbruksstyrelsens report 1989:4), one from the Fanner's National 
Alliance together with the Swedish Hunter's Alliance (SJF and LRF 1992-12-
19), and a recommendation from the regional government in the county of 
Norrbotten (Berglund 1991). A l l these actors suggested an augmentation of the 
granting of hunting and fishing rights in the area. The secretary of state in 
charge of this issue, minister of agriculture Karl-Erik Olsson (Centre Party), 
wrote the following: 'The system for granting that I recommend has elements 
from the National Swedish Board of Agriculture as well as from the National 
Farmer's Alliance and the Swedish Hunter's Alliance recommendations' (pro
posal 1992/93:32, 137). 

When referring to the previous system the minister of agriculture was of the 
opinion that the granting of fishing rights should be extended considerably. 

The granting o f rights to hunt and fish on state-owned lands w i l l be extended, in 
principal, to encompass those lands where no inconveniences of significance arise 
for reindeer-husbandry or where Sami territory members' right to hunt or fish is 

not impeded (proposal 1992/93:32,131). 

The previous system involved regional government having responsibility for 
granting the right to hunt and fish. According to K-E Olsson, anglers who ap
plied for permits often saw 'the present distribution of permits as arbitrary and 
the regional government's administration of applications as irrational' (proposal 
1992/93:32, 137). The reason for this was, according to Olsson, that the con
cerned Sami territory could, before the regional government determined i f an 
application was to be approved, be given an opportunity to comment on each 
and every application. The time for processing was therefore rather long and an 
application that was rejected rarely led to an explanation of its non-approval 
(proposal 1992/93:32, 137). Moreover, legislation in this matter did not imply 
any obligation for the regional government to grant usufruct, even when there 
was nothing to obstruct the granting of permits in the area. These conditions 
could, in Olssson's words, 'entail that discontent may arise among anglers and 
hunters about the administration of state-owned lands above the agriculture line 
and on reindeer-grazing lands' (proposal 1992/93:32, 138). 

In the proposal, the Hunter's Alliance along with the National Farmer's Al l i 
ance had their preferences more than satisfied, but protests were imminent. The 
Sami protested boisterously and parliamentarians endeavoured in countless bills 
to show what, in their opinion, were the most tangible faults in the proposal. The 
widespread dissatisfaction was aimed mostly at appendix 2, in which the sug
gestion of an augmented right to fish above the agriculture line was included. 

Hans Göran Franck (Social Democratic Party) stated (bill 1992/93 :Bol) that 
the Sami' s hunting and fishing rights above the agriculture line were a guarantee 
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of the survival of Sami culture. Franck meant that a majority of the Sami had 
enjoyed since time immemorial the right to hunt and fish in the area. The Sami's 
right to hunt and fish was, surmised Franck, laid down in the Swedish Supreme 
Court's verdict in the taxed-mountain case (Skattefjällsmålei) of 1981, which is 
grounded on the civil law concept 'time immemorial' and not on some form of 
Sami privilege. He argued: 

i n the proposal, the Sami's right to fish and hunt is regarded as almost non

existent. Instead, the proposal sustains the unfounded idea that the state has the 

exclusive right to grant fishing and hunting rights on Sami lands (1992/93.'Bol). 

The Left Party rejected appendix 2 and justified this by saying that 

granting fishing and hunting rights above the agriculture line should be wholly in 
the charge o f the Sami themselves, and the rules and shaping o f grants should be 
supervised by the Sami Assembly in co-operation wi th the regional government 

. . . The authorities have, in theh capacity as owner, over a long period of time 

successively increased theh right of disposition over land and water and per
suaded others to accept it . The recommendation that is now presented is a con
tinuation o f that procedure (1992/93:Bo7). 

In a contribution from the Christian Democratic Party, Pontus Wiklund and Jan 
Erik Ågren, advised that the decision to adopt appendix 2 ought to be postponed 
until the Sami Assembly had been given the opportunity to express itself on the 
issue. They were also of the opinion that 'the recommendation about how the 
administration of hunting and fishing should be shaped needs a closer analysis', 
and as a recommendation should be 'comprehensively illustrated' 
(1992/93 :Bo 16). Furthermore, Wiklund and Ågren argued that the Sami Rights 
Commission had not followed the government's directives, which were, among 
other things, meant to bring about an investigation into the Sami's most essential 
rights. The proposal was, in their view, based on a very inconclusive foundation, 
especially i f one takes into consideration the issue of hunting and fishing rights 
(1992/93:Bol6). Yet the Sami Rights Commission's recommendation was never 
mentioned in the proposal. 

In all of the parliamentary committees, contributions concerning the pro
posal's appendix 2 were all rejected. It was the opinion of the Housing Com
mittee, where the issue of fishing was addressed, that questions regarding this 
issue had 'already been extensively dealt with' (1992/93:BoU8, 7), and it was, 
therefore, unnecessary to deal with it in the future. 'That certain recommenda
tions in the proposal are controversial does not constitute, according to the 
committee's conviction, sufficient reason to await parliament's decision' 
(1992/93:BoU8, 7). 
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The Housing Committee also stated that: 

an all-inclusive accord seems to prevail concerning the fact that hunting and fish
ing should not be pursued to such an extent that our resources cannot cope. A 

more extensive right to hunt and fish, without any inconvenience for the reindeer-
husbandry, should thus be granted (1992/93 :BoU8,19). 

The Housing Committee had, furthermore, nothing against hunting and fishing 
resources 'being exploited more effectively than previously' (1992/93:BoU8, 
21). It was therefore suggested that there should be no changes in the Commit
tee's report concerning the proposal's formulations on the right to fish in moun
tainous areas. 

One political party, the Left Party, consistently opposed appendix 2 through
out the entire decision-making process. In the Committee itself, it was Eva Zet
terberg, a committee deputy, who was given the task of being the Left Party's 
spokesperson. She demanded that parliament should reject appendix 2 because 
the issue ought to be treated more thoroughly, and because the Sami Assembly's 
standpoint on the issue should first be obtained (1992/93:BoU8, 45). Zetterberg 
maintained her opposition to appendix 2 when it was time for a decision to be 
made in parliament. In the vote 292 parliamentarians voted for the proposal and 
20 for Zetterberg's line; one parliamentarian abstained. 

In the debate that preceded the decision contributors from other parties who 
were also of a different opinion than that contained in appendix 2 were con
spicuous by their absence from the parliamentary rostrum. The debate began 
when the Social Democrat Magnus Persson asked himself what one could win 
by delaying or postporiing the issue, as some recommended. Persson answered 
his own question by saying 'that we do not, in principle, believe that further 
processing of the issue can provide any party with more than what we already 
know to date' (RD 1992/93:45, 35). The Left Party's Berith Eriksson protested 
against this and spoke in support of her Party's position in the committee. T 
have established that those issues that have given rise to major protests are the 
issues of hunting and fishing. These protests concern, primarily, the system of 
granting rights' (RD 1992/93:45, 42). Eriksson also asserted that the proposal's 
recommendation deprives the Sami of 'a chance to conduct their own liveli
hoods, to take charge of granting rights themselves' (RD 1992/93:45, 43). Ac
cording to Eriksson, this recommendation incapacitates the Sami. 'We should by 
the year 1992 have come closer to eliminating the state's big brother attitude' 
(RD 1992/93:45, 40). 

The Moderate Party member Bertil Danielsson answered this with the rejoin
der: 'There is no denying that hunting and fishing issues have an innate tension. 
There are different conceptions about how it [the granting of fishing and hunting 
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rights] should be carried out' (RD 1992/93:45, 43). The area was nevertheless so 
hrrrnense and fu l l of resources that, in his view, everyone's interests ought to be 
satisfied without interfering with reindeer-husbandry. Danielsson was also of the 
opinion that the existing system had functioned well in many places, but that 
there were cases in which 'desirable goodwill and openness do not exist'. This 
could be one reason why a more hberal system was necessary. The recommen
dation did not, in Danielsson's opinion, take away from the Sami any possibili
ties concerning business opportunities as there are enough resources in the area 

for everybody (RD 1992/93:45, 43). 
Eriksson finished by expressing a wish that 'we could learn from history and 

follow the Swedish tradition of endeavouring to compromise through negotia
tions conducted in a friendly spirit, and not, as is now the case, without bother
ing about what the Sami think' (RD 1992/93:45, 56). 

When the decision was taken in parliament, responsibility for formulating a 
proposal for how the new system should be constituted, was delegated to the 
Swedish Agricultural Agency (Jordbruksverket) and the regional governments 
in question. They subsequently recommended that five million hectares (ca. 12.5 
million acres) of mountain country should be opened for small-game hunting 
and fishing (WWF statement 1993-05-10). This recommendation received 
strong criticism, especially from the Swedish Sami's National Alliance (SSR) 
and the Swedish National Environmental Agency (SNV). 

The SSR maintained that the state had no legal right to the area and that it 
therefore did not have the right to pass any resolution concerning the area 
(which, in fact, it had already done). The SNV was even more critical, especially 

against one aspect that had not been discussed during the decision-making proc
ess, namely the sensitive environment in the area. The SNV pointed out that no 
investigation of how the environment might be affected had been carried out and 
that the proposal was therefore ' . . . remarkably brief (SNV statement 1993-05-
24). The SNV thus stated that it could not take a stance on the issue, 'which is 
regrettable i f one takes into consideration the comprehensive influence it is 
likely to have on business, the environment and other nature-based interests' 
(SNV statement 1993-05-24). 

On first July 1993 the Swedish government adopted the proposal for a more 
liberal system. It stated that: ' A l l the bodies to which the proposal was referred, 
with the exception of the SSR, support the proposal' (Regeringensbeslut [gov
ernmental decision] No. 11, 1993-07-01, 2). The government was of the opinion 
that the more liberal system would not entail any unacceptable consequences for 
the protection of the environment. 'Fishing can, with different restrictions, be 
granted in all waters' (Regeringensbeslut No. 11, 1993-07-01, appendix 2). To 
satisfy the Sami's need of fishing waters, the regional government could reserve 
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so-called 'special waters'. But, generally speaking, the granting of rights could 
be increased without entailing unacceptable impact on the Sami's reindeer-
husbandry and on environmental and fishery protection {Regeringensbeslut No. 
11, 1993-07-01). 

Sami protests were almost immediate. In an article in the Sami newspaper, 

Samefolket, Ola Pitsa wrote: 

Neither the Sami nor the Swedish people can allow this issue to be solely about 

the conflict between reindeer-husbandry and hunting/fishing interests. The issue 

demands an alternative perspective. I t is ultimately about the Sami people's right 
to ascendancy over Sami lands (Samefolket No. 11, 1993). 

The Sami were of the opinion that, in the name of democracy, a minority had 
been deprived of the right to mange its own property. With the assistance of 
Bertil Bengtsson, a professor of law, the Sami pointed out that the Swedish su
preme court had asserted in the so-called taxed-mountain case (skattefjällsmålet) 
that the Sami could not be seen as owners of lands in the county of Jämtland, but 
that they had a very strong usufruct based on indigenous entitlement. This usu
fruct, which was specifically connected to reindeer-grazing, hunting and fishing, 
was considered to have the same constitutional protection as ownership; that is, 
the Sami's right to utilise their lands could not be taken from them completely or 
partially without some form of compensation for their loss (Bengtsson 1994, 
526). 

Dissatisfaction was also directed at the different hunting-interest organisa
tions' influence over the decision-making process and the final decision's for
mulation. ' In this issue, the interest of the state coincided with that of different 
hunting organisations to increase the right to hunt. These two actors created an 
almost invincible alliance' (Samefolket No. 3, 1994). It was also maintained that 
the Sami's most active organisation, the SSR, and the Swedish Hunter's A l l i 
ance, the SJF, chose completely different strategies in their attempts to influence 
the decision-making process. While the SSR put its main focus on influencing 
through reacting to, and commenting, on the proposal, the SJF asserted its influ
ence at an earlier stage in the process, including the initiation stage (Samefolket 

No. 3, 1994). The SJF's strategy proved to be the more successful one of the 
two. 

The SJF agreed with this analysis. In many editorials and articles in the SJF's 
newspaper, Svensk jakt, the authors rejoiced at their success. Their suggestions 
for a more hberal hunting policy on state owned-lands in the mountain region 
had been firmly established with the relevant decision-makers at a very early 
stage. 
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The SJF was of the opinion that it was: 

A well thought-through, realistic recommendation that paved the way for the pro

posal and that won support almost without alterations, first in the committee and 

later in parliament (Svensk jakt No. 2, 1993). 

The SJF was naturally pleased with the result: 

The government's decision signifies, of course, a major victory for the hunters 
and for the recommendation that the SJF and the Farmer's National Alliance, 

LRF, submitted to those responsible for the so-called Sami Proposal . . . I t is d i f f i 
cult to receive better support for one's ideas than this (Svensk jakt No. 8,1993). 

The new system has meant that more waters have been made accessible for 
fishing. In the county of Norrbotten it is estimated that around 95 percent of all 
waters are open for fishing. This can be compared with around 70-75 percent 
before the more liberal system was introduced. In Västerbotten, about 30 percent 
more of the county's waters have been opened for fishing. The demand on cer

tain attractive waters has increased many-fold and has inevitably resulted in the 
deterioration of the environment. There are therefore, according to the govern
ment, reasons to study the consequences of the new system for fishing above the 
agriculture line and on reindeer-grazing lands. On 16 t h June 1994 the govern
ment decided to assign to the National Agricultural Agency and the Sami As
sembly the task of evaluating the situation. Their findings were presented in 
April 1996 (Sametingets sammanträdesprotokoll [Sami Assembly protocol] 
1995-02-21-24, appendix § 22). 

Alarming reports were published in the press in the spring of 1995. In one 
particular article taken from the newspaper Fiske för alla (No. 3, 1995), Gunnar 
Westrin, a fishing journalist, wrote about increased littering in the area. 

After the summer o f 1994 one could generally say that littering in mountainous 

regions has, unfortunately, begun to affect greater areas and has even i n certain 
places become outrageously degrading. Despite a collapsing environment, with 
pollution and all sorts of metal-based contamination, we still have the 'stomach' 

to make a mess of our environment in the most deplorable way (Fiske för alla No. 
3,1995). 

Westrin wrote, moreover, that there is still an organisational problem in the area: 
'Here one needs - despite everyone's legal right of access to open country - a 
stiffer control over recreational fishing in our mountains' (Fiske för alla No. 3, 
1995). 
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In 1995 the government initiated an evaluation of the new system, and as
signed the task to SNV, the Agriculture Agency and the Sami Assembly. In 
1996 their report was completed, and it concluded that because of shortcomings 
in the new system and a measurable negative effect on the environment, the new 
system needed better co-ordination of property use in the area (Arnesson-
Westerdahl et. al. 1996, 127-132). The evaluation had a strictly environmental 
angle; the indigenous rights issues were thus not part of the evaluation. 

Much analysis followed the policy process as well as the implementation of 

the new system (cf. Arnesson-Westerdahl 1994a; Arnesson-Westerdahl et. al. 
1996; Berggren & Ekenberg 1995a). In an artide, Agneta Arnesson-Westerdahl 
('Spelet bakom kulisserna') highlighted what was, for many, an unknown par
liamentary club of MPs who were hunters. The initiative comes, according to 
Arnesson-Westerdahl, from SJF (Arnesson-Westerdahl 1994b, 45). Until the 
election the club had 51 members (parhament has 349 MPs)6, with various party 
orientations, including the so called minister of Sami issues, Hans Dau (Riksda
gens Jaktklubb, medlemsregister 1994). According to paragraph 4 in its charter, 
the club works for hunting issues through nurturing and developing interest in 
hunting issues and by being available to have proposed measures on hunting re
ferred to it for consideration (Stadgar för riksdagens jaktklubb 1994). In other 
words the club wanted to be involved in the remiss-stage7 of bills on which its 
members later would vote in parliament. In an article on the club in Dagens Ny

heter, the chairman of the club argued that this was simply something he usually 
said as a joke {Dagens Nyheter Sept. 1 s t 1994). However, the evidence in the 
charter tells another story. Even though the club has not in fact become involved 
at the remiss-stage of such bills, contacts between it and SJF have clearly been 
intimate and initiated by each side. 

Conclusion 

This case shows how a limited definition of the Sami as members of a Sameby 
has created two problems. Firstly, the interests of the reindeer herders have been 
depicted as a small group's self-interest, while the hunter interests have been 
seen to represent all citizens in Sweden and therefore as a general interest. Sec
ondly, the clash between non-members and members of the Sameby created a 
situation in which it was possible to define the issue of fishing as exclusively 
that, and not an issue of special indigenous rights; as simply a fishing issue, it 
would be unfair to exclude some from the right to fish. This shows how the 
definition of the Sami affected the fishing issue. The definition of the issue, as 
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well as the definition of the Sami, is an exercise of power. Thus, the Sami is 
something more than just a minority in terms of power, more than just a minor
ity in general terms. The Sami is defined as a group that has special needs, be
cause they are consider to be indigenous peoples. The Sami's lack of political 
power cannot be explained simply by referring to minority groups' lack of po
litical power, because it has an indigenous dimension. 

I w i l l argue that the manner in which the group is defined wi l l affect the out
come of a decision. I f indigenous peoples are defined as power minorities, then 
their self-identification is crucial for their integrity. Again I have shown that 
subjective identification is crucial for the analysis of indigenous peoples and 
power. 

In chapter 2 I argued that in studying indigenous peoples as self-defined enti
ties there are two processes in which power may be involved. Firstly, there is the 
political process of decision-making that affects indigenous peoples. The ques
tion is how to study the power that is involved. In order to do that, I must define 
the concept of power and determine how to identify it. The second process, 
identification, involves how power can be exercised in the very constitution of 
identities. 

The political process 

In the decision-making process that led to the new administrative system for 
fishing above the agriculture line and in areas utilised for reindeer grazing there 
is no problem in identifying the hunters as a group that was very influential in 
the process. It would be easy to stop there and simply conclude that one group 
was successful. However, that would exclude interesting questions. Why were 
the hunters successful? How did the issue become a fishing issue and not one of 
indigenous rights, even though the aim of the decision-making process was to 
outline the political situation of the Sami and eventually to strengthen their 
rights? It is ironic that an issue of decision-making concerning the Sami situa
tion could end up as strictly a fishing matter. In order to answer these questions, 
we need a method of studying the exercise of power. However, as I mentioned, 
we need an analytical concept of power that enables us to take account of sub
jective definition. 
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The identification process 

The legal definition of the Sami is ambivalent; it defines voters to the Sami As

sembly in terms of language8 while the special indigenous rights of fishing and 
hunting are connected to the vocation of reindeer grazing. Reindeer grazing is 
thus a vocation that it is important to sustain, and its practitioners are therefore 
given government funding and special rights to fish and hunt. One could argue 
that the state is buying a minority culture by maintaining a weak industry (cf. 
Johansson & Lundgren 1998). 

The narrative of the Sami in Sweden is firstly a narrative about just that, even 
i f the Sami exist in three other countries. The narrative is also connected to the 
vocation of reindeer grazing, even i f the majority of the Sami today are non-
herders. The narrative was created by the government policy of economic re
structuring of the Sami industry. The government decided to raise the economic 
income of the Sami population and therefore decided, with Sami consent, to 
make reindeer herding more economically effective. This policy thus divided the 
Sami into two groups - reindeer herders and non-reindeer herders. One can see 
the clash between these groups in the issue of fishing, in which non-reindeer 
herders supported 'free' fishing on traditional Sami land. Self-identification is 
thus crucial for the outcome of the actors' interests and political actions. The 
identification process does not just affect the political process but forms it as 
well as the actors and their interests. Indigenous peoples' lack of political power 
is consequently not primarily a lack of the formal political power that may be 
corrected by group-specific political rights, but as much a matter of identifica
tion. Again the need for a concept of power that is able to deal with both the po
litical process and the identification process is highlighted. 

Notes 

1 The taxed mountain case was primarily about whether the Sami rather than the state owned 
skattefjällen (reindeer-grazing lands) in northern Jämtland. The Sami lost the case on aU lev

els, but the supreme court called attention to the Sami's strong usufruct wi th the same consti
tutional protection as ownership. The process had by then gone on from May 1966 to January 
1981. The verdict was only precedential for those areas concerned by the case (Ruong 1982, 
209). 
2 Many of the settlers where Sami. But in the statistics o f citizens they were considered as 

Swedes as soon as they settled down and changed their mode of production to farming 
(Lundmark 1998, 70). 
3 This is a description of mountain Sameby's herding. Forest Samebys' herding is more sta
tionary, that is the reindeers are held in the lowlands forests the whole year. 
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4 Samelandspartiet (The Party o f Sarniland) 6 MPs and 19,73 per cent of the votes; Skogssa-

mema (the Forest Sami) 5 and 14,94; Renägarsamema (the Reindeer herders) 4 and 14,07; 

Samerna (the Sami) 4 and 11,58; Landsförbundet Svenska Samer (the Swedish National 

Sami) 3 and 10,68; Jakt- och fiskesamerna (The Hunting and Fishing Sami) 3 and 10,49; Min 

Geaidnu 3 and 9,59; Saemien Eatname 1 and 3,47; Mii Sdmit, Vi Samer 1 and 2,45; and 

Samisk Solidaritet (Solidarity o f Sami) 1 and 1,83 (Sametinget internet 2000d, author's 
translation). 
5 For extensive discussion on fishing as a property right and institutional performance see 
Rova 1999. 
6 After the election the club had 36 members in January 1995 (Riksdagens Jaktklubb, 
medlemslista 1995). 
7 Governmental proposals is circulated for comments. 
8 The law has been modified and now also involve Sami whose parents are Hsted in the elec
toral register o f the Sami Assembly. 
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4 

The Possibilities of Power 
Theory and Methodology 

The fundamental concept in social science is Power in the sense 

in which Energy is the fundamental concept in physics (Russell 
quoted in Breyman 1993,126). 

PoHtical science . . . is the study of the shaping and sharing of 
power (LassweU & Kaplan 1963, x iv) . 

Introduction 

In chapters 2 and 3, I highlighted the problem of studying indigenous peoples 
and power. The definition of indigenous peoples and the example of fishing 
showed that there is a need for clarification of the term power in relation to in
digenous peoples. Furthermore, it highlighted the need for a concept of power 
that is able to deal with both the formal political process and the identification 
process. Classical power concepts deal with decision-making or structural influ
ence and either treat the actors as autonomous, rational individuals without co
herent collective characteristics (cf. Hunter 1953; Russell 1952), or as structural 
marionettes (cf. Michels 1983; Mosca 1939). I f a group of people happen to 
share an ethnic identity it is only analytically important i f it can be considered as 
a poHtical resource, or as an ideological veil that hides the group's 'real' inter
ests. Thus, in terms of power, indigenousness is not important as such, merely as 
a tool for power. Indigenous peoples are thus no different than consumers, 
members in a tennis club, town citizens. In contrast, the subjective definition of 
indigenous peoples makes the picture of politics more complex. I argued that 
indigenous peoples' lack of political power is not primarily a lack of formal po
litical power, but also a matter of identification. We thus need a concept of 
power that wi l l be able to deal with both the political process and the identifica
tion process. 



The Concept of Power 

A democratic society embodies political justice in that each individual has the 
same amount of influence, based on the axiom of political equality: one person, 
one vote (cf. Dahl 1989; Tingsten 1945). To make the political system even 
more open, the decision-making process is divided into several steps, involving 
debate and discussion with groups and organisations that could be affected by a 
decision. Even so, it is very difficult to satisfy all individuals, organisations or 
groups, and there wi l l always be actors questioning the legitimacy of decisions. 
The causes of this disagreement can range from lack of influence to discrimina
tion and conflicting ideology. 

One dilemma of democracy is that a person has to vote for one candidate or 
party, and after the election she may have to accept another party or candidate 
taking power. It is important that this voter, nevertheless, feels that the political 
system which produces the decision has legitimacy (Buzan 1991, 69-107). Le
gitimacy is created, in this instance, by the thought that the losers wi l l have the 
chance to win the next election and in an 'open' society to influence the political 
process in other ways in the meantime. Thus, there is held to be a just distribu
tion of political power. However, even i f a democratic system theoretically has a 
just distribution of power, pohtical resources1 are likely to be distributed une
qually. An unjust distribution of political resources can make some groups more 
influential then others (cf. Dahl 1991, 35-48). Therefore, it is important to ask 
the question, as Robert A. Dahl puts it: 'who actually governs?' (Dahl 
1961/1989, 1). This is a question about who can exercise power and over whom. 

A l l people have some idea of what power is. We associate it with strength, 
leadership, authority, control and influence, but also with different roles such as 
tyrant, dictator, king, leader, boss or colonel. The wide field of association and 
the difficulties of defining power make it hard to understand, and studying it is 
therefore an intellectual challenge. Political scientists have traditionally tried to 
measure power, to give it a value and to categorise it. Power is a tool for domi
nation and control. To measure power, we have to create an ideal situation in 
which power is not exercised, where the value of power is zero. In a situation 
that differs from the ideal one, power is exercised and can therefore be meas
ured. Power is an anomaly that interferes with the harmony and balance of the 
rational ideal situation (cf. Dahl 1961/1989; Hunter 1953). Notions of an ideal 
situation are common in social science. For example John Rawls argues that all 
primary goods are to be equally distributed unless an unequal distribution of any 
or all of these goods is to the advantage of the least favoured. An actor's exer
cise of power wi l l therefore only be accepted i f the exercise favours the least 
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favoured (Rawls 1973, 303). The idea of the ideal situation is also a crucial part 
of Jürgen Habermas's theory of rational communication. This theory focuses on 
the pragmatic presuppositions of mutual understanding (Verständigung), that is, 
the wi l l to realise non-violent, consensual co-operation. An actor's exercise of 
power wi l l therefore be an anomaly (Habermas 1976; McCarthy 1994, 39). We 
can also recognise the notions of the ideal situation in Steven Lukes's concep
tion of power (see The Third View of Power, below). 

Another common way of dealing with power is to see it as a tool for a privi
leged group in society to maintain the present distribution of values and re
sources, as for instance Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz (1962), Floyd 
Hunter (1953), Lukes (1994) and C. Wright Mills (1956). Power in this sense 
can be used either by an elite to maintain status quo, or by underprivileged 
groups or individuals to change the distribution of values (cf. Machiavelli 1987). 
Power is the ultimate tool for the elite to prevent the masses from demanding 
changes to the system of privileges. As we wil l see in this chapter, different 
ways of doing this range from force and coercion to non-decisions and control

ling individuals' very thoughts. 
Power thus spans over a wide range of analytical possibilities and levels of 

abstractions. The first difficulty presented by a study of power is therefore that 
of finding a satisfactory definition. In this chapter, I wi l l explore three different 
ways of dealing with the concept of power. In 'The Two Faces of Power' (1962) 
Bachrach and Baratz argued that Dahl's (1957, 1961/1989) conceptuahsation of 
power reflected only one 'face' of the power relations in American politics, 
while their own theory showed that power had two faces. In 1974 Lukes argued 
in his Power: A Radical View (1994) that even Bachrach and Baratz's ideas of 
the second face of power was inadequate. For Lukes, power has three dimen
sions. In this chapter, I wi l l analyse these three definitions of power, and rele

vant empirical contexts. 
I w i l l argue, as does Lukes, that there are in general three dimensions, types, 

views or faces of power, and that with each face, the level of abstraction in
creases. Therefore, it is both practically and chronologically correct to start with 
the first view. I wi l l then analyse the second and the third views of power as re
actions to the first. The conclusion of this chapter leads me to argue that there is 
a need for a fourth face or view of power. This fourth view is explored in the 
next chapter (chapter 5). 
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The First View of Power 

The first view of power is often called the pluralist view. Pluralism began as a 
philosophy arguing that one substance or principle cannot explain reality. At the 
end of the 1950s, poHtical pluralism criticised the elite theory that dominated 
American political science especially (such as Hunter 1953, Lasswell 1950, 
Michels 1983 and Mills 1956). PoHtical pluralism was an attack on state mo
nism, whether expressed practically or philosophically. A classic pluralist study 
in political science is Dahl's study of urban politics in New Haven, Who Gov

erns? (1961/1989). In deciding whether New Haven was oligarchic (the elite 
theory view) or polyarchic (the pluralist view meaning the rule of the many), 
Dahl articulated an operational definition of power - probably the most famous 
and most used in political science. Dahl uses power as a synonym for influence2: 
'A has power over B to the extent that he [sic] can get B to do something B 
would not otherwise do' (Dahl 1957, 203)3. Later in the same article, Dahl de
scribes his view of power slightly differently: 'a successful attempt by A to get a 
to do something he [sic] would not otherwise do' (Dahl 1957, 203). The first 
statement refers to A's capacity (potential power4) while the second specifies a 
successful attempt (actual power). In the first view of power, it is the latter, the 
actual power, that is central. It is A's exercise of power rather than his or her 
capacity for power that makes B do something that B would not otherwise do. 

Power in this direct manner can be exercised in very different forms. The 
most extreme and most costly form is physical force. The actual employment of 
physical force usually signifies that a policy based on the threat of force (coer
cion) has failed. The threat of force is one of many means of persuasion. Persua
sion can take two forms: rational or manipulative. Another form of power is in
ducement (Dahl 1991, 40-44). AH these forms indicate that Dahl is focusing on 
actual observable power relationships, in which power clearly is exercised by 
one or several powerful actors over one or several subordinate actors. 

Why are there differences in the amount of influence that persons exercise? 
Dahl wanted to know in Who Governs? i f - and i f so, why - some groups could 
influence the outcomes of decisions in a community. The explanation for the 
uneven distribution of influence in society can be found in the involved actors 
capacity, the uneven distribution of political resources, of the motivation to use 
resources to gain influence, and of the skill and experience to use them. In figure 
4.1 some key links are illustrated in a causal network. Dahl argues that this net
work is similar to other causal analysis: a complete analyses requires the tracing 
of every effect back to its causes, with an indefinitely widening network of 
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causes. One's focus must therefore depend on one's purpose and interest. Dahl's 
interest is to show differences in political influence. 

I Differences in: II Differences in: 

a. Endowment lead to w a. Political resources 
W 

b. Experiences 
W 

b. Motivation 

HI Differences in: which lead to k. IV Differences in: 

a. Political skills 
W 

a. Political influence 

b. Extent resources 

are used for political 

resources 

which in turn lead to 

Figure 4.1: Factors Accounting for Differences in Political Influence (Dahl 
1991, 36). 

The causal network illustrated in figure 4.1 shows some factors that explain dif
ferences in political influence, or why two actors with the same goal get differ
ent results. This can be explained by differences in endowment and experiences, 
which can lead to differences in the distribution of political resources. I f actors 
have the motivation to use their political resources to gain political influence, 
and have the skill to use them, they wi l l acquire political influence. Acquired 
political influence can then be used to gain more political influence. By using 
this enriched experience and skill, the actor wi l l be able to gain more political 
resources; these can then be used to acquire more pohtical influence (Dahl 1991, 
35-39). The explanation rests on a simple fact: exercising influence requires the 
expenditure of political resources. A (wise) actor would not commit his re
sources beyond the point at which the value of the benefit the actor expected to 
gain was exceeded by the costs. The value of influence might thus be defined as 
the excess of expected benefits over expected costs. To maintain a high level of 
influence it is possible to raise the costs of influence and reduce the resources 
available to other actors (Dahl 1991, 38-39). 

By asking the question, who actually governs?, Dahl studies power (or influ
ence) inside a decision-making process, and it is within such processes that ob
servable conflict makes the study of power possible. The stress is on the study of 
concrete, observable behaviour. Thus, power, for Dahl, must only be analysed 
after examination of a series of concrete decisions (Dahl 1961/1989, 332-334). 
For each decision, Dahl determines the participant who initiated a particular 
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proposal that was finally adopted, who vetoed alternatives initiated by others, or 
who proposed alternatives that were turned down. These kinds of actions can 
then be tabulated as individual 'successes' or 'defeats'. The actor with the great
est proportion of success is considered the most influential (Dahl 1961/1989, 
336). There wi l l be no power exercised i f all involved actors are in agreement. 

Pluralists like Richard M . Merelman and Raymond E. Wolfinger agree with 
Dahl's focus on decision-making processes (Merelman 1968, Wolfinger 1994). 
Both support Dahl's ideas as the 'most useful field research concerning power' 
(Wolfinger 1971, 1080). A pluralist who has developed the pluralist view is 
Geoffrey Debnam. He criticises Dahl' s conception of power for its inadequate 
identification of non-action. Debnam argues, in the sprit of Bertrand Russell, 
that the intention behind an action is as important as its effect. Power is 'the 
production of intended effects' (Weber quoted in Debnam 1994, 189). To iden
tify power, the researcher has to evaluate the causal relationship between inten
tion and effect (Debnam 1994, 189-190). Still, Debnam agrees with Dahl, 
Merelman and Wolfinger that power should be studied in decision-making proc

esses. 
As I mentioned earlier pluralism was an attack on the state monism of elite 

theories. In the latter, it is the same elite that rules society, while in the pluralist 
view it is many actors that rule. Elite theory also argues that a single political 
elite is autonomous of external influence. Gaetano Mosca asserted that in all so
cieties two classes appear: a ruling class and a class that is ruled. Power is thus 
exercised top-down (Mosca 1939, 50). Robert Michels called his ideas of power 
the 'Iron Law of Oligarchy'. Michels argued that all organisations (including 
interest groups) become oligarchic no matter how democratically they start out. 
To accomphsh its goals, an organisation has to be well organised, and organisa
tion means leaders. Once leaders are in top positions they tend to see their roles 
as permanent. Members of the organisation that do not belong to the elite tend to 
agree with their position, obeying the leaders and not trying to replace them 
(Michels 1983). Another classical elite theorist is Mills . He contended that the 
USA was ruled by a relatively closed and stable, upper-class elite that responded 
to public pressure only when its position was threatened. The elite held a power 
monopoly because it controlled essential resources such as wealth, the military, 
education and business. Thus, membership of the ruling elite depended on socio
economic status, not on election or expertise. Political elections were largely 

symbolic (Mills 1956). 
How does elite theory, and social science in general, define 'elite'? Vilfredo 

Pareto defined it as comprising those individuals who have the highest indices of 
excellence in any particular activity. Pareto also sub-divided these elites into a 
governing elite, composed of all leaders that directly or indirectly play a part in 
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ruling the society, and a non-governing elite, which makes up the remainder 
(Dunleavy & O'Leary 1991, 136). In contemporary social science, the term 
'elite' is often applied to functional or occupational groups that have status in 
society (Bottomore 1970; Hunter 1953). Harold Lasswell argued that the elite is 
the group that gets the most of what there is to get, while the rest are the masses 
(Lasswell in Dunleavy & O'Leary 1991, 137). 

Pluralists argue that the USA is not governed by one single elite, but by a 
number of groups. Competition among these groups prevents any one person or 
group from gaining control of the political system. Political decisions are results 
of bargaining between groups. Elite groups have to bargain to get their demands 
through the political system. The groups are always open to external influence 
(cf. Dahl 1961/1989; Polsby 1963). Dahl concluded that the upper class tended 
to be aloof towards pohtics, and that power is highly decentralised (Dahl 
1961/1989). Note, however, that pluralists do not envisage a plural democracy 
ruled by the people, but by several groups. Pluralists are thus sometimes called 
plural-elitists (Roskin et. al. 1994, 94 note 8). In figure 4.2 the differences be

tween the two is illustrated. 

= interest 

group 

Figure 4.2: Elite and Pluralist models (Roskin et. al. 1994, 92). 

The elite model, to the left, is dominated by one economic and political elite, 
while the pluralist model, to the right, shows a plural situation, where there is a 
competition between interest groups. There wi l l be at least one group for each 
interest in society. Furthermore, groups wil l simply act on issues that may affect 
their interest. Thus, there is not one elite group that governs all issues in society. 
Endowment, experience, skill, resources and motivation wil l thus be crucial in 

explaining the outcome of a decision-making process. 
In Dahl's classic study of New Haven, he explored two rival hypotheses: that 

a unified oligarchy governs (the elite view), or that the city's political system is 
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a polyarchy (a pluralist view). In Dahl's positivistic and behaviourist research, 
he felt he had demonstrated that political power was not organised into a single 
pyramid capped by one ruling elite. In each policy area he found that different 
groups were successful (Dahl 1961/1989). 

To find out who '[ i ]n a political system where nearly every adult may vote 

but where knowledge, wealth, social position, access to officials, and other re
sources are unequally distributed ... actually governs' (Dahl 1961/1989, 1), Dahl 
studied political key-issues. In defining these, he asserted 'a necessary although 
possibly not a sufficient condition that the (key) issue should involve actual dis
agreement in preferences among two or more groups' (Dahl 1958, 467). A key-
issue is thus a controversial issue, and so involves observable conflict (Dahl 
1958, 467). In this way, the first view of power focuses on observable behaviour 
in decision-making. 

Polsby argues that key-decisions in decision-making processes seem to be the 
best way to determine which actors exercise power (Polsby 1963, 3-4). He of
fered four criteria for identifying key decisions: the number of people affected 
by the outcome; the number of different kinds of resources distributed by the 
outcome; the quantity or value of these resources; and, finally, how drastically 
the outcome affects existing resource distribution (Polsby 1963, 95-96). 

In a key-issue or key decision with an actual observable conflict, the focus of 
research wi l l be to identify the actors involved and their arguments. Power has 
been exercised i f the outcome of a decision-making process favours one group 
of actors' arguments. 

Most pluralists advocate methodological individualism (Dahl 1961/1989; 
Polsby 1963). Following behaviourist principles, pluralists believe that individu
als' interests can be discerned by identifying which policy opinions they choose: 
their behaviour reveals their policy preferences. The possibility that individuals 
have interests that they have not expressed is ruled out of order. 'Effectively it 
becomes impossible for people to be mistaken about their interest' (Dunleavy & 
O'Leary 1991, 19). Radical (the third view of power) claims about 'false con
sciousness' are dismissed as unscientific. There is no unrecognised 'real inter
ests' of individuals. 

Indigenous Peoples and the First View of Power 

In general, as we have seen, there are two ways of defining indigenous peoples: 
in terms of objective attributes and with reference to subjective feelings. The 
objective view identifies a number of observable attributes of a specific group, 
such as race, distinctive culture, religion, language or common symbols. In 
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chapter 2, I argued that the objective view has two weaknesses. Firstly, since it 
is the 'objective' observer who identifies a group's attributes, it may restrict the 
definition to certain - and, for the group itself, unimportant - characteristics, and 
wi l l thus act as a tool of power. An objective definition may also work as a self-
fulfi l l ing prophecy, in that it induces group members to accept a definition of 
themselves in order to receive special political rights as indigenous people. Sec
ondly, objective attributes are often based on an idea that identity is unchange
able. The group may change but the bases of its identity wi l l not. This primor
dial reference to an absolute origin prior to all experience and interaction is 
common in notions of ethnic identity (cf. Chatterjee 1991; GeUner 1990; Smith 
1986, 1991a, 1991b), but a primordial idea is not an obligatory element of the 
objective view; it may also acknowledge dynamic identities. An 'objective' re
searcher might stipulate some change between objective criteria. However, in 
order to stipulate group attributes, the researcher must already have an idea of 
what characteristics the group members usually share. Thus, there must be an 
idea that the stipulation is based on. Where does this idea come from? Is it pri
mordial? Is it an objective perception that all group members share the same 
characteristics? Such questions suggest that stipulation is not the solution when 
one wants to study dynamic identities. 

In contrast, the subjective view of identity focuses on group members' feeling 
of being different from other groups and a shared idea of (imagined) commu
nity. The focus on subjective feelings captures the dynamic nature of identities. 
However, the question in the subjective view is not what you are, but what you 
have become and how. In order to capture the mechanism behind identity, it is 
the constituting processes of imagined communities that should be addressed 
instead of a search for objective common attributes. The search is for forces or 
processes that define groups as indigenous. As mentioned in chapter 1, these 

forces or processes highlight the issue of power. 
The relationships between indigenous peoples, power and subjective identifi

cation can be divided into two levels: identification, and the practical political 
process. The identification level is connected to the idea of identity as a subjec
tive process, and when it is related to power some questions arise. Can power be 
part of the identification process? Can A exercise power over B so B wi l l iden
tify herself in a way she would not otherwise do? Who, i f anyone, has the power 
to articulate a group's identity? This level is about how group identities are con
stituted and formed. The practical political level is about decision-making in is
sues that involve or may influence an indigenous people's situation as a minor
ity. This level also involves issues of representation. The central question con
nected to the practical political level is: Who governs decision-making in issues 
connected to indigenous peoples, and how is it done? 
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The first view of power envisages a relationship in which A gets B to do 
something she would not otherwise do. Translated to the identification level de
scribe above, Dahl's power formula (Dahl 1957, 203) becomes: a successful at
tempt by A to get B to identify herself in a way she would not otherwise do. The 
relationship between A and B must involve a conflict of interests; that is, B's 

interest must involve a distinct identity. I f B accepts A's identity without argu
ing, power has not been exercised, because power can only be exercised i f there 
is an observable conflict between A and B. This gives us two different scenarios. 
Firstly, B accepts the identity that A bestows on B, and therefore we have no 
conflict and no exercise of power. Secondly, B does not accept the identity that 
A bestows on B. Since we are using a subjective definition of group identity, 
this scenario w i l l not create an identity. It creates A's ideas of B's identity, and 
since B does not accept that identity, we cannot say that the exercise of power 
by A shaped B's identity. Thus, the first view of power, on the one hand, and the 
identification level, on the other, are not compatible. Either there is a change in 
B's identity, but no exercise of power; or there is an attempt to exercise power 

by A, but no change in B's identity. 
The example of fishing in chapter 3 can be placed in this context. The issue 

was presented by the hunters and thus the government as simply a fishing issue. 
By doing that they managed to 'hide' the fact that the issue also involved an in
digenous dimension, that is, an issue of an indigenous people's special rights. 
The definition of Sami as reindeer herders (of the Sami population in Sweden 
only they have the right to fish and hunt on their traditional land) allowed them 
to be portrayed as simply representing a minority's self-interest, while the hunt
ers claimed to represent the common good. Through successfully attempting to 
define the Sami with the special right to fish and hunt as a small, self-interested 
group, the hunters also managed to define the conflict as between those repre
senting Swedish citizens in general against those representing a small group of 
tradesmen. Even the Sami themselves accepted this definition of the issue, and 
some non-herder Sami even acted for the new administrative system for fishing. 
However, this does not mean, with the subjective definition of indigenous peo
ples in mind, that power in the sense of the first view was exercised. The Sami 
accepted the definition and so there was no observable conflict between the 
Sami and other groups involved. The conflict during the decision-making proc
ess involved hunters and reindeer herders. When the decision was made, the is
sue turned from being a question of whether fishing in Samiland would affect 
reindeer-grazing to being an issue of indigenous rights. 

On the practical political level, the pluralist view of power argues that interest 
groups wi l l change according to political issues. There is no one dominant group 
in all issues. Instead, groups and their composition wi l l change from one issue to 
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another. Dahl sees groups as powerful or subordinate according to their motiva
tion, experience, political resources and skill in using these resources. The defi
nition of a group is based on its degree of political influence. How the group be
came a group is not important. This means that a group's ethnic or indigenous 
identification only matters if, in a given situation, it can be considered a political 
resource. Dahl describes in Who Governs? how pohticians try to win votes by 
adopting an ethnic policy. 'One might say that in ethnic politics politicians seek 
to win votes by conferring divisible benefits on individuals selected according to 
ethnic criteria' (Dahl 1961/1989, 53). Thus, ethnicity is considered a political 
resource. That the groups and their structure change according to the issue is 
obvious in our fishing issue. As long as the issue was considered strictly a fish
ing issue the actors were hunters and fishermen on the one hand and reindeer 
herders on the other hand. When the angle of the issue changed to being a ques
tion of indigenous rights, the groups involved became more numerous. The ac
tors now involved were the Sami (and not only the reindeer herders), poHtical 
parties, human rights organisations, the EU, and the hunters and fishermen. 
However, the decision was not changed and it seems that indigenousness was 
not an important political resource. 

The Sami have tried for a long time to use their indigenous origin to receive 
political acknowledgement, but with limited success. One explanation for this 
could be that the Sami as indigenous peoples are not considered a poHtical re
source that would win many votes. The Sami are not a large voter group and 
adopting a policy for indigenous rights would not give a political party much 
political credit. In the example of fishing, there are political parties that argue 
for individual rights, such as the Moderates, the Centre Party, the Christian 
Democratic Party and the Liberal Party, which initiated the new administrative 
system for fishing and in so doing argued for collective use of the area ahead of 
the individual rights of the Sami (cf. Berggren & Ekenberg 1995b). 

That the example of fishing was defined as a fishing issue, and not a matter of 
indigenous rights, shows how an important part of the issue was omitted from 
almost the entire decision-making process. How that was possible is difficult to 
explain with a pluralist view of power. We thus need another (second) view of 
power. 

The Second View of Power 

In 1962 Bachrach and Baratz, in their article 'Two Faces of Power', argued that 
Dahl's study of New Haven had two fundamental weaknesses5. One was that the 
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model took no account of the fact that power may be exercised by limiting deci
sion-making to relatively non-controversial matters. The other weakness was 
that Dahl's conception provided no objective criteria to distinguish between 
'important' and 'unimportant' issues. Actors can have disagreements on impor
tant issues (key-issues), but also on unimportant issues, and it is, according to 
Bachrach and Baratz, the elite that has the power to decide which issues are or 
are not important. Bachrach and Baratz argued that a key-issue is one that in
volves a real challenge to the ruling elite's resources, or a demand for permanent 
change in the distribution of values. Bachrach & Baratz's critique is based on 
their assumption that all organisations create a 'mobilisation of bias' (Bachrach 
& Baratz 1962; 1970, 6) - a series of values, attitudes, opinions, rituals, and in
stitutional procedures, that systematically benefit some groups or persons 
(Bachrach & Baratz 1972, 54-55). In this context, they cite E. E. Schattschnei
der: 

A l l forms o f political organization have a bias in favour of the exploitation of 

some kinds o f conflict and the suppression of others because organization is the 

mobilisation of bias. Some issues are organized into politics, while others are or
ganized out (Schattschneider 1960,71). 

In Schnattschneider's view, power has two sides or faces: decision-making and 
non-decision-making - that is, the prevention of issues from reaching the politi
cal agenda. In any liberal democracy, a 'mobilisation of bias' is cumulatively 
created by the outcomes of political and social conflicts. New resources are ac
cumulated by political victories. The scope of debate is shifted or limited over 
time in particular directions, but always in a direction that merges power into 
more permanent forms. In time, these forms of power or 'mobilisation of bias' 
may become almost invisible to citizens, and accepted as uncontroversial, 'natu
ral' features of the landscape (Dunleavy & O'Leary 1991, 158). 

Bachrach & Baratz also think that power is exercised beyond the decision
making process. 

Politics are rarely, i f ever, characterized by equality in the allocation o f values. 
Almost invariably, the pohcy outputs o f the system benefit some persons and 
groups more than others. Moreover, inequality in the distribution o f benefits and 

privileges tends to persist through time (Bachrach & Baratz 1970,105). 

The political system and its subsystems develop a 'mobilisation of bias'. Inves
tigation of who it is who actually governs demands more than the study of the 
formal decision-making process. We must also study informal influences. 
Which issues and preferences reach the agenda and which do not? As Dahl puts 

76 



it: 'one can argue that even in a society like ours a ruling elite might be so influ
ential over ideas, attitudes, and opinions that a kind of false consensus wil l exist' 
(Dahl 1958, 468-469). However, Bachrach and Baratz did not ask themselves 
the question of who governs. They wanted to know why society was unequal 
even though the political system was based on equality. Bachrach and Baratz 
posed the question: Ts the distribution of benefits and privileges highly unequal 
and, i f so, why?' (Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 106). The 'mobilisation of bias' cre
ates a situation in which some privileged groups have better access to political 
resources, and therefore can use them to gain more privileges or to maintain 
their present ones. This can be done in two ways: through actual decisions (the 
first view of power) and through non-decision-making (the second view). 

Bachrach and Baratz argue that Dahl' s view of power was restrictive and gave 
a misleadingly sanguine, pluralist picture of American politics. Power has, ac
cording to Bachrach and Baratz, two 'faces'. 

O f course power is exercised when A participates in the making o f decisions that 

affect B . Power is also exercised when A devotes his energies to creating or rein

forcing social and political values and institutional practices that l imi t the scope of 
the poHtical process to public consideration o f only those issues which are com
paratively innocuous to A . To the extent that A succeeds in doing this, B is pre

vented for aH practical purposes, f r o m bringing to the fore any issues that might in 
their resolution be seriously detrimental to A ' s set o f preferences (Bachrach & 
Baratz 1970, 7). 

The 'mobilisation of bias' creates a situation in which an elite exercises power 
over subordinate actors. The elite creates or reinforces obstacles to keep some 
issues, values, myths, or arguments outside the political process. A set of pre
dominant values, rituals, beliefs and institutional procedures operates systemati
cally to benefit certain persons or groups at the expense of others. Power may 
be, and often is, exercised by confining the scope of decision-making to rela
tively 'safe issues'. In other words, some groups or persons have the ability to 
control what is considered a political issue in society (Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 
18 and 43). 

Bachrach and Baratz define this kind of influence as a non-decision: 

a decision that results in suppression or thwarting o f latent or manifest chaUenge 
to the values or interest o f the decision-maker. To be more nearly explicit, non-

decision-making is a means by which demands for change in the existing aUoca-
tion of benefits and privileges in the community can be suffocated before they are 
even voiced; or kept covert; or kü led before they gain access to the relevant deci
sion-making arena; or, fail ing aU these things, maimed or destroyed in the deci

sion-implementing stage of the poUcy process (Bachrach & Baratz 1970,44). 
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This second view of power therefore involves two processes: 'mobilization of 
bias', that is, an organisation favour some groups who are able to control the 
agenda; and 'organizing out', that is, the exclusion of some issues, persons or 
groups from the decision-making process. Non-decision-making can involve an 
observable decision, which 'results in suppression or thwarting of a latent or 
manifest challenge to the interest of the decision-maker' (power observed as be
haviour, Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 44). This is the main difference between plu
ralists and those holding the second view of power. The former study actors' 
observable behaviour in decision-making, while the latter study both behaviour 
and non-behaviour decision-making. 

In manipulative non-decision-making, the elite try to keep the present distri
bution of values and resources. Non-decisions can take several forms. The most 
direct and extreme is one in which force - harassment, imprisonment, beatings, 
even murder - is invoked as the means of preventing actors' demands from en
tering the political process. Just as direct but less extreme is non-decision-
making through threats of sanctions, punishment or rewards. As an example of a 
potential reward, Bachrach and Baratz cite Philip Selznick's critique of partici
patory democracy, which, it is claimed, gives 'the opposition the illusion of a 
voice without the voice itself, and so stifles opposition without having to alter 
policy in the least' (Selznick quoted in Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 45). A tnird 
and indirect form of non-decision-making is to invoke an existing bias in the 
political system to thwart a threatening demand. For example, a demand may be 
denied legitimacy by being branded socialist, unpatriotic, egocentric, immoral or 
in violation of an established rule or procedure. Referral of issues to committees 
or commissions for detailed and prolonged study can also deflect demands, as 
can the use of symbolic appeals, based upon norms in the system, to misrepre
sent or transform a threatening demand into a harmless one. The fourth and most 
indirect form of non-decision-making involves reshaping or strengthening the 
'mobilisation of bias' in order to block demands. For instance, a university ad
ministration may create additional rules and procedures for processing students' 
demands (Bachrach & Baratz 1970,44-46). 

Whatever the form of non-decision-making, its purpose is the same: to main
tain the 'mobilisation of bias'. The elite's position is always threatened and must 
be protected by decision-making and non-decision-making. By strengthening the 
'mobilisation of bias', the elite wi l l be able to keep its privileges by organising 
out potential threats from the political agenda, and it is this that the second view 
of power focuses on. 

In the same way as pluralists, Bachrach and Baratz hold that power in deci
sion-making only exists in relations that involve conflict. The conflict between, 
on one hand, the interests of those engaged in non-decision-making and, on the 
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other, the interests of those whose preferences they suppress is the object of 
study. ' In order for a power relationship to exist there must be a conflict of in
terests or values between two or more persons or groups' (Bachrach & Baratz 
1970, 21). In a situation that lacks conflict, there wi l l be no power exercised. I f 
there is no resistance, there is unity, and therefore no power (Bachrach & Baratz 
1972, 58-60). However, a power relationship exists only i f B actually bows to 
A's wishes. I f B does not bow to A's exercise of power, A's intention has been 
thwarted and cannot be considered an example of power. Furthermore, Bachrach 
and Baratz argue that a power relationship only exists i f one actor can threaten 
to invoke sanctions, since 'power is "the process of affecting policies of others 
with the help of (...threatened) severe deprivations for nonconformity with the 
policies intended'" (Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 21). 

Non-decisions are a way of repressing or weakening a latent or manifest 
challenge to a group or a person's interest. It is a means to smother a demand in 
its cradle, before it has been voiced, to ignore a demand, or to prevent a demand 
reaching a political agenda. In cases when all this fails, such demands wi l l be 
maimed or destroyed during the decision-implementing stage of the policy proc
ess (Bachrach & Baratz 1972, 55). 

To analyse a decision-making process and the contents of non-decisions 
Bachrach and Baratz ask themselves a few questions. 

The first query is obvious: Who makes the decisions or, more generally, what in
dividuals or groups play a significant role in the process? Next, what do the deci

sion-makers beheve are the relevant factors and conditions... that may affect theh 
choice o f a course of action? Third, to what extent were the decision-makers con
strained by incomplete or inaccurate information, imperfections in the network of 

communications linking, all those involved, precedents that narrow theh range of 
choice, theh own perceptions o f the problem i n its setting, or the availability of 

resources to implement the decision? Finally, what were the principal determi
nants o f the actors' behaviour? (Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 60-61). 

Two Dutch researchers, C. van der Eijk and W. J. P. Kok, criticised Bachrach 
and Baratz's wide definition of non-decision. To make the term non-decision 
more empirically useful, they created a model of non-decision-making (see fig
ure 4.3), in which four illustrative obstacles prevent issues reaching different 
levels of a decision-making process. In the model 'wants' are related to people's 
hopes, interests, ideologies, ideas, and attitudes; 'demands' refer to poUticised 
'wants', in which a 'want' has developed into a 'demand' for change; and 'is
sues' refer to 'demands' that have become part of the agenda for decision
making (van der Eijk & Kok in Svärd 1982, 99-102). 
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Before a 'want' has developed to an actual proposal, ready to be decided on, 
there are at least four obstacles. The first and the second obstacles are connected 
to some kind of non-decision. 

Wants Demands Issues Decisions Outputs 

Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 Obstacle 4 

Figure 4.3: The obstacles to decision-making (van der Eijk & Kok in Svärd 
1982, 100). 

Obstacle one contains the values, beliefs, and myths that a society is built upon 
and that regulate which 'wants' people consider legitimate or otherwise. A result 
of this obstacle is that old opinions about a specific issue wi l l be permanent and 
hence wi l l stifle new opinions on it. Obstacle 2 concerns the use of power that 
shapes new or strengthens old political procedures and institutions that prevent 
'unsafe' demands reaching the political agenda (Bachrach & Baratz 1972, 67). 

The Pluralist Critique of the Second View of Power 

At the end of 1960s the pluralists started to criticise Bachrach and Baratz's view 
of power. In 1968 Merelman wrote On the Neo-elitist Critique of Community 

Power, and attacked Bachrach and Baratz's covert assumption that there is a 
ruling elite in human relations. I f there were no such elite, there would be no 
false consensus either. According to Bachrach and Baratz, i f a conflict is harm
less i.e. it does not threaten the elite's position, there is de facto an elite, and i f 
the conflict threatens the elite's position, an elite also exists. However, Merel
man argues that absence of an issue cannot be a proof of the elite's existence. In 
cases when the elite can be shown to be responsible for the absence of the issue, 
there would have to have been a conflict before the ehte managed to create a 
false consensus. However, conflict does not exist in a situation with a false con
sensus. For Merelman, the argument that an elite exists reduces itself to a state
ment of faith. The argument cannot be falsified and is therefore meaningless and 
logically unacceptable (Merelman 1968, 452-453). 
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Wolfinger criticises the second view's focus on power structures. 'Even when 
data can be allocated on some aspects of non-decisions, only a partial and per
haps highly skewed picture of "the power structure" would be obtained, and the 
result would still be open to the charge that all aspects of the "non-decision-
making process" had not been studied' (Wolfinger 1971, 1079). 

A common pluralist critique of the second view of power is that non-events 
like non-decisions are unresearchable (Debnam 1994; Merelman 1968; Wolfin-
ger 1971), and that it offers nothing that is not already provided by a pluralist 
decision-making approach (Debnam 1994, 185). Bachrach and Baratz argue that 
these theorists have failed to recognise the theoretical significance of the con
cept of non-decision-making. Non-decision making is based on the additional 
presupposition that political consensus is commonly shaped by defenders of the 
status quo, exercising their power to ward off threats to their position. The first 
view of power is unable to study these types of actions (Bachrach & Baratz 
1994, 197). 

Indigenous Peoples and the Second View of Power 

The definition of power in the second view of power is similar to the first view -
a successful attempt by A to get B to do something B would not otherwise do. 
The second view adds that this exercise of power can be indirect in the sense 
that the 'mobilisation of bias' may create a situation in which an individual, a 
group, several groups or issues are 'organised out' of an agenda or a pohcy pro
cess. It is, thus, possible to explain why certain groups, individuals or issues are 
'organised out', but the explanation is strictly focused on motivation, experi
ence, political resources and skill in using these resources, and not on ethnicity 
or indigenousness. The explanation of why an indigenous peoples constitute a 
minority in terms of power is that indigenousness is not considered an important 
political resource. But it may be described an issue that is 'organised out' by the 
political elite. However, it wi l l not be explained by reference to indigenousness. 
The indigenous peoples or their specific issues are 'organised out' because the 
indigenous people lack the required political resources to gain political influ
ence. Indigenousness might, hypothetically, be a negative political resource, that 
is a resource that decrease a group's access to other political resources or influ
ence. 

The example of fishing clearly indicates the presence of non-decisions. One 
could argue that the hunter interest organisations managed to 'organise out' the 
indigenous-rights aspects and environmental aspects of the fishing issue, as well 
as the environmental organisations, from the decision-making process. Indeed, 
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the environmental organisations complained after the decision that they had not 
been involved during the decision-making process. However, the idea of the 
Sami as an indigenous people wi l l not add anything to an analysis o f the deci
sion-making process. They could equally be defined as reindeer herders or land
owners; their indigenousness is superfluous in explaining the outcome of the 
issue. The hypothesis of indigenousness as a negative political resource is thus 
not strengthened by the example. 

The 'mobilisation of bias' may create a political system that promotes the 
elite's interests. The elite, A, may create a definition of B that bears no relation 
to the group members of a given indigenous people, B. This definition may then 
be the basis for a decision. I f B does not accept A's definition of B, A may 'or
ganise out' B from the decision-making process. It is an external definition of B 
that B does not accept. Thus, there is an observable conflict between A and B, 
and power is exercised by A in order to keep B out of the decision-making proc
ess. Even i f there is a definition of the indigenous people, B, in the decision
making process, it is not B's own definition; it is not B's self-identification. 
Therefore, the 'mobilisation of bias' allows A to create a definition of a given 
indigenous people. It is an external definition with political consequences, but i f 
the indigenous people do not accept the external identity, it cannot be considered 
an identity; it is rather a false external definition, or a prejudice. In conclusion, I 
argue that the pluralism of competing interest groups in society, in the first view 
of power, rules out the indigenous peoples as groups that lacks power, because 
interests groups must be open to external influence. In the second view of power 
indigenous peoples may be 'organised out' by the elite who gain from the 'mo
bilisation of bias' in society. The identity A uses in describing B is thus not B's 
self-identity. It is A's definition of B, and its aim is to keep certain aspects of the 
issue outside the decision-making process. The exercise of power cannot force 
an identity on B, but it may shape the policy in a way that benefits A at the ex
pense of B. 

As mentioned above, the fishing issue was defined simply as a fishing issue. 
In that way the hunters and the government managed to 'organise out' the fact 
that the issue also involved indigenous rights. By defining the Sami, with the 
law as a source, as reindeer herders, the Sami as indigenous peoples were 'or
ganised out'. This occurred in a very obvious way when the government argued 
that there was no opposition to the new law, even as the Sami were openly scep
tical. Their critique was mentioned as something natural, but it did not change 
anything. 

The concept of power is the same in the first two views. Consequently, they 
wil l fall at the same hurdle: when the concept of power is combined with the 
subjective view of indigenous peoples it w i l l either involve no exercise of power 
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or no change of identity. The second view of power requires a conflict between 
actors, and since there wi l l either be a conflict and no change of identity, or a 
change of identity but no conflict (and thus no exercise of power), the second 

view cannot be combined with the subjective criterion. 
How is it possible to explain that, when the Sami's opposition was articulated 

at the end of the decision-making process, there were Sami who acted for the 
new administrative system, which actually meant a restriction of Sami rights? 
One might argue that these Sami did not know their own interests, and therefore 
acted against them. Maybe the 'mobilisation of bias' had succeeded, with myths, 
ideology and information control, to get these Sami to believe that their 'real' 
interests were to limit their control of fishing in Samiland. Thus, we might need 

a third view of power. 

The Third View of Power 

Lukes argued in 1974 in his book, Power: A Radical View (1994), that power 
has three dimensions. The first is Dahl's and other pluralists' view; the second is 
that of Bachrach and Baratz; and the third is Lukes's own. Lukes is critical of 
the behaviourist, actual-conflict-oriented and actual-speech-oriented view of 
power that is contained in the first two dimensions. Power, according to Lukes, 
can be direct (actual behaviour) and concrete, as in the first two views, but also 
indirect. What B's (unconscious) interests really are may be different from what 
B consciously takes them to be. This relies on the assumption that i f socially op
pressive conditions had not forced B to have certain interests, B would have re
alised that his or her 'real' interests were different from the interests she appears 
to have as a result of oppression. However, the effects of power are often re
pressed because both the dominating and dominated actors may be unaware of 
the exercise of power. This means that A as well as B can be part of a system, 
that works against both A's and B's alienated interests. 

Lukes contends that 

men's wants may themselves be a product of a system which works against theh 

interest, and, in such cases, relates the latter to what they would want and prefer, 

were they able to make the choice (Lukes 1994a, 249). 

In short, he defines the concept of power as 'A exercises power over B when A 
affects B in a manner contrary to B's interests' (Lukes 1994a, 248). Lukes ad
mits that the conception of interest is vague. Interest provides a licence for 
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making normative judgements of moral and political character. Different con
ceptions of interest are hence associated with different moral and political situa
tions (Lukes 1994a, 248). 

Power is exercised, according to the third view of power, when A gets B to do 
something that B would not have done i f A had not been exercising his or her 
power. However, A exercises power also when A prevents B from doing or even 
thinking something that A does not want B to do or think (Lukes 1994a, 257; 
Svärd 1982, 31). A wi l l suppress a potential issue before it is even voiced, and 
thus prevent conflict between A and B. I f B knew his or her real interest, the 
issue could have been voiced and thus caused conflict between A and B. Conse
quently, there is a latent conflict. To be able to study power, it is, therefore, im
portant to show what B would have done i f A had not exercised her power. 

Lukes argues that power requires human agency. However, the 'mobilisation 
of bias' in society creates an independent relationship between agency and 
structure. The 'mobilisation of bias' creates limits of behaviour that favour the 
elite's struggle to maintain the status quo. However, Lukes argues that someone 
has to be responsible for the results of an exercise of power. Structures cannot 
be responsible; individuals can, because individuals can choose their actions 
(Clegg 1997, 98). So, who is responsible for an unconscious exercise of power? 
At the heart of Lukes's (1996) analysis is a strong commitment to an ethic of 
responsible individualism. In systems characterised by structural determinism, 
there would be no place for power (Clegg 1997, 98). It is only responsible indi
viduals who exercise power (Lukes 1994a, 261). ' In speaking thus, one assumes 
that although agents operate within structurally determined limits, they none the 
less have a relative autonomy and could have acted differently' (Lukes 1977, 7). 
Either the exerciser(s) of power could have acted differently, or, when they are 
unaware of the consequences of their action or inaction, they could have ascer
tained these. Lukes therefore suggests that the researcher should locate power by 
identifying responsibility for consequences held to flow from the action, or in

action, of certain agents (Lukes 1994a, 261-262). 
Power can be exercised directly through actual decisions, indirectly through 

non-decisions, and by shaping people's consciousness through production of 
myths, information control and ideologies. According to this definition, an exer
cise of power can create a feeling of false consensus, which can lead to B be
having against his or her interest. The status quo is not always a result of chosen 
behaviour, but rather of social and cultural patterns of behaviour. Sometimes 
there wi l l be a clear difference between an actor's thought and action; that is, A 
acts against her own 'real interest'. Here Lukes's conception of power is similar 
to Antonio Gramsci's ideas of hegemony. Gramsci draws a contrast between 
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thought and action - two conceptions, one affirmed in words and the other dis
played in effective action. Where this contrast occurs, Gramsci writes, it 

cannot but be the expression o f profounder contrasts o f a social historical order. I t 

signifies that the social group in question may indeed have its own conception of 
the world, even i f only embryonic; a conception which manifests itself in action, 

but occasionally and in flashes - when, that is, the group is acting as an organic 
totality. But this same group has, for reasons o f submission and intellectual subor

dination, adopted a conception which is not its own but is borrowed f rom another 
group; and i t affirms this conception verbally and believes itself to be following it , 

because this is the conception which i t follows in 'normal times' - that is when its 

conduct is not independent and autonomous, but submissive and subordinate 
(Gramsci quoted in Lukes 1994a, 256). 

Lukes seeks to establish what the exercise of power prevents people from doing, 
and sometimes even from thinking. However, sometimes people have the op
portunity to react or to 'escape from subordinate positions in hierarchical sys
tems' (Lukes 1994a, 257). In these rare situations, people's 'real interest' wi l l be 
clearest. As an example, Lukes mentions the reactions of Czechs to the relaxa
tion of the apparatus of power in 1968. Yet, people's 'real interests' can also be 
sought in 'normal times'. People wi l l react to or perceive opportunities, when 
they occur, 'to escape from subordinate positions in hierarchical systems. In this 
connection data about rates of social mobility can acquire a new and striking 
theoretical significance' (Lukes 1994a, 257). 

A question to ask in this context is, i f an actor cannot know its own interest, 
how can an observer? The arguments about power and hegemony wil l answer 
the question - observers usually do not! However, even i f people do not overtly 
express their interests, they may have latent interests that are being repressed. 
This is a critical problem that the third view has in common with many elite 
theorists (cf. Mosca 1939; Weber 1968). Apparent indifference and apathy 
might be a product of subjection to power that people may not recognise. People 
may err in deciding what their interests are, and accept definitions of their inter
ests foisted upon them by an elite. To be able to identify people's 'real interests' 
on a 'objective basis', I have to look beyond human nature, since all human or
ganisation involves power relations. It is in an ideal situation, an imagined state 
of nature, in which people are free of power relations, that people can discover 
and express their 'real' interests (cf. Wrong 1979). 'So imputing "real" interests 
to people is a power stratagem like other power stratagems' (Dunleavy & 
O'Leary 1991, 150). 

Lukes argues, however, that people wi l l react to opportunities, and that in 
times of low control people wi l l 'discover' their 'real' interest and demand a 
change in the distribution of resources and values. In this way the 'mobilisation 
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of bias' wi l l change (Lukes 1994a, 257). However, people's interest, as mani
fested in actions during these situations wil l be concrete and observable actions, 
not latent non-actions. How is it possible, then, to empirically identify a non-
event and a non-action? Lukes argues that a failure to act, in a specific situation, 
may well have identifiable consequences. I f a non-action leads to a non-event 

such as the non-appearance of a poHtical issue, whereas the action would have 
led to its appearance, than the non-action wil l have empirically identifiable con
sequences. Thus, it is possible to identify a causal relationship between non
actions and non-events (Lukes 1994a, 258). 

In this way, Lukes's conception of power is based on an idea of what people 
would have done if they knew their 'real interests'. The identification of 'real 
interests' 'is not up to A, but to B, exercising choice under conditions of relative 
autonomy and, in particular, independently of A's power - e.g. through demo
cratic participation' (Lukes 1994a, 248, emphasis added). This autonomy is 
relative, since individual choices and actions are partly structured within given 
structural conditions; but some of the individuals' interests must be authentic, 
unless all individual interests and preferences are heteronomous (Lukes 1994b, 
278). Heteronomous action refers to actions on principles that an individual 
adopts because of his or her position or natural endowments, or in view of the 
society in which she lives, or the preferences that she has (Rawls 1973, 252). 
Both Lukes and William E. Connolly propose that interests can be seen in the 
choices that individuals would make i f they could experience what the conse
quences of their choices were. 

The concept of 'real interest' is connected with the conception of relative 
autonomy and choice (Clegg 1997, 92; Lukes 1994a, 249). This interpretation is 
based upon Immanuel Kant' s notion of autonomy: a person acts autonomously i f 
she chooses the action as a free and equal being (Rawls 1973, 252-253). There is 
no external explanation of individual behaviour, so the explanation must be 
found inside ourselves. The desire to specify the conditions under which indi
viduals can realise their interests is a common Kantian theme in the theories of 
Rawls and Lukes, but also Habermas (cf. Habermas's notion of discourse ethics, 
see McCarthy 1994, 47-57). The basis for these ideas represents a procedural 
reformulation of Kant's categorical imperative (Fell 1998). In short, this means 
that i f a maxim is to be accepted as universal, it must be independent of my par
ticular inclinations. This thought can also be found in the Bible's instruction to 
treat others in the way that you would want to be treated (Russell 1989, 242). In 
Lukes, this is obvious in his writings on relative autonomy. Lukes argues that 
action cannot be considered an exercise of power i f B autonomously accepts A's 
reasons. In that case it is not A who is responsible for the change of B's behav
iour but B herself3 (Lukes 1994a, 248 and 1994b, 278). 
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Lukes admits that the first two views of power have their advantages. The 
problem is, though, that their method and approaches transfer the bias of the 
studied object to the results of the research. Both the first view and the second 
view of power apply 'want-regarding principles' to people, relating their inter
ests to what they actually want or prefer. Lukes argues, however, that people's 
wants may be products of a system that works against their interests (Lukes 
1994a, 248-249). To get a complete picture of a power relation it is, therefore, 
crucial to identify the norms that affect both A and B, that make A together with 
other A's 'exercise a power that is not theirs' (Lukes 1986, 15). The pluralists' 
normative approach gives a misleading picture of the nature of power. I f power 
is exercised within the system to limit decision-making to acceptable issues, 
there wi l l be no pluralism. However, i f pluralism - that is, the society actually 
works and ought to work on the basis of free interplay of groups - is the basis of 
the research, a non-decision that limits the decision-making to safe issues cannot 
be identified as power (Lukes 1994a, 249-250). The second view goes some way 
to revealing this. But Lukes argues that its analysis remains superficial because 
it studies individual decisions made to prevent potential demands from becom
ing politically dangerous. A deeper analysis would also concern itself with all 
the complex and subtle ways in which the inactivity of leaders serves to keep 
groups and demands outside the political agenda (Lukes 1994a, 250). 

An obvious objection to this is: how can one study what does not happen? 
Lukes has two answers to this question. Firstly, he argues that just because of 
the difficulty or even the impossibility of showing that power has been exercised 
one can not conclude that it has not. Secondly, Lukes holds that inactivity is not 
impossible to identify. In his argument, he points to an example: Matthew Cren
son's book The Un-Politics of Air Pollution: A Study of Non-Decisionmaking in 
the Cities (1971), in which Crenson studied why some cities raised the issue of 
air pollution early and effectively while others failed to make it a political issue. 
Crenson works on the assumption that political inactivity is the proper object of 
investigation. According to Lukes, Crenson's notion of power is on the border
line between the second and the third view: T see it as a serious attempt empiri
cally to apply the former, together with certain elements of the latter' (Lukes 
1994a, 253). The conclusion of Crenson's study was that one actor in a city 
where air pollution problems had taken a long time to become articulated politi
cally had managed to prevent the issue from being raised. Operating on the basis 
of anticipated reactions, the actor managed to thwart attempts to do so. The 
study was based on the empirical hypothesis that everyone's 'real interest', even 
if they do not articulate this preference, is not to be poisoned, assuming that this 
does not entail increased unemployment (Lukes 1994a, 256). Leading actors, 
both individual and institutional, may exercise considerable control over what 
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people choose to care about and how powerfully they voice their cares. The 
'mobilisation of bias' may suppress the political consciousness of the public by 
confining minority opinions to minorities and denying minorities the scope to 
grow into majorities (Crenson 1971, 180-181). The 'real interests' - not to be 
poisoned - had thus been prevented to be articulated. I f people had new their 
'real interests' they would have acted different sooner than they actually did. 
The fact that they actually changed their mind from caring about their employ
ment to caring about their physical health showed how people discovered their 
'real interests'. The previous inactivity among people is, according to Lukes, an 
empirically proof of an exercise of radical power. 

Lukes's conception of power also highlights a classic problem in political sci
ence: can power be exercised without the exerciser being aware of what she is 
doing?7 Lukes makes a number of distinctions here. First, one might be unaware 
of the meaning of one's action. Second, one might be unaware of others' under
standing of one's action. Third, one might be unaware of the consequences of 
one's actions. Identifying an unconscious exercise of power of the first type pre
sents a difficulty where the observer's understanding and the observation differs. 
Lukes's unsatisfactory answer to this is that '[tjhis difficulty, however, is well-
known and has been very widely discussed, and it is not peculiar to the analysis 
of power' (Lukes 1994a, 259). He argues that it seems to pose no particular 
problem in identifying an unconscious exercise of power of the second type 
(Lukes 1994a, 259). Identifying an unconscious exercise of power of the third 
type is, though, problematic. Can A properly exercise power over B when A is 
ignorant of its effects? I f the ignorance is because of his or her failure to find 
out, the answer, Lukes argues, is yes. Where, however, A could not find out, be
cause certain factual or technical knowledge was not available, then all talk of 
an exercise of power appears to lose its point. An example of ignorance because 
of failure to find out the answer, is the cigarette companies' manipulation of 
people by marketing a dangerous drug. However, did the cigarette companies 
exercise this power over the public before it was even supposed that cigarette 
smoking might be harmful? Surely not, Lukes argues. This suggests that where 
power is held to be exercised unconsciously in this sense (that is, in unawareness 
of its consequences), the assumption is that the exerciser or exercisers could, in 
that context, have ascertained those consequences (Lukes 1994a, 259). 

Lukes argues in his book Power: A Radical View (1994) that the first two 
views of power are inadequate on three counts. In the first place, he rejects the 
focus on actual behaviour in concrete decisions, where persons express their 
preferences8. Bachrach and Baratz's critique of the first view of power's behav
iourism is not enough, since Bachrach and Baratz still are too committed to it. A 
non-decision, in Bachrach and Baratz notion, is an individual choice or decision 
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made consciously and individually. However, the domination enjoyed by de
fenders of the status quo may be so secure and pervasive that individuals are un
aware of the existing political process, whose bias they work to maintain (Lukes 
1994a, 240). Moreover, Lukes shows how not only a person's chosen behaviour, 
but also his or her socially and culturally structured behaviour, upholds 'the bias 
of the system'. Power that collectives and organisations exercise cannot simply 
be conceptualised in terms of individuals' decisions or behaviour, even i f they 
are composed of individuals. Power cannot totally be reduced to individuals' 
intentions. Lukes quotes Karl Marx to clarify his argument: 

Men make their own history but they do not make i t just as they please; they do 
not make i t under chcumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances 

directly encountered, given and transmitted from the past (Marx quoted in Lukes 

1994a, 241). 

The second count on which the 'one-dimensional' and 'two-dimensional' 
views of power are inadequate is in their association of power with actual, ob

servable conflict. There are two reasons for this also. Firstly, in relations char
acterised by manipulation or authority, agreement is not always based upon rea
son, as the first two views of power argue. It might be based on a false consen
sus. Secondly, A may exercise power over B by getting B to do what B does not 
want to do, but A also exercises power over B by influencing, shaping or deter
mining B's wants. A secures B's compliance by controlling her thoughts and 
desires. A wi l l then avoid resistance and hence a potential conflict (Lukes 
1994a, 241-242). Lukes argues that the first two views of power 'ignore the cru
cial point that the most effective and insidious use of power is to prevent such 
conflict from arising in the first place' (Lukes 1994a, 242). Through partial or 
total control of media and the flow of information in society, power can be exer
cised in preventing conflict. Therefore, the study of power must identify what 
Lukes calls latent conflicts of interest, which are presumably the result of un
conscious exercises of power (Lukes 1994a, 242-249). Observable conflicts 
(whether overt or covert) are acknowledged by those involved in a conflict, 
while latent conflicts of interests are presumably the result of ideological distor
tion of actors' perceptions of their 'real interests'. 

The third count on which the first two views of power is inadequate is that 
power only exists where there are grievances. If there are no grievances, there is 
a genuine consensus. I f there are no grievances, I as a researcher have to assume 
consensus and hence that there has been no exercise of power. But what is a 
grievance? An articulated demand based on knowledge? An indirect complaint 
arising out of everyday experience? A vague feeling of unease or sense of depri
vation? Lukes argues that the term is arbitrary. Furthermore, power is exercised 
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in a way that prevents people from having grievances, or even from articulating 
complaints, by shaping their perceptions, cognition and preferences, so indi
viduals cannot see or imagine alternatives and so accept their role in the existing 
order as natural, unchangeable or divinely ordained (Lukes 1994a, 242). By as
suming that absence of grievances equals genuine consensus, the researcher is 
prevented from observing latent conflicts. Latent conflicts exist in contradiction 
between the interest of those who exercise power and the 'real interest' of those 
who they exclude. I f the latter knew about their 'real interests', a real, actual 
conflict would ensue (Lukes 1994a, 242). 

Another criticism of the first two views of power is their empirical focus on 
key-issues. Deciding which issues a researcher wi l l treat as key-issues can be, as 
Bachrach and Baratz argue, a result of a non-decision (Bachrach & Baratz 1970, 
6). However, it can also be a product of myths in society. It is possible for a 
myth to give an issue a more important role than would otherwise have. The 
treatment of an issue as a key-issue may, though, be based on a false consensus, 
and non-articulated interests wi l l thus be outside the study of power. 

Lukes also criticises the first two views for their use of power and influence 
as equivalent terms9. For Lukes, power is connected to actions that create ob
servable (overt or covert) or latent conflicts, such as coercion and force, while 
influence is more connected to exercises that do not create a conflict of interests, 
like inducement, encouragement, persuasion (Lukes 1994a, 246-248). Lukes 
criticises Bachrach and Baratz's argument that a power relationship only exists 
i f A can threaten to invoke sanctions (Bachrach and Baratz 1970, 21), because 
this w i l l exclude not only influence but also unconscious exercises of power. 

Critiques of the Third View of Power 

A common criticism of Lukes' s conception of power is focused on his claims to 
be radical. As Alan Bradshaw puts it: 'Lukes' argument suffers from employing 
a Marxian notion in a very non-Marxist way' (Bradshaw 1994, 271). Alterna
tively, as Stewart R. Clegg asserts: ' i t is not a "realist" model, although on occa
sion it might be taken to be one' (Clegg 1997, 127; cf. Barbalet 1987). The 
agency perspective is, for Lukes, predominant over and against the concern with 
structure. The focus is clearly on As and Bs involved in concrete exercises of 
social action (cf. Clegg 1997, 99). Marxists are able to measure 'true' and 'false' 
consciousness; only the end of history w i l l vindicate their view of 'true' and 
'false'. Lukes lacks even this measurement of 'true' and 'false' (Bradshaw 1994, 
271). However, Lukes' concept 'real interest' is surely based on the Marxian 
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term alienation, in that people do no act according to their non-alienated 'real 
interests'. 

A difficulty related to an earlier problem in Lukes, the problem of identifying 
people's 'real interests', is of demonstrating that a power relationship exists at 
all. I f A has power over B, then A can get B to do something B otherwise would 
not do. However, in a continuous power relationship where B does not express 
his or her 'real interests' or grievances, I only observe the outcome of what I 
presume is an exercise of power, and my analysis of what would have happened 
i f power had not been exercised is based on pure speculation. 

Another criticism of the third view is that its conception of power is empiri
cally non-measurable. This critique is based on the belief that a concept's 
meaning is nothing more than a set of operations for measuring it. The meaning 
of a concept is though equal to its method of verification. Lukes's conception is 
not operational in this meaning and therefore relativist and not based on correct 
empirical evidence (cf. Bradshaw 1994, 269-272). 'Lacking a sophisticated in
strument for measuring these [people's interests] we find ourselves in a position 
of moral relativism when we try to adjudicate between competing conceptions 
of what should really be constituted as interests' (Clegg 1997, 117). However, 
science is more than merely observational. It is also social and conceptual. Ob
jects of analysis are theoretically dependent rather than empirically given. 
Power, Lukes argues, is one of those concepts that is value-dependent and es

sentially contested (Lukes 1974, 248-249). 

Indigenous People and the Third View of Power 

The third view of power considers power in relation to persons' 'real interests'. 
'Real interests' is an objective interest that people may not be aware of because 
the 'mobilisation of bias' allows an elite to shape peoples' opinions via infor
mation-control, myths and ideologies. I wi l l argue that there are two ways of 
identifying people's 'real interests'. Firstly, an objective and external observer 
can do so because the observer is outside the influence of the 'mobilisation of 
bias' and wi l l therefore possess an objective opinion of the situation. But since I 
have already criticised such objective definitions, this way of identifying 'real 
interests' is not valid. Secondly, in certain situations the 'mobilisation of bias' 
wi l l lose its position and people wi l l 'escape from subordinate positions in hier
archical systems' (Lukes 1994a, 257). In these unique situations people wi l l dis
cover for themselves their 'real interests', free from ideological and mythical 
distortions. However, individuals cannot know their 'real interests' i f there are 
no criteria for what is wrong or right, real or false. Individuals must feel, when 
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the 'mobilisation of bias' falls, that their identity is false, and that a real one is 
ready for discovery. The discovery must, logically, be built on some kind of ob
jective criteria that may be discovered in situations where the influence from the 
surroundings is weak, otherwise people would not be able judge between 'real' 
and 'false' interests. Thus, there is an ideal situation in which people's identity 
is correct. A person's identity in a given situation may be compared to the ideal 
situation, and then the observer wi l l be able to tell i f the person has got the right 
identity. I f there is a discrepancy between the person's identity and the ideal 
situation, there is a conflict between the 'real identity' of the person and the per
son's present identity. Power has thus been exercised. As I have already argued, 
this is clearly an objective view of identification. 

The 'real identity' of the Sami may be that they are Sami and not simply rein
deer herders. Such a conception of Sami identity may have changed the political 
situation during the decision-making process that led to the new administrative 
system for fishing in Samiland, described in chapter 3. The Sami could - collec
tively, and not simply as reindeer herders, but as Sami - have complained about 
the new system as infringing their indigenous rights. However, one may equally 
argue the opposite. It may be in the non-herders' interest to gain the privileges 
of free fishing in Samiland, not simply as friends of reindeer herders, but as citi
zens of Sweden. The question is, what are the ideological and mythical distor
tions in the Sami case? What should a researcher see through and point out as 
'real identity' ? What is the ideology- and myth-free identity of the Sami? Why 
does Sami indigenous origin and not Swedishness constitute their true identity? I 
wi l l argue, with reference to the subjective view of identification, that all in
digenous and ethnic identities are myths of common origin or community. What 
is an identity, i f not a myth of origin or imagined community? An identity free 
from ideological and mythical distortions, but also free from external influence, 
is a theoretical and practical impossibility. Indigenous and ethnic identities are 
myths about an 'us', but also a 'them'. Without a 'them', it wi l l be impossible to 
constitute an 'us'. A group identity is constituted and nurtured by its relationship 
with the opposite, and not in isolation. Therefore, the idea of a 'real identity', 
free from ideological and mythical distortions and external influence, is a theo
retical and practical impossibility. 
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Concluding Remarks On the Three Views of Power 

m summary, Dahl' s definition of power is the most concrete one in comparison 
with the other two views of power. Dahl studies actual behaviour, uses clear op
erational definitions and is able to present empirical evidence for his hypotheses. 
There is always the risk, though, that some aspects wi l l fall outside his research. 
Bachrach and Baratz, and Lukes, have a wider conception of power. They are 
trying to incorporate more features of the political landscape. This wi l l , of 
course, give a more complex view of power, but also a more complex definition, 
which wi l l make it more difficult to use empirically. The first two views of 
power are both characterised as behaviourism. Both their conceptions of power 
focus on actual behaviour in concrete decisions, and are therefore relatively easy 
to use empirically. The third view of power is, on the other hand, more rational
istic in the sense that it is more based on logic and speculation than on empirical 
evidence. By introducing the notion of 'real interest', the third view of power 
relates power to both observable (whether overt or covert) and latent conflicts of 
interests. Observable conflict is acknowledged by those involved in a specific 
conflict, while latent ones are not easily observed because of ideological distor
tion of the actors' perceptions of their 'real interests'. 

The three views of power are not contradictory; they complement each other. 
The definition of the first view of power is part of the other two views. The 
other two widen the definition and, in so doing, also criticise each other for lack 
of perspective. However, they share at least two similarities. Firstly, all three 
argue that power is exercised by superior actors over subordinate actors; As ex
ercise power over Bs. They all agree to some extent that there are elite groups in 
society that are able to use their position to get others to act or to think in a way 
they would not have done i f the elite group had not exercised its power. Sec
ondly, and more important, the three views cannot handle the subjective view of 
identification. The first two views (commonly defined as the liberal concept of 
power) consider indigenousness as a political resource that is not itself changed 
by various exercises of power. The third view of power is based on an objective 
idea of a 'real interest', free from ideological and mythical distortion or external 
influence. Using these three views of power, would involve giving up the sub
jective definition of indigenous peoples in favour of the objective one. Is the ex
ercise of power in the acts of self-identification absent? Keeping the subjective 
view wi l l thus require a new concept of power, a fourth view of power. 
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Notes 

1 A political resource is a means - for instance money, information, food, jobs, social stand

ing, and votes - by which one person can influence the behavior o f other persons. 
2 Dahl's way of treating power as synonymous wi th influence has been heavily criticised by 
Peter Morriss 1987, 8-35. 
3 Other plurahsts seem to agree with Dahl. However, Nelson W. Polsby goes even further by 
stating that 'influence and control are serviceable synonyms' (Polsby 1963, 3-4). In Who gov

erns? (1961/1989), Dahl speaks mainly about influence, while Polsby, in Community Power 

and Modern Society (1963), mainly speaks about power. 
4 cf. Weber (1983). 
5 The pluralist model had already been criticised, most notably by Domhoff (1978) and New
ton (1969). 
6 A might exercise 'short-term power' over B when A exercise power in B's 'real interests', 
but when B is unaware o f her 'real interests'. When B recognises her 'real interests' the power 
relation ends (Lukes 1994,248). 
7 Many writers have been concerned with questions of power and intention including Weber 
(1983), Russell (1952), and Wrong (1979). 
8 This is a common concept o f power, cf. Weber 1973, chapter 7. 
9 A n extended critique of power conceptions that deals with power as a synonym of influence 
is presented by Morriss 1987, 8-87. 
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5 

The Meaning of Power and the Power of Meaning 
The Relation Between Power and Knowledge 

Power is about politics, not just in the formal sense but more 
broadly, about the politics of everyday l i fe (Clegg 1997,149). 

"Truth" is linked in a circular relation wi th systems of power 

which produce and sustains it, and to effects o f power which i t 
induces and which extends i t (Foucault 1980a, 133). 

Introduction 

In chapter 2, I argued that indigenous peoples had to be understood as self-
identified ethnic minorities. In contrast to self-identification, objective and be
havioural definitions of indigenous peoples focus on common characteristics 
that encompass a wide range of cultures, citizens and ethnic identification. The 
crucial problems with objective definitions are twofold. Firstly, they may work 
as self-fulfilling prophesies, in that they may induce group members to identify 
with characteristics that are actually alien to the group in order to receive special 
political rights as an ethnic minority. Secondly, objective definitions imply that 
identification and cultures do not change their characteristics. The advantage of 
the subjective view of identification is that it is able to incorporate a dynamic 
identity. At the same time, it changes the focus from group characteristics to the 
processes that constitute an identity. 

Chapter 4 explored three views of power. The first, also termed the pluralist 
view, suggests that power is synonymous with influence, which is defined by the 
formula: a successful attempt by A to get B to do something B would not other
wise do (Dahl 1957, 203). The second, neo-elite view enlarges the pluralist view 
by adding the argument that power can be exercised through 'non-decisions', 
which the 'mobilisation of bias' makes possible, and that to understand an exer
cise of power in a given situation the researcher must consider decisions that 
were not made (Bachrach & Baratz 1970). Even i f these two views of power 
generated a heated debate about the appropriate object of empirical studies (cf. 



Bachrach & Baratz 1962, 1963, 1975; Crenson 1971; Debnam 1994; Merelman 
1968; Polsby 1963; Wolfinger 1971), the second view did not alter the funda
mental conception of power, because both views focus on observable conflicts, 
between self-defined interests. These two views are thus often seen as holding a 
liberal conception of power (Digeser 1992, 978-979). Finally, the third, radical 
view enlarges the other two by adding the argument that power can be exercised 
through information control, and the production of myths and ideologies that 
make the subordinate ignorant of their own objective 'real interests'. I f B acts 
contrary to her 'real interests', then power is being exercised. This implies that 
power may be exercised even i f B consciously wants to do what A instructs B to 
do, because B is not aware of her objective 'real interests' (Lukes 1994a). 

I argued that the first three views are unable to combine power and a subjec
tive definition of indigenous peoples. Because the first two views addresses ob
servable conflicts between self-defined interests, they agree that power is exer
cised when A gets B to do something B would not otherwise do. Relating this 
formula to the subjective definition transforms the formula into: a successful 
attempt by A to get B to identify in a way B would not otherwise do. In order to 
measure an exercise of power, B must have resisted A's attempt to change B. I f 
there is no observable conflict, B agrees with A and is willing to change her 
identity; there is no observable conflict and thus no exercise of power. On the 
other hand, i f B does not agree, then there is an observable conflict, but no 
change of subjective identity. A has not successfully changed B's identity. The 
first two views of power may change people's behaviour, but not their feelings 
of belonging. Thus, power in the sense of the first two views is not compatible 
with subjective identification: either there is a change of identity, but no exercise 
of power, or there is an exercise of power, but no change of identity. 

The third view of power develops the first two by not simply focusing on ob
servable conflicts, but also on covert conflicts, and, furthermore, not simply on 
behaviour but also on the formation of preferences that violate 'real interests'. 
A l l individuals have 'real interests' that may be hidden by an elite's shaping 
people's opinions via information control, myths and ideologies. In chapter 4 I 
argued that these 'real interests' must be based on objective criteria. I f it is pos
sible to study cover conflict, there must be a way of identifying 'real interests'. 
If the observer identifies them, they are by definition objective; and they are dis
covered by the individuals themselves when the 'mobilisation of bias' is weak, 
these individuals must feel that their present interests or identities are false, and 
that real ones await discovery. In either case 'real interests' are based on objec
tive criteria. 

It is clear, then, that the first three views of power cannot be reconciled to a 
subjective definition of indigenous peoples, and that we need another view or 
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dimension. Peter Digeser (1992) introduces a fourth view that may serve this 
purpose. The aim of this chapter is to explore the fourth view and to study the 
differences, i f any, between it and the first three. What does it contribute to the 
analysis of power? 

The fourth face is mainly based on the writing of Michel Foucault. Power in 

his sense may produce ' . . . reahty; it produces domains of objects and rituals of 
truth' (Foucault 1977, 194). Power not only induces individuals to do something 
they otherwise would not do, it also constitutes their 'correct' behaviour as ra
tional, democratic or hberal citizens. Power operates in structuring individuals' 
thinking and behaviour; there is no origin or objective platform with which indi
viduals can compare their own thoughts and acts. Power does not exist as such 
(a resource, a capacity, a tool), rather it is a concept that sums up a complex pro
cess of various techniques in a specific society (Daudi 1987, 186). 

Foucault offers a method for studying human relations, but also for diagnos
ing the current situation in society. His analysis of power is collected in his later 
critical analysis of modern society, in which his books Discipline and Punish: 

The Birth of the Prison (1977), Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and 
Other Writings 1972-1977, and The History of Sexuality, Volume One An Intro
duction (1979) are central. Similar views of power are also found in the work of, 
among others, Judith Butler (1990; 1993; 1997), William E. Connolly (1991; 
1993c), Jacques Derrida (1981) and Friedrich Nietzsche (1990). Moreover, Fou
cault's work has recently caught the attention of political scientists and there are 
a range of articles and books that criticise, reformulate and explain this concep
tion of power (cf. Aladjem 1991; Bevir 1999; Butler 1990, 1993, 1997; Con
nolly 1983, 1985, 1991, 1993a, 1993b, 1993c; Corlett 1989; Digeser 1992, 
1995; Flyvbjerg 1993a, 1993b; Fraser 1981, 1985; Haber 1994; Hooke 1987; 
Horowits 1987; Johnson 1997; Keenan 1987; Miller 1990; Philp 1983; Rocco 
1994; Simons 1995; Taylor 1984, 1985). Many of these works are comparative 
analyses that either criticise Foucault's work from another theoretical or philo
sophical angle, or criticise other political theories from a Foucaultian perspec
tive (cf. Bennett 1996; Boyne 1994; Dumm 1988; McCarthy 1990;White 1986). 
I w i l l not deal with these criticisms in this chapter, which explores the four 
views of power rather than Foucault, his ideas or methods. While Foucault's 
contribution to it should not be underestimated, here we concentrate on the no
tions from which a fourth view of power may arise. 
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The Fourth View of Power 

Digeser (1992) argues that power, entwined with discourse and language, is best 

understood i f placed alongside the debate that has occupied pohtical science 
since Robert A. Dahl's famous article 'The Concept of Power' was published in 
1957. The three views of power, Digeser argues, should be supplemented by a 
fourth: power as production of subjects1. Foucault's ideas of power changed 
during his lifetime, and the notion of power that Digeser addresses comes from 
the later Foucault, a notion that is sometimes termed 'genealogy'. 

Digeser argues that when moving from the first view to the third, the focus of 
research widens from a concern with the action and inaction of agents to the 
formation of the desires that violate real objective interests. The third, radical 
view seems not only to explain behavioural power, but also power that directs 
people's beliefs. The fourth view takes this movement a step further by adding 
the notion of social constructions. Power is not in the hands of A to influence B, 
rather, it constitutes A and B. Subjectivity is not biologically given, but socially 
constructed, and its formation can be described historically (Digeser 1992, 979-
980). 

Under the first face of power the central question is, "Who, i f anyone, is exercis
ing power?' Under the second face, "What issues have been mobilized o f f the 

agenda and by whom?' Under the radical conception, "Whose objective interests 

are being harmed?' Under the fourth face of power the critical issue is, "What 

kind o f subject is being produced?' (Digeser 1992,980). 

Thus, truth and knowledge are not just out there in reality, ready for discovery. 
Knowledge is being produced. Furthermore, there is no universal norm or moral 
that one can use to analyse and judge political phenomena. Knowledge, norms 
and morality are produced in a complex relationship between them and power. 
From this view of power and knowledge comes understanding of how our iden
tities, our image of ourselves, and our attitudes are produced, 'which engenders 
resistance to and expansion of the traditional subject of the discipline of political 
science' (Digeser 1992, 1005). 

The fourth view, argues Digeser, is part of a complex formation and constitu
tion of subjects. A power relation defines what the actors involved are able to 
think, say or do. The actors' behaviour is not wrong or right according to a uni
versal norm or an objective 'real' interest. Actions and thoughts can only be 
judged against constituted norms and interests (Connolly 1991, 66-67; Digeser 
1992). It is not a traditional structural approach; on the contrary, it sees indi
viduals as exercising power, over each other but also over themselves. 
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Power is not a matter of political resources (the first and second views) or 
ideological and information control (the third view), but a more subtle relation
ship between actors, whose wants and their struggle to achieve them control 
their behaviour (cf. Foucault 1980a). Power is never in anybody's hands. The 
notion of actually exercising power can, in the fourth view, only be taken in a 
weak sense. What A says and does wi l l result in the formation of the subject B 
and A wi l l thus exercise power in a 'traditional' sense. However, it is more ac
curate to say that both A and B are vehicles of power, because power is con
veyed via actors' practices and interactions. Power operates when A and B par
ticipate in discourse and norms, and it does not exist independently of those 
practices (Digeser 1992, 982). Since both A and B are vehicles of power, there 
is no way to determine intentionality, and there is thus no way of determine ac
tors' responsibility (Digeser 1992, 983). 

Yet, Foucault argues that power relations are both 'intentional and nonsub-
jective' (Foucault quoted in Digeser 1992, 983). How can these ideas be recon
ciled? Power, in the fourth view, is always present and part of all interactions; it 
produces things and discourses, induces pleasure, and forms knowledge. In this 
production of responsible subjects, power is exercised only upon specific inten
tions. Thus, power is a kind of unintended consequence of intentional actions. 
Hence, there is an indirect connection between intention and power. 'It is only in 
the pursuit of an aim such as getting someone to keep their word, or improving 
the efficiency of the workplace or raising the tests scores of schoolchildren, that 
power ...manifests itself (Digeser 1992, 984). 

Digeser does not satisfactorily explain why the fourth face needs to be re
garded as a new addition to the three-faced hydra of power. The advantage of 
the first three is that, as well as criticising each other, they also complement each 
other. Similary, the fourth must also complement the other three or there is no 
argument for its being an additional face of power. In the following sections, I 
argue that the fourth face is indeed complementary, and that the first three are 
part of a complex process of power that the fourth view explains. Furthermore, I 
wi l l argue that in understanding the processes of the subjective definition of in
digenous peoples' the fourth view of power is crucial. 

The Three Axes of the Fourth View of Power 

Power as the production of subjects, discourses and language is usually incorpo
rated in a particular approach to studying politics that has been termed 'geneal
ogy'. Central to this approach is an analysis of power operating in structures of 
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minking and behaviour that previously were considered to be separate from 
power relations (White 1986, 421). Foucault's work is usually divided into two 
general parts, archaeology and genealogy, and together they comprise the ap
proach of genealogy. In order to understand Foucault's concepts of power, how
ever, both the connections and the differences between these two must be ex

plored in more detail. 
Foucault divides genealogy into three domains or axes, of which truth or 

knowledge is the first. Archaeology analyses the discursive limits of the axis of 
truth; it is mainly a study of subjects' constituted 'truths'. Individuals are con
stituted as subjects of knowledge. Various groups in society are structured and 
classified into disciplines by persons who give themselves and received the 
status of scientists. The axis refers to human sciences that claim to offer objec
tive knowledge about their fields of research, such as living standards or mental 
illness, through which they achieve a high degree of internal autonomy and co
herence. People then tend to treat these disciplines as universal truths of human 
life. In Chapter 3 I described the Swedish government's rationalisation of rein
deer grazing, which was initiated because 'experts' considered Sami living stan
dards too low, because of the inefficiency of reindeer herding. This knowledge 
led to a pohcy that divided the Sami into reindeer herders with special rights and 
non-reindeer herders without specific political rights - a polarisation that be
came a 'natural' part of Sami politics. The truth axis of genealogy is mainly 

studied in Foucault' s The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sci
ences (1974) and The Birth of the Clinic: An Archaeology of Medical Percep

tions (1975). 
The second axis of genealogy is the constitution of ourselves as subjects act

ing in relation to others. Power relations are conceived between individuals and 
between truths and subjects, such as the way in which some individuals in soci
ety are able to make themselves sufficiently important to be called experts. Ex
perts may then create truths that wi l l be accepted precisely because they are 
sanctioned by experts. It is a social objectification, in which individuals are 
given both a social and personal identity - normal or abnormal, mad or sane, 
sick or healthy, criminal or non-criminal, Sami or non-Sami. The exercise of 
power is based on anonymous surveillance and is focused on the constituted 
subject. This power axis of genealogy is mainly studied in Foucault's Discipline 
and Punish (1977). His first two axes both attempt 'to study the myriad of bod
ies which are constituted as peripheral subjects as a result of the effects of 
power' (Foucault 1980a, 98). Chapter 3 showed how the Sami were constituted 
as exotic and therefore different from the normal. The Sami were not just differ
ent, they should stay different ('Lapp shall remain Lapp'). The image of the 
Sami as reindeer herders remains, even i f the majority of the Sami today are not. 
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This image is not only a reflection of the majority's prejudice; it is also a com
mon conviction among the Sami. 

The third axis differs in significant ways from the other two. The first two, 
broadly speaking, outline techniques of domination, and have been applied 
mainly to marginal groups, among which the Sami may be included. In contrast, 
the axis of ethics studies processes of active self-formation as subjects, the con
stitution of ourselves as moral agents. Individuals constitute themselves in rela
tion to a constituted ethic. It is a relationship that one has with oneself (ethics) 
which determines how one constitutes oneself as a moral subject in one's own 
actions. This ethics axis is studied in Foucault's books of The History of Sexual

ity (1979, 1986, 1987b). 
We observed the Sami's willingness to accept changes that divided them into 

reindeer herders and non-reindeer herders, informed by a belief that this would 
improve their general situation. This can also be seen in the Sami reaction to the 
new fishing system in Samiland. At the crucial beginning of the decision
making process, the Sami accepted the issue as strictly one of fishing, and thus 
that the new system did not affect their rights as indigenous peoples. The issue 
only become an issue when it threaten to have negative effects on reindeer 
grazing. Sami interests become related to labour, not to those of an indigenous 
people. In this way, it was easy for the hunters to portray the Sami as seeking 
only to protect their self-interest, while the hunters represented the common 
good. Thus, the articulation of the problem constituted the actors as well as the 
solution. Murray Edelman argues that social problems signify who are useful 
and who are inadequate, which actions wi l l be rewarded and which penalised. 
People are, furthermore, constituted as subjects with specific aspirations, self-
concepts, and fears (Edelman 1988, 12). 

Figure 5.1: The three domains or axes of genealogy. 

In a study of power, it is mainly the axis of genealogy (power) that is in focus. 
However, the three axis influence each other and may not be studied in isolation, 

Truth Power 
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i f the aim is to find the mechanisms of power. The closer one gets a power rela
tionship the more wi l l the three intervene. The interactions of these three axes 
(see figure 5.1) determine the conditions of possibility and limits of subjectivity. 
It is only through study of these interactions that one can identify a ful l geneal
ogy of any experience of subjectivity. So let us see what each axis contains and 
how they are related. I wi l l start by examining the truth axis before going on to 
the important new axis of power that Foucault develops in his analyses of power 
and knowledge. The chapter continues with an examination of the interaction of 
the three axes. 

The Axis of Knowledge 

In The Order of Things and The Archaeology of Knowledge, Foucault attempts 
to unpack the notion of a universally valid form of rationality by showing that its 
meaning is connected to a set of discourses that, in any era, determine what it is 
possible to say, think and experience. This strategy of uncovering structural con
stitutive thoughts is here called archaeology. Archaeological analysis reveals 
that a rationality that exists prior to language and is the origin of all meaning is 
an illusion, constituted by a discursive formation and the norms and rules that 
are always connected to it. In short, the archaeological method is a quest to un
cover the common rules of formation (Foucault 1973, xxi-xxii; McNay 1994, 
48-53). 

Foucault's concern is not to describe the progress of knowledge towards an 
objectivity in which current science can be recognised, but rather to bring to 
light the epistemological field, the 'episteme' (Foucault 1973, xxii). Foucault 
later defined 'episteme' as a set of relations that unite a discursive practice and 
give rise to epistemological figures, sciences, and formalised systems. 'Epis
teme' is not a kind of knowledge; it is the totality of relations that can be discov
ered, for a given period, between the sciences when they are analysed at the 
level of discursive regularities (Foucault 1972, 191). 

Lois McNay (1994, 52) argues that the archaeological method attempts to un
cover a 'positive unconscious of knowledge', which is captured in the term 
'episteme'. 

The episteme is the condition of possibility o f discourse in a given period; it is an 

a priori set of rules o f formation that allow discourses to function, that allow dif
ferent objects and different themes to be spoken at one time but not at another 
(McNay 1994, 52). 
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Thus, a central term in the fourth view of power is discourse2. A discourse in 
everyday language is a coherent or rational body of speech, conversation or 
writing. The term encompasses a group of statements that provide a language for 
a particular kind of knowledge. When statements about an issue or a topic are 
made, and the rules of the relevant discourse are obeyed, they may be consid
ered 'truths'. This limits other ways in which the issue or the topic can be con
structed (Hall 1992, 291, cf. Fairclough 1992, 64; Foucault 1981; Purvis & Hunt 
1993, 484-487). The rules and norms that the discourse creates and shapes wil l 
also shape people's opinions about these issues or topics (Daudi 1988, Ch. 1, 
note 3). The notion of discourse highlights the complicated relation between 
meaning and language. 

For Richard Rorty (1989), language is a historical product that is vulnerable 
to change and transformation, while Derrida (1981) argues that the meaning of 
an object is never ful ly constituted, because it is always dependent on something 
external to or different from the given object. But, i f meaning is never fixed, 
how is it possible to understand each other? Are we condemned to live in a 
world of meaninglessness and chaos? Linda Martin Alcoff (1998) resolves this 
problem by connecting meaning and truth to coherence. Coherence, Alcoff ar
gues, can provide a theory of language and meaning that does justice to the ac
tual ways in which truths are discovered by persons who are already involved in 
a world of activities, beliefs and commitments. In contrast Nelson Goodman 
points out that truth cannot lie in coherence alone, because a false statement can 
hold together as well as a right one. People make the world and the meaning of 
truth lies not in these worlds but in ourselves or in our statements and what we 
do with them (Goodman 1984, 36-39). Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe 
(1985) resolve the problem of meaninglessness by arguing that it is through the 
construction of political frontiers and antagonisms between 'friends' and 'ene
mies' that language acquires its meaning. For example, the term 'friends' would 
be without meaning i f there were no idea of an 'enemy'. The frontier between 
the two terms is essential in fixing their meanings. 

This, as I wi l l show below, becomes essential when defining ethnic identity. 
As soon as one defines a group in ethnic terms, there wi l l be individuals who fall 
outside the definition, and who wi l l thus be defined as different. However, the 
notion of antagonism is not only relevant for the relationship between ethnic 
groups; all social practices entail discourse formation, and thus meaning, and so 
all practices have a discursive aspect (Hall 1992, 291). This is to focus on the 
existence, functioning, practice and limits of language, rather than on its mean
ing, essence or form. A l l social systems are being structured by the ideas within 
discourse. Statements and 'facts' inside a field of meaning of a particular dis
course are always constructed. Knowledge, thus, w i l l always involve a political 
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dimension and power relations between individuals. Foucaultian archaeology is, 
however, not a theory about the relation of words and things. It is a theory of 
how discourses of serious speech acts - with their accepted concepts, legitimised 
subjects, taken-for-granted objects and preferred strategies - constitute justified 
truths. 

Hence, there is a significant relationship between power and truth, articulated 
through speech acts. Since language is connected to power, all definitions are 
equally subject to this relationship3. It is not reality that gives language its 
meaning, but rather language that gives us an understanding of what is real or 
possible and what is unreal or not possible (Winch 1994, 214). Archaeology 
does not seek to show the level of accuracy of a statement, but to uncover the 
discourse that makes it possible. A statement can only be identified in the spe
cific system in which it makes sense; or as Foucault puts it: 'not only can this 
identity of the statement not be situated once and for all in relation to that of the 
sentence, but it is itself relative and oscillates according to the use that is made 
of the statement and the way in which it is handled' (Foucault 1972, 104). 

Several statements, working in a circular relationship with each other, pro
duce and sustain the very discourse the statements form. Thus, a discourse does 
not consist of one statement, but of several statements working together ('dis
cursive formation'). Statements that form a discourse are rarely ever simply true 
or false, and the 'facts' that the discourse uses and produces are always con
structed. The question of whether a discourse is true or false is less important 
than whether it is effective in practice. When a discourse is effective and pro
duces meaningful knowledge, it is called a 'regime of truth' (Foucault 1980a, 
133, Hall 1992, 295). It is the search for truth that makes some statements more 
serious than others. 

The analysis of statements, then, is a historical analysis, but one that avoids all 
interpretation: i t does not question things said as to what they are hiding, what 

they were "really" saying in spite o f themselves, the unspoken element that they 
contain . . . ; but, on the contrary, i t questions them as to their mode of existence, 
. . . what i t means for them to have appeared when and where they did - they and 

not others (Foucault 1972,109). 

Foucaultian archaeology deals only with speech acts that have serious social 
consequences. To avoid Foucault's misleading tendency to refer simply to 
statements, Hubert L. Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow identify and distinguish seri
ous speech acts (Dreyfus & Rabinow 1983, 48). Any speech act can be serious i f 
the necessary validation procedures, the community of experts and so on have 
been arranged. For example, ' i t is going to rain' is an everyday speech act with 
only local significance, but it can also be a serious speech act i f it is said by a 
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spokesman for the national weather service as a consequence of general mete
orological theories. Modern culture tends to convert more and more everyday 
speech acts into serious speech acts (Dreyfus & Rabinow 1983, 48). There is a 
wi l l to structure reality, or a desire to know (a 'w i l l to knowledge'), that grows 
stronger every day (Foucault 1997a, 11-16). 

It is negative power that is in focus in the archaeological method. Knowledge 
classifies, shuts out and hinders people. It does not direct our behaviour, it only 
rejects some of our 'bad' or 'abnormal' behaviour. It is not a productive tech
nique that tells people what to do, but a limiting force that tells us what we are 
not allowed to do; it sets limits on our thoughts and behaviour. 

Archaeology is a purely descriptive method. It seeks to describe statements, to 
describe their meaning, to analyse the conditions in which the meaning is made, 
to cover the different domains that this meaning presupposes and the way in 
which those domains are articulated (Foucault 1972, 115). Foucaultian archae
ology studies discursive formations that are serious speech acts that refer to a 
common object. Yet, it also studies the constitution of the object itself. In his 
Archaeology of Knowledge, Foucault sees that 

mental illness was constituted by all that was said in all the statements that named 
it, divided i t up, described it, explained it , traced its developments, indicated its 

various correlations, judged i t , and possibly gave i t speech by articulating, in its 
name, discourses that were to be taken as its own (Foucault 1972,32). 

Discourses cannot be archaeological. They are thus 'practices that systematically 
form the objects which they speak' (Foucault 1972, 49). Archaeology analyses 
the already given conditions for acceptance in the dominating discourse, rather 
than the pursuit of one's wants and needs. 

The negative power of classifying and hindering, rather than directing be
haviour, distinguishes the axis of knowledge from the subjective definition of 
indigenous people. Archaeology studies the formation of rules in order to ex
clude abnormal behaviour. It does not study internal, subjective identification. 
The idea that external classification may affect subjective identification is ex
plored in discussion of the next axis, the axis of power. Archaeology does not go 
beyond analysed discourse. It focuses on the rules and norms that constitute a 
given discourse, but it does not conceive of an interaction between discourses or 
'non-discursive practices'4. Archaeology does not, furthermore, explain why one 
discourse is more successful than another; it neglects the power relations that 
make 'true' discourses possible. 

Archaeology addresses limits to behaviours, especially 'abnormal people's' 
behaviour. In the context of indigenous peoples, policies limits their behaviour. 
The rationalisation of reindeer grazing set limits to Sami behaviour, in that it 
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limited the Sami right to grazing, fishing and hunting in Samiland exclusively to 
reindeer herders. Non-reindeer herders had no indigenous rights. The aim of the 
rationalisation was to raise Sami living standards, but also to modernise tradi
tional behaviour. Sami culture represented a non-modern way of living and had 
to be corrected in order for Sweden to become a modernised nation-state. 

The Axis of Power 

To know is to exercise the power of subjection and domination; hence 

'power/knowledge' (Foucault 1980a). 

We should admit that power produces knowledge ... That power and knowledge 
directly imply one another; that there is no power relation without the correlative 

constitution of a f ie ld o f knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose 
and constitute ... power relations (Foucault 1980a, 27). 

There is no power without knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not imply 
power relations (Flyvbjerg 1993b, 331 and 350; Foucault 1972, 27; Foucault 
1980a, 93 and 131). '[W]e must produce truth as we must produce wealth, in
deed we must produce truth in order to produce wealth in the first place' (Fou
cault 1980a, 94). The 'truth' itself is not an unchangeable phenomenon that one 
may use to identify and compare 'false' phenomena, but the very focus of Fou
cault's analysis of power (Foucault 1980a, 133). There is no way of constituting 
knowledge without, at the same time, constituting power; knowledge makes 
possible the exercise of power. Every discourse wi l l force people to look at a 
phenomenon through the frames of the discourse. Through the means of lan
guage, stability and structure of meaning are constituted. Furthermore, there is 
no point beyond power where a real reality exists, waiting to be discovered. 

Truth isn't outside power ... Truth is a thing of this world; i t is produced only by 

virtue o f multiple forms o f constraint. ... And i t induces regular effects of power. 
Each society has its regime o f truth, its 'general politics' o f truth; that is, the types 

of discourse which i t accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and in
stances which enable one to distinguish 'true' and 'false' statements; the means by 

which each is sanctioned; and the techniques and procedures accorded value i n 

acquisition of truth; the status o f those who are charged wi th saying what counts 

as true (Foucault 1980a, 131). 

This gives considerable weight to the question of power, since it is power, 
rather than 'facts' about reahty, that make things true. The stronger a discourse 
is, the less it has to be built on facts. Power produces knowledge. Fact does not 
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shape our opinions; discourse shapes the world, or gives form to the world 
(Brown 1992, 233). This relation between knowledge and power is neglected by 
archaeology, but the lacunae of the archaeology method are rectified by Fou
cault through a shift to the genealogical method. The archaeological method is 
not rejected; Foucault only rejects the attempt to work out a theory of systematic 
and ruling discourses. As a technique, archaeology serves genealogy, in identi
fying discourses and the rules they produce. Foucault then adds the genealogical 
questions: How are the discourses used? What role do they play in society? The 
genealogical method thus broadens the conception of power by distinguishing 
more clearly between violence, domination and the type of power that charac
terises relations between actors. Knowledge is linked in a relation with power 
that produces and sustains the knowledge (cf. Deleuze 1990, 109-136). 

Power is also defined as an 'agonistic struggle' between free actors. Power 
relationships can be established between actors only insofar as they are free. En
slaved actors thus cannot be part of a power relation, because men in chains 
cannot be regarded as part of a power relationship (Foucault 1983, 221; Foucault 
1997c, 292). Slaves cannot resist domination; i f they do they are not slaves 
anymore. Where there is power, there is resistance. Power relationships are thus 
struggles. It is here important to point out that the cause of the struggle is the 
wi l l to improve the welfare of the individual and the population. It is a strategy 
that no one is directing and everyone is entrapped. The result of this struggle is 
an increase in power and in order itself. Thus, Foucault explains systems of so
cial regulation as more than an 'endless play of domination' (Foucault 1991b, 
76-100; McNay 1994, 85). Power here is positive in its productive character; it 
not only produces limits to behaviour, it produces the subject itself. This is a 
central part of the fourth view of power, but to understand it, it must be placed in 
its correct context, that is, in the context of the Foucaultian genealogy. 

Genealogy rejects the idea that terms are absolute, unchanging markers for 
understanding. The terms of man, truth, the self, identity, people, indigenous 
peoples, good and evil do not stand outside of time and space. These terms are 
the effects of historical processes and ideological forces. Furthermore, geneal
ogy rejects the search for 'origins' or the pure essence of something. Thus, ge
nealogy has two parts. The first is the claim closely connected to Foucaultian 
archaeology, that terms are effects of discourses. It is important to point out that 
discourses are not fixed and closed to opposition, but open to resistance and 
therefore changeable. The second part of genealogy is a corollary of the first: 
that there is no pure origin that we should search or struggle for. Since knowl
edge is created, these origins wi l l also be created. The created origins wi l l , like 
other knowledge, be open to critique and so wil l continously change. Instead of 
searching for these 'truths' of origin, genealogy reconstructs history so that it 
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wil l open up the constructed subject and the discourses, rules and norms con
nected to it. Where archaeology specifies the effects of history in its constitution 
of the subject, genealogy reconstructs history so that it wi l l shatter the unity of 
this subject (Barker 1993, 66). The Sami have thus no pure origin. Their identity 
is constituted in a constant interrelation between Sami and non-Sami actors. In 
the example of fishing the Sami was constituted as the vocation of reindeer 
herding. This definition not only affected Sami behaviour, but also the result of 
the decision-making process. In identifying the problem the actors are consti
tuted as well as the possible solutions. 

In order to reconstruct history, Foucault rewrites historical events according 
to criteria that emerge out of the play of strategy, tactics and domination. 
Knowledge itself here becomes a specific tactic in the play for domination. This 
constitutes a 'war where the weapons are terms of meaning, unity, interpretation 
and truth' (Barker 1993, 66). 

The history which bears and determines us has the form of a war rather than that 

o f a language: relations of power, not relations o f meaning. History has no 

"meaning", though this is not to say that i t is absurd or incoherent. On the con
trary, i t is intelligible and should be susceptible o f analysis down to smallest detail 

- but this is in accordance wi th the intelhgibUity of struggles of strategies and 
tactics (Foucault 1980a, 114). 

The terms strategy and tactics are here used to expose the fact that history, and 
knowledge, proceed through struggles between competing methods to produce 
unity, coherence, continuity and meaning out of various coincidences and acci
dents. The effect of these struggles at a given moment is to authorise certain dis
courses, and certain actors, to articulate the 'truth'. The search for knowledge is 
not a question of truth, but of authorised discourse - who was authorised to 
speak, which position in the power-knowledge network one has, one's status as 
an academic, a political scientist, a political theorist, a radical (Barker 1993, 66-
67). 

According to Butler, 'feminist genealogy' seeks to 'trace the political opera
tions that produce and conceal what qualifies as the juridical subject of femi
nism' (Butler 1990, 5). Butler argues that the construction of the category of 
women as a coherent and stable subject is contrary to the aim of feminists. It 
locks the image of women, or the idea of gender, to one stable category and 
therefore ignores internal differences or dynamic identities (Butler 1990). 'The 
feminist "we" is always and only a phantasmatic construction, one that has its 
purposes, but which denies the internal complexity ... of the term' (Butler 1990, 
142). Identities are constituted in that all deeds have a 'doer' constructed 
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through the deed. Edelman argues that formulated problems constitute the actors 
as well as their status in a given discourse (Edelman 1988, 12-13). 

Genealogy is a history of descent; it does not seek origins or ultimate mean
ings, but only to trace the play of domination and the various systems of subjec
tion (Barker 1993, 69-70; Foucault 1991b, 88). It is therefore not the internal 
visage of power genealogy studies, but the external - at the target, its field of 
application, where it installs itself and produces effects (Foucault 1980a, 97). 
History is, as Foucault puts it, 'effective' (Foucault 1991b, 87-88). 

An event is not a decision, a reign, a treaty or a battle, but the reversal of a 
relationship of forces, the usurpation of power, the appropriation of vocabulary 
that is turned against those who once used it, a weak domination that poisons 
itself as it grows free, the entry of the masked 'other'. History and the forces op
erating in it are not controlled by destiny or fixed mechanisms, but respond to 
'haphazard conflicts' (Foucault 1991b, 88). 

History is not calm continuity, but conflict and change. Knowledge is not identity 

and truth, but error and the experience o f the no. Language is not representation 

and expression, but an inf in i ty o f signs which brings man to a hmit. They all meet, 
eventually, in power: the power to know, to speak, and to transgress the very ta

boos man places on himself (Lemert & GUlan 1982, 27-28). 

In other words, the fourth view does not ask who has power, why they want to 
dominate or what they seek, but how power works at the level of an ongoing 
subjugation, at the level of the continuous processes that constitute subjects. 
Subjection is thus a form of power that forms subjects as well as a force that 
presses on the subject from the outside. Power is therefore an essential part of 
human existence, in that it signifies the process of becoming subordinate as well 
as the process of becoming a subject. In the term subjection, the truth axis meets 
the other two axes of power and ethics. Subjection by others is an essential part 
of the idea of the interaction between the truth axis and the power axis, while 
self-subjection captures how all three axes interact with each other. Regarding 
indigenous peoples and their subjective definition, subjection seems to be cru
cial. I f power is able to form or constitute indigenous peoples, the interaction 
between identity and power becomes not only possible but necessary. 

Since there are no origins, there is no true identity. Therefore, it is impossible 
to establish objective indigenous criteria without being part of a power relation
ship. To classify people is not simply a method of sorting information, but an 
exercise of power. When a classification or a category becomes coherent, it may 
come to be seen as the truth, and the truth may shape people's behaviour, 
thoughts and even identities. When Sami rights were connected to the Samebys, 
the category of the Sami as reindeer herders was established - a category that 
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not only constituted Swedish Sami politics, but also affected the identity of the 
Sami. The Sami were divided into an A-team, herders with special indigenous 
rights, and a B-team, non-herders with no such rights. 

The Interaction of the Truth Axis and the Power Axis 

The axis of truth refers to scientists and experts who offer objective knowledge 
about marginal groups in society. Archaeology analyses discursive boundaries. 
The axis of power refers to how subjects are constituted by others through po
litical institutions, systems of rules and norms, the techniques and apparatus of 
government, divisive practices, and strategic relationships between subjects. 
Knowledge and power relations constitute each other by reproducing the social 
world in a form that is both knowable and governable. I f something is identified 
as worth investigating it is because relations of power have established it as 
such. 

The two axes of knowledge and power converge in the idea of the subjection 
of others. The axis of knowledge reminds us that we are constituted as particular 
categories of scientific discourse, while the power axis reminds us that constitu
tion is the effect of a power relationship. Power and knowledge is a 'technique' 
of classifying individuals by serious speech acts and this justifies actions against 
those who do not f i t the classification, or against those who do in order to keep 
them there. As a consequence of the subjection of others, everyone who is 'nor
mal' is indirectly subjected in contradiction to them. Subjection operates 
through processes of division. 

The relationship between the axis of knowledge and the axis of power is not a 
theory of power, but an analysis of power that seeks to cast aside Utopian 
schemes and origins, and instead to search for how power actually operates. 

I t seems to me that the real poHtical task in a society such as ours is to criticize the 

working o f institutions which appear to be both neutral and independent; to cri t i 
cize them in such a manner that the poHtical violence which has always exercised 

itself obscurely through them wiU be unmasked, so that one can fight them (Fou
cault quoted in Rabinow 1991, 6). 

As mentioned earlier, Foucault's basic metaphor is not communication, but a 
struggle or a battle. It is a battle that constitutes knowledge at the same time that 
the very same knowledge is constituting the battle. Foucault does not think that 
one can escape from these general ideas, practices or knowledge that run the so
ciety. He wants to 'create a history of the different modes by which, in our cul
ture, human beings are made subjects' (Foucault 1983, 208). 
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This clearly shows the connection between the fourth view of power and the 
subjective definition of indigenous peoples. Power forms the subject as well as 
providing the conditions of its existence. Power is, as Butler puts it, 'what we 
depend on for our existence and what we harbor and preserve in the beings that 
we are' (Butler 1997, 2). This form of power, subjection, is paradoxical. One's 
formation as a subject is dependent upon a power external to oneself. We never 
chose the discourse that the subjection is dependent on, and the same discourse 
initiates and sustains our agency. Power is thus both subordinating (disciplinary) 
and productive in its character. 

Disciplinary Power 

Foucault argues that, from the Middle Ages, power had two general functions: 
the determination of war and peace, and the arbitration of lawsuits and punish
ment of crimes. During the development of modern nation-states, these func
tions became equivalent to the definition of the state, projected as external sov
ereignty, exercised through the monopoly of arms, and internal sovereignty, ex
ercised through its control of judicial functions. At the end of the Middle Ages, 
Foucault argues, two more functions were added: the maintenance of order and 
the organisation of enrichment. In the 18 t h century, one further function 
emerged: the promotion of health and optimum longevity. The three latter func
tions are assured by multiple regulations and a range of institutions (Foucault 
1980a, 170). 

This new, modern function of power Foucault calls 'bio-power'. 'Bio-power' 
is oriented to the subjection of bodies and control of populations in general. The 
effect of modern discourse is to define 'normal' and 'abnormal' behaviour and 
thinking. The effect of constituting the 'normal' is the institutionalising and in
corporation of everyday life into power relationships. 

Bio-power needs centralised government. It focuses on the population instead 
of individuals, and claims an honourable purpose for its subjective actions - to 
raise the quality of the citizenry (Foucault 1980a, 169-170). This is not a matter 
of offering support to a troubled margin of the population, but of raising the 
quality of the social body as a whole. Society becomes a 'milieu of physical 
well-being, health and optimum longevity' (Foucault 1980a, 170). The state, 
capitalism and science needed power techniques that produced loyal citizens, 
hardworking but sophisticated workers, and biologically optimal humans (cf. 
Berggren 1999; Ekenberg 1994; Foucault 1980a, 169-177; Lundborg 1932; 
Lundborg 1941; Myrdal & Myrdal 1934: Svensson 1993). It is what Foucault 
calls 'the correct management ... of life ' (Foucault 1980a, 173). The Swedish 
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Sami selective segregation policy during the rationalisation period (see chapter 
3) did not just direct the Sami, but all citizens. The Sami were the image of tra
ditional living - a type of living that the modern individual should have no sym
pathies with. The Sami acted as a warning. In order to raise people's quality, 
some typical Sami (other people's as well) characteristics were identified as old 
and traditional, such as their language, clothes and nomadism. This shows that 
power is not only to do with subordination, but also disciplinary. Power is pro
ductive in its character. It creates a feeling of right and wrong and makes identi
fication a matter of a feeling of belonging, rather than an objective rational 
choice. The struggle for an identity's survival is accompanied by the develop
ment of power techniques that limit the very same identity. Indigenous identities 
wil l thus not be connected with liberation, but with limitation. Put in terms of 
Hobbes's contract theory, we think we are struggling for liberty, when in fact we 
are struggling for security, a security that actually limits our freedom. Security is 
only reached i f every individual accepts the contract and the limited level of 
freedom (Hobbes 1651/1985, cf. Kroker 1984). In contrast, Foucault's notion of 

bio-power refers not just to formal rules and laws, but to norms as well. I t is the 
integration of individuals into a community, or a totality, that limits individuals' 
spontaneity, creativity and libido. 

Bio-power is totalising and there is no escape from it. Yet, to say that one can 
never be outside power does not mean that one is trapped. There wi l l always be 
resistance. Where there is power,: 

there is resistance, and yet, or rather consequently, this resistance is never in a po

sition o f exteriority in relation to power. . . .Theh [the power relationships] exis

tence depends on a multiplicity o f points of resistance: these play the role of ad
versary, target, support, or handle in power relations. These points of resistance 

are present everywhere in the power network (Foucault 1979, 95). 

This seems to follow a materialist logic, almost as in Newton's third law, that 
for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction. But Foucault does not 
mean that resistance has to be a reaction against a given power relationship; the 
effects of resistance can actually strengthen that power relation. 

However, i f subjects and identification are merely the effect of power, then 
self-consciousness becomes a problem. Why would subjects who are the prod
ucts of power also resist it? Power, in the fourth sense, is a power relationship 
between free actors. In order for power to come into play, there must be a cer
tain degree of freedom for both the subordinate and the powerful. Foucault ar
gues that i f there are relationships of power in every social field, this is because 
there is freedom everywhere. In many cases power relations are fixed as per
petually asymmetric and thus allow limited margin of freedom. For example in 
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an extreme paternalistic society in which women have few options, they can at 
least deceive their husbands, pilfer money from them, refuse them sex (Foucault 
1997c, 292). The problem is to know where resistance wi l l develop. Freedom in 
the Foucaultian view means to equip oneself with certain 'truths'. In order to do 
that you must have a freedom of choice. Power and freedom is not two separated 
concepts in which freedom is the action beyond power. Power sets the alterna
tives of choice. However, one's behaviour is not determined, because then 
would power not be part of the action. In order for power to be exercised there 
must be at least two alternatives to chose from. I f one's behaviour is determined 

there are no alternatives and hence no power. 
Furthermore, to identify something as 'normal', there must be something that 

is defined as 'abnormal'. The identity as normal is dependent on an abnormal 
identity. There must always be two or more identities that are defined against 
each other. A group identity can only exist i f there are 'outsiders', and it exists 
within a wider poHtical field (Silverman 1976, 628). Identity is thus a relational 
concept. However, this does not explain why resistance develops. Foucault does 
not suggest that resistance must be reflective; basically, resistance implies that 
people are not pre-designed to be rational, self-disciphned and responsible indi
viduals. Connolly argues that the idea of resistance entails the presumption that 
we are neither endlessly flexible nor naturally suited to be one kind of person 
rather than another. In constituting and reproducing a particular kind of subject, 
by imposing a particular form on human beings, power creates its own resis

tance (Connolly 1985, 371). 
Resistance is not only part of 'normal' discourse, it also justifies actions to 

correct incorrect behaviour in order to protect the 'normal'. The abnormal is a 
societal problem, and resistance makes that problem even more real. Problems 
must be solved, and the greater the resistance, the faster and more efficient are 
the solutions. When an angle of a phenomenon is considered the 'true' angle, it 
is possible to institutionalise i f 5 . When the angle is institutionalised i t may lead 
to poHtical treatment of the phenomenon. Rules and norms connected to the 
phenomenon are created and shape people's behaviour, which wi l l then repro
duce the 'truth' (Foucault 1980a, 131, Hall 1992, 295). 'No longer wi l l there be 
horror of essential otherness, everything wi l l be judged in terms of its relation to 
the norm' (Boyne 1994, 118). This process is called normalisation. 

NormaHsation means a system of finely graduated and measurable intervals in 
which individuals can be arranged around one or several norms. These norms 
both organises and are the result of this controlled arrangement. The subordi
nate's behaviour is both the beginning and the end, the focus and the effect of 
the normalisation. Normalising is a power technique that has a direct, physical 
and subtle character. Normalisation trains individuals in order to constitute their 
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behaviour; in contrast, repression is based on coercion. Another difference be
tween normalisation and repression is that the first refers to the law, while the 
latter refers to norms. Thus, repression punishes illegal behaviour, while nor
malisation punishes deviant behaviour. Hence, normalisation covers an area that 
the law does not (Foucault 1991a, 195). 

The development of disciplinary power and bio-power is, according to Fou
cault, contemporary with the appearance of many categories of anomalies: the 
delinquent, the pervert, the indigenous, the Sami. Normalisation is not only cre
ated to eliminate these anomalies, but also to constitute them (Foucault 1979). 

The identification of anomalies is essentially an identification of a political 
problem described in scientific, 'neutral' language. Once this is done, the prob
lem has become a technical one for experts to debate, with the aim of making 
people more healthy and protecting them from evil. I f the institutions involved 
failed to solve the problem, this was construed as further proof of the need to 
reinforce and extend the power of the experts (Dreyfus & Rabinow 1983, 196, 
Edelman 1988). Thus, the mechanisms of power will not only 'organise out' 
some issue or groups, it wi l l constitute the issue as well as the involved groups. 

Power in terms of domination is not in focus here, but rather the subjects that 
power has constituted and who have become part of the mechanisms of power. 
The subject becomes the vehicle of that power, which, in turn, has constituted it 
as vehicle. Power is thus reflexive and impersonal. It acts in a relatively 
autonomous manner and produces subjects at the same time as the subject re
produces power. This do not mean that the subject can be ignored; on the con
trary, it becomes crucial to examining subjection, the process of the constitution 
of subjects in, and as a collection of, power techniques. 

There are three power techniques: discipline, training and surveillance. Disci
pline involves shutting people off and separating them from each other by treat
ing the body as i f it is a cog in a machine, by organising people's time and regi
menting their body movements in detail. Training involves the continuous su
pervision of people's behaviour via a hierarchy of authority, the introduction of 
universal standards of performance that allow judgement to be 'normalised', and 
formal examination of whether norms have been met. Surveillance, in turn, in
volves continuous inspection, maximum visibility and, i f possible, 'panoptical' 
architecture (Waters 1994, 232). 

The two axes of knowledge and power highlight the subjective view of in
digenous peoples. In chapter 2, I argued that the question is not what character
ises an indigenous group, but what processes constitute a group or an individual 
as indigenous. The power axis shows how subjects are constituted in a societal 
process involving disciplinary and normalising power techniques. However, in 
analysing individual identification and subjection there must be something more 
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than just power techniques that affect the constitution of identities. Foucault ar
gues that this individual identification and subjection may be explained by the 
axis of ethics. 

The Axis of Ethics - Subjection of Others and Self-Subjection 

I w i l l argue that Foucault's view of power can be divided - along with the three 

axes of knowledge, power and ethics - into two separate angles. The first angle 
analyses the interaction of the knowledge axis and the power axis. Foucault ad
dresses the rules and norms that are constituted in a society, and which produce 
resistance. This resistance comes primarily from marginal groups in society, 
which are defined as problems, and which prompt action towards these groups 
in order to get rid of the problem. In classical power terms, this relates to the 
dominance and the regulation of marginal groups. 

Power shapes people's opinions. Power creates knowledge, and this knowl
edge wi l l in turn legitimise the use of power (cf. Giddens 1984, 257). But power 
is not the same thing as knowledge. Power can only be exercised in relations 
between people. It cannot be understood strictly as the constitution of 'truths', 
but as the production of subjects in society. Individuals' identities are consti
tuted as well-defined roles in society. These discursive identities lock people 
into certain roles: 'we are judged, condemned, classified, determined in our un
dertakings, destined to a certain mode of living or dying, as a function of the 
true discourse, which are the bearers of the specific effects of power' (Foucault 
1980a, 94). It is a technical, 'positive' exercise of power in which discursive 
identity forms individual identity. 

An important issue, i f subjects are produced, is individual identity and sub
jection. Here subjection refers to particular, historically located concepts and 
disciplinary processes that enable individuals to consider themselves individual 
subjects, and which constrain persons from thinking otherwise. These processes, 
concepts or techniques are what allow the subject to tell 'the truth about itself 
(cf. McHoul & Grace 1993, 2-4). Subjection signifies the processes of becoming 
a subject (Butler 1997, 2). 

The second angle is the axis of ethics, and this axis also interacts with the 
axes of knowledge and power. There wil l always be individuals or groups of 
individuals that cannot or do not want to follow the constituted norms and rules 
of society. These individuals and groups, thus, become icons of societal prob
lems (cf. Edelman 1988). However, almost nobody is totally 'normal' and eve
rybody wi l l therefore be potential icons. This sense of being a potential problem 
wil l lead to a self-discipline among citizens. Foucault, in his History of Sexuality 
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(1980b, 1986, 1987b), discusses this subjection of oneself. Instead of abnormal, 
marginal groups, Foucault focuses on the individuals that may be part of the 
'abnormal' group(s) as well as the 'normal' group(s), plus rules and norms that 
are constituted by them in order to control their own behaviour. The idea is that 
in all 'modern' societies, there is a struggle for a better life, a struggle that in
volves a creation of norms and rules whose aim is to protect people from living 
a 'wrong' life, and to keep society from moving in a 'wrong' direction. While 
the first angle is the regulation of others, the second angle regulates oneself, it 
implies the domination of oneself. 

As I mentioned earlier, self-subjection cannot, as an isolated phenomenon, be 
considered as power relational since it is concentrated on the self and thus does 
not involve a relationship. However, the interaction of the axis of ethics and the 
axis of power reveals a complex web of power relations that constitutes the limit 
of possibility and subjection. The interaction between ethics and power can be 
summarised in what Foucault calls 'govemmentality'. This term refers to the 
connection between power as the regulation of others and a relationship with 
oneself. 'One governs one's own conduct, while government guides the conduct 
of others. Government is the conduct of conduct' (Simons 1995, 36). Foucault 
argues that to conduct is, at the same time, to lead others, and also a way of be
having within a more or less open field of possibilities. Foucault is here playing 
with the double meaning of the French verb conduire, to lead, and se conduire, 

to behave or conduct oneself (Foucault 1983, 220-221). 'The exercise of power', 
According to Foucault (1983, 221), 

consists in guiding the possibility o f conduct and putting in order the possible out
come. Basically power is less a confrontation between two adversaries or the 

linking of one to the other than a question o f government (Foucault 1983,221). 

Government here refers to 'the way in which the conduct of individuals or of 
groups might be directed' (Foucault 1983, 221). To govern in this sense is to 
stmcture the possible field of action of other people. For example, in order to 
create a better society there is a straggle to prevent crimes. Studying crime wil l 
then not be focused on what criminals are doing, but on how criminals are -

their nature, background, psychological motivations and personal motivations. 
People wi l l then leam what behaviour and motivations are typically criminal. 
This insight, it is thought, may lead to a change in an individuals' identity. There 
is greater and greater desire to control the conduct of others, and Foucault argues 
that the freer people are with respect to each other, the more they want to control 
others' conduct. Foucault argues that governmentality covers the whole range of 
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practices that define, organise, constitute and instrumentalise the strategies that 
free actors can use in dealing with each other (Foucault 1997c, 300). 

Thus, power in the fourth sense can be summarised in the term subjection. 

Subjection signifies the process of becoming subordinated by power as well as 
the process of becoming a subject. Power is thus productive in its character, in 
that it produces subjects. One must produce the 'truth' as we must produce spe
cial indigenous rights, indeed one must produce 'truth' in order to produce in
digenous rights in the first place. A desire to know identifies a social problem 
and at the same time possible solutions. The explanation of the problem consti
tute people as subjects with particular interests. The explanation also limits the 
possibilities of other explanations, definitions or areas to become problems. 
Power techniques thus form what one's existence depends on. The fourth view 
of power has the capacity to expose the existence of power where the first three 
views thought it to be absent - in the very acts of self-identification. 

The Four Views of Power - A Comparison 

Although Digeser argues that a fourth view can be added to the classical three 
faces of power, he is not particularly clear in describing the connection between 
the views. He is imprecise in describing the relations between the fourth face 
and the first three; it seems simply to be a critique of the latter, and it is unclear 
what the fourth has in common with them. The fourth face can though be seen as 
complementary to the first three. The crucial difference is that the fourth face 
considers power as a process rather than a tool or a possession. A's influence 
over B is part of a larger and more complex power process that involves bio-
power, normalising techniques, disciplinary power, production of subjects and 
self-subjection. Part of this power process is the pluralist and neo-elitist view of 
power as influence and dominance. Another part is the radical view of power as 
production of knowledge or 'myths'. The difference is, though, that the fourth 
view sees no person or elite group that is 'powerful' and hence in charge of the 
production of knowledge. Power as influence and dominance between actors is 
neutral, because the actual power is part of a diffuse power that is regulated by 
our desire to know, our wi l l to structure reality. This desire to know limits other 
actors' behaviour as well as our own. Power is thus totalising and normalising. 
Norms and rules in society are being constituted, and these focus our self-
understanding. Self-subjection as well as subjection by others, is an effect of 
power. 
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The fourth view uses two connected definitions of power. Firstly, there is a 
classical definition as dominance. The desire to know gives some groups the 
status to identify problems of society. Groups such as the deviant, the mentally 
i l l and the perverted, wi l l be connected to the identified problem, and this 
knowledge justifies actions to solve the problems. It is the power technique of 
domination of others. This kind of power may be understood as equivalent to the 
conception of power in the first two views of it. Secondly, and most importantly, 
power is a process that justifies the domination of others. It is a diffuse power 
that is born by our wi l l to structure our reality, our desire to know. The knowl
edge produced does not simply limit the marginal groups that domination is di
rected towards; it limits everybody. Power in this form produces subjects. 

It is easy to describe the experts or scientists as the power elite in society, 
which defines the subordinate and acts to keep them so. Thus, the subordinate 
are dominated or even repressed by the power elite. To be able to say that some
one is repressed, there must be a non-repressive interest. But i f power is part of 
the production of subjects and knowledge, there wi l l be no such non-coercive 
interests. Hence, there is no necessary connection between power and repres
sion. Furthermore, since the fourth view of power does not consider power to be 
a possession, there wi l l be no power elite. Power is a relation between actors that 
are each vehicles of power. Power operates when actors participate in discourse 
and the generation of norms, and do not exist independently of those practices. 

A l l four views of power agree that conflict is present in power relationships. 
In the first three, the As and the Bs are aware of each other's interests, and be
cause they disagree with each other there is an observable conflict between 
them. Power is explained by A's intentional and successful attempt to get B, 
who is (or should be) aware of A's intentions, to do something B otherwise 
would not do. In order to judge that A has been exercising power over B there 
must be a way for B to express her resistance (or to express it i f B knew her ob
jective 'real interest'). In the liberal views of power, both A and B must be able 
to make their choices and act upon them; i f they are not choosing, there wi l l be 
no way to determine a conflict between them. Thus, there must be a conception 
of autonomy. This is also the case in the third, radical view of power, although, 
in this case, B may act consciously in opposition to her 'real interests'. B has 
relative autonomy because she would have acted according to her 'real interests' 
i f she knew about them. One is autonomous when one consciously makes a re
flective judgement to accept one norm before another, while one is relatively 
autonomous in cases when one's actions or choices can be compared to an ob
jective 'real interest'. The idea is thus that actors can or could choose one norm 
or practice over others independently of external pressure. In other words, there 
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is something that escapes power and allows subjects to choose independently 
from power relationships. 

In contrast, i f power constitutes 'truths' and subjects, as in the fourth view of 
power, there wi l l be no criterion of autonomy. Autonomous self-reflection wi l l 
thus be part of a larger concept of power, which stipulates that our internal lives 
are organised and structured by prevailing norms, practices and institutions. 
There are no essential interests, there is no enduring set of 'true' desires and 
wants that are part of our natures. In the fourth view of power, a conflict be
tween actors is between normalising ideas and alternative abnormal behaviour. 
Power analysis should not attempt to consider power from an internal point of 
view that is, to explain who is responsible for a decision. Power in the fourth 
view is neutral. It is the actors' desire to know that may lead to an exercise of 
power that was not intended in the first place. Thus, it seeks to uncover not who 
governs and by which means, but the mechanisms and the effects of power. 

The first three views of power maintain that power can be described in uni
versal models which can be used in empirical studies. Power is the same as its 
effects and w i l l therefore be measurable. The ideal situation has the level of 
power at zero. On this reading, power is an anomaly, a deviation from this ideal 
situation. Power is thus defined in opposition to freedom, which is then defined 
as zero power; liberation is thus the act to escape power. The solution to prob
lems involving power is to reduce it, preferably so that no power is exercised 
whatsoever. Power is an action or a capability to interfere6 that creates negative 
effects of the subordinate, and to maintain individual freedom, power must be 
reduced to zero (cf. Pettit 1996). These theories are highly influenced by classi
cal realist power theory7 (cf. Machiavelli 1987, Morgenfhau 1946), which as
sumes that power is a zero-sum-game, in which the zero level is represented by 
an even balance of power. When the balance of power reaches its optimum level 
no actor w i l l be able to exercise power without losing as much as it eventually 
gains. Actors wi l l , instead of fighting each other, try to sustain their position and 
wil l therefore struggle for a status quo, at which the level of power exercised is 
zero (for example, the balance of power during the cold-war). In the radical 
view, this is manifested in the thought of a unique situation in which the control 
of people is low, and people wi l l therefore 'discover' their 'real interests'. The 
'discovery' of 'real interests' is dependent on the elite's failure to maintain its 
exercise of power (information control, production of myths, ideologies), exer
cises that prevent people from 'discovering' their 'real interests'. Hence, in a 
situation characterised by a low level of power, people wi l l 'discover' their ob
jective 'real' interests. 

However, i f power is part of everyday life, through, for example, our use of 
language, power must be more than just capabilities and actions between actors; 

119 



power must also be related to the conditions for an exercise of power in a realist 
sense. Power is, of course, present when A gets B to do something B otherwise 
would not do. But what i f power is even present where there is an optimum bal
ance of power, because the conditions for that balance are part of an identifica
tion or articulation process in which language limits and conditions peoples' be
haviour, and even sets the basis of the balance? In that case the balance of power 
wi l l create and reproduce knowledge and language connected to it, and this w i l l 
legitimise the current power relationship. Power cannot be defined in opposition 
to freedom, because liberation would be to 'jump outside our social skin to some 
unsituated arena where power had no play' (Digeser 1992, 981). For Nietzsche, 
the choice is not prison or freedom, but limitation of chaos or not being. We 
construct the world, and in so doing also provide people with the tools by which 
they must deal with the world (Strong 1984, 83-85). 

The fourth view of power does not give us a new way of analysing who is 
governing, but rather a new dimension of power analysis. The fourth view of 
power does not neglect A's ability to exercise influence over B, but this is not 
the primary target of analysis. The fourth view wants to know how A can be so 
influential and what subjects, including both A and B, are being produced in 
discursive relations in society. Individuals are not the source of power, merely 
its vehicles. 

Fourth View and the Issue of Fishing 

Some international regulations and conventions concerning indigenous peoples 
were described in chapter 2. I argued that in order to identify the target group, 
these regulations had to be quite specific and often had to involve objective 
definitions of typical attributes of the target group. This identification of the tar
get group is part of a process that involves power. The regulation is created in 
order to improve the political, social or economic situation of the group, but it 
wi l l also limit its scope for becoming something other than the definition in the 
regulation. For example, a definition of an indigenous people that defines it as a 
non-dominant group may actually preserve that people's political subordination. 
As Butler puts it in a feminist context, the construction of the category of 
women (indigenous peoples) as a coherent and stable subject is contrary to the 
aim of the feminists (indigenous peoples). In the context of the fourth view, in 
which all subjects are considered to be social constructions, I wi l l ague that there 
is no difference, in this respect, between the categories of women and indige
nous peoples. These categories are both products of a desire to know, discursive 
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formation, disciplinary power and bio-power. And both categories are contra-
productive, in that using them as basis for their liberatory struggle wi l l simply 
strengthen the discourse that subordinates the groups. 

In the example of fishing in chapter 3, the political process clearly identified 
one group, the hunters, that had been given the authority of objective spokesmen 

on the issue. Their words received the status of serious speech acts. The desire to 
know started an inquiry into the old administrative system, and the hunters 
found the system arbitrary. To them, it seemed unjust that a small group of rein
deer herders could control a large state-owned area of Sweden. This idea of un
just distribution created two groups: Swedish citizens with the general, common 
interest of having the right to fish in their 'own' country; and a small group that, 
in its own self-interest, protected its arbitrary privilege. The issue thus become 
recognised as a matter of justice, in which all Swedish citizens were challenged 
by a small group of reindeer herders. This also led to recognition of the issue as 
strictly concerning fishing, with no indigenous aspects. The serious speech act 
constituted the issue, and it induced the hunters as well as the Sami to act ac
cording to it. Another effect of this was the neglecting of environmental aspects 
of the fishing issue. The issue of the environment was deemed irrelevant. It is 
difficult to believe that MPs were ignorant of the new system's potential to af
fect negatively the local environment. Nevertheless, that aspect of the fishing 
issue was ignored throughout the decision-making process. One explanation of 
this is that the hunters possessed the status of 'experts', and could depict the area 
in question as large enough for everyone. The area is certainly large and its 
population small; but it is a sub-arctic environment, with a sensitive nature. An 
area in Samiland cannot handle as many people as could a similar-sized area in 
the south of Sweden. The area is not, in terms of carrying capacity, as large as 
the hunter organisations portrayed it. 

Using the fourth view of power, these aspects of the fishing issue can be ex
plained by the power of recognition, as mentioned above, but also by govem

mentality. In this context, it gives us an understanding of why some aspects were 
ignored. Govemmentality is the conduct of conduct. By defining the issue as the 
majority's demand to fish in their own country against a minority's demand to 
maintain its arbitrary right to control fishing, the issue was defined as an admin
istrative one. Making the administrative system more effective would also make 
it more just. This limited the scope for the reindeer herders to make the opposite 
case; yet the herders could only protect their right by referring to herding. An 
increase in fishing in the area would affect herding severely, but since the herd
ers' demands were described as a self-interested attempt to protect a egoistic 
privilege, these arguments were condemned to fail. They even strengthened the 
discourse and the belief that a change was necessary. 
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It is clear that the fourth view of power explains the example of fishing in 
Samiland differently to the first three views. But how does the fourth view of 
power handle the subjective view of identification? The fourth view focuses on 
the processes that constitute subjects and thus identities, as well as a group at
tributes that may be considered objective criteria. These 'objective' criteria may 
affect a group's behaviour in addition to the external treatment of the group. In
digenous peoples are broadly considered a non-dominant group, and wi l l thus 
never be a state-bearing group. As I showed in chapter 2, Eriksen even argues 
that an indigenous people is a 'non-state people' (Eriksen 1993, 125). As soon 
as indigenous peoples forms their own national-state, they wil l cease to be in
digenous. The fourth view of power is useful for studying not only the effects of 
power, but also the processes and techniques that explain why and how indige
nous peoples become indigenous, a process in which 'objective' criteria have 
explanatory potential. In the next chapter I wi l l discuss this in more detail. 

Notes 

1 The term subject has two meanings in French: agency (master over its own behaviour) and 

subordinate (controlled by poHtical governments). See below and Hörnqvist 1996,121. 
2 Discourse is taken from the Latin term discursus, which in turn comes from the verb discur-

rere, meaning to run 'hither and thither'. In the French context, discourse is quite close to 
terms like chat, free conversation, improvisation etc. However, French structurahsm and neo-

structuraHsm use the term in a different way. Although French theorists use the term sUghtly 
differently, most use i t as a fo rm of language in which claims to validity are found (Frank 

1992, 99; HaU 1992,291). 
3 This includes the definitions made in this thesis. The culture that I , as a writer, am a part o f 
cannot be neglected. I cannot stand outside i t and judge it . In other words, the Umits of my 

language w i l l l imit , or partiaUy determine, my understanding of the world. 
4 There is no realm outside discourse, because all practices and institutions function through 

the medium of discourse. However, social practices cannot be reduced to discourse. I t has its 
conditions of possibility that are not provided by the discourse alone (Foucault 1972, 45). 

Laclau and Mouf fe refuse this distinction. They claim that all knowledge is located within 

discourse (Laclau & Mouffe 1985). I argue that the difference between them is insignificant. 
5 Foucault usually uses the term institution as a formalised organisation - a school, a hospital, 

a prison, a university (cf. Foucault 1975,1977, 1980). 
6 For a discussion o f capability to interfere see Russell 1952; Pettit 1996. 
7 For an extended critique o f the realist model see Bröms 1995. 
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6 

The Power of Recognition 
The Discursive Formation of Indigenous Peoples 

[ I ] t is a question o f orienting ourselves to a conception o f power 

which replaces the privilege o f the law wi th the viewpoint o f the 
objective, the privilege o f prohibition with the viewpoint o f tac

tical efficacy, the privilege o f sovereignty wi th the analysis o f a 

multiple and mobile f ie ld o f force relations, wherein far-
reaching, but never completely stable, effects of domination are 

produced (Foucault 1990, 102). 

A n objective irony watches over us (Baudrillard 1993, 355). 

Introduction 

In this chapter, I w i l l conclude the arguments and discuss how the fourth view of 
power as a method affects an analysis of indigenous peoples and power. I wil l 
also, even i f this is not the aim of the thesis, make some statements about pohcy, 
in order to strengthen and clarify my epistemological argument. The aim is thus 
to show the possible results of an analysis of indigenous peoples and the fourth 
view, and to explain how the method actually works. It wi l l also illustrate how 
political solutions, such as those Wi l l Kymlicka (1996, 194) advocates (self-
government, polyethnic rights and special representation), cannot solve the 
problem of indigenous peoples' lack of power, as it is understood in the fourth 

view. 
The meaning of the concept of power is diffuse. It is easy to oversimplify, as 

in the liberal concept (the first two views), and important factors may be lost. By 
contrast, the radical view (the third view) puts the researcher at the centre of the 
study. The researcher's opinion of what 'real', non-alienated interests are be
comes crucial for the result of the study. The post-structural view (the fourth 
view), meanwhile, operates in a slightly different arena. Whereas the first three 
views focus on how decisions were made and who exercised power in order to 
get them made, the fourth view focuses on the processes that constitute the ac
tors. The fourth view of power does not neglect A's ability to exercise influence 



over B, but this is not the primary target of analysis. The fourth view wants to 
know what subjects, including both A and B, are being constituted in discursive 
formation processes in society. Individuals are not the source of power, merely 
its vehicles. For example, the desire to know what the problem of Sami living 
standards was did not just identify the problem, but also the solutions, the actors 
and their demands (or at least what the demands could be). The Sami were thus 
made indigenous. The aim was not to put the Sami into a category, but to raise 
their living standards. But as a result, the Sami were 'identified' that is catego
rised, and this shaped Swedish Sami policy, as well as the Sami demands, for 
years. 

To give the Sami political rights, as Kymlicka advocates, is a solution de
signed to strengthen their cultural identity and, in so doing, to strengthen their 
liberty as well as their influence. However, identity always limits the possibility 
of choice. The stronger the identity, the fewer possibilities of choice (cf. Berlin 
1988; Baumanl996, 305-308). To be free is to equip oneself with certain 'truths' 
and to learn to conduct oneself ethically. For example, a 'good' ruler is the one 
who exercises her power as it ought to be exercised. It is thus the power over 
oneself that regulates one's power over others (Foucault 1997c, 284-289). I f 
power forms or constitutes indigenous peoples, the interaction between identity 
and power becomes not only possible but necessary. 

The Four Major Arguments of the Thesis 

This leads us to the four major arguments that underpin this thesis. Firstly, I 
have argued that indigenous peoples must be defined on the basis of subjective 
identification. An objective definition gives the 'objective' researcher the right 
to decide which criteria are valid for an ethnic group. Group members may 
change their behaviour in a way that matches the objective definition in order to 
win special political rights that are connected to the defmition. The objective 
definition wi l l therefore induce members of the group to behave in a way that 
they would not have done otherwise (cf. the first view of power). Furthermore, 
the notion of objective characteristics implies that identification and cultures are 
stable and unchangeable. The group may change but the basics of the group wil l 
not, because it is based on an absolute origin prior to all experience and interac
tion. In contrast, a subjective definition treats indigenousness as a phenomenon 
that is constituted in a power relationship between external and internal forces. 
The indigenous and the non-indigenous are both vehicles of the creation and re
production of the indigenous identity. This also means that indigenous identity is 
always open to influence and wi l l therefore perpetually change. The crucial 
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questions are not what indigenous peoples are, but how a group becomes in
digenous, and what rules and norms are created in that formation. We therefore 
need a concept of power that is able to deal with both the political level and the 
identification process. As I showed in chapter 5, the fourth view of power treats 
these processes inseparably. 

The second argument is that the criterion of self-identification cannot be 
combined with the three traditional views of power. The three views consider 
power and indigenous peoples as two separate phenomena with no interaction. 
In the first two views of power there are two scenarios. The first scenario is 
where A wants B to adopt a certain identity. B resists and there is observable 
conflict, which is vital for a power relationship. But, since B resists, there is no 
change in identification. In the second scenario, B accepts the identity suggested 
by A. There is, thus, no conflict and hence no exercise of power. The third view 
of power, however, argues that power may be exercised in a relationship even i f 
there is no observable conflict. The conflict may be covert. In order to identify 
an exercise of power, A's claims in the relationship are compared to B's objec
tive 'real interests', and the researcher must thus identify those objective 'real 
interests', and so use an objective definition of indigenous peoples. Conse
quently, none of the first three views are able to combine their concept of power 
with the subjective identification process. And as we want a concept of power 
that can deal with both power and self-identification, we need a fourth view. 

The third argument of the thesis is thus that there is a need for a fourth view 
of power, which can handle the criterion of subjective identification. This view 
should expose exercises of power where the first three views assumed it to be 
absent. 

The fourth argument is that the fourth view of power can deal with the sub
jective identification criterion. It is involved in the very process that constitutes 
subjects. But, this creates new problems. In this chapter, I wi l l look at the conse
quences for the concept of indigenous peoples of adopting the fourth view. This 
wi l l give us a method of studying power and the constitution of indigenous peo
ples. 

Identity and The Fourth View of Power 

As we saw in chapter 1, Isaacs (1989) concluded that it is the condition of 
power, or the lack of power, that allows an ethnic group, a 'tribe', an 'indige
nous people' or a 'people' to become a 'nation'. According to Issacs, power has 
a significant affect on ethnicity and the recognition of ethnic groups as nations. 
This inspired the aim of this thesis: to investigate the relationship between 
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power and indigenous peoples and to find a relevant method with which to study 
this relationship. In this chapter, I wil l argue that the fourth view of power is just 
such a relevant method. It exposes the exercise of power where we might have 
thought it to be absent - that is, in the very act of self-identification. The power 
of recognition is not simply a matter of external recognition, but of internal rec
ognition as well, and the fourth view addresses this dual process of recognition. 

Power in this sense is a process that no one is in charge of. Instead, all sub
jects are vehicles of power. How then is self-identification possible? The prob
lem with this question is that identification is often related to a neutral origin or 
a pure essence of identity. A group may share a group identity because its mem
bers share the same pure origin. However, the fourth view of power rejects the 
idea of a pure origin. A l l phenomena, including origins, are effects of dis
courses. Origins, as well as identity, are thus constituted. 

The subjective definition identifies identities as dynamic imaginings. Identi
ties are constituted in a social interaction between members and non-members, 
consciously or non-consciously. Identities are relational and must be studied as 
such. There is no pure origin that may serve a study with a comparative position 
when identifying 'true' or 'false' behaviour. Power is always present and iden
tity formation is no exception. Power is thus a vital part of our existence. Con
stituting group identities is therefore an exercise of power. However, this con
stitution is a process that involves various power techniques which mean that an 
identity may be the product of various forums of behaviour, rather than an act of 
active conscious identification. Subjective identification must not thus be con
sidered to be strictly a matter of individual choice. 

Identification is thus a process in which external and internal forces are in
volved, and which cannot be isolated from other beliefs and struggles in life. 
The struggle for a better society or a better environment cannot be isolated from 
a continuous formation of identity. Chapter 3 showed us how the state's at
tempts to raise living standards among the Sami also changed their identity. 
Reindeer herding became the most important characteristic of Sami culture and 
a fundamental part of their survival as an indigenous people. The Sami them
selves, as well as the Swedish state, have been active in reproducing this image 
of Sami culture. The identification of the Sami strictly as reindeer herders had 
been normalised. Yet there is no group or individual in total control of this nor
malising process. 

Identity is a process that involves external and internal forces. Identity is a 
relational concept. One cannot constitute an identity in isolation. Since power is 
always present in relationships, identity wi l l always be a product of power rela
tionships. Identity is thus not a product of individual autonomous and rational 
choices, but a process that involves bio-power, desire to know, discipline, sub-
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jection. Even in theory one cannot reach a position in which external influence is 
absent, because this would entail the lack of an identity. Thus, it is not possible 
to conserve an indigenous identity by isolating it. 

The Constitution of Indigenous Peoples 

Power constitutes individuals' identity in different ways, such as categorising, 
bio-power, discipline, normalisation and self-subjection. Who is involved in the 
constitution of indigenous peoples? Who are responsible for the constitution and 
the rules that are being created and the action directed against deviant behav
iour? In the first three views of power, there is the possibility that a power elite 
wi l l define an indigenous people without involving its members. Decisions may 
be made and implemented according to this external definition. The problem is 
that this external definition wi l l never lead to an internal definition as long as 
power, in the sense of first three views, is involved. In contrast, in the fourth 
view, power wi l l always be involved in all relationships. A's definition of B 
may not only constitute or form B's identity. This 'new identity' may also lead 
to a changing view of A and in turn a self-subjection that wi l l change the iden
tity even further. Relevant questions wi l l therefore be: 'How was the subject es
tablished...? How were the experience that one may have of oneself and the 
knowledge that one forms of oneself organised according to certain schemes? 
How were these schemes defined, valorized, recommended, imposed?' (Fou
cault 1997b, 87). 

Usually it is considered, as in the three first views of power, that power is a 
force that presses on the subject from the outside, as what subordinates and rele
gates to a lower order. This is, of course, a fair description of what power does. 
But we must understand power as forming the subject as well as providing the 
very condition of its existence. Power is not simply what we oppose, but also 
what we depend on for our existence. This means that there are no neutral posi
tions in which power is not present. Analysis of power wil l not be a comparison 
between a power situation and a non-power situation. Such 'ideological' use of 
power cannot be adopted in the fourth view, since power is always present. An 
analysis wi l l instead be on the constitution of what are considered to be 'neutral 
non-power situations'. When an idea or a definition is acknowledged as the 
'truth', it is considered to be untouched by power, ideology or myths. For exam
ple, indigenous peoples are seen as non-dominant groups that therefore need 
special rights. International conventions are created to protect the indigenous 
peoples' cultural rights. As in the Swedish case, the international definition of 
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indigenous peoples seems not to be controversial, even i f the solutions often are. 
However, the conventions that secure the indigenous peoples' special rights also 
limits their rights - for example their right to be a self-determining people. In
digenous peoples are indigenous because they are not a 'people'. A l l indigenous 
peoples have their political situation and their unique claims. But international 
conventions and definitions of indigenous peoples as non-dominant and a non-
people have been adopted by the indigenous peoples themselves and have af
fected their claims. It is both a subjection by others and a self-subjection. 

Subjection by others 

The mode of subjection is discipline. Discipline constitutes individuals. It is a 
power technique that considers persons both as subject and as instruments of its 
exercise (Foucault 1977, 24). Discipline involves a range of techniques that 
forms individuals through hierarchical observation, normalising judgement and 
examination. Hierarchical observation is often a matter of arrangement of disci
plinary sites that enhance surveillance, as with the Panopticon. Observing allows 
normalising judgement, punishing deviations from the norm. The norm is both a 
moral law and a scientifically determined standard of behaviour administratively 
required by disciplinary institutions such as schools, hospitals, armies and pris
ons. The examination is a combination of the two previous techniques. Educa
tional examination, for instance, allows a documentation of each individual as a 
case, and comparison over time and across the board (Foucault 1977, 170-192). 
These three techniques of discipline - hierarchical observation, normalising 
judgement and examination - are power/knowledge techniques that show how 
individuals are constituted as subjects, as categories of a scientific discourse. 

The subjects that are constituted by these disciplinary techniques are the de
linquent that wi l l not or cannot correspond to the norm. Even i f the penitentiary 
system's aim is to rehabilitate the delinquents, they have an important exem
plary role in order to frighten 'normal' people away from illegalities (Foucault 
1977, 257-287). Disciplinary techniques therefore constitute both the 'abnormal' 

and the 'normal' individual. Thus, everyone who is 'normal' is indirectly sub
jected in contradistinction to the 'abnormal'. Subjection operates through divid
ing practices (Foucault 1983, 208). By limiting others we convince ourselves 
that we are 'normal'. It is thus not only the abnormal that is affected by discipli
nary techniques. The 'normal' must also suppress the 'abnormal' sides of them
selves in order to remain 'normal'. We can all identify with 'abnormal' sides of 
ourselves; Freud calls it our unconscious. Everyone is a potential deviant 
(Simons 1995, 32-33). To put it another way, discipline shapes individuals. 
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This kind of subjecting power is both productive and repressive. Power pro
duces reality and 'rituals of truth' (Foucault 1977, 194). But it also constitutes or 
(at least) forms people (Foucault 1977, 170). The desire to know and the desire 
to make society better, develop regulation of the individual, as well as of the 
biological process of the population as a whole, is bio-politics (cf. chapter 5). 
This bio-power has normalising as its technique of discipline. As we shall see 
later, the definition of the Sami as reindeer herders has been normalised and 
reindeer herding is considered to be the most crucial part of Sami culture. 

Self-subjection 

Self-subjection focuses on the theme of Foucaultian ethics (cf. chapter 5) - that 
is, the relationship with oneself, how the individual is supposed to constitute 
herself as a moral subject of her own actions. This self-subjection requires prac

tices of the self. 
Foucault (1991c) argues that the relationship to oneself has four major as

pects. The first is 'ethical substance' and deals with moral conduct. This aspect 
includes desire, intentions and feelings, as well as sexuality (Foucault 1991c, 
352-353). The desire to know constitutes categories, as well as rules and norms 
connected to it. These rules and norms are the ethical substance of a person that 
considers herself to be part of that category. The Sami falls into the category of 
indigenous peoples. As such they are non-dominant, non-state people. 

The second aspect is what Foucault calls 'the mode of subjection', the way in 
which people are invited or incited to recognise their moral obligations. There 
are many limitations that constitute a moral code. For instance, our present mode 
of subjection follows scientific and legal criteria. The Sami became a non-
dominant, non-state people when they were colonised. Swedish Sami policy re
garded them as a secondary race that needed superior government. Anthropol
ogy and racial biology legitimised the policy. It constituted the definition of the 
Sami as non-dominant, non-state people with a traditional non-industrial mode 
of production, a definition of indigenous peoples that is even recognised in in
ternational legal documents such as ILO Convention no. 169. 

The third aspect of the relationship to oneself answers the question, 'What are 
the means by which we can change ourselves in order to become ethical sub
jects?' (Foucault 1991c, 354). It is a self-forming activity, or asceticism in a 
very broad sense. What are we doing as individuals in order to behave ethically 
correctly? I f one's mode of subjection is influenced by a 'desire to know', then 
one's techniques of self-subjection must refer to one's self-knowledge, that is 
both generating it and obeying it (Simons 1995, 36). This shows the important 
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relationship between power and knowledge even in the relationship to oneself. 
Power, or the techniques of self-formation, constitute or generate self-
knowledge at the same time as self-knowledge constitutes and justifies the tech
niques. In the example of fishing, the reindeer herders acted rationally, referring 
to their self-knowledge, when they acted to protect reindeer grazing. Yet, this 
blinded them. They did not realise until the end of the process that the new ad
ministrative system of fishing in Samiland reduced their indigenous rights to 
fish and hunt, and at the same time did their action as herders legitimise the new 
system. 

The fourth aspect of self-formation is: 'Which is the kind of being to which 
we aspire when we behave in a moral way? For instance, shall we become pure, 
or immortal, or free, or masters of ourselves, and so on? So that's what I call the 
telos (téléologie)' (Foucault 1991c, 355). In the modern era our 'telos' is the lib
eration of our true selves, of our repressed sexuality, our human essence, or our 
self-fulfilment. There is a desire to liberate rationality from irrationality, and to 
liberate a pure objective subject from what represses it as an object. In terms of 
power, there is a striving to reach a powerless situation that simply does not ex
ist. It is an imagined position of freedom. Furthermore, identity is the basis for 
this struggle and not its target. The identity is made into a foundation from 
which the struggle can draw their arguments and work as a factor of mobilisa
tion. However, i f the problem lies in the process that proceeds and constitutes 
the identity, the struggle wi l l be misled or even counter-productive. In making 
the identity, made in subordination, the basis for a struggle wi l l simply 
strengthen the subordination. 

The four aspects may be concluded, simply put, in four questions: (1) What 
are we?, (2) How does the external affect the internal?, (3) How does one affect 
oneself? and (4) What do we desire to be? 

The fourth view gives us a complex picture of self-identification. Subjects do 
not have an equivalent in an objective environment (Object) in which the lan
guage works as a mediator. Instead Subjects are continuously constituted and the 
desire to know may make a belief of an objective equivalent in the environment. 
In figure 6.11 have developed the subjective definition of indigenous peoples 
(cf. Figure 2.2). 
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Defintion of the 

specific group A 

•Categories of the type A 

Figure 6.1: The identification of indigenous peoples. 

Figure 6.1 illustrates how the desire to know may constitute a category of the 
type A so Group A's (the subject) identity has the same characteristics as an 
Object. The category of group A is constituted, and that it in turn wi l l affect 
Group A. In the same time wi l l Group A constitute the Object and the category. 
Thus there are both an external and an internal categorising. Individuals are at 
the same time subject and object to the discourse they constitute. 

To conclude this section, identities are the result of external pressure and 
categorising and internal discipline and categorising. A l l involved, the powerful 
and the subordinated, are involved in the identification process. It is not simply 
an issue of how actors themselves interpret their imagined belonging or identity, 
but also of the very construction of historical forces that narrate the identity. I f 
identity is constructed in a process that involves subjection by others and self-
subjection, it is within the practices of construction that a change of identity be
comes possible. Mörkenstam (1999) argues that the Swedish external categoris
ing must decrease by involving the Sami in policy-making. However, that means 
that it is simply the external categorising that is the problem. But the Sami as 
well as the host nation Sweden is part of the same identification process and 
they cannot be studied in isolation from each other. Self-categorising in relation
ship to the Swedishness or other group identities wi l l always be an important 
part of the Sami identification. I f so, can resistance solve the Sami's problem? 
Let us look at this question in more detail. 

Identity as Ordination 

I f identity is constructed in a process that involves subjection by others and self-
subjection, it is within the practices of construction that a change of identity be
comes possible. Identity is not foundational or fixed, it is an effect of various 
power techniques. Identity is constituted inside discourses (cf. Kurkiala 1988). 
Indigenous peoples are constituted in relationship to non-indigenous peoples and 
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are thus inside the discourse of the majority. The majority needs oppositional 
identities in order to survive. Discourse thus produces its own resistance. A dis
course is actually dependent on the resistance, since without the resistance the 
discourse would not exist. Subordinate behaviour is both the beginning and the 
end, the focus and the effect of normalisation. Therefore resistance wi l l turn into 
acts of normalising. Because resistance is not only created by the discourse, i t is 
the condition on which the discourse relies on. To resist a discourse (and its con
stituted rules, norms and roles) wi l l thus reproduce it, not the opposite. The re

sult of resistance is contrary to what the members intended. 
In the first chapter, we saw Kymlicka identifying the problem of the indige

nous peoples as a lack of political power. For him, it is thus the present power 
relationship that is the problem. Therefore indigenous peoples want liberation 
from the present political order. They demand group specific rights such as self-
government, polyethnic rights and special representation rights. These demands 
resist the previous political order or the present power relationship. However, i f 
resistance is always produced by discourse, resistance wi l l reproduce the dis
course. Resistance reproduces the discourse that in turn reproduces the power 
relationship. The power relationship on the other hand reproduces the resistance 
and so on... Resistance may thus be considered as an act of normalising. 

In chapter 1 I wrote that Mörkenstam's (1999) approach is close to mine. The 
discussion above, however, highlights the difference between our work. He fo
cuses on the archaeology aspects of discursive formation and thus the negative 
aspects of power, that is the formation of rules in order to exclude something. 
He argues that the external definition and the authorities' treatment are exclud
ing the Sami from the discourse that constitutes them (Mörkenstam 1999, 241). 
The Sami thus have no influence on the process that constitutes their identity. 
He does not study internal, subjective identification, and therefore fails to incor
porate the important interactions between discourses or the reproductive inter
action between actors within a discourse. His work does not incorporate the im
portant (for the process of identification) genealogical idea that both the power
fu l and the subordinate are vehicles of power and an individual's identity cannot 
be formed outside discourse and the power relationship that it constitutes and 
legitimises. I f one were excluded from the discourse ( if this impossibility were 
possible) one would also be excluded from one's own identity. A Sami identity 
is not simply constituted by external forces, by the powerful. Self-disciplinary 
behaviour and self-subjection are crucial in speaking of identification. And as 
mentioned above the subordinates' behaviour of acceptance as well as their re

sistance may strengthen a given discourse. 
I f power constitutes subjects, subjection and self-identification wi l l be the 

same thing; the act of self-identification is simultaneously an act of subjection, 
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given that subjection signifies the process of becoming ordinated by power as 
well as by the process of becoming a subject. Identification wi l l always ordinate 
individuals. But i f they are simultaneous, then what space is there within which 

to create a self-identification worthy of the name? What is the precondition for 
the liberation of indigenous peoples? Is it that they must constitute or identify 
themselves as indigenous even though the fourth view suggest that such identifi
cation is complicated by the unavoidable presence of power in the very act of 
identification itself? The two first questions are based on an idea of a liberated 
position, a position in which power is not present, or in which the only power 
present is the subject's own. But power is always present and there is thus no 
such neutral (in terms of external exercise of power) position. As soon as a defi
nition is made and used in practice, power has been exercised. The definition 
legitimises the exercise of power at the same time as the exercise of power le
gitimises the definition. And liberty is no exception. 

It is important to clarify this argument. The desire for a fixed or a pure origin 
is one of the causes of the indigenous peoples' poHtical problems. In politics it is 
common to use an identity as a basis for one's argument or resistance. In dis
cussing the failures or successes of indigenous peoples' struggle for indigenous 
rights, it is common to question their strategy, their lack, or use of, poHtical re
sources or their arguments. In the context of the fourth view of power the cause 
of indigenous peoples' lack of political power is not strategy or wrong argu
ments, but rather the very basis or the foundation of their struggle, the fixed 
identity and goal. The goal of liberty for indigenous peoples is constituted in 
subordination and in interrelation with their idea of a fixed identity. These con
cepts, liberty and indigenous identity, wi l l reproduce each other and thus repro
duce and legitimate the power relationship that the discourse upholds. Thus, lib
erty and the indigenous identity are constituted in the same process within the 
same discourse. 

The latter question raises various possibilities. Is the subject doomed to iden
tify herself according to a given discourse or definition? That depends on how 
strong the current discourse or definition is. I f the definition is regarded as the 
truth and is supported by science, laws and international rules, it may be difficult 
to change. Disciplinary power makes us identify and behave according to the 
'truth', and alternative identities and behaviour wi l l be regarded as bad or ab
normal behaviour. However, there is always resistance and therefore alternative 
identities and behaviour. Being aware of the power mechanisms and the alterna
tive identities may open up a more 'Hberated' situation of choice. When one 
identity's characteristics are fixed as the norm, not only may this justify action 
to change identities that do not match the norm, it may also be the basis for, 
what Foucault (Foucault 1983, 243-245; Foucault 1997c 281-301; Foucault 

133 



1997e, 255) calls the 'care of the self (Le Souci de soi). To take 'care' of one
self is to equip oneself with these 'true' characteristics. In order to influence 
other persons, one must first take 'care' of oneself. I f one's exercise o f power 
(whatever that might be) should result in a successful influence it must be exer
cised as it, according the discursive rules, ought to be exercised. Identification is 
thus always connected to a degree of ordination, that is it always constitutes a 
hierarchy with norms and rules that reproduce and legitimise the hierarchy. 

Consequently, there is no freedom without power. There is no face to face 
confrontation of power and freedom which is mutually exclusive, such is that 
freedom disappears when power is exercised, but rather a complicated interplay. 

Let us summarise the ideas of indigenous identity so far. Identity is a rela
tional concept which cannot be analysed in isolation from the context in which it 
is constituted, because it involves both subjection by others and self-subjection. 
Power is always involved in relationships and thus identity wi l l always be con
nected to power. Identity is constituted in historical processes and therefore we 
have no theory of identity, only theories of historical events that are used to con
stitute an identity. An identity constitutes its own norms and its own discipline. 
Identity thus enables one to choose, think and act. In the example in chapter 
three, non-reindeer Sami were punished as non-Sami by the fact that they lost 
their indigenous rights. Since then the Sami have constituted their identity ac
cording to this division and have thereby also created their own discipline. The 
'real' Sami identity is still considered to be the reindeer herder, and non-reindeer 
herders must relate to it. They are not Sami; they are non-reindeer Sami. 

Identity thus produces ordination, hierarchies, normalisation and discipline. 
Identity provides a system of orientation in society, that is, the meaning and sig
nificance of one's actions and attitudes in a given context. Identity w i l l thus con
stitute one's roles in society. Identification is therefore a process of hierarchical 
ordination. This means that categorising is not only a matter of external defini
tion, but also a matter of self-categorising (cf. Oakes et. al. 1994, 94-101). Iden
tification and categorisation thus become important parts of our lives: 
'[Cjategorising provides the fundamental basis of our social orientation towards 
each others' (Oakes et. al. 1994, 98). 

Identification of the Fourth View of Power 

How is it then possible to study the fourth view of power? Power, in Foucault' s 
analysis of power, is an open, more or less co-ordinated cluster of relations. The 
challenge for a researcher is to create a grid of analysis which makes an analysis 
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of relations of power possible. I f power is not a thing, or controlled by a set of 
institutions, then the task for the analysis is to identify how it operates. In The 
History of Sexuality (1980b, 1986, 1987b), Foucault develops a series of propo
sitions of power. Firstly, power relations are non-egalitarian, non-symmetrical 
and mobile; power is localised spatially and temporally. Power is not a position, 
a prize or a plot, it is an operation of political technologies throughout the social 
body. The analysis of power therefore analyses a specific domain formed by 
power relations. It finds instruments with which to isolate, identify and analyse 
the web of unequal relationships caused by various power techniques. The une
qual relationships undercut the theoretical equality that is posed by the law and 
political philosophers. To understand power in its day-to-day operation, one 
must study the political techniques by which one's actions are formed (Dreyfus 
& Rabinow 1983, 185). 

Secondly, power is not restricted to political institutions. But when it is local
ised within institutions such as schools, hospitals or prisons, power (bio-power) 
becomes really effective. Furthermore, power is exercised both top-down and 
bottom-up. This is not to say that there is no domination in power relationships; 
domination is just not the essence of power. Power is exercised upon the domi
nant as well as upon the dominated. The issue is thus not to answer the question 
of what power really is, but to find the mechanisms that constitute subjects as 

subjects. 
This leads, thirdly, to Foucault's most controversial proposal about power. 

Power relations are intentional and non-subjective. Actors know what they are 
doing when they do it and can often articulate it quite clearly. However, the 
overall effect escapes the actors. 'People know what they do; frequently they 
know why they do what they do; but what they don't know is what they do does' 
(Foucault quoted in Dreyfus & Rabinow 1983, 187). Power, thus, is not an in
stitution, nor a structure, nor a capacity, it is the name that one attributes to a 
complex strategic relationship. There is a push towards an outcome, but no one 
is pushing. W i l l and calculation is involved, but the overall effects escape the 
intentions o f involved individuals (Foucault 1979, 93-95). 

There is a similarity between Foucault's ideas of how power works as a nor
malising phenomena and Thomas Kuhn's account of normal science. According 
to Kuhn a science becomes normal when actors in a certain area all agree that a 
specific piece of work identifies the important problems in a field and explains 
how these problems can be solved ('puzzle-solving'). This kind of work is 
called a 'paradigm', and it works like a frame in which the researcher shapes the 
pieces (observations) to fi t . The ideal of normal science is when all observations, 
including anomalies, are compatible with the paradigm (Kuhn 1992). The con
flict in research wi l l then not be between researchers with different paradigms, 

135 



but about how to implement it (Foucault 1987a). There is, however, a crucial 
difference between normal science and normalising technologies. Normal sci
ence is working towards a final assimilation of all anomalies, while normalising 
technology works to constitute and preserve most of the anomalies, because it is 
the way it expands its field of knowledge and power into wider and wider do
mains. I f everything were assimilated under the same paradigm, there would not 
be any need for further expansion. 

Identification of the Discourse of Indigenous Peoples 

A relevant methodological technique with which to study subjection is discourse 
analysis. This seeks to uncover the cognitive and normative regulations that 
limit politics - that is, constituted norms and rules that limit possible political 
behaviour (cf. Howarth 1995). The intentions of involved actors are of secon
dary interest, because it is the constitution of a category or a definition of, for 
example, Sami, and the limiting norms it creates, that are in focus. In order to 
understand how reality is described and how identities are constituted, and in 
turn to create the possibility of political behaviour, the discourse analyst recon
structs the ideas that explain and legitimise a definition of the Sami and their 

rights1 (cf. Mörkenstam 1999, 56). 
Since definitions, identities or 'truths' do not have a true meaning beyond 

power relations, the aim of discourse analysis is not to uncover the true mean
ing, but to study how meaning is constituted. A definition of the Sami derives its 
meaning through the study of narratives about them and what certain conditions 
made it possible to express. It is therefore not important to establish what the 
Sami are, who should be regarded as a Sami, or i f someone matches the legal 
definition of a Sami, but to re-tell, uncover or reconstitute historical power tech

niques that constitute the Sami. 
What is the reason for using discourse analysis? Usually the aim has devel

oped 'from below', that is, from what is considered 'abnormal' or different be
haviour in society (cf. Foucault 1973, 1975, 1977; Mörkenstam 1999; Svensson 
1993). Thus, one usually formulates an aim according to the discourse's effects. 
In practice, this means that a problem is identified. The problem is explained 
and possible solutions are already, at this stage, connected to the explanation. 
The explanation points out the cause of the problem. The cause is often ex
plained by referring to a group or an individual, because they focus on the 
problem but also on the solutions. It is the abnormal behaviour that needs to be 
corrected. However, discourse analysis explains not simply the constitution of 
the 'abnormal', but the 'normal' as well. The 'abnormal' is not simply the cause 
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or the effect of a discourse but also its foundation. The normal as well as the ab
normal are crucial parts of the discourse and cannot survive without both of 
them. In the example in chapter 3, the effect was the hmitation of the Sami's -
that is, the reindeer herders' - rights. The specific identification formed the Sami 
behaviour (or at least the common understanding of their behaviour), that in turn 
strengthened the power relationship, the solutions and the needed means. The 
questions to ask are thus: What does the discourse look like? What are the power 
techniques and the power relationships produced by the discourse? 

The identified problem here is the old administrative system of fishing that 
was considered by the hunters as arbitrary. They argued that one never knew 
when one would get the right to hunt or fish in a particular area. The reindeer 
herders could say no without justifying their decision. The herders' control was 
thus the problem. Why should an economic interest enjoy a special right that 
should be a common right? The problem was not just that the system was arbi
trary; it was the herders that had made it so. Describing the problem like this 
also identified the solution: a new, effective system in which the herders had less 
or no control. The issue became a matter of justice. The hunters had thus identi
fied the problem and the solution, but also the actors and their demands. The 
herders protected the old system because it protected reindeer grazing, while the 
hunters favoured the new system because they argued the area was of common 
interest and should not be in the exclusive hands of a small group. It was sug
gested during the process that the issue was also about indigenous rights, but this 
argument was never successful. The issue had already been identified, and new 
angles had difficulties being heard. The fact that indigenous rights were con
nected to an economic interest only made it clearer that the old system discrimi
nated against the majority of the Sami (the non-reindeer herders), as well as 
against the majority of Swedish citizens. It would thus be more just to 'open up' 
the area for all. The state's identification of the Sami as reindeer herders was 
thus used as an argument for limiting the Sami's indigenous rights. In this con
text talk about indigenous rights was hazardous because it was connected to the 
economic interest of reindeer grazing. The Sami struggle for indigenous rights in 
this case thus strengthened the argument for freer fishing in Samiland. Sami re
sistance was strengthened by the argument they opposed. The Sami struggle for 
maintaining their indigenous rights reproduced and even strengthened the dis
course that was a necessary condition for the decision that changed the adminis
trative system for hunting and fishing in the area. 

The problem with the old administrative system was that it was considered to 
be arbitrary. The core of the problem was that the Sami, that is the reindeer 
herders, could refuse grants to fish and hunt in an area without arguments. Dur
ing the decision-making process the reindeer herders' resistance probably 
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strengthened the belief about the old system's as well as the reindeer herders' 
unjust character. 

The fishing resources in the area were not utilised as much as they could be. 
The Sami were pointed to as the cause of the inefficiency of the old administra
tive system. The ministry of state in charge of this issue argued that the Sami 
right to fish and hunt was a privilege given to them by the Swedish state. In the 
proposal (proposal 1992/93:32, 131-138) it seems as i f the state had given the 
Sami a trusteeship of the area, rather than an indigenous right, a trusteeship that 
had failed. Following that logic one might understand why the Sami were not 
included in the new system. 

One constituting factor of identity formation is the legal definition of Sami. 
Legally, the Sami are subject to two different definitions. The first is connected 
to language, and is used to identify who has the right to vote in elections to the 
Sami Assembly. The second defines the Sami who have the right to reindeer 
herding. This special right is thus connected to the Sami's traditional mode of 
production, a definition with its roots in the racial policy of 'Lapp shall remain 
Lapp'. Since the Sami were a non-dominant, non-state people with a traditional 
mode of production, it was necessary to make their production modern and ef
fective. This led to some Sami becoming reindeer herders, while others had to 
leave the 'traditional' Sami life and become modern - that is, Swedes. Reindeer 
grazing inevitably become the most important characteristic of Sami culture. In 
order to protect their culture, their emphasis fell on special political rights rather 
than on statehood and status as a 'people' (cf. Eriksson 1997, 242-247; Mörken
stam 1999). 

Indigenous peoples cannot receive the status of a 'people' as long as they are 
connected to the present category of indigenous peoples, because the category 
means a non-dominant, non-state people. And why should a dominant group of 
state-bearing people need special rights? Conceiving a collective identity as non-
dominant limits the scope for indigenous peoples to be recognised as something 
other than groups that need other peoples' help. Such help comes from ILO 
Convention 169, which demands special political rights, such as the right of 
ownership and possession of the land that indigenous peoples traditionally occu
pied (ILO Convention 169, Article 14 in Skr. 1990/91:101). The Sami want the 
Swedish government to ratify the convention. However, following the discus
sion above, I argue that this struggle may be contrary to their interests. The 
power of recognition wil l work both as an internal restriction and an external 
limitation. Furthermore, the Sami argue that reindeer herding is a crucial attrib
ute of Sami culture and should therefore be protected. It is described as their tra
ditional mode of production and a vital part of the Sami's survival as indigenous 
peoples. An example of this is the state's economic funding for reindeer grazing 
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which might be understood as indigenous policy rather than as economic policy 
(Johansson & Lundgren 1998). Again, the Sami identification of themselves is 
redolent with the common notion of indigenous peoples found in anthropology 
and domestic legal documents. This can, of course, be explained by the fact that 
anthropological theories and legal documents are created after studies of indige
nous peoples (the 'desire to know'). At the same time these documents work as 
tools of power. In order to receive special political rights, indigenous peoples 
adapt to the common idea of group attributes, which become the 'true' attributes 
of their identity. Thus, the attribute of reindeer herding has limited the Sami 
identity and conserved it in a way that has prevented (sound or unsound) devel
opment. 

The imagined primordial origin strengthens the definition of the Sami as a 
non-dominant, non-state people with a traditional mode of production. By treat
ing Sami identity as something primordial, there are few possibilities of change. 
Sami identity is bowed up with their subordination, and has come to be seen as 
something 'natural', and pohcy - on all sides - is created on this basis. By ac
cepting the Sami as indigenous peoples, differences between categories of 
groups are accepted. This wi l l also constitute and legitimise the power relation
ship between Sami and other groups. The Sami are not a 'people' with the right 
to self-determination and must therefore struggle for positive discrimination in 
order to retain the status of a non-dominant, non-state people with a traditional 
mode of production. Identity, as mentioned above, produces ordination. 

To summarise, the desire to know led to a governmental commission the aim 
of which was to ascertain the Sami situation. In the issue of fishing the problem 
was identified: an arbitrary administrative system. The cause was identified: the 
reindeer herding Sami. The solution was thus to exclude the reindeer herders 
from the system. However, this is a problem connected to the legal definition of 
a Sami strictly as a reindeer herder. This has become the true identity of the 
Sami and something that every Sami, reindeer herders as well as non-reindeer 
herders, must relate to. The category of Sami, constituted externally and inter
nally, is constituted in subordination and w i l l reproduce the present power rela
tionship. However, the solution is not to escape all categories. We need to clas
sify in order to structure the world. Classifications, that often arise in connection 
to problem solving, maybe are our world (Bauman 1995, 1-2). The solution is 
instead to question the purity and fixation of all forms of identities and catego
ries. 

These ideas on identification are general remarks that wi l l count for any iden
tity. A l l identification involves an aspect of power, not only the indigenous or 
the ethnic one. One cannot fix an identity without doing violence to the identity 
itself. One must thus continuously question one's own foundation. An 'objective 
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irony', however, watches over us and makes us believe that fixation is the solu
tion to our lost identity, whoever 'we' are - academics, pohticians or indigenous 
peoples. The substance of identity cannot be defined in an abstract manner, nor 
can there be a theory of indigenousness as such, only a theory of history and 
consciousness encompassing indigenousness and capable of explaining the em
pirical production of identities. 

Political solutions such as property rights or affirmative action may work as a 
reminder for the group members that they must question their own foundation, 
but the solutions as such are not solving the problem of identification. 

The Sami and Identity Formation 

I have so far shown the general characteristics of the creation of group identities, 
in that they are constructed, disciplinary and hierarchical. However, are there 
any differences between these various group identities? Is an identity as indige
nous people different from other group identities, for example that of peoples? 
Theoretically there is no significant difference. However, practically, there are 
some differences. The most important difference between the identity of peoples 
and that of indigenous peoples is that the latter are constructed in subordination. 
Various laws have been created in order to protect indigenous peoples' rights, 
but these laws have also constructed, reconstructed and legitimised the indige
nous peoples' subordination. In order to give indigenous peoples special politi
cal rights one must be categorised as a group excluded from groups that do not 
need such rights (cf. Mörkenstam 1999, 233). However, this act alone does not 
constitute an identity. Identity formation is far more sophisticated than that. It 
also involves self-subjection, self-discipline and self-categorisation. 

Another practical difference is that the concept of indigenous peoples indi
cates an origin, more than the identities of others considered subordinate groups 
(immigrants, women, disabled). Indigenous peoples are indigenous because they 
lived in an area before a colonisation. They were the same people before the 

colonisation as after it occurred. The Sami were Sami before the colonisation 
and still are Sami. However, that does not mean that their identity is the same, 
untouched by time or that there is a pure pre-colonial identity. It is, however, 
easy to use indigenous as synonym for pure, untouched or 'real' (use that is 
common among non-Sami) and forget its constituted and contingent character. 
The argument is that indigenous peoples, as pre-colonial (that is pre-modern or 
primitive), must be protected from modern society. The host-nation's modern 
life-style drains their 'primitive' culture and soon it wi l l disappear. Change is 
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thus critical for indigenous identity. However, as I have shown all identities are 
open to change. They are not fixed. 

This is also illustrated in ILO Convention 169. The convention uses a defini
tion of indigenous peoples that is connected to a pre-colonial criterion and a re
quirement of maintained social, cultural and political institutions (Article 1). I 
am quite harsh in my judgement of the Convention, but I agree that some of its 
contents are necessary. However, I argue that the Convention as such reproduces 
categories that reproduce indigenous peoples as subordinated, non-dominant, 
non-state and pre-colonial. For example, the distinction between indigenous 
peoples and people is the basis for the Convention. In Article 1 it is stated that 
the use of the term 'peoples' should 'not be construed as having implications as 
regards the rights which may attach to the term in international law' (ILO Con
vention 169, Article 1, paragraph 3 in Skr. 1990/91:101). Thus, actions to 
strengthen indigenous peoples' rights reproduce their subordination and not the 
opposite. 

The Swedish juridical definition of Sami as strictly reindeer herders has 
changed slightly with the Sami Assembly. However, the division between rein
deer herders and non-reindeer herders is still an important part of Sami public 
policy as well as in Sami society. The Sami argue that a ratification of ILO Con
vention 169 would change the political situation in favour of the Sami society as 
a whole. However, I argue that the definition of indigenous peoples in ILO Con
vention 169 may be used to justify the division within Sami. The Convention 
involves indigenous peoples' distinctive economic conditions, which in the Sami 
case is, in general, considered to mean reindeer herding. The Convention may 
thus be used to reproduce the idea that non-reindeer herders are not Sami or at 
least lack the right to receive specific indigenous rights. 

The division of the Sami also was the condition for the outcome of the fishing 
issue. The reindeer herders had for many years been given, and had taken on, the 
role as spokesmen of the Sami society. However, since they were considered to 
be part of the old system's arbitrary character, the solution inevitably must in
volve the exclusion of the reindeer herders from the administrative organisation. 

A further explanation is the Swedish trust in experts, especially in Sami is
sues. The Sami have been, and in some respects still are excluded from the dis
course. But that goes for 'ordinary' politicians as well. Scientists and experts 
with 'knowledge' about Sami issues have been the authorised interpreters. This 
belief in experts is strengthened by the political institutional system, with its 
large numbers of committees (Mörkenstam 1999, 53; Sammeli 1970, 160-165; 
Sjölin 1996, 80-83). It is thus considered that the herders are biased by their in
digenous background. They just cannot be as neutral as experts. 
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This creates a paradox. The state authorities consider reindeer herding to be 
the most vital part of Sami culture. But the Sami are not given the control over 
it. It is the state authorities' role to protect Sami culture and thus reindeer herd
ing. The state authorities are neutral and therefore the best actor to so. The Sami 
are regarded as biased by their indigenous background while the state authorities 
are able to be neutral. The Swedish identity is the normal, non-ethnic identity, 
while the Sami identity is the abnormal one hampered by their very indigenous
ness. The dichotomy between the rational, neutral and non-ethnic identity and 
the natural (primitive), irrational indigenous identity give us the same picture of 
the society as feminism has shown in describing the patriarchal dichotomy be
tween sexes in which men are neutral while women are biased by their sex 
(Brown 1988; Fee 1988; Lloyd 1984). It seems as i f the same dichotomy can be 
used to describe the relationship between Sami and Swedes. 

Power relationships may be changed, but solutions seldom rest where one be
lieves one would find them. A common solution to the Sami problems is to give 
the Sami property rights. However, such rights do not save the group as an in
digenous people or their indigenous identity from external pressure. Property 
rights are a pohtical issue about the distribution of resources and values in soci
ety. The survival of a group identity is, in contrast, dependent on the internal and 
external mechanisms that constitutes, shapes and reproduces it, in which prop
erty rights may play a role but far from the only one. Furthermore, any 'solution' 
wi l l strengthen the current power relationship and identity formation as long as 
the present imagery that frames the identification is not questioned by the actors 

involved. 

Toward a New Identity Formation 

Mörkenstam (1999, 254-255) argues, in a liberal manner, that the Sami must be 
given a political space in which they can define themselves. However, as we 
have seen this, on its own does not solve the problem. The processes of self-
subjection, self-discipline and self-categorisation make the picture more compli
cated. Power is not simply a matter of an external subjection that limits the ac
tors' behaviour, but power is also productive in its dual character. Identities are 
relational and must be seen as relational. To produce a complete picture of iden
tification one must incorporate the idea that power is not a position; power is an 
operation of political technologies that are exercised both top-down and bottom-
up. Identity creates ordination, that is hierarchical power relationships, in which 
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all involved actors are vehicles of power. Power is productive, not only as an 
external force but as internal self-regulation. 

A l l oppositional thinking is already negated by the structure of the entity 
which it wishes to oppose. It is nothing more than an 'inoculation' of sorts, 
which allows the dominant political force to sustain and strengthen itself. The 
stronger the opposition, the stronger the entity it wishes to oppose becomes 
(Butler 1990; Baudrillard 1993). This is the paradox of difference. Difference is 
both an essential part of and a threat to identity. A l l collective identification is 
based on an exclusion of what the members of the group are not. It is important 
for the group to point out the group's unique attributes in order to maintain the 
group as such in relationships with other groups. To suggest that there are no 
differences between groups wi l l remove the basis of an identity. The group as a 
unique entity wi l l disappear. But to adapt to a policy that accepts differences 
wi l l strengthen the opposite and hinder the group from developing attributes that 
resemble those of other groups. The act wi l l thus be an act of self-discipline. 
Again the problem of liberation is highlighted. Does the fourth view ultimately 

disable the possibilities of self-identification? Is it possible to think outside that 
which enframes us? The answers to these questions are vital, because they give 
us possible solutions of the paradox of difference, as well as practical solutions 
to indigenous peoples' (and other ethnic groups') political and cultural prob
lems. 

Will iam E. Connolly (1993d, 5) explores this possibility, and uses the work of 
Friedrich Nietzsche to interrogate modernity from the perspective of imaginary 
points in the future (Connolly 1993d, 6). Connolly asks: What could I become i f 
I did not identify myself as belonging to an entity, that is, a non-dominant and 
non-state people? What are the alternatives to normality? The answer is that 
thinking and discussing future alternatives may transform the existing order. 
Each set of injustices generate resentment, but they can be subdued by cultivat
ing a new sensibility that cares for dynamic identities (Connolly 1991, 34, 211-

212). 
Butler (1990, 142-149) agrees with Connolly in that it is important to uncover 

the 'immanent possibility' of contesting the present identities. In order to contest 
constituted repetitive identities one must locate strategies of subversive repeti
tion enabled by discursive formation, to establish possibilities of intervention 
through actions within those practices of repetition that constitute identity. It is a 
question of disrupting the foundations that cover over alternative cultural con
figurations of identity. Butler argues that i f identities were no longer considered 
as fixed and policy no longer had these as its basis, a new configuration of pol
icy 'would surely emerge from the ruins of the old' (Butler 1990, 149). 
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In terms of the fourth view of power there is no escape from the external in
fluence. There is no neutral position in which one may make objective choices 
(as in the third view of power). We are part of competing discourses or social 
spaces. The social space tends to maintain and conserve phenomena (as identi
ties) that has development as its nourishment. Bauman argues that since we are 
part of these spaces (they are not anyone else's space, but one's own) we must 
continuously save, regain or re-construct them. We thus all have a continuous 
responsibility to save, regain or re-construct our identity (Bauman 1996, 223-
230, 301-308). Bauman's point is that there is not just a possibility of recon
structing discourses, but that it is a responsibility of all to do so. 

Jean Baudrillard goes even further. He argues that there is only one, extreme 
way out of this paradox: to seduce the 'enemy' by going over to its side, by 
adopting the position of the Object. The idea of indigenous peoples has become 
an opposition to 'people', an opposition upon which the 'people' thrives and 
continues to sustain itself. What is left, then, but to go over to the side of the 
'people' (Baurdillard 1993, 361). Yet one must not treat this Object as a norm. 
There is nothing mystical here. There is a 'fatal and enigmatic bias in the order 
of things' (Baurdillard 1993, 361), and that is an 'objective irony' that wi l l re
produce the 'truth' about the Object. That is, an indigenous identity is always 
identified as a minority entity in terms of political influence, with connected 
characteristics and rules. The fundamental problem for indigenous peoples is 
just that they are minorities. I f they were not minorities in terms of power, they 
would be at least part of the majority. Thus, the indigenous identity would loose 
its political importance. In common terms indigenous peoples that are majorities 
would cease to be indigenous and turn into a 'people'. The problem of indige
nous peoples, identified as minorities, w i l l hence survive as long as they are de
fined as indigenous. The problem is inevitably connected to the definition. What 
is, then, left but to go over to the side of the 'people' ? 

I argue that there is a paradox of indigenous peoples and indigenous rights. 
To be constituted as 'indigenous peoples' is a trap, because it precludes those 
who are so designated from having a recognised right to for example self-
determination. Under international law, only a 'people' has the right to self-
determination. I f the perceived problem is that they lack political power, as 
Kymlicka (1996) argues, then the solution is to give it to them in the form of 
special rights. Unfortunately, these rights lock them out of a claim to sover
eignty and into a larger political association that is not their own. I f indigenous 
peoples had the rights to self-determination, there would be no need for a defi
nition of indigenous peoples. They could simply be recognised as a 'people'. 
Even though I do not recommend a constitutional recognition of indigenous 
peoples, in the sense that indigenousness should act as a legally operative form 
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of political representation. I argue for a rethinking of the very imagery that 
frames the possibility of identification. It is a demand for the recognition of the 
impurity and contingency of all forms of identities. 

One possible solution to indigenous peoples' political problems is to avoid 
resisting the political system as such, and instead question their own foundation 
of identification, its rules, norms and imagined origin. Instead of adopting a 
subordinated identity that reproduces the power relationship between the power
ful and the subordinated, they should focus on the very construction of the iden
tity; on the techniques that enable subjection by others and self-subjection. To 
question one's own foundation may change it and in so doing change the dis
course and in turn change current power relationships that the previous dis
course reproduced. This questioning is not only a matter for the subordinated but 
also a matter for the powerful. 

The task here is not to investigate each and every new possibility of this 
questioning, but to discuss and in some sense uncover the power techniques that 
constitute present possibilities or categories. 

The Power of Recognition 

In this thesis, I have discussed the need for a fourth face of power that can han
dle subjective criteria of identification. The fourth view gives us a new perspec
tive of power. Power is not a possession or an effect, it is a process that involves 
both the powerful and the subordinate in power techniques such as bio-power 
and disciplinary power. Combining the fourth view with the idea of indigenous 
peoples, based on a subjective definition, brings to the fore the power of recog
nition. Indigenous peoples in general are struggling for their cultural survival. 
This struggle involves a demand for recognition of their unique culture and 
needs. In the example of fishing, the Sami initiated a poHtical process to clarify 
their legal right to land ownership, and in so doing to be recognised as indige
nous peoples. Ironically, the result of the subsequent political process decreased 
the rights of the Sami. I have argued that the reason for this is that the Sami have 
accepted a category that restrict them to reindeer herders. 

In Chapter 1, I argued that it is difficult to define what a people is; it is easier 
to define what it is not. However, it seems that a people is either a group in 
overseas colonies (cf. the 'salt-water thesis' described in chapter 1) or a group 
that already has the right to self-determination and their own national state. The 
latter means that in order to receive the right to self-determination one must 
have actual self-determination. In contrast, indigenous peoples are commonly 
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defined as non-state peoples. Indigenous peoples with their own national state 
would cease to be indigenous. Thus, following this logic, a group cannot be in
digenous and a 'people' at the same time. Indigenous peoples are thus non-
dominant and lack a national state. On the one hand, the intended purpose of 
giving a group indigenous status is to give it a chance to survive as an entity 
with a unique culture. On the other hand the effects of this constitution of the 
term limit the group's scope to become something other than defined as a non-
dominant, state-less population. 

Identity is constituted by the expressions that are said to be its results. Sami 
identity, as well as indigenous identity, conserves (or even strengthens) the Sami 
role as a political minority. Thus, the liberation of a group, identified as a Sami 
or as an indigenous people, w i l l strengthen subordination, because these catego
ries are constructed in subordination. Identity categories such as 'indigenous 
peoples' are often presumed to be a necessity in increasing their rights and sur
vival as an entity. Simultaneously, however, it wi l l work to limit and constrain 
in advance the cultural possibilities that it is supposed to open up. A fixation of 
identity (in law, convention or in our minds) wi l l limit the identity's receptive 
and dynamic aspects. The desire for a fixed or a pure origin is not the solution to 
indigenous peoples' political problem, but one of its causes. 

Consequently, identity is an effect rather than a natural foundation. This 
means that it is neither determined nor fully artificial and arbitrary. The main 
task is not to discover the 'real' identity, but to uncover the power techniques 
that constitute and subordinate indigenous identity and to present the immanent 
possibility to contest them. 

In this thesis I have showed that all identities are relational and cause ordina
tion, that is it always constitutes a hierarchy. One identity cannot exist in isola
tion. As soon as a relationship occurs power is involved. Power is productive, 
that is, it constitutes, reconstitutes and legitimises categories and norms con
nected to them. No one is in charge of this power, all actors are vehicles of the 
power that continuously constitutes their reality. Identification is ordination and 
it also produces its own norms, discipline and resistance. Resistance, self-
discipline and self-subjection are thus power techniques that strengthen a given 

discourse and the power relationship it upholds. Thus, there are no theories on 
identity, indigenousness or ethnic, only theories of history encompassing indi
genousness and ethnicity capable of explaining the empirical production of 
identities. There is no identity without power and there is no power without 
identity. To understand indigenous peoples' political situation one must analyse 
how they are constituted by a sophisticated interplay between internal and exter
nal power techniques. Members of indigenous peoples, as well as members of 
other group identities, must question their own foundation of identification in 
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order to uncover future alternatives. This may change present discourses and 
categories and the power relationships they constitute, reproduce and legitimise. 

Note 

1 For a more extensive discourse analysis of Swedish Sami pohcy, see Mörkenstam (1999). 
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