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Introduction1

In 2010, the Norwegian Government implemented a reform that 
provided for local management of a broad range of protected 
areas.2 Carried out despite concerns raised by both researchers 
and governmental bodies, the reform represents an attempt to 
decentralize protected area management, increase local partici-
pation, and safeguard the Indigenous rights of the Sámi people 
in Norway. It reflects ongoing trends and developments in dis-
courses of protected areas and Indigenous rights, and it provides 
an interesting case for studying Indigenous peoples’ space for 
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agency in decentralized and participatory protected area govern-
ance approaches.

Traditional conservation discourses have enabled and encour-
aged centralized and standardized protected area governance and 
management, based on scientific knowledge and regulated by 
bureaucratic control. Indigenous presence and land use in areas set 
aside for protection has often been ignored or suppressed. Indige-
nous peoples have suffered forced displacement, loss of livelihood, 
criminalization of traditional practices, and loss of land as a result 
of protected areas.3

Following failing efforts to manage natural resources and the 
frustration of local populations affected by externally imposed 
arrangements and priorities, nature conservation discourses are 
increasingly emphasizing decentralization and local participa-
tion—often with the assumption that this will also lead to greater 
equity, increase democracy, and benefit minorities and marginal-
ized groups, including Indigenous peoples.4 Parallel to the gen-
eral shift toward more participatory and decentralized approaches 
in natural resource governance, recent decades have seen an 
increased focus on Indigenous peoples’ participation in conserva-
tion governance and management. In particular, there is a grow-
ing attention to Indigenous traditional knowledge and practices 
as potentially beneficial for sustainable development and nature 
conservation outcomes, pushed for by Indigenous organizations 
and representatives and used by Indigenous peoples to strengthen 
their political position.5

Discourses of decentralization and public participation in nature 
conservation and discourses of Indigenous rights intersect and 
may be mutually reinforcing, but this convergence also holds 
potential for friction. Conservation goals or other social or devel-
opmental goals might be incompatible or even directly conflicted 
with Indigenous rights.6 Participatory approaches may sustain ine-
qualities and power divisions on the local level, or risk enflaming  
local conflicts between different users or interests.7 Decentraliza-
tion without additional efforts to include marginalized popula-
tions, mediate local conflicts, or build the capacity of marginalized 
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actors may result in increased inequalities.8 Colonial discourses 
are still present in conservation policy and practice, and the old 
paradigms of centralized control seem to be pervasive.9

Historically, protected area governance in Norway has been 
a largely top-down process. State agencies have held the main 
authority over the planning and management of national 
parks, nature reserves, and protected landscapes. The divi-
sion of responsibilities and power between local, regional, and 
national levels has been debated since environmental authori-
ties were first established in the 1970s, and Norway has engaged 
in efforts aimed at increasing local influence in environmental 
policy matters since the 1980s.10 The 2010 reform reflects ongo-
ing trends in natural resource governance and Indigenous rights 
internationally, as well as the position of local and participatory 
democracy as an important cornerstone in the Nordic public 
management model and Norway’s profile as actively engaging 
with Indigenous issues.11

The aim of this chapter is to explore how discourses of decen-
tralized nature conservation and protected area management 
shape the conditions for Indigenous influence and participation, 
using the Norwegian reform as an example and point of depar-
ture. I investigate the articulation of participation and Sámi rights 
in the design and implementation of the reform, and discuss the 
structuring of and conditions for participation in the new model 
for local protected area management.

Protected Areas on the Norwegian Side of Sápmi

Norway has a relatively short history of setting aside areas for 
protection and conservation. The country adopted its first nature 
conservation legislation in 1910, but until the 1950s, Norwegian 
nature conservation policy focused mainly on trees, rare plants, 
and threatened animal species. The first national park was estab-
lished in 1962. Norway has since picked up the pace and taken 
active part in the international development of concepts for 
integrated use and protection of natural resources, for example,  
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sustainable development.12 Today, 17 percent of the Norwegian 
land area is set aside for protection.13

Protected areas in Norway are designated by the national govern-
ment’s Ministry of Climate and Environment14 under the Nature 
Diversity Act of 200915 (NDA). The authority to define goals for 
protected areas and decide on regulation and management plans 
lies with the national government. The Norwegian Environment 
Agency16 (NEA), an administrative authority under the Ministry 
of Climate and Environment, has delegated authority to approve 
management plans and to monitor municipal implementation 
of the NDA. County Governors (CGs; regional state authorities) 
have traditionally been responsible for the management of pro-
tected areas.

A large proportion of Norway’s protected areas are situated in 
Sápmi, the traditional lands of the Indigenous Sámi people (see 
Map 3.1).17 The Sámi have lived in and used large parts of northern 
Fennoscandia since prehistoric times, and their traditional liveli-
hoods have included combinations of reindeer herding, hunting, 
fishing, trapping, and farming. Reindeer herding occupies a cen-
tral position in traditional and contemporary notions of Sámi cul-
ture and identity in both Sámi and majority discourses, although 
only a minor proportion of the Sámi are actively involved in rein-
deer herding today.18

Sámi experiences of colonization date back to the Middle Ages, 
when the Nordic kingdoms started to compete for land, tax rev-
enues, and trade profits in the north.19 By the end of the 19th 
century, the Nordic states had claimed ownership over most of 
the Sámi territories and established policies that built openly on 
racist and colonial assumptions. Norwegian Sámi policies have 
included land appropriation, discrimination, and harsh assimila-
tion policies.20 After World War II, discourses on minorities and 
Indigenous rights shifted, and Sámi political mobilization gained 
momentum. The controversy over the damming of the Alta River 
in the late 1970s and 1980s put Sámi rights on the Norwegian 
political agenda, fueled Sámi decolonization efforts, and even-
tually led to a strengthening of Sámi rights in Norway.21 A Sámi  
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Parliament, Sámediggi, was established in 1989, and in 1990,  
Norway became the first country to ratify the International Labour 
Organization Convention No. 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peo-
ples (ILO 169, 1989). As a consequence of the ratification, Norway 
has established agreements with the Sámediggi on consultation 
procedures for matters affecting Sámi interests.23

Previous research on area protection on the Norwegian side of 
Sápmi indicates that protected areas can benefit Sámi interests by 
safeguarding against industrial development and other intrusions. 
However, protected areas may also be perceived as intrusive, lim-
iting influence, obstructing reindeer herding, and increasing 
conflicts. Dominating discourses of nature and conservation do 
not always correspond well with Sámi notions of the environ-
ment; Sámi land and natural resource use may clash with other 
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parties’ interests; and Sámi rights are often subordinated to other 
environmental commitments.24 Norway continues to claim state 
ownership over Sámi territories, although developments in recent  
decades suggest a change in attitude on behalf of both the state 
and the courts.25

The main form for Sámi inclusion and participation in pro-
tected area governance in Norway is through consultations with 
the Sámediggi, as regulated through the agreement between the 
Norwegian Government and the Sámediggi.26 The Sámediggi was 
consulted on both the new NDA and on the 2010 reform of pro-
tected area management.27 Since the introduction of the reform, 
Sámi participation in protected area management mainly takes 
place in the form of Sámi representation in local National Park 
Boards (NPBs).

The 2010 Reform

In its contribution to the budget bill for 2010,28 the Norwegian 
Ministry of the Environment introduced a new management 
model for large protected areas in accordance with the new 
NDA,29 which allowed for administrative authority for protected 
areas to be transferred to a “specially appointed body.” The reform 
authorizes the Ministry to delegate the management of national 
parks and other large protected areas to inter-municipal NPBs, 
if a majority of the affected municipalities in each area agrees to 
the delegated management authority. The reform has also opened 
up for a reorganization and relocation of protected area man-
agement staff. Whereas previously employed by and placed with 
the County Governors’ offices, protected area managers are now 
employed by the CGs, but located outside of their offices and sub-
ject to instruction by the NPBs.30

Regulations, management plans, and operational rules for 
protected areas remained largely unchanged after the reform.31 
The NPBs’ mandate includes development and revision of pro-
tected area management plans (subject to approval by the Min-
istry), individual applications for exemption from protected area  
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regulations, and management activities to safeguard conservation 
values of protected areas.32 The CGs have the right to appeal deci-
sions made by the NPBs to the NEA. The Ministry may revoke 
the NPBs’ delegated authority and mandate, if it finds an NPB’s 
decisions or activities to be inconsistent with relevant legislation  
or regulations.33

The Ministry appoints the NPBs after nominations from munic-
ipal councils, county councils, and the Sámediggi. The degree of 
Sámi representation is determined based on the area’s importance 
for Sámi culture and industry.34 As of March 2021, 42 NPBs have 
been established.35 The Sámediggi has appointed representatives 
(42 in total) to 21 of the NPBs. Their mandate is to represent Sámi 
interests and the Sámi people in their capacity as Sámi persons, 
and the Sámediggi does not have the authority to instruct them.36

The reform drew on trial schemes for decentralized management 
of certain smaller protected areas implemented between 2002 
and 2008, and was carried out despite concerns raised by both 
researchers and the NEA about the implementation and outcomes 
of the trials.37 Studies of the trial schemes and the reform have 
pointed to how different goals, aims, and priorities between local 
and national levels have led to conflicts over management design, 
division of responsibilities, and identification of legitimate stake-
holders.38 Different understandings of the meaning of conserva-
tion, management, and knowledge and of the trade-offs between 
conservation and use have affected the implementation and legiti-
macy of the new management model.39 Disparate notions of the 
role and function of the local boards have also caused tension,40 
and opinions differ on whether the reform does in fact increase 
local control over conservation policies.41

Analytical Framework

This chapter applies a discourse theoretical approach, depart-
ing from a recognition of language as constitutive of the social 
world.42 Social phenomena are given meaning through language, 
as concrete subjects or objects are connected to specific linguistic  
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signs, defined by their relation and difference to other signs.43 
While both possible and necessary, fixations of meaning are 
always temporary, represent sites of challenge and contestation, 
and need to be reproduced in order to maintain stability.44 They 
are thereby always processes of power and politics.45 Discourse 
analysis is concerned with mapping the processes through which 
meanings are established, considering their historical, cultural, 
and political context, and critically interrogating the power rela-
tions underlying them.46

“Discourse” is understood here as a system of social relations, 
rules, and practices that systematically form the meaning of sub-
jects and objects.47 Discourses set limits for thought and action, 
thereby constraining or enabling certain policy options.48 They 
govern what knowledge is perceived to be possible or legitimate, 
and whose claims to hold such knowledge are recognized as true.49 
Discourses create subjects, entail them with certain characteristics, 
and produce subject positions that set limits for subjects’ ability to 
speak and act.50 Subject positions structure and regulate the field of 
possible identification and action, provide an interpretative frame 
for subjects within a social formation, and thus shape the space 
for subjects’ agency.51 Certain subject positions will make it dif-
ficult, or even impossible, for an individual or group to speak with 
authority or be recognized as a legitimate actor in a particular con-
text, while other positions strengthen and add legitimacy to the 
claims or statements of a person or a collective.

The ability and capacity of Indigenous peoples to participate in 
or influence protected area governance and management is thus 
both enabled and constrained through discourse, as it is con-
structed and shaped through the discursive positioning of them 
as actors, the articulation of the conditions for their agency, and 
the construction of protected areas as a policy area.52 I use space 
for agency as a concept to describe and discuss the effects of these 
positionings, articulations, and constructions.53 To investigate the 
formation of meaning and the shaping of spaces for Sámi agency 
in the new Norwegian model for local protected area manage-
ment, I draw on Carol Bacchi’s application of the concept problem 
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representations and discourse theoretical concepts developed by 
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe.54

Bacchi suggests that policies and policy proposals, as prescrip-
tive texts, contain implicit representations of the problems they 
aim to address. Representations of political problems work to fix-
ate elements within discourse according to specific interpretations 
of the world. Furthermore, problem representations attribute 
identities to individuals and groups, thus shaping and governing 
their agency.55 The analysis of problem representations in policy 
texts can illuminate their underlying assumptions and explore 
their consequences for spaces for agency. It exposes the construc-
tion of nature conservation as an area of politics and the position-
ing of subjects in relation to that domain.

With Laclau and Mouffe, focus lies with the production of 
meaning through the establishment of relationships between 
discursive elements. These processes, or articulations, invest 
meaning into linguistic signs, objects, subjects, subject positions, 
and other social phenomena and order them in relation to one 
another, thus resulting in a temporary fixation of the discourse.56 
Signs and concepts are sorted, linked, and defined in relation to 
one another and in opposition to other signs and concepts. These 
constructions privilege certain identifications while excluding or 
silencing others, thus shaping the space for agency of individuals  
and groups.

Through this combined approach, I am able to investigate the 
foundational assumptions of protected area discourses, as well as 
the fixation of meaning of particular concepts. It enables a dis-
cussion of tensions in the discourse, hegemonic formations, and 
power relations, and the effects of these processes on the space for 
Sámi agency under the Norwegian protected area reform.57

Material and Methods

The reform of Norwegian protected area management was intro-
duced through the Ministry of the Environment’s budget bill for 
201058 (hereafter, the 2010 budget bill). The reform had been made 
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possible by the passing of the new NDA,59 which was preceded by 
a government-commissioned inquiry appointed to review Nor-
way’s legislation on the conservation and sustainable use of bio-
logical diversity. The inquiry committee submitted its final report 
(hereafter, the NDA Committee report) in 2004,60 and the report 
was then circulated for comment to a broad range of govern-
mental and civil society organizations. The Ministry of the Envi-
ronment addressed the NDA Committee report, considered the  
statements from the consultation bodies, and introduced their bill 
to Parliament in 200961 (hereafter, the NDA bill).

These documents—the legislative history of the NDA and the 
budget bill introducing the reform—provide a comprehensive 
basis for the analysis of the discursive context of the 2010 reform. 
The NDA sets the framework for the reform, as it provides the 
legal basis for its introduction and implementation. The legisla-
tive history of the NDA offers the opportunity to examine the dis-
courses within which it was possible to propose and implement 
the reform and to trace tensions in discourse.

In addition, the empirical material for this chapter includes 
semi-structured interviews and observations.62 I have interviewed 
persons with insight into the consultations between the Sáme-
diggi and the Norwegian Government on both the NDA and the 
protected area management reform (Interview 1, March 2014) 
and with experience of participation in local protected area man-
agement under the reform (Interviews 2–4, September 2014). The 
interviews covered a sequence of themes relating to the reform and 
local protected area management, including: the interviewee’s role 
and experiences; the functioning of the new management model; 
relationships between different groups of actors and different 
administrative and political levels; potential conflicts and conflict 
resolution; and Sámi rights and influence. The observations were 
carried out during a board meeting of an NPB, which included 
a one-day field trip into one of the national parks they manage. 
My role as an observer resembled what Alan Bryman calls the 
“minimally participating observer,” where the researcher interacts 
with members of the observed group, but participates minimally 
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in the group’s core activities and does not rely on observations as 
the main source of data.63 My participation included a short pres-
entation of my research interests and methods to the board, and 
interactions with board members and staff during the field trip 
and over meals. I took notes continuously and wrote them out the 
same day. I also discussed my observations with the interviewees.

The interviews and my observations complement the docu-
ments with local perspectives and insights into how persons 
directly involved in local protected area management experience 
and make sense of the reform. Furthermore, they allowed me to 
establish relationships with and learn from persons with direct 
experience of local protected area management under the reform.

Documents and interview transcripts were coded through the 
identification of themes drawn from theoretical assumptions and 
emerging from the empirical material. I searched the material for 
articulations of decentralization, participation, local influence, 
and Sámi rights; looked for descriptions of roles and responsibili-
ties; and examined representations of and proposed solutions to 
problems. All translations of the material to English used in the 
following are my own.64

Results

Articulations of Sámi Rights and Protected Areas

The NDA Committee report and the NDA bill articulate Sámi 
rights in relation to protected areas in connection with two, 
slightly different, problem representations. These two articula-
tions could entail different conditions for Sámi participation  
and influence in protected area governance and management, and 
enable and restrain Sámi space for agency in relation to protected 
areas in different ways.

The first problem representation focuses on Norway’s obligations 
to respect, protect, and preserve Sámi culture and rights, and the 
ways in which protected areas can achieve this. The NDA Com-
mittee report refers to area protection as a tool to strengthen the 
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natural resource base of Sámi culture.65 It argues that as protected 
areas aim to preserve the natural values of an area, they can con-
tribute to the safeguarding of land, water, and natural resources 
of importance to Sámi culture, as well as traditional Sámi use of 
remote areas.66 The NDA bill establishes that since the Sámi often 
have a closer relationship with nature than others have, and rely 
more on natural resources to maintain and develop their culture, 
the new law is highly relevant to the protection of Sámi interests 
and rights in Norway.67 It further states that, in many cases, includ-
ing Sámi contexts, the continuation of traditional use and cultural 
practices is dependent on conservation and area protection.68

The second problem representation is occupied with the pos-
sibilities to combine conservation of natural values with contin-
ued use of land and natural resources. It expresses the relationship 
between protected areas and Sámi rights as a mutually beneficial 
convergence of interests, but emphasizes that conservation will 
be prioritized over any user interest and that protected areas are 
not a means to secure Sámi rights. The NDA Committee report 
states that considerations of biodiversity conservation and of Sámi 
interests often overlap, that area conservation can contribute to 
the protection of the natural resource base for Sámi culture, and 
that management plans for individual national parks may include 
the safeguarding of the natural resource base for Sámi culture 
and continued Sámi traditional use.69 However, it also articulates 
protected areas as potentially conflicting with Sámi use, refers to 
instances where Sámi use can affect biological diversity negatively, 
and argues that protected areas are not established with the objec-
tive of conserving areas for reindeer herding.70

The NDA bill argues that a new Nature Diversity Act is impor-
tant to the protection of Sámi interests and rights in Norway, as 
area protection can safeguard the natural resource base for Sámi 
culture and industry.71 It proposes an amendment of the statutory 
objective of the law to acknowledge the value of nature as a basis 
for Sámi culture.72 Nonetheless, it emphasizes that the protection 
of natural values is the main objective of conservation and clearly 
states that protection of user values is not a goal in itself for the 
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new law. It establishes that consideration of conservation values 
will be prioritized over user interests in protected areas and argues 
against area protection as a measure to protect any form of use, 
industry, or cultural practice over others.73

My observations and interviews illustrated the potential tension 
between these representations. One of the points for discussion 
during the field trip was facilitation for visitors to the national 
parks. A related issue, concerning information and signage at 
entry points to the national parks, was one of the board meet-
ing’s agenda items. The discussions mainly concerned the prepa-
ration of trails, the installation of footbridges, and the location 
and design of signs. They did not address the purpose of the signs, 
the focus of the information displayed, or the potential conflicts 
between national park visitors’ access and reindeer herders’ inter-
ests and needs.

The main problem in these discussions was not how to use pro-
tected areas to protect Sámi interests and rights. If it had been, 
the discussion of entry points could have covered visitor access 
to reindeer grazing pastures and reindeer herding areas, the focus 
of facilitating activities could depart from the needs of reindeer 
herders, and the orientation and content of visitor information 
could be aimed at minimizing disturbance to reindeer herding 
and other Sámi activities. Instead, the second problem representa-
tion—the potential conflict between and need to balance conser-
vation and use, and the prioritization of conservation objectives 
over Sámi rights—appeared more prominent.

Articulations of Participation

The NDA Committee report, the NDA bill, and the 2010 budget 
bill all articulate local participation as central to protected area 
management and Sámi participation as a given in Sámi areas.74 
A closer analysis of these articulations shows that the docu-
ments define, describe, and argue for participation in relation 
to a number of different concepts, problem representations, and 
proposed solutions. Among these, Norway’s commitments under  
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international law, the importance of local knowledge to fulfill 
environmental goals, and issues of legitimacy and conflict resolu-
tion appear as especially salient.

International commitments

The documents articulate Norway’s international commitments 
as central to the issue of local and Sámi participation in protected 
area governance and management. The NDA Committee report 
describes the principle of public participation as “a principle in 
environmental law.”75 The NDA bill refers to how international 
guidelines for sustainable use, and the concept of sustainable 
development itself, emphasize local management and the con-
nection between rights to a resource and responsibility for sus-
tainable use of that resource.76 Both the NDA Committee report 
and the NDA bill refer to the ecosystem approach77 as a guiding 
framework for nature conservation and protected area govern-
ance and management.78 The documents thus position Norway as 
having committed to principles of subsidiarity, decentralization, 
and local participation.

The concept of participation is here linked to involvement, respon-
sibility, and sustainability. It is connected to notions of a holistic, 
ecosystem-based approach and associated with an understanding 
of sustainable development, with social aspects as an integral com-
ponent. The policy problem represented centers on Norway’s com-
mitments under international law and agreements to promote and 
facilitate local and Sámi participation in protected area governance 
and management. This problem representation positions Norway 
in relation to an international discourse where participation in con-
servation and protected area governance and management is desir-
able and necessary. A related representation centers on Norway’s 
obligations under the CBD, including the use of different kinds of 
knowledge to ensure effective management. Here, Sámi participa-
tion is linked to traditional knowledge and sustainable use.

The NDA Committee report, the NDA bill, and the 2010 budget 
bill all underline the right of the Sámi as an Indigenous people 
to participate or be consulted in decision-making procedures 
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on matters of significance to them, as established through Nor-
way’s ratification of ILO 169.79 The documents establish the Sámi 
as holders of traditional knowledge and Norway as having obli-
gations under Article 8(j) of the CBD to acknowledge, protect, 
and make use of that knowledge and to guarantee Sámi consent 
and participation in the process.80 References to Article 27 of the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights81 connects 
the protection of nature and biological diversity to the protec-
tion of the natural resource base for Sámi culture.82 With the 
problem represented to be Norway’s obligations under ILO 169 
and the full and effective implementation of these obligations, 
Sámi participation is articulated as a right held by the Sámi as an  
Indigenous people.

The NDA Committee report makes efforts to define and qualify 
this right. It rejects an interpretation83 of Article 15(1) of ILO 169 
that the right of Indigenous peoples to “participate in the use, man-
agement and conservation” of the lands and natural resources that 
they traditionally occupy and use entails the right to participate in 
decision-making and to be represented in decision-making bod-
ies. The report concludes that such an interpretation would either 
have consequences for the composition of the Norwegian Parlia-
ment and Government, or prohibit these bodies from adopting 
laws or regulations on natural resources in Sámi areas, and that 
this would go too far beyond Norway’s obligations under other 
international law.84

Local knowledge and environmental objectives

The articulation of participation in relation to international com-
mitments relates closely to an articulation of participation as 
important to environmental objectives, particularly to gain access 
to local knowledge relevant for the conservation and sustainable 
use of biological diversity and natural resources. Article 8(j) of the 
CBD and the articulation of the ecosystem approach are central to 
this articulation, which reinforces the linking of participation to 
local and traditional knowledge and sustainable use, here assumed 
to contribute to strong or strengthened management.
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The NDA Committee report concludes that Norway is obligated 
to respect, preserve, and maintain traditional knowledge, and that 
this requires the inclusion of holders of traditional knowledge in 
relevant decision-making and policy processes.85 The NDA bill 
refers to Norway’s obligations under the CBD to promote a wider 
application of traditional knowledge and practices, and stresses 
the importance of letting holders of such knowledge determine 
to what degree it should be shared and used.86 The 2010 budget 
bill establishes the access to and use of local knowledge and expe-
rience as desirable, particularly in protected area management, 
where it can contribute to a strengthened management and add 
value to conservation efforts.87

The problem is represented to be the importance of incorporating 
local knowledge, experiences, and practices in protected area manage-
ment in order to strengthen protected area management and achieve 
environmental goals. Sámi participation is part of the solution to this 
problem, as the use and promotion of traditional knowledge requires 
the consent and participation of traditional knowledge holders. This 
articulation of participation thus includes an acknowledgement of 
the potential contribution of Sámi traditional knowledge and prac-
tices to conservation objectives and links these potential contribu-
tions to issues of influence and participation.

In interviews with NPB members appointed by the Sámediggi 
(Interview 2) and a municipality (Interview 4), both interviewees 
described access to and use of local and Sámi traditional knowl-
edge as an advantage of local management, but also pointed to a 
lack of effective recognition of traditional knowledge and tradi-
tional knowledge holders in the existing structure. The munici-
pality representative (Interview 4) discussed the institutional and 
organizational structure, modeled on Norwegian municipal and 
state organization, as a potential obstacle for Sámi participation 
and unfavorable for the incorporation of traditional knowledge.

Legitimacy and conflict resolution

A third articulation of participation focuses on public legitimacy 
of conservation policies and protected areas and participation as a 
way to reduce and resolve conflicts both within and across levels.
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The NDA Committee report states that issues of political legiti-
macy have been particularly pertinent to conservation policy 
and establishes delegation as a potential tool to reduce conflicts 
between state and local authorities.88 The report recognizes that 
protected areas may be a source of conflict in relation to Sámi 
use of land and natural resources. It maintains that conflicts over 
protected areas in Sámi territories often relate more to issues of 
rights to, and management responsibilities for, land and natural 
resources than to the actual restrictions or activities in a particular 
protected area, and suggests strengthening Sámi and local influ-
ence in conservation processes as a remedy.89

The NDA bill acknowledges an inherent conflict of interest in 
protected areas, referring to conservation versus use, and points 
to open and inclusive conservation processes and exchanges of 
information as means to reduce conflict and increase acceptance 
for area protection.90 The 2010 budget bill stresses the neces-
sity of increased local affiliation with and sense of ownership of  
protected areas, states this as an argument for increased participa-
tion in protected area management, and articulates Sámi partici-
pation as a prerequisite in Sámi areas.91

Participation is here linked to conflict reduction, conflict res-
olution, legitimacy, acceptance, and affiliation. The problem  
representation centers on a lack of legitimacy and acceptance of 
conservation policies and protected areas, and a need to avoid, 
reduce, and resolve conflicts in relation to area protection. It 
focuses on two principal dimensions of conflict: conflicts between 
conservation and use, and conflicts between authorities, goals, 
and commitments on international, national, and local levels.

The interviewees confirmed notions of participation and local 
management as a way to reduce or resolve conflict, increase 
acceptance of protected areas, and increase the legitimacy of pro-
tected area governance and management. They focused on the 
same dimensions of conflict as the documents—between conser-
vation and use, and between different administrative and political 
levels. A Sámediggi employee (Interview 1) stated that local man-
agement could potentially increase Sámi acceptance of protected 
areas, if it increases the possibilities to influence management and 



78  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

creates new income opportunities for local people. A member of 
the management staff of an NPB (Interview 3) pointed out geo-
graphical proximity and interaction with local people as a factor 
for conflict reduction and as an advantage of local management 
over centralized arrangements.

However, the interviewees also expressed disappointment in 
the functioning of the NPB and described ongoing friction and 
conflict between different sectors and levels. An NPB member 
representing a municipality expressed frustration over the lack 
of space for local discretion and flexibility in the new manage-
ment model (Interview 4). An NPB member appointed by the 
Sámediggi (Interview 2) called for increased Sámediggi involve-
ment, both to support Sámi representatives on the board and to  
influence protected area governance at the national level.

Discussion

The results of this analysis illustrate the potentially different con-
sequences for Indigenous space for agency following from differ-
ent articulations of Indigenous peoples and their rights in relation 
to protected areas. The discourse of the Norwegian reform repro-
duces notions of how decentralization could, or should, make 
management more effective, benefit minorities and marginal-
ized groups, and ensure the appropriate use and incorporation of 
local and traditional knowledge in protected area management. 
However, the relationship between Sámi rights and protected 
areas is articulated in different, potentially contradictory, ways, 
and central concepts remain open for different ascriptions of 
meaning. This may open up discursive struggles where histories 
of marginalization and remaining unequal power relations can 
work to limit Sámi space for agency in protected area governance  
and management.

On the one hand, the documents articulate an understanding of 
protected areas as a potential means to secure Sámi culture and 
rights. This articulation could enable space to argue for initiation 
of conservation efforts or protected areas, as well as against them, 
depending on the perception, interests, and strategies of concerned 
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Sámi communities. On the other hand, the documents express the 
relationship between protected areas and Sámi culture and use as 
potentially mutually beneficial, but also potentially conflicting. 
This articulation reproduces the prioritization of conservation 
objectives over Sámi rights. Its consequences could include Sámi 
rights, traditions, or knowledge being recognized only when they 
correspond with or contribute to conservation objectives.

The concept of participation appears as a central point in 
Norwegian protected area discourse. Participation is ascribed 
a variety of meanings, each of which could potentially shape 
and direct Sámi space for agency. The analyzed texts articu-
late participation as a requirement following from Norway’s 
international commitments on both conservation and Indig-
enous rights; as a contributor to the fulfillment of environmen-
tal objectives; and as an instrument for reducing, resolving, or 
avoiding conflict. Participation is defined through its links to 
involvement, responsibility, and sustainability; Indigenous rights; 
traditional knowledge and sustainable use; and conflict reduction, 
legitimacy, acceptance, and affiliation. While the different mean-
ings invested in the concept of participation are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive, they may not always correspond well, and 
they each potentially shape the space for agency of participants 
in protected area management.

The articulation of participation as a right pertaining to the 
Sámi as an Indigenous people, following from Norway’s commit-
ments under ILO 169, positions the Sámi as rights-holders and 
Norway as having obligations to protect those rights. By compari-
son, the articulation of participation in connection to the merits 
of local and traditional knowledge, following from Norway’s obli-
gations under the CBD, gives a more instrumental value to Sámi 
participation, thus qualifying the participation of Sámi subjects in 
protected area governance and management on their position as 
holders of traditional knowledge.92 The focus on Indigenous peo-
ples’ contributions to conservation objectives and ability to man-
age natural resources sustainably has often proved a fruitful way 
to advance Indigenous rights, but it also entails a risk of reproduc-
ing stereotypes and colonial constructs of Indigenous peoples.93
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The articulation of participation and local management as a tool 
to access and make use of traditional knowledge could potentially 
strengthen Sámi influence or serve as an argument for alternative 
management structures, based on Sámi organizational knowl-
edge and practices. However, there appears to be a discrepancy 
between this articulation and the space for local and Sámi tradi-
tional knowledge in the established local management structures. 
The articulation of participation in relation to conflict reduction 
and legitimacy appears to be open enough for actors on the local 
level to interpret it as a promise of local discretion and opportu-
nities to prioritize in ways that benefit the municipality and its 
inhabitants, while authorities on the national level see it as a tool 
to implement national goals.94

The construction of participation in the discourse of protected 
area management makes the concept possible to integrate into the 
existing structure without fundamentally changing or challenging 
dominating relationships of power, divisions of responsibilities, or 
objectives for management.95 My results indicate the hegemony of 
a discourse that structures conduct and agency as “participation” 
within a rather inflexible system modeled after traditional, cen-
tralized organizational structures. Articulations of protected areas 
as instruments to safeguard Sámi culture and rights could open 
up for protected areas based on Sámi priorities and use, protected 
areas with restrictions on other land uses but not Sámi use, and 
management structures based on Sámi organizational knowledge 
and practices. Such effects are not visible in the material I have 
analyzed here. Participation under the reform is organized largely 
through arrangements modeled on conventional, centralized gov-
ernance and management structures, and the results of this study 
suggest that environmental objectives and the conservation of 
biological diversity continue to take priority over Sámi rights to 
control their traditional territories.96

Concluding Remarks

Discourses of decentralization and local protected area man-
agement in Norway shape the conditions for Sámi influence 
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and participation in ways that both enable and restrain Sámi  
space for agency in relation to protected areas. Articulations 
that connect to international Indigenous rights law and pro-
mote Sámi rights within existing structures enable space for 
Sámi agency through consultations and consideration. Articu-
lations of Sámi participation that stress their contribution to 
conservation objectives enable space for Sámi actors to protect 
and promote their traditional knowledge. Nonetheless, these 
articulations also work to obscure alternative understandings, 
and they restrict Sámi space for agency by shaping it according 
to hegemonic discourses.

Norway’s organization of protected area governance and 
management provides arenas for Sámi influence both through 
consultation and direct participation. All representations and 
articulations analyzed in this chapter acknowledge Sámi politi-
cal and procedural rights and underline the importance of safe-
guarding Sámi culture and rights. In this regard, the Norwegian 
case could serve as an example for protected area governance 
and management on Indigenous lands elsewhere. However, the 
discourses analyzed mainly concentrate on Sámi rights within 
existing governance and management structures and do not 
necessarily enable the space to question those structures. The 
failure to radically reconsider the fundamental assumptions 
of discourses of protected area management risks upholding 
or reinforcing asymmetrical relationships of power, reproduc-
ing stereotypes, and hindering decolonization efforts.97 Fur-
ther research should continue to scrutinize the hegemonic 
discourses governing these arenas and explore alternative 
approaches to Indigenous peoples’ rights and participation in 
relation to protected areas.

Notes
	 1	 A previous version of this manuscript was included in the author’s 

PhD thesis (Reimerson, “Nature, Culture, Rights”), which was 
published as an Umeå University Department of Political Science 
Research Report. The manuscript is included in full text in the 



82  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

printed version of the thesis (approximately 200 copies), but not in 
the digital repository.

	 2	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010), Proposisjon til Stortinget (forslag til stort-
ingsvedtak) for budsjettåret 2010, 218–26.

	 3	 Adams, “Nature and the Colonial Mind”; Adams and Hutton, 
“People, Parks and Poverty”; Colchester, “Conservation Policy and  
Indigenous Peoples”; Stevens, “Legacy of Yellowstone”; West, Igoe, 
and Brockington, “Parks and Peoples.”

	 4	 Dressler et al., “From Hope to Crisis”; Kothari, Camill, and Brown, 
“Conservation as if People Also Mattered”; Lemos and Agrawal, 
“Environmental Governance”; Reed, “Stakeholder Participation.”

	 5	 Berkes, Colding, and Folke, “Rediscovery”; Colchester, “Conserva-
tion Policy and Indigenous Peoples”; Heinämäki, “Protecting the 
Rights”; Stevens, “New Protected Area Paradigm.”

	 6	 Hirsch et al., “Acknowledging Conservation Trade-Offs”; Kashwan, 
“Politics of Rights-Based Approaches.”

	 7	 Falleth and Hovik, “Local Government”; Hovik, Sandström, and 
Zachrisson, “Management of Protected Areas”; Riseth, “Indigenous 
Perspective on National Parks.”

	 8	 Bay-Larsen, “Constitution of Power”; Lane, “Participation”; Ribot, 
Waiting for Democracy; Robins, “Insiders Versus Outsiders.”

	 9	 Reimerson, “Sami Space for Agency”; Reimerson, “Nature, Culture, 
Rights”; Reimerson, “Between Nature and Culture”; Wilshusen et al., 
“Reinventing a Square Wheel.”

	 10	 Bay-Larsen, “Conservationists’ Concerns”; Fauchald and Gulbrandsen,  
“Norwegian Reform”; Fauchald, Gulbrandsen, and Zachrisson, “Inter
nationalization of Protected Areas”; Hovik and Reitan, “National 
Environmental Goals.”

	 11	 Falleth, Sandkjaer Hanssen, and Røiseland, “Introduction”; Hongslo 
et al., “Decentralization of Conservation Management,” 998–1014; 
Minde, “Sami Land Rights.”

	 12	 Bay-Larsen, “Bureaucrats and Boundaries,” 14; Fedreheim, “Value 
Creation,” 96–103.

	 13	 State of the Environment Norway, “Protected Areas.”
	 14	 1972–2013 Ministry of the Environment, 2014– Ministry of Climate 

and Environment.
	 15	 The 2009 Nature Diversity Act replaced the Nature Conservation Act 

of 1970.
	 16	 The NEA was created in 2013 through a merger of the Norwegian 

Directorate for Nature Management, which was the agency previously  



Discourses of  Decentralization  83

responsible for protected areas, and the Norwegian Climate and Pol-
lution Agency.

	 17	 Sápmi is the name for the Sámi territory and people in davvisámegiella 
(Northern Sámi), the most widely spoken of the Sámi languages.

	 18	 Lantto and Mörkenstam, “Sami Rights.”
	 19	 Hansen and Olsen, Samernas historia. 
	 20	 Hansen and Olsen, Samernas historia; Minde, “Assimilation of the 

Sami”; Minde, “Challenge of Indigenism.”
	 21	 Minde, “Challenge of Indigenism.”
	 22	 Place names gathered from Kartverket (Norwegian Mapping 

Agency), “Norgeskart”; Sámediggi (Sami Parliament of Sweden), 
“Ortnamn”; Sammallahti, Sámi-suoma-sámi sátnegirji. 

	 23	 Ministry of the Environment, and Sámediggi—Sametinget, “Avtale”; 
Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation, and Sami Parlia-
ment, “Procedures for Consultations.”

	 24	 Heikkilä, “Sámi Reindeer Herding”; Riseth, “Indigenous Perspec-
tive”; Risvoll et al., “Pastoralists’ Participation,” 71; Ween and Lien, 
“Decolonization in the Arctic?”

	 25	 Allard, “Nordic Countries’ Law.”
	 26	 Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation, and Sami Parlia-

ment, “Procedures for Consultations.”
	 27	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), Om lov om forvaltning av naturens 

mangfold (naturmangfoldloven), 33–39.
	 28	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010).
	 29	 Nature Diversity Act, Act of 19 June 2009 No. 100 relating to the 

management of biological, geological and landscape diversity,  
Section 62 (2009).

	 30	 Fauchald and Gulbrandsen, “Norwegian Reform,” 214.
	 31	 Aasen Lundberg et al., “Nye lokale forvaltningsmodellen.”
	 32	 cf. Norwegian Environment Agency, “Vedtekter.”
	 33	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010), 225.
	 34	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010), 224.
	 35	 Norges nasjonalparks-og verneområdestyrer, “Nasjonalpark-og ver-

neområdestyrer.”
	 36	 Sámediggi—Sametinget, “Areal, klima og miljø.”
	 37	 Falleth and Hovik, Lokal forvaltning; Falleth, Hovik, and Sandström, 

Blåfjella; Norwegian Environment Agency, Lokal forvaltning.
	 38	 Falleth and Hovik, “Local Government”; Fauchald and Gulbrandsen, 

“Norwegian Reform”; Hovik, Sandström, and Zachrisson, “Manage-
ment of Protected Areas.”



84  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

	 39	 Bay-Larsen, “Constitution of Power”; Bay-Larsen, “Conservationists’ 
Concerns”; Eira, “Medforvaltning”; Engen, Fauchald, and Hausner, 
“Stakeholders’ Perceptions.”

	 40	 Riksrevisjonen, Riksrevisjonens undersøking; Risvoll et al., “Pastoralists’  
Participation.”

	 41	 Hovik and Hongslo, “Balancing Local Interests”; Overvåg, Skjeggedal, 
and Sandström, “Management of Mountain Areas”; Skjeggedal, 
Overvåg, and Riseth, “Land-Use Planning.”

	 42	 Winther Jørgensen and Phillips, Discourse Analysis, 10–12.
	 43	 Howarth, Discourse, 101–02; Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony & Social-

ist Strategy, 105.
	 44	 Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony & Socialist Strategy, 110–13.
	 45	 Foucault, Power/Knowledge, 98, 119, 198; Howarth, Discourse, 9.
	 46	 Howarth, Discourse, 129; Winther Jørgensen and Phillips, Discourse 

Analysis, 10–12.
	 47	 Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, 54; Howarth, Discourse, 9.
	 48	 Feindt and Oels, “Does Discourse Matter?”
	 49	 Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, 55–61.
	 50	 Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony & Socialist Strategy, 115; Smith, 

Laclau and Mouffe, 55–59.
	 51	 Smith, Laclau and Mouffe, 56–64.
	 52	 Davies, “Agency,” 343–44; Foucault, Power/Knowledge, 98; Mouffe, 

“Democratic Citizenship,” 80; Smith, Laclau and Mouffe, 68, 158.
	 53	 Reimerson, “Sami Space for Agency”; Reimerson, “Nature, Culture, 

Rights”; Reimerson, “Between Nature and Culture.”
	 54	 Bacchi, Analysing Policy; Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony & Socialist 

Strategy.
	 55	 Bacchi, Analysing Policy, 16–32.
	 56	 Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony & Socialist Strategy, 105–14, 127–30.
	 57	 Bacchi, Analysing Policy, 2–21; Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony & 

Socialist Strategy, 127–30, 136–43; Winther Jørgensen, and Phillips, 
Discourse Analysis, 43–45, 50–51.

	 58	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010).
	 59	 Nature Diversity Act 2009.
	 60	 NOU, Lov om bevaring av natur, landskap og biologisk mangfold 

(2004:28).
	 61	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009).
	 62	 Flick, Introduction to Qualitative Research, 222–33; Kvale, Doing 

Interviews, 51.
	 63	 Bryman, Social Research Methods, 443–44.



Discourses of  Decentralization  85

	 64	 Official versions of the analyzed documents are available in  
Norwegian only. An unofficial translation of the NDA is available  
at Ministry of Climate and Environment, “Nature Diversity Act.” 
Interviews and observation were undertaken in Swedish and  
Norwegian.

	 65	 NOU 2004:28, 478–79.
	 66	 NOU 2004:28, 485, 78.
	 67	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 33.
	 68	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 187.
	 69	 NOU 2004:28, 298, 463.
	 70	 NOU 2004:28, 463.
	 71	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 202.
	 72	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 60–61.
	 73	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 60–61, 198, 202.
	 74	 NOU 2004:28, 352; Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 226. Prop. 1 S  

(2009–2010), 222.
	 75	 NOU 2004:28, 196.
	 76	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 76, 84.
	 77	 As defined and developed under the Convention on Biological 

Diversity (CBD) and including a distinct focus on decentraliza-
tion and incorporation of local and traditional knowledge. See  
COP-CBD, Report of Workshop; SCBD, “Ecosystem Approach.”

	 78	 NOU 2004:28, 148–51, 86–89; Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 51–52, 
76, 84, 94–95, 97, 206.

	 79	 NOU 2004:28, 469, 86–87; Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 47; Prop. 1 S 
(2009–2010), 222.

	 80	 NOU 2004:28, 464–66; Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 89–93; Prop. 1 S 
(2009–2010), 222.

	 81	 ICCPR, United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 999, p. 171 (1966).
	 82	 NOU 2004:28, 466–68; Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 46–48.
	 83	 The report refers here to an evaluation of a government bill concern-

ing the Finnmark Act (2005), requested by the Standing Committee 
on Justice of the Parliament and delivered to the Ministry of Justice 
as part of the legislation process. See Graver and Ulfstein, Folker-
ettslig vurdering.

	 84	 NOU 2004:28, 469.
	 85	 NOU 2004:28, 462, 65, 85–86.
	 86	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 89–90, 92.
	 87	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010), 222, 23.
	 88	 NOU 2004:28, 94–96.



86  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

	 89	 NOU 2004:28, 463, 72–74; NOU 2004:28, 486.
	 90	 Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009), 226.
	 91	 Prop. 1 S (2009–2010), 222.
	 92	 cf. Reimerson, “Sami Space for Agency”; Reimerson, “Between 

Nature and Culture.”
	 93	 cf. Conklin and Graham, “Shifting Middle Ground”; Lindroth and 

Sinevaara-Niskanen, “Crossroads”; Nadasdy, “Transcending the 
Debate”; Redford, “Ecologically Noble Savage.”

	 94	 cf. Hovik and Hongslo, “Balancing Local Interests”; Overvåg, 
Skjeggedal, and Sandström, “Management of Mountain Areas.”

	 95	 cf. Methmann, “Climate Protection.”
	 96	 cf. Overvåg, Skjeggedal, and Sandström, “Management of Mountain 

Areas”; Skjeggedal, Overvåg, and Riseth, “Land-Use Planning.”
	 97	 Banerjee and Linstead, “Masking Subversion”; Howitt and Suchet- 

Pearson, “Rethinking the Building Blocks.”

Bibliography

Aasen Lundberg, Aase Kristine, Eirin Hongslo, Sissel Hovik, and Ingrid 
Bay-Larsen. “Hva skjer i den nye lokale forvaltningsmodellen  
for verneområder? En forskningsstatus.” UTMARK—tidskrift for utmarks 
forskning, no. 1 (2013). https://utmark.org/portals/utmark/utmark 
_old/utgivelser/pub/2013-1/Lundberg_et_al_Utmark_1_2013_pv.html.

Adams, William M. “Nature and the Colonial Mind.” In Decolonizing 
Nature: Strategies for Conservation in a Post-Colonial Era, edited by 
William M. Adams and Martin Mulligan, 16–50. London: Earthscan 
Publications, 2003.

Adams, William M., and Jon Hutton. “People, Parks and Poverty:  
Political Ecology and Biodiversity Conservation.” Conservation and 
society 5, no. 2 (2007): 147–83.

Allard, Christina. “The Nordic Countries’ Law on Sámi Territorial 
Rights.” Arctic Review on Law and Politics 2, no. 2 (2011): 159–83.

Bacchi, Carol. Analysing Policy: What’s the Problem Represented to Be? 
Frenchs Forest: Pearson, 2009.

Banerjee, Subhabrata Bobby, and Stephen Linstead. “Masking Subver-
sion: Neocolonial Embeddedness in Anthropological Accounts 
of Indigenous Management.” Human Relations 57, no. 2 (2004):  
221–47. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726704042928. 

https://utmark.org/portals/utmark/utmark_old/utgivelser/pub/2013-1/Lundberg_et_al_Utmark_1_2013_pv.html
https://utmark.org/portals/utmark/utmark_old/utgivelser/pub/2013-1/Lundberg_et_al_Utmark_1_2013_pv.html
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726704042928


Discourses of  Decentralization  87

Bay-Larsen, Ingrid. “Bureaucrats and Boundaries: The Changing Intersec-
tion between Experts, Local Communities and Environmental Admin-
istration in Nature Protection.” PhD diss., University of Tromsø, 2013.

Bay-Larsen, Ingrid. “The Constitution of Power in Norway’s Protected 
Areas: On Shore and in the Sea.” Local Environment 17, no. 3 (2012): 
331–47. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2012.665862. 

Bay-Larsen, Ingrid. “The Conservationists’ Concerns: On National 
Administration Response to Integrated Use and Protection Planning.”  
Local Environment 15, no. 4 (2010): 357–71. https://doi.org/10.1080 
/13549831003677688. 

Berkes, Fikret, Johan Colding, and Carl Folke. “Rediscovery of Traditional 
Ecological Knowledge as Adaptive Management.” Ecological Applica-
tions 10, no. 5 (2000): 1251–262. https://doi.org/10.2307/2641280. 

Bryman, Alan. Social Research Methods. 4th ed. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2012.

Colchester, Marcus. “Conservation Policy and Indigenous Peoples.” 
Environmental Science & Policy 7, no. 3 (2004): 145–53. https://doi 
.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2004.02.004.

Conklin, Beth A., and Laura R. Graham. “The Shifting Middle Ground: 
Amazonian Indians and Eco-Politics.” American Anthropologist 97, 
no. 4 (1995): 695–710.

COP-CBD. Report of the Workshop on the Ecosystem Approach. Lilongwe, 
Malawi, 26–28 January 1998. Bratislava: 4th meeting of the Confer-
ence of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 1998.

Davies, Bronwyn. “Agency as a Form of Discursive Practice. A Class-
room Scene Observed.” British Journal of Sociology of Education 11, 
no. 3 (1990): 341–61.

Dressler, Wolfram, Bram Büscher, Michael Schoon, Dan Brocking-
ton, Tanya Hayes, Christian A. Kull, James McCarthy, and Krishna 
Shrestha. “From Hope to Crisis and Back Again? A Critical History 
of the Global CBNRM Narrative.” Environmental Conservation 37,  
no. 01 (2010): 5–15. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892910000044.

Eira, Lájlá Helene. “Medforvaltning som ideal og praksis. Studie av for-
valtningspraksisen i to nasjonalparker med reindrift.” MSc thesis, 
University of Tromsø, 2013.

Engen, Sigrid, Per Fauchald, and Vera Hausner. “Stakeholders’ Percep-
tions of Protected Area Management Following a Nationwide Com-
munity-Based Conservation Reform.” PLOS ONE 14, no. 4 (2019): 
e0215437. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215437.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2012.665862
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549831003677688
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549831003677688
https://doi.org/10.2307/2641280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2004.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2004.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892910000044
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0215437


88  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

Falleth, Eva Irene, and Sissel Hovik. “Local Government and Nature 
Conservation in Norway: Decentralisation as a Strategy in Environ-
mental Policy.” Local Environment 14, no. 3 (2009): 221–31. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13549830802692849.

Falleth, Eva Irene, and Sissel Hovik. Lokal forvaltning av store ver-
neområder: Erfaringer fra fire forsøk. Oslo: Norsk institutt for by-og 
regionforskning, 2008.

Falleth, Eva Irene, Sissel Hovik, and Camilla Sandström. Blåfjella—
Skjækerfjella/Låarte—Skæhkere. Evaluering av et lokalt forvaltnings-
forsøk i en nasjonalpark. NIBR-rapport 2008:1. Oslo: Norsk institutt 
for by- og regionforskning, 2008.

Falleth, Eva, Gro Sandkjaer Hanssen, and Asbjørn Røiseland. “Intro-
duction: Themed Section on Nordic Governance.” Urban Research 
& Practice 4, no. 1 (2011): 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069 
.2011.550492.

Fauchald, Ole Kristian, and Lars H. Gulbrandsen. “The Norwegian 
Reform of Protected Area Management: A Grand Experiment 
with Delegation of Authority?” Local Environment 17, no. 2 (2012):  
203–22. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2012.660910.

Fauchald, Ole Kristian, Lars H. Gulbrandsen, and Anna Zachrisson. 
“Internationalization of Protected Areas in Norway and Sweden: 
Examining Pathways of Influence in Similar Countries.” Interna-
tional Journal of Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services & Manage-
ment 10, no. 3 (2014): 240–52. https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732 
.2014.938122.

Fedreheim, Gunn Elin. “Value Creation on Norway’s Green Gold: An 
Analysis of Policy Formulation and Implementation in the Field of 
Nature Conservation.” PhD diss., Universitetet i Nordland, 2013.

Feindt, Peter H., and Angela Oels. “Does Discourse Matter? Discourse 
Analysis in Environmental Policy Making.” Journal of Environ-
mental Policy & Planning 7, no. 3 (2005): 161–73. https://doi.org 
/10.1080/15239080500339638.

Flick, Uwe. An Introduction to Qualitative Research. 4th ed. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage, 2009.

Foucault, Michel. The Archaeology of Knowledge. Routledge Classics. 
London: Routledge, 2002.

Foucault, Michel. Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other 
Writings 1972–1977. Translated by Colin Gordon, Leo Marshall, 
John Mepham, and Kate Soper. Edited by Colin Gordon. New York:  
Random House/Vintage Books, 1980.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13549830802692849
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549830802692849
https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2011.550492
https://doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2011.550492
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2012.660910
https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732.2014.938122
https://doi.org/10.1080/21513732.2014.938122
https://doi.org/10.1080/15239080500339638
https://doi.org/10.1080/15239080500339638


Discourses of  Decentralization  89

Graver, Hans Petter, and Geir Ulfstein. Folkerettslig vurdering av forsla-
get til ny Finnmarkslov. Oslo: Justis- og politidepartementet, 2003.

Hansen, Lars Ivar, and Bjørnar Olsen. Samernas historia fram till 1750. 
Translated by Per Larson. Stockholm: Liber, 2006.

Heikkilä, Lydia. “Sámi Reindeer Herding Confronted with Modern Envi-
ronmental Management.” In Samiske landskapsstudier: Rapport fra et 
arbeidsseminar (Dieđut 5/2004), edited by Lars Magne Andreassen,  
138–152. Guovdageaidnu/Kautokeino: Sámi Instituhtta/Nordisk 
Samisk Institutt, 2004.

Heinämäki, Leena. “Protecting the Rights of Indigenous Peoples—Pro-
moting the Sustainability of the Global Environment?” International 
Community Law Review 11, no. 1 (2009): 3–68. DOI: https://doi.org 
/10.1163/187197309X401406.

Hirsch, Paul D., William M. Adams, J. Peter Brosius, Asim Zia, Nino 
Bariola, and Juan Luis Dammert. “Acknowledging Conservation 
Trade-Offs and Embracing Complexity.” Conservation Biology 25, no. 
2 (2011): 259–64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01608.x.

Hongslo, Eirin, Sissel Hovik, Anna Zachrisson, and Aase Kristine Aasen 
Lundberg. “Decentralization of Conservation Management in Norway  
and Sweden—Different Translations of an International Trend.” Society  
& Natural Resources 29, no. 8 (2016): 998–1014. https://doi.org 
/10.1080/08941920.2015.1086456.

Hovik, Sissel, and Eirin Hongslo. “Balancing Local Interests and 
National Conservation Obligations in Nature Protection: The Case 
of Local Management Boards in Norway.” Journal of Environmental 
Planning and Management 60, no. 4 (2017): 708–24. https://doi.org 
/10.1080/09640568.2016.1176556.

Hovik, Sissel, and Marit Reitan. “National Environmental Goals in 
Search of Local Institutions.” Environment and Planning C: Govern-
ment and Policy 22, no. 5 (2004): 687–99. https://doi.org/10.1068 
/c0302j.

Hovik, Sissel, Camilla Sandström, and Anna Zachrisson. “Management 
of Protected Areas in Norway and Sweden: Challenges in Combin-
ing Central Governance and Local Participation.” Journal of Envi-
ronmental Policy & Planning 12, no. 2 (2010): 159–77. https://doi 
.org/10.1080/15239081003719219.

Howarth, David. Discourse. Buckingham: Open University Press, 2000.
Howitt, Richard, and Sandra Suchet-Pearson. “Rethinking the Building 

Blocks: Ontological Pluralism and the Idea of ‘Management.’” Geo-
grafiska Annaler 88 B, no. 3 (2006): 323–35.

https://doi.org/10.1163/187197309X401406
https://doi.org/10.1163/187197309X401406
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01608.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1086456
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1086456
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2016.1176556
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2016.1176556
https://doi.org/10.1068/c0302j
https://doi.org/10.1068/c0302j
https://doi.org/10.1080/15239081003719219
https://doi.org/10.1080/15239081003719219


90  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

ICCPR. United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 999, p. 171. 1966. http://www.
refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3aa0.html.

Kartverket (Norwegian Mapping Agency). “Norgeskart.no.” 2021. https:// 
www.norgeskart.no.

Kashwan, Prakash. “The Politics of Rights-Based Approaches in Conser-
vation.” Land Use Policy 31 (2013): 613–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j 
.landusepol.2012.09.009.

Kothari, Ashish, Philip Camill, and Jessica Brown. “Conservation as 
if People Also Mattered: Policy and Practice of Community-Based 
Conservation.” Conservation & Society 11, no. 1 (2013): 1–15. https://
www.conservationandsociety.org.in//text.asp?2013/11/1/1/110937.

Kvale, Steinar. Doing Interviews. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2007.
Laclau, Ernesto, and Chantal Mouffe. Hegemony & Socialist Strategy. 

London: Verso, 1985.
Lane, Marcus B. “Participation, Decentralization, and Civil Society: 

Indigenous Rights and Democracy in Environmental Planning.” 
Journal of Planning Education and Research 22, no. 4 (2003): 360–73. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456x03022004003.

Lantto, Patrik, and Ulf Mörkenstam. “Sami Rights and Sami Challenges.” 
Scandinavian Journal of History 33, no. 1 (2007): 26–51. https://doi 
.org/10.1080/03468750701431222.

Lemos, Maria Carmen, and Arun Agrawal. “Environmental Governance.” 
[In English]. Annual Review of Environment and Resources 31 (2006): 
297–325. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.31.042605.135621.

Lindroth, Marjo, and Heidi Sinevaara-Niskanen. “At the Crossroads  
of Autonomy and Essentialism: Indigenous Peoples in International 
Environmental Politics.” International Political Sociology 7, no. 3 
(2013): 275–93. https://doi.org/10.1111/ips.12023.

Methmann, Chris Paul. “‘Climate Protection’ as Empty Signifier: A Dis-
course Theoretical Perspective on Climate Mainstreaming in World 
Politics.” Millennium—Journal of International Studies 39, no. 2 
(2010): 345–72. https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829810383606.

Minde, Henry. “Assimilation of the Sami—Implementation and Con-
sequences.” Acta Borealia 20, no. 2 (2003): 121–46. https://doi.org 
/10.1080/08003830310002877.

Minde, Henry. “The Challenge of Indigenism: The Struggle for Sami 
Land Rights and Self-Government in Norway 1960–1990.” In Indig-
enous Peoples: Resource Management and Global Rights, edited 
by Svein Jentoft, Henry Minde, and Ragnar Nilsen, 75–104. Delft:  
Eburon, 2003.

http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3aa0.html
http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3aa0.html
https://www.norgeskart.no
https://www.norgeskart.no
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2012.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2012.09.009
https://www.conservationandsociety.org.in//text.asp?2013/11/1/1/110937
https://www.conservationandsociety.org.in//text.asp?2013/11/1/1/110937
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456x03022004003
https://doi.org/10.1080/03468750701431222
https://doi.org/10.1080/03468750701431222
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.31.042605.135621
https://doi.org/10.1111/ips.12023
https://doi.org/10.1177/0305829810383606
https://doi.org/10.1080/08003830310002877
https://doi.org/10.1080/08003830310002877


Discourses of  Decentralization  91

Minde, Henry. “Sami Land Rights in Norway: A Test Case for Indige-
nous Peoples.” International Journal on Minority and Group Rights 8,  
no. 2–3 (2001): 107–25.

Ministry of Climate and Environment. “Nature Diversity Act.” 2009. 
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/nature-diversity-act 
/id570549/.

Ministry of Local Government and Modernisation, and Sami Parlia-
ment. “Procedures for Consultations between State Authorities and 
the Sami Parliament [Norway].” 2005. https://www.regjeringen.no 
/en/topics/indigenous-peoples-and-minorities/Sami-people/midts 
palte/PROCEDURES-FOR-CONSULTATIONS-BETWEEN-STA 
/id450743/.

Ministry of the Environment, and Sámediggi—Sametinget. “Avtale mel-
lom Sametinget og Miljøverndepartementet om retningslinjer for 
verneplanarbeid etter naturvernloven i samiske områder.” Ministry of  
the Environment, 2007. https://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dokumenter 
/avtale-mellom-sametinget-og-miljoverndep/id481195/.

Mouffe, Chantal. “Democratic Citizenship and the Political Commu-
nity.” In Dimensions of Radical Democracy: Pluralism, Citizenship, 
Community, edited by Chantal Mouffe, 225–39. London: Verso,  
1992.

Nadasdy, Paul. “Transcending the Debate over the Ecologically Noble 
Indian: Indigenous Peoples and Environmentalism.” Ethnohistory 52, 
no. 2 (2005): 291–331. https://doi.org/10.1215/00141801-52-2-291.

Nature Diversity Act (Naturmangfoldloven). Act of 19 June 2009 No. 100 
relating to the management of biological, geological and landscape 
diversity (LOV 2009-06-19 nr 100 Lov om forvaltning av naturens 
mangfold). Oslo: Ministry of Climate and Environment (Klima-og 
miljødepartementet), 2009.

Norwegian Environment Agency. Lokal forvaltning av verneområder—
en evaluering av delegering. Direktoratet for naturforvaltnings tilrådn-
ing til Miljøverndepartmentet. Oslo: Miljødirektoratet, 2008.

Norwegian Environment Agency. “Vedtekter for Midtre Nordland nasjon-
alparkstyre.” 2020, https://www.nasjonalparkstyre.no/Midtre-Nord 
land/styret/styrets-vedtekter. 

NOU 2004:28. Lov om bevaring av natur, landskap og biologisk mangfold. 
2004. https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/149bde12e1e24fe98
3663d38ec6d41e0/no/pdfs/nou200420040028000dddpdfs.pdf.

Ot.prp. nr. 52 (2008–2009). Om lov om forvaltning av naturens mangfold 
(naturmangfoldloven).

https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/nature-diversity-act/id570549/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/nature-diversity-act/id570549/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/indigenous-peoples-and-minorities/Sami-people/midtspalte/PROCEDURES-FOR-CONSULTATIONS-BETWEEN-STA/id450743/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/indigenous-peoples-and-minorities/Sami-people/midtspalte/PROCEDURES-FOR-CONSULTATIONS-BETWEEN-STA/id450743/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/indigenous-peoples-and-minorities/Sami-people/midtspalte/PROCEDURES-FOR-CONSULTATIONS-BETWEEN-STA/id450743/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/indigenous-peoples-and-minorities/Sami-people/midtspalte/PROCEDURES-FOR-CONSULTATIONS-BETWEEN-STA/id450743/
https://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dokumenter/avtale-mellom-sametinget-og-miljoverndep/id481195/
https://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dokumenter/avtale-mellom-sametinget-og-miljoverndep/id481195/
https://doi.org/10.1215/00141801-52-2-291
https://www.nasjonalparkstyre.no/Midtre-Nordland/styret/styrets-vedtekter
https://www.nasjonalparkstyre.no/Midtre-Nordland/styret/styrets-vedtekter
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/149bde12e1e24fe983663d38ec6d41e0/no/pdfs/nou200420040028000dddpdfs.pdf
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/149bde12e1e24fe983663d38ec6d41e0/no/pdfs/nou200420040028000dddpdfs.pdf


92  Bridging Cultural Concepts of  Nature

Overvåg, Kjell, Terje Skjeggedal, and Camilla Sandström. “Management 
of Mountain Areas in Norway and the Persistence of Local–National 
Conflicts.” Journal of Environmental Planning and Management  
59, no. 7 (2016): 1186–204. https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2015 
.1062747.

Prop. 1 S (2009–2010). Proposisjon til Stortinget (forslag til stortingsvedtak) 
for budsjettåret 2010. Oslo: Miljøverndepartementet, 2009. https://www 
.regjeringen.no/contentassets/f613bfe5fa94432c8546044158bae7f9 
/nn-no/pdfs/prp200920100001_mddddpdfs.pdf. 

Redford, Kent. “The Ecologically Noble Savage.” Cultural Survival Quar-
terly 15, no. 1 (1991): 46–48.

Reed, Mark S. “Stakeholder Participation for Environmental Management:  
A Literature Review.” Biological Conservation 141, no. 10 (2008): 
2417–31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.07.014.

Reimerson, Elsa. “Sami Space for Agency in the Management of the 
Laponia World Heritage site.” Local Environment 21, no. 7 (2016): 
808–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2015.1032230.

Reimerson, Elsa. “Nature, Culture, Rights: Exploring Space for Indig-
enous Agency in Protected Area Discourses.” PhD Diss., Umeå  
University, 2015. http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:umu:diva 
-110737.

Reimerson, Elsa. “Between Nature and Culture: Exploring Space for 
Indigenous Agency in the Convention on Biological Diversity.” Envi-
ronmental Politics 22, no. 6 (2013): 992–1009. https://doi.org/10.1080 
/09644016.2012.737255.

Ribot, Jesse C. Waiting for Democracy: The Politics of Choice in Natural 
Resource Decentralization. Washington, DC: World Resources Insti-
tute, 2004.

Riksrevisjonen. Riksrevisjonens undersøking av forvaltninga av nasjonal-
parkar. Oslo: Riksrevisjonen, 2014.

Riseth, Jan Åge. “An Indigenous Perspective on National Parks and Sámi 
Reindeer Management in Norway.” Geographical Research 45, no. 2 
(2007): 177–85. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-5871.2007.00449.x.

Risvoll, Camilla, Gunn Elin Fedreheim, Audun Sandberg, and Shauna 
BurnSilver. “Does Pastoralists’ Participation in the Management of 
National Parks in Northern Norway Contribute to Adaptive Gov-
ernance?” Ecology and Society 19, no. 2 (2014): 71. https://doi.org 
/10.5751/ES-06658-190271.

Robins, Lisa. “Insiders Versus Outsiders: Perspectives on Capacity Issues  
to Inform Policy and Programmes.” Local Environment 14, no. 1 (2009):  
45–59. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549830802522459.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2015.1062747
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2015.1062747
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/f613bfe5fa94432c8546044158bae7f9/nn-no/pdfs/prp200920100001_mddddpdfs.pdf
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/f613bfe5fa94432c8546044158bae7f9/nn-no/pdfs/prp200920100001_mddddpdfs.pdf
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/f613bfe5fa94432c8546044158bae7f9/nn-no/pdfs/prp200920100001_mddddpdfs.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2015.1032230
http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:umu:diva-110737
http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:umu:diva-110737
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2012.737255
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2012.737255
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-5871.2007.00449.x
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06658-190271
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06658-190271
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549830802522459


Discourses of  Decentralization  93

Sámediggi—Sametinget. “Areal, klima og miljø: Verneområdestyrene.” 2021.  
https://sametinget.no/areal-klima-og-miljo/verneomradestyrene/.

Sámediggi—Sametinget. “Ortnamn.” 2021. https:/www.sametinget.se 
/ortnamn.

Sammallahti, Pekka. Sámi-suoma-sámi sátnegirji—Saamelais-suoma-
lais-saamelainen sanakirja. Ohcejohka: Girjegiisá, 1993.

SCBD. “Ecosystem Approach: Background.” Secretariat of the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity, 2010. http://www.cbd.int/ecosystem 
/background.shtml.

Skjeggedal, Terje, Kjell Overvåg, and Jan Åge Riseth. “Land-Use Plan-
ning in Norwegian Mountain Areas: Local Development or Nature 
Protection?” European Planning Studies 24, no. 2 (2016): 344–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2015.1048187.

Smith, Anna Marie. Laclau and Mouffe: The Radical Democratic Imagi-
nary. London: Routledge, 1998.

State of the Environment Norway. “Protected Areas.” Norwegian Envi-
ronment Agency, 2021. https://www.environment.no/topics/terres 
trial-landscapes-and-habitats/.

Stevens, Stan. “A New Protected Area Paradigm.” In Indigenous Peoples, 
National Parks, and Protected Areas: A New Paradigm Linking Con-
servation, Culture, and Rights, edited by Stan Stevens, 47–83. Tucson, 
AZ: University of Arizona Press, 2014.

Stevens, Stan. “The Legacy of Yellowstone.” In Conservation through 
Cultural Survival: Indigenous Peoples and Protected Areas, edited by 
Stan Stevens, 13–32. Washington, DC: Island Press, 1997.

Ween, Gro B., and Marianne Lien. “Decolonization in the Arctic? Nature 
Practices and Land Rights in the Norwegian High North.” Journal of 
Rural and Community Development 7, no. 1 (2012): 93–109.

West, Paige, James Igoe, and Dan Brockington. “Parks and Peoples: 
The Social Impact of Protected Areas.” Annual Review of Anthro-
pology 35, no. 1 (2006): 251–77. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev 
.anthro.35.081705.123308.

Wilshusen, Peter R., Steven R. Brechin, Crystal L. Fortwangler, and  
Patrick C. West. “Reinventing a Square Wheel: Critique of a Resurgent 
‘Protection Paradigm’ in International Biodiversity Conservation.” 
Society and Natural Resources 15, no. 1 (2002): 17–40. https://doi.org 
/10.1080/089419202317174002.

Winther Jørgensen, Marianne, and Louise Phillips. Discourse Analysis 
as Theory and Method. 

https://sametinget.no/areal-klima-og-miljo/verneomradestyrene/
http://www.sametinget.se/ortnamn
http://www.sametinget.se/ortnamn
http://www.cbd.int/ecosystem/background.shtml
http://www.cbd.int/ecosystem/background.shtml
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2015.1048187
https://www.environment.no/topics/terrestrial-landscapes-and-habitats/
https://www.environment.no/topics/terrestrial-landscapes-and-habitats/
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.35.081705.123308
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.35.081705.123308
https://doi.org/10.1080/089419202317174002
https://doi.org/10.1080/089419202317174002

	Title
	Copyright page
	Table of Contents
	List of Maps 
	List of Figures 
	List of Tables 
	Contributors 
	Chapter 1 Traditional Indigenous Knowledge  and Nature Protection 
	Part I 
	Chapter 2 Personifying Indigenous Rights  in Nature?
	Chapter 3 Discourses of Decentralization

	Part II 
	Chapter 4 People, Animals, Protected Places,  and Archaeology
	Chapter 5 Indigenous People, National Parks,  and Biodiversity in The Maya Region
	Chapter 6 Amazonia Beyond Borders

	Part III 
	Chapter 7 Blackfeet Discourses about  Dwelling-in-Place
	Chapter 8 Becoming Earth
	Chapter 9 Conclusion

	Epilogue
	Index 

