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Abstract 
!

The importance of including indigenous peoples and local communities (IPLCs) and 

their traditional knowledge (TK) into environmental forums such as the Convention 

on Biological Diversity (CBD) is being increasingly recognized. Despite numerous 

efforts to open up forums and assessment processes to diverse types of knowledge, 

extensive challenges remain for the full and effective participation of IPLCs at all 

levels of environmental governance.  

  

This paper explores three cases of assessment processes at different levels, where TK 

has been mobilized for monitoring progress towards Aichi Target 18 of the CBD. 

Through in-depth interviews with representatives for IPLCs, policy-makers and 

scientists, the mechanisms for mobilizing TK across scales in ways that are legitimate 

and credible and fulfill the needs for multiple actors are explored. 

  

Findings suggest that community-based monitoring and information systems 

(CBMIS) have greater potential than top-down approaches for capturing the 

complexity of social-ecological systems and for monitoring progress towards Aichi 

Target 18. In addition, CBMIS is embedded in the institutions and ecosystem 

management of IPLCs, providing a direct link between knowledge and action, hence 

advancing implementation of the CBD on the ground. However, findings across the 

three cases also demonstrate that hierarchies between knowledge systems and 

institutional norms of science constitute substantial barriers for the inclusion of 

insights and knowledge from local monitoring into national and international 

processes. Overcoming such barriers requires an increase in focus on the process of 

knowledge sharing rather than solely on the outcomes. A Multiple Evidence Based 

Approach, where TK and science are viewed as equally valid knowledge, is suggested 

as a way forward to mobilize TK in forums such as the CBD. Parallel validation 

methods and intercultural dialogue between TK-holders, scientists and policy-makers 

is key for creating processes that are legitimate, credible, and salient among a 

diversity of actors.  
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1. Introduction  
 
Human actions and their impacts on biodiversity are gaining increased attention as 

ecosystems on a global scale are assessed to be either degraded or under substantial 

pressure (MA, 2005; Folke et al. 2011; Rockström et al. 2009). This is challenging 

social-ecological resilience and human well-being, calling for new ways of 

governance that are conducive to sustainability learning and better apt for managing 

complex social-ecological systems (Walker et al. 2009; Folke et al. 2011; Tàbara & 

Chabay, 2013; Tengö et al. 2014). 

 

In order to tackle the negative trends of biodiversity and ecosystem loss and 

degradation the global scientific community has produced a vast amount of global 

environmental assessments, such as the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, the 

IPCC1 reports and the Global  Biodiversity Assessments, as an effort to harness policy 

consensus built on scientific input (Clark et al. 2002). However, successful 

assessments that have led to direct action in policy and practice have proven to be the 

exception rather than the rule (Clark et al. 2002; Knight et al. 2008; SCBD, 2010a) 

and much attention is now focused on how to make science useful and how to 

produce knowledge that leads to action and sustainable outcomes on the ground (Cash 

et al. 2003; Biggs et al. 2011; Dilling & Lemos, 2011; Cornell et al. 2013). 

 

People across the globe are in constant interaction with their environments and 

complex interactions nurture knowledge and practices that include both scientific, 

traditional, indigenous and local knowledge (Garibaldi & Turner, 2004; Folke, 2004; 

Thaman et al. 2013; Tengö et al. 2014). Several efforts to include traditional 

knowledge into international environmental forums and assessments are now gaining 

increased attention2 (Reid et al. 2006; Thaman et al. 2013), opening up opportunities 

for indigenous peoples and local communities (IPLCs) and their knowledge and 

expertise to be recognized in such processes. Arguments that are paving the way for 

such opportunities are both normative and pragmatic. On the normative side, IPLCs 

and civil society are calling for more democratic environmental governance that 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Interngovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
2 For example the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) and the Intergovernmental Panel on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services (IPBES)!
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recognizes indigenous and local knowledge and rights, including rights to self-

determination (Miller & Erickson, 2006; UN, 2007; Andonova & Mitchell, 2010; 

Stankovitch, 2008). The pragmatic side of the argument stems from a growing 

understanding of humans and ecosystems as social-ecological systems, requiring new 

institutions that connect diverse knowledge systems to deal with such complex 

systems (Ericksen et al. 2005; Cornell et al. 2013; Reid et al. 2006; Tengö et al. 

2014). In addition, in many parts of the world, where funds and resources for 

scientific research is not available, indigenous and local knowledge might be the only 

source of ecosystem knowledge (Tengö et al. 2014; Folke & Fabricius, 2005). In 

conclusion, the full and effective participation of IPLCs at all levels of environmental 

governance, can then strengthen the evidence base for building social-ecological 

resilience, as well as empower IPLCs in their role as stewards of biodiversity, rights-

holders of knowledge and natural resources, and contribute to the realization of their 

right to self-determination (Berkes, 2008; Stankovitch, 2008; Reed, 2008). 

 

Despite numerous dedications and efforts to open up international assessments to 

diverse types of knowledge and knowledge holders, this has so far not been 

successfully accomplished and extensive challenges have been made apparent 

(Fabricius et al. 2005; Turnhout et al. 2012; Sutherland et al. 2013). The need to 

develop mechanisms and processes that are truly inclusive and allow for the full and 

effective participation and collaboration of IPLCs on equal terms into such processes, 

is an urgent one if we are to meet the sustainability goals that the global community 

has set (Berkes et al. 2006; IPBES, 2013a). 
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1.1 A im and focus of the study 

1.1.1 A ichi Target 18 and indicators for monitoring traditional knowledge 
 

The aim of this paper is to contribute to the discussion on how traditional knowledge 

(TK) can be mobilized across scales in ways that are legitimate and credible for 

diverse actors3, while simultaneously addressing salient issues for IPLCs as well as 

for policy and decision-makers at national and international levels. It explores three 

efforts of mobilizing indigenous and local knowledge in assessment processes related 

to the Convention on Biological Diversity.  

 

The UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) is an international convention 

that was adopted at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992 and entered into force in 1993 

(SCBD, 2010a). The objectives of the CBD are to develop national strategies for the 

conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity and its components, as well as 

strategies for an equitable distribution of the benefits it provides. TK is by the 

convention recognized as a crosscutting issue that is to be valued and given the same 

respect and consideration as other forms of knowledge in efforts to achieve its 

objectives. In addition to TK as a crosscutting issue in the CBD, Article 8(j) and 

Related Provisions as well as Article 10(c) on customary sustainable use, are 

specifically directed to address issues related to TK and promote its wider application 

in society (UNEP, 2000).  

 

In year 2010, at the tenth Conference of the Parties (COP) in Nagoya, a new Strategic 

Plan for year 2011-2020 was adopted together with a set of targets known as the Aichi 

Biodiversity Targets (UNEP, 2010). The 20 Aichi targets are to guide countries and 

stakeholders in their actions to safeguard biological diversity. One of the targets, 

Aichi Target 184, states that by 2020, traditional knowledge, innovations and practices 

are to be; 1) respected and protected, and 2) fully integrated and reflected in the 

implementation of the CBD. In order to assess progress towards the target the COP 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3  The word stakeholder is avoided in this paper as it is considered to ignore and disrespect indigenous peoples 
constitutionally protected status as governments. The word actor is therefore applied to the extent possible.  
4 
the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their customary use of biological resources, are 
respected, subject to national legislation and relevant international obligations, and fully integrated and reflected 
in the implementation of the Convention with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local 

 
!
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has adopted a set of indicators to be monitored and efforts to develop frameworks for 

monitoring of these indicators are undertaken by actors at local, regional, national and 

international levels. Such efforts provide an opportunity for exploring how TK can be 

mobilized in ways that fosters legitimacy, credibility and saliency for multiple actors, 

as well as identifying critical pitfalls. With this purpose three cases at different levels 

(the local, national and international) attempting to develop and operationalize 

indicators for Aichi Target 18, are explored (For detalied casestudy descriptions see p. 

23 ).  

 

 

 
F igure 1. Case studies explored in this paper . 

The cases in this study exemplify different approaches to develop and monitor indicators for Aichi 

Target 18. Case 1 takes place at the international level of the CBD and exemplifies an expert-led top-

down approach to develop and monitor indicators for TK. Case 2 demonstrates a bottom-up approach 

of community-based monitoring and information systems (CBMIS) performed at the local level. Case 3 

is a collaboration between national agencies and local knowledge holders and exemplifies a parallel 

approach by placing conventional scientific knowledge and TK side by side.  
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1.1.2. Research questions 

 

The paper focuses on three case studies that demonstrate alternative approaches for 

mobilizing TK through the development and monitoring of indicators for Aichi Target 

18. It explores perceptions of legitimacy, saliency and credibility through these 

research questions: 

 

1) How have demands for legitimacy, credibility and saliency been dealt with in the 

three case studies? 

 

2) How do stakeholders from IPLCs, science and policy perceive legitimacy, 

credibility and saliency of the process and outcomes? 

 

 3) What are the barriers and potential synergies for aggregating traditional 

knowledge across scales? 
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2. Theoretical framework and concepts 
 
 

2.1 Developing and monitoring traditional knowledge indicators 

 

Indicators are value-laden. They guide what is to be monitored and what data that is 

to be collected, and hence also determines what is considered of importance 

(Dandeneau 2008; Stankovich 2008).  Most international and national indicators are 

today based on national statistics. For the most part, the situation of indigenous 

peoples5 is not reflected in national records, as most governments do not collect 

statistical data on indigenous peoples. Policies and decisions that have impact on 

IPLCs are however continued to be implemented, which has led indigenous peoples to 

advocate for indicators that are relevant to them (Stankovitch, 2008). The 

development of such indicators are under way in several international forums6, and 

have become a powerful tool for the mobilization of TK and for claiming rights to 

participation at all levels, from the local to the international.  

 

There are many conflicting frameworks proposed for developing indicators and how 

to best collect data to monitor these indicators. Reed et al. (2006) suggest two broad 

methodological paradigms: the first one is expert-led and top-down, based in 

scientific reductionism using explicitly quantitative indicators to simplify complex 

systems. The second one is community-based and bottom up, and emphasizes local 

participation and monitoring as an on-going learning process. Sustainability indicators 

used by the international community are often top-down and developed with the 

assumption that the data will be collected, interpreted and analyzed by scientists. This 

top-down process often hinders the participation of IPLCs (Danielsen et al. 2014). 

The importance of participatory approaches for developing and applying indicators 

has been brought forward by both academic scholars and practitioners (Danielsen et 

al. 2005; Danielsen et al. 2009) and it was also concluded in the Sub-Global 

Assessments of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (Capistrano et al. 2005). 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 This paper use the term IPLC as it defines TK as the knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous peoples 
and local communities. As most representatives involved in developing indicators for Aichi Target 18 are 
indigenous peoples I therefore occasionaly use the term indigenous peoples, when documents and interviewees 
specifically refer to them as such.  
 
6 The Sustainable Development Goals (SDG), United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
(UNDRIP), and REDD +. 
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IPLCs often have their own monitoring systems that have developed and adapted over 

generations  (Berkes 2008) and such community-based monitoring could be well 

suited to assist environmental agreements in both collection and analyzing of 

indicators (Danielsen et al. 2014).  

 
 

2.1.1 Assessments and indicators  

This paper defines an assessment processes as the social process of communication 

refers to 

the process in which multiple actors engage in gathering, reviewing, synthesizing and 

communicating knowledge about sustainability issues (Lebel, 2006). Indicators have 

become a great preoccupation of the scientific community and of global assessment 

processes as a means for monitoring progress toward targets set by the international 

community (Dandeneau, 2008). Monitoring 

gathering information about some system state variable(s) at different points in time 

for the purpose of assessing system state and drawing inferences about changes in 

indicator 

(Dandeneau, 2008).  

 

Indicators are meant to raise awareness, audit management actions, and inform 

policy-choices (Jones et al. 2011). One key aspect of indicators is that they are to 

reduce the volume of information that decision-makers are to attend, by simplifying 

the interpretation and presentation of results (Dandeneau, 2008; Danielsen et al. 

2014). There are different conceptual frameworks for the development and 

application of indicators, which clarify what to measure and what kind of indicators to 

use (Dandeneau, 

Cooperation and Development (OECD, 1998). The CBD uses a slightly modified 

version of this framework, arranging indicators in sets of pressure, state, benefits, and 

response indicators (Spark et al. 2011) (See Fig. 2, p.15 and Fig. 3 p. 16).  
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F igure 2. Indicator framework for the Convention on Biological Diversity 

Source: 2010 Biodiversity Indicators Partnership. 2010. Biodiversity indicators and the 2010 Target: 
Experiences and lessons learnt from the 2010 Biodiversity Indicators Partnership. Secretariat of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity, Montréal, Canada. Technical Series No. 53, 196 pages. 
 

 

Monitoring the state of complex systems sometimes requires the use of proxy-

indicators. Proxy-indicators measure an aspect of a system that is meant to be 

reflective of the wider system. The appearance and amount of insect species in 

waterways can for example be an indicator of water quality, and lichen species can be 

reflective of air quality (Dandeneau, 2008). Monitoring intangible aspects such as 

traditional knowledge requires tangible proxies that can be measured. Status and 

trends in indigenous languages and linguistic diversity has for example been used as a 

proxy to reflect the status and trends in traditional knowledge. The Language Vitality 

Index (See fig. 3, page 16) is an index developed by UNESCO (UNESCO, 2003) that 

uses linguistic diversity and numbers of speakers of indigenous languages as a proxy 

for traditional knowledge. The assumption is that a decrease or increase in indigenous 

languages and diversity will reflect how pressures, such as global trade or national 

policies, have affected status and trends in traditional knowledge (SCBD, 2010b). 

 

! !



! DE!

!

 

 

F igure 3. Two examples of indicator sets at the Convention on Biological Diversity. 

Source: 2010 Biodiversity Indicators Partnership. 2010. Biodiversity indicators and the 2010 Target: 
Experiences and lessons learnt from the 2010 Biodiversity Indicators Partnership. Secretariat of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity, Montréal, Canada. Technical Series No. 53, 196 pages. 

!

!
 

 

 

!  

!
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2.2. Connecting knowledge systems and scales in assessment exercises 

Knowledge systems in this paper are defined as 

social relationships, formal or informal, that dynamically combine knowing, doing, 

 (van 

Kerkhoff & Sz ). This definition of knowledge brings the attention to 

knowledge as not merely a product but rather a process (Berkes, 2008).  

All knowledge systems develop and evolve through complex interactions and 

relationships between people (indigenous and non-indigenous) and it might be 

difficult, irrelevant or even risky to make sharp distinctions between scientific and 

traditional knowledge (Agrawal, 1995; Nadasdy, 1999; Williams & Hardison, 2013; 

Brosius, 2006). While it might be more fruitful to speak about multiple knowledge 

domains (Tengö et al. 2014), for the sake of clarity, this paper uses the term 

traditional knowledge to refer to a wide range of knowledge, innovations and 

practices of IPLCs, as widely used by the CBD. The most distinct features that 

separate TK from science is not the intrinsic properties of the knowledge system 

itself, but rather the way that it is formed, practiced and applied which builds on a 

holistic worldview where the natural world, the world of humans, and the spiritual 

world of ancestors, are intimately connected (Davis, 2006).  

Assessment exercises that combine knowledge from different knowledge systems 

need to deal with contrasting views on knowledge and on the world, which are based 

in fundamentally different cosmologies (Reid et al. 2006). In addition, assessments 

that combine multiple ways of knowing also need to deal with issues of scale, as 

indigenous knowledge systems often are complementary with science in terms of 

which scale they focus on (Laidler, 2006; Gagnon & Berteaux 2009; Tengö et al. 

2014). Choosing what scale an assessment should be performed at is inherently 

political as it intentionally or unintentionally benefit certain groups by limiting the 

problems that are addressed, what explanations that are to be sought, and the 

generalizations that are likely to be used in interpreting the findings (MA, 2003; 

Brosius, 2006; Reid et al. 2006).  

-makers with timely and accurate 

information, and these decision-makers are acknowledged to adhere from multiple 
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scales as well as multiple knowledge systems, then the importance of increased 

legitimacy, credibility and saliency for all actors is of utter importance. A failure to do 

so would not only result in the co-optation of TK, as experienced through history 

(Fernandez-Gimenez et al. 2007), but also most likely fail in reaching its full potential 

in responding to environmental change (Reid et al. 2006). 

 

 

2.3. L egitimacy, credibility and saliency  

 

Mobilizing TK in assessment processes means that the assessment have to 

accommodate the needs of assessment users adhering to multiple knowledge-systems 

and from other scales than those normally targeted by global assessments (Reid et al. 

2006). As assessments will be used for different purposes at different scales, for 

example for making decisions about local resource management or the 

implementation of national policies, contrasting views on legitimacy, credibility and 

saliency of the assessment process will most likely arise. While such tensions are 

likely to be encountered it has also been demonstrated that if boundaries, between 

knowledge systems or scales for example, can be managed in ways that enhances 

legitimacy, credibility and saliency for multiple stakeholders, assessments are also 

more likely to mobilize responses for public action (Cash et al. 2002; Clark et al. 

2002; Ericksen et al. 2005; Cornell et al. 2013).  

 

Legitimacy, credibility and saliency are attributes, meaning that they are not objective 

characteristics of a knowledge production system, but are perceived and judged 

differently by different actors and stakeholders (Cash et al. 2002). Perceptions of 

legitimacy, credibility and saliency of the assessment process and outcomes in each 

case study will therefore be used as a framework to explore ways in which TK can be 

mobilized in a respectful, legitimate and constructive way that fulfills needs within 

communities as well as within policy and science. 

 

Legitimacy refers to whether an actor perceives the process in which the knowledge 
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have been taken into consideration, both in input and output of the assessment (Clark 

et al. 2002; Cash et al. 2003; Girod et al. 2009). Legitimacy is normally judged 

indirectly, by looking at who participates and who does not, who gets to make choices 

t al. 2002). Differences in levels of participation thus have 

profound implications on the legitimacy of the process and consequently on the 

outcome of assessments and the quality of decisions made (Ericksen et al. 2005; 

Reed, 2008).  

 

Credibility 

by looking 

rather than science (Clark et al. 2002). However, involving IPLCs adds other 

dimensions to credibility. First, IPLCs will most likely look to the involvement of 

IPLCs-representatives in the process rather than to just scientists to judge credibility 

(Reid et al. 2006). For example, the IPCC arrangements, and its reliance on scientific 

knowledge, ensured a legitimate process for national and international policy-makers. 

The MA on the other hand, which targeted a wider audience from multiple scales 

would most likely have been perceived as illegitimate by IPLCs if their knowledge 

would have been left out of the process (Reid et al. 2006). Second, the criteria for 

validating knowledge might differ between knowledge systems. Scientists mostly rely 

on technical and procedural validation, such as academic peer-review while 

traditional knowledge is practical knowledge where empirical, cultural and moral 

validation is central (Tengö et al. 2012). Expanding the definition of credibility from 

 

 

Saliency in this paper refers to whether the assessment process and outcomes are 

particular groups who might use them to 

This definition brings the attention to both multiple knowledge systems and scales, as 

it highlights that knowledge is useful to particular people in different ways, and that 

specific strategies for protecting, systematizing and disseminating knowledge will 

ultimately benefit different social groups and individuals (Agrawal, 1995).  
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3. M ethodology  
 

3.1 Epistemological background 

 

This study uses a qualitative approach (Patton, 2002; Davies, 2008; Yin, 2011), which 

is discovery-oriented, inductive and holistic in nature, and well suited to capture 

views and perspectives of people (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2011). It adopts a constructivist 

approach to grounded theory, which aims to get at meaning and not truth (Patton, 

2002).  

 

Grounded theory generates and develops theory during the research, in an iterative 

way, so that the results and findings are grounded in the empirical world, in contrast 

to derived from logical deduction and prior assumptions (Patton, 2002; Mills et al. 

2006). It is still objectivist in that it assumes that there is a truth out there to be 

discovered and that different observers, if done properly will describe this truth in 

similar ways (Patton, 2002). Constructivism holds that human perceptions are not real 

in an absolute sense, but are made up by cultural and linguistic constructs and must 

therefore be studied differently than the natural world (Patton, 2002). Through a 

constructivist approach then, this paper explores multiple realities or perceptions that 

people have of the assessment processes and indicators, and the implications that 

these perceptions might have on the mobilization of TK. 

 

A constructivist approach to grounded theory requires a sense of reciprocity between 

researcher and participant in the co-construction of meaning and ultimately of the 

, 

2006). It also requires the author to reflect upon his/her underpinning assumptions and 

worldviews and how this can affect the results. Extra attention to power imbalances 

between the researcher and participant, and how to establish relationships that attempt 

to modify such imbalances is also an important aspect of the constructivist approach. 

Research on traditional knowledge, have a long history of power imbalances and 

problems with co-optation of knowledge have created large mistrust and difficulties 

of dialogue between knowledge holders from different knowledge systems. A 
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constructivist approach that takes such issues seriously was thus essential for the 

purpose of this study.  

 

 

3.2 Research design  

 

A case study approach was chosen since these are, if appropriately constructed, 

holistic and context sensitive (Yin, 2011). The initial focus of the study was to 

understand each case in depth and uniquely, in order to ensure that categories or 

emergent patterns and theories were grounded in the specific cases and their contexts, 

as consistent with grounded theory (Patton, 2002). The cases were identified through 

purposeful sampling i.e. information-

-depth understanding rather than generalizations 

(Patton, 2002). The cases differ from each other both in regards to the assessment 

process, i.e. the identification, development and monitoring of indicators, as well as 

the very different nature and structure of the indicators themselves. Such small sample 

of great diversity allows for rich descriptions of the uniqueness of each case while 

simultaneously reveal important shared patterns across the cases (Patton, 2002).  

 

!

3.2.1 Case study description 

!

3.2.1.1 Expert-led top-down approach:  Global indicators for traditional knowledge 

at the CBD 

 

The first case explores a process of developing TK-indicators at the international level 

 namely at the CBD (See Fig.1, p.11). Identification of indicators has been 

undertaken at two forums at the CBD; The Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical 

and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) and the Ad-Hoc Open-ended Working Group 

on Article 8(j) and related Provisions (WG8J). Between year 2004 and 2010 four 

indicators for monitoring progress towards Aichi Target 18 were adopted by COP 

(See Box. 1, p. 22). Mandate was given to three intergovernmental organizations, 
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UNESCO, ILO, and FAO 7 to develop frameworks and methodology for collecting 

data to monitor the indicators. The indicators were based on the criteria adopted for 

indicators under the Strategic Plan 2000-2010 stating that indicators should be based 

on globally available 

data, such as national 

census data already 

collected by States in 

order not to divert funds 

and efforts to collecting 

of new statistics (SCBD, 

2013).  

 

Developed by 

intergovernmental 

organizations and 

expected to rely on 

scientific expertise and 

national statistics the case is an example of an expert-led top-down approach to 

developing and monitoring indicators, although indigenous representatives were 

included in great parts of the process.  

 

The next two cases demonstrate alternatives to a top-down approach, where IPLCs 

and their knowledge have a considerably more central role. 

 

 

3.2.1.2. Bottom-up approach: Community Based Monitoring and Information 

Systems (CBMIS) 

 

The second case study explores Community Based Monitoring and Information 

Systems (CBMIS) as an alternative to the top-down expert-led approach seen in case 

1. Progress in monitoring of the global TK-indicators has been slow and hampered by 

obstacles and very few countries are using the indicators today for monitoring and 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 UNESCO: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 
ILO: International Labour Organization. 
FAO: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.!

!

Box 1. T raditional knowledge indicators adopted at the 
C BD 

 
-Trends in linguistic diversity and numbers of speakers of 
indigenous languages (decision VII/30 and VIII/15)   
 
- Trends in land-use change and land tenure in the traditional 
territories of indigenous and local communities (decision X/43)  
 
- Trends in the practice of traditional occupations (decision 
X/43)  
 
- Trends in degree to which traditional knowledge and 
practices are respected through their full integration, safeguards 
and the full and effective participation in the national 
implementation of the Strategic Plan (Ad Hoc Open-ended 
Working Group on the Review of Implementation)  
!
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documenting progress towards Aichi Target 18. This has prompted IPLCs, led by the 

International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity (IIFB), to initiate their own 

monitoring of the state of implementation of Aichi Target 18, through CBMIS (See 

Appendix. 1, p. 80 for explanation). The initiative encourage IPLCs to develop or 

systematize community-based monitoring for operationalizing the CBD-indicators for 

TK, as well as testing out alternative indicators adapted to the local conditions 

relevant for each indigenous community. There is not one single way of doing 

community based monitoring; some projects are autonomous, meaning that the whole 

monitoring process, from design to use of the data for management decisions, is 

carried out entirely by the community. Others engage in collaborative projects where 

scientists provide advice and training or engage in co-production of knowledge (cf. 

Danielsen et al. 2009). What they all have in common is that the ownership of the 

process lies at the community level. 

 

The monitoring and information system of Ngati Hine, an indigenous tribe from New 

Zealand that is part of the CBMIS network, will be used as example for how CBMIS 

can be adopted to  identify, develop and monitor indicators for TK. The Ngati Hine 

are mobilizing TK around customary management of freshwater and wetlands in their 

indigenous territories. Cultural indicators are used to monitor and manage the 

ecosystem as well as a tool for claiming rights to their territory and maintaining and 

transferring of traditional knowledge to younger generations.  

 

Two formal in-depth interviews with IPLC-representatives engaged in CBMIS, were 

conducted. CBMIS reports and workshop reports were used to broaden the insights 

and perceptions about community-based monitoring. Policy-makers and scientists 

were also interviewed about their perceptions of CBMIS. Information that is specific 

to Ngati Hine is based on interviews with a key-informant and community-

representative attending the WG8J8, as well as on assessment reports and documents 

(See Appendix 3, p. 82 for documents reviewed).  

!

! !
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3.2.1.3 A parallel approach: Ájjdo  The reindeer as indicator 

 

The third case study looks at a collaborative project in Sweden, attempted to mobilize 

parallel accounts of scientific and traditional knowledge. The project is called Ájjdo, 

and is a collaboration between 

Programme8 and NAPTEK9 , the Swedish implementation agency of Article 8(j). 

Ájjdo10 was instigated by the Sami Parliament11 to bring about a holistic perspective 

of the relationship between reindeer herding and the landscape, by bringing together 

TK-holders, scientists, and policy-makers. Reindeer herding is a main occupation and 

a way of life of the Sami people, and biological diversity and a non fragmented 

landscape are preconditions for maintaining reindeer husbandry. Simultaneously, 

reindeer husbandry has an affect on the biological diversity of the herding landscape.  

The initial idea was to use the reindeer and a functioning reindeer husbandry as an 

indicator for a non fragmented landscape and a viable Sami culture. As difficulties 

with strengthening this causal link became apparent, the project shifted focus from 

produce a knowledge compilation of the 

relationship between the two.  

 

The case study relies mainly on information by three key-informants involved in the 

assessment process, but written conversations with an additional of two informants 

further complemented the data (See Appendix 2, page 81). Information from the 

produced report, as well as previous reports and documents on the subject has been 

used for triangulation (See Appendix 3, p. 86). The lack of Sami-interviewees in this 

case is unfortunate and acknowledged. The difficulties of raising the relevence of this 

study for TK-holders was taken into account as part of the analysis. 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
8!A;R\!3**'\BBbbbI.(&-*+56-*I.-B"E"W[!
[!A;R\!3**'\BBbbbI5('*-?I.-!
"E!73-!b%)0!_cc0%!0-5%*-.!*3-!*)($-!%2!&+6)(*+56!)-+50--)!+5!b+5*-)I!
""!The Sami Parliament in Sweden was inaguarated in 1993, with the role of a State agency ruled by the Swedish 
government but with publically-elected parliamentarians that are to represent the Sami people (www.sametinget 
.se).!
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3.3 Data collection 

 

The data was collected through in-depth, semi-structured interviews, participatory 

observations and analysis of written documents (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2011). The 

methods were applied in an iterative way (Bowen, 2009), which is explored in each 

methods section below, together with the contribution of each method to the study. 

 

 

3.3.1 Open-ended Interviews 

 

Fieldwork with participant observation was conducted in the initial stages of the study 

at two CBD-meetings; The eight meeting of the Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group 

on Article 8(j) and Related Provisions (WG8J8), and the Seventeenth meeting of the 

Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA17). 

Each meeting lasted for one week and was attended by a diverse range of actors, 

including national delegates, scientific researchers, IPLC- representatives, non-

governmental organizations, education and business, allowing for inquiry into a wide 

range of perceptions. In addition to the WG8J8 and at SBSTTA17 several side events 

and observing systems in support of the implementation of the strategic plan for 

biodiversity 2011-

observations. 

 

Qualitative interviews are open-ended in nature, which allows the respondent to 

express their experiences and perceptions in their own words (Patton, 2002; Yin, 

2011). Interviewees were identified with the help of key informants with experiences 

of the CBD and the different cases (Patton, 2002) and eleven in-depth semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with key-informants from diverse stakeholder groups. The 

interviewees included IPLC-representatives, policy-makers and representatives from 

the Secretariat of the CBD, national delegates, scientists (See Appendix 2, page 81). 

Many of them could be seen as pertaining to several categories but for the purpose of 

the study they have been divided into categories depending on their self-reported 

occupation. Due to the hectic schedule of participants at the meetings, several 
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interviews had to be conducted after the meetings either in Sweden or via Skype. 

Seven interviews were conducted at the CBD-meetings, three in Sweden, one via 

Skype, and two through written conversations. All formal interviews were recorded 

and transcribed. Two of these interviews were contextual and were therefore not 

recorded. Numerous informal conversations also took place during fieldwork. These 

were unstructured and were not recorded, but careful notes were taken (Patton, 2002). 

Ethical guidelines for informal interviewing and covert research were taken into 

consideration for such occasions (Davies 2008; Patton, 2002).  

 

All interviewees were given opportunity to comment on the paper, which helped to 

solve ethical dilemmas such as concern for revealing someones identity, as well as 

further strengthen the validity of the study by triangulation (Patton, 2002).  

 

 

3.3.2 Observations  

 

The meetings were attended mainly in the role of participant-as-observer. However, 

there were also instances where the researcher took a more active role as observer-as-

participant, as for example at the expert meeting, organizing side-events and in 

transparency, attitudes, power and validation served to guide and focus initial 

observations. Sensitizing concepts provide a strating point for building analysis and 

give a general sense of direction and guidence for how to focus observations, in 

contrast to definitive concepts that provide prescriptions of what to see (Patton, 2002; 

Bowen, 2009). 

 

Observations provided opportunities to improve both the data collection as well as the 

analysis, by deepening understanding of the context within which people interact. 

This is crucial for a holistic perspective and allowed for openness and inductiveness 

rather than relying on prior conceptualizations of the setting (Patton, 2002). They 

further provided an opportunity to move beyond the perceptions of the interviewees 

and see things that did not come out of the interviews (Patton, 2002). Last, they 

provided an opportunity to create some relation to the interviewees and an 
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opportunity to conduct interviews. Attending these meetings also proved to be 

important for the reflection of the role as a researcher. Background and assumptions 

of the researcher, has a potential influence on the interaction with the participants as 

well as on the outcome of the study (Mills et al. 2006). Such reflections are a good 

indication of the quality of the observations and the research (Davies 2008) and extra 

care was therefore taken to include such reflections in the field notes (Patton, 2002).  

 

Participatory observation worked to contextualize organizational documents of the 

attended meetings (See Appendix 3, p. 82) (Patton, 2002) by providing first hand 

experience on the negotiation processes behind the production of the reports later 

of the Convention. From an anthropological view one cannot understand another 

culture without understanding the language, and programs, organizations and 

, 2002). As observed, the CBD has 

cial 

insight into the importance of influencing and forming this language, for both IPLC 

and national delegates. Whether the Working Group or the Subsidiary body invites, 

recommends, requests or endorse a particular text, can have far-reaching 

consequences for different stakeholders. Stakeholders arguing for a specific wording 

on particular issues therefore provided an excellent view on what issues that were 

salient, which statements and decisions that provoked conflicts and which were less 

controversial.  

 

 

3.3.3 Document review for triangulation 

 

Records and documents constitute a rich source of information about many 

organizations and programs and are particularly applicable to qualitative case studies 

(Bowen, 2009). Records and documents in this study served five purposes (Bowen, 

2009; Yin, 2011; Patton, 2002), and the review was conducted in two phases, a 

preparatory phase and a data compilation/triangulation phase (see Box 2, page 28). 

Documents for triangulation was particularly important as interviews depended on a 

few key-informants. 
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The preparatory phase aimed to set the context of the CBD and the meetings that were 

to be attended, as well as provide a solid background to base initial interview guides 

on (Bowen, 2009). The second phase of the document review, which was more 

structured, started after the interviews and took place between the ends of January 

until early April. There were three main stages of this review: First, issues of 

relevance for WG8J and how the discourse changes over the years were tracked by 

ings 

over the years. Second, changes in processes at the CBD, with focus on participation 

and transparency were investigated. Third, all documents containing the sentences 

were 

reviewed by making a word search in the previous mentioned documents. This 

allowed for a more detailed description of the indicator identification- and 

development- process, capturing of important workshops and events, guide towards 

other relevant documents such as workshop reports and COP-decisions, and to 

supplement the knowledge base with valuable additional data.  
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3.4 Data analysis 

 

Data collection and data analysis in qualitative inductive method flow together with 

fieldwork as it moves back and forward between discovery mode and verification 

mode (Patton, 2002). The analysis was made through a descriptive and interpretative 

approach aiming to elucidate the nature of the phenomena, in this case the process of 

identifying, developing and monitoring of indicators.  This includes defining its 

features, how it unfolds over time, and whose social or political interests are served 

by it (Elliot & Timulak, 2005). Perceptions of potentials and pitfalls of respective case 

were then investigated and analyzed to see to which of the three attributes 

(legitimacy, credibility and saliency) they relate to for different actors, and where 

there might exist trade-offs and complementarities between the attributes. In order to 

operationalize the attributes, certain aspects were explored (Table 1)12. 

 

Table 1. Operationalization of legitimacy, credibility and saliency.  The data collected was 
analyzed with specific questions in mind in order to identify perceptions of legitimacy, credibility, and 
saliency. 
 
A ttr ibute Definition Examples of questions for operationalization 
 
Legitimacy 

 
- Refers to whether an actor perceives 
the assessment process as unbiased, 
transparent and fair, and whether 
diverse stakeholders concerns have 
been taken into consideration, both in 
input and output (Clark et al. 2002; 
Girod et al. 2009; Cash et al. 2003). 
 

 
- What does the development and monitoring 
of indicators look like? Who participates and 
how? What does transparency look like? 
 
- What are perceptions of participation and 
transparency? What does it mean to different 
actors? 

 
C redibility 

 
- Refers to whether and actor considers 

options in the assessment as worth 
 

 
 
 

 
- How has the knowledge contributing to the 
assessment/indicators been validated? 
 
- Are the indicators or the knowledge 
embedded in the indicators/assessment 

 
 

 
Saliency 

 
- Refers to whether 
information/knowledge is perceived as 
relevant or of value for diverse 
stakeholder groups (Reid, 2006). 

 
- Does the assessment (outcome and process) 
meet the needs of the decision-makers at the 
scales at which they were undertaken (in 
terms of relevance and applicability?  
 
- Does the assessment meet the needs of 
decision-makers at other scales? 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
"D!Note that the attributes of legitimacy, credibility and saliency are intertwined (see theory page 18) and a sharp 
distinction between them is in practice not feasible. 

!
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Preconceived analytical categories on data collected at the earlier stages of the 

research were avoided, but as the research moved towards an end, data collection at 

this later stage served to test, further examine and verify prominent themes and 

categories (Patton, 2002). All transcriptions were coded in software Dedoose 4.8.2, 

using emergent keywords to sort quotes into themes from which general findings 

could be derived (Reed, 2008). Reflections on methods and data sources are 

interwoven with the discussion. 
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4. Results and analysis 

Each case was analyzed separately to ensure that categories and patterns emerged 

independently of the other cases. The results will be presented individually to reflect 

this division. The structure of the results therefore differs slightly between cases, 

although a similar structure has been attempted: First, it provides a context in which 

the assessment process takes place. Second, it explores how demands of legitimacy, 

credibility, and saliency of IPLCs and policy-makers have been managed in the 

process of identifying, developing, and monitoring of indicators. Third, it explores the 

outcomes of this process. Each case ends with a section analyzing how the process 

has affected perceptions of legitimacy, credibility, and saliency for stakeholders.  

Quotes and statements from interviewees, as well as specific information found in 

documents, are referred to in footnotes.  

 

4.1 Global indicators for measuring A ichi Target 18  

 

4.1.1. Context  

 

The SBSTTA and WG8(j) are two forums of the CBD that have been involved in 

developing indicators for measuring status and trends in traditional knowledge. This 

section gives insights into how actors perceive these two forums particularly in 

relation to participation and legitimacy. Proceeding sections look closer at 

participation specifically in the development of the indicators. 

 

4.1.1.2 Building legitimacy of the CBD for IPLCs 

 

The CBD has from its inception placed a rather high emphasis on involving IPLCs in 

its work in comparison to other International Conventions 13 . Whereas traditional 

knowledge, innovations, and practices have been recognized by the CBD through 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
13 Doc.70 
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Article 8(j) since 199614, it was not until year 1998, when the Working Group on 

Article 8(j) and Related Provisions (WG8J) was established that IPLC got a specific 

forum to articulate their views and concerns. Up until then, IPLCs were working 

through the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice 

(SBSTTA).  

 

Both interviews and observations revealed that IPLCs, scientists, and policy-makers 

-

where Parties argue for and negotiate their salient issues rather than advancing 

technical expert advice15. IPLCs in particular express great discontent and lack of 

trust for the forum, and the feelings of only acting as window-dressing resulted in a 

lot of frustration at SBSTTA17. 

 

The lack of profound participation, hindering IPLCs in making their voices heard, is 

primarily attributed to two concerns, as raised by interviewees: 1) the order of 

intervention that is applied and subsequent inability to influence decisions16, and 2) 
17 (See Table 2). 

 

Table 2. 
legitimacy of the SBST T A . 
 

 
Importance of order 
of intervention: 

 
The fact that we come at the end means there is no interplay... you are making it very 
unlikely that you're gonna have your views reflected      

 

towards other 
knowledge systems: 

 

(IPLC1) 

  

 here I think that is the main problem. They are the 

really have any interest in trying to int
(Policy4) 

 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
"F!JSR@"C!!>%$IG!
15 IPLC1, IPLC3, Science4, Policy1, Policy4!
"H!JSR@"C!JSR@DC!JSR@GC!JSR@WC!<$+-5$-!FC!<$+-5$-!Z!
"W!IPLC1, IPLC2, IPLC5, IPLC8, Science1, Science2, Science3, Science4, Policy3, Policy4!
!
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WG8J was established in 1998, at the fourth meeting of COP, after advocacy by 

IPLCs 18 . In WG8J, IPLCs have the same rights as parties to intervene in the 

negotiations, in contrast to SBSTTA where the floor normally is given to observers at 

the end. This positively affects their ability to influence decisions, raising the 

legitimacy of the forum remarkably. Several interviewees mentioned the influence 

that IPLCs have had on decisions and outcomes of the processes taking place within 

the forum19. For example, at the eighth meeting of WG8J, the development of a 

separate Plan of Action on Article 10(c) was initiated20. An IPLC-representative 

expressed how the recognition of a separate Plan of Action exists due to their 

previous work at the CBD and a process that started in 200821. A Plan of action on 

Article 10(c) on customary sustainable use is an important outcome of WG8J for 

IPLCs22 as TK is intimately related to the resource-use, practices, and institutions tied 

to the culture. The ability to influence such decisions then raises the legitimacy of the 

forum by addressing issues of saliency at the local level. 

 

 

4.1.2 Identifying, adopting and developing the indicators 

 

The CBD Strategic Plan for 2000-2010 was adopted in 200223  and the work on 

developing indicators was instigated. (See Fig. 4, p.36 for an overview of key events 

in the development of the indicators.) At COP724 where indicators for the global 

targets were identified, the Parties adopted the linguistic diversity indicator for 

immediate testing of monitoring of status and trends in traditional knowledge. In 

February 2005, at the tenth meeting of SBSTTA, UNESCO in collaboration with 

UNEP-WCMC was identified to further coordinate work on the linguistic diversity 

indicator, which was later accepted by COP825.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
"8!JSR@"C!>%$IF!
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23 Doc.2 
24 Doc.52 
25 Doc.32  
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[T]he languages idea 

came up in a way as a 

proxy for saying 

something about 

traditional knowledge 

and everyone felt very 

comfortable with that. 

And in part because the 

data come from 

UNESCO . So it's 

through an 

intergovernmental 

(Policy2) 

 

 

In January 2006, a Working Group on Indicators was initiated by IIFB at the fourth 

meeting of WG8J. The role of the working group was to provide the Parties with 

advice on potential additional TK-indicators to complement the previously adopted 

the task of implementing indicators for TK as too 
26. Between year 2006 and 2009 several regional workshops and expert 

seminars were organized by IIFB Working Group, involving indigenous organizations 

and representatives, the CBD-secretariat, UN-agencies (UNESCO, ILO, FAO, 

UNPFII 27 ), governmental and non-governmental representatives, and scientists. 

During these workshops a number of indicators were suggested, whereof two were 

finally adopted in 2010 at COP10 in Nagoya28: -use change and land 

, and 

 

 

It was really a great achievement to have included the land use and land use 

ve the land to develop their 

traditions it is very difficult that they keep their knowledge. So there then the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
26 Policy1 
27 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, International Labour Organization, Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 
28 Doc.49 

Box 3. L inguistic diversity as a proxy for traditional 
knowledge 

 
There is a fundamental linkage between language, traditional 
knowledge and biological diversity. Traditional knowledge about 
the environment is embedded in the complex classification 
systems, indigenous names, taxonomies and oral traditions of 
IPLCs. A loss of these indigenous languages can thus result in 
loss of traditional knowledge that is related to biodiversity and 
customary sustainable practices. This relationship has been 
strengthened from the observation that the on-going loss of 
biological diversity is paralleled and interrelated with  linguistic 
and cultural diversity and that all seem to be under threat by the 
same forces (Maffi, 2005; Gorenflo et al. 2012). 
 
Assumptions are then that a decrease or increase in linguistic 
diversity can be used as a proxy-indicator for monitoring the 
status and trends in traditional knowledge and loss of traditional 
practices that fosters and sustainably manage biological diversity. 

!
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forum [IIFB] had a fundamental role in that dialogue and understanding. 

(Policy1)  

 

An additional indicator was suggested by the Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group on 

the Review of Implementation after an evaluation of the existing indicators. This 

trends in degree to which traditional knowledge and practices are 

respected through their full integration, safeguards and the full and effective 
29 . However, 

becuase this indicator is subjective and open for interpretation of the national 

governments, and was developed outside of WG8J, it seems to have been tabled for 

the time being. 

  

The data that was to be collected for monitoring of the indicators was to be based on 

30. However, it was soon apparent that few national governments 

collect dissagregated statistics on indigenous peoples (Stankovitch et al. 2008). FAO 

and ILO that  

indicator 31 concluded that the data 

required for the operationalization of these indicators, is either not systematically 

collected or not detailed enough32.  

 

The idea for indicators was let's make use of information that we have...to not 

and so it wasn't always that there was a clear understanding of 

whether or not those organizations or those data-sets are really suitable for 

indicators (Policy2). 

 

The only indicator on which some comparable data was globally available, and on 

which work was undertaken, was the linguistic diversity indicator. However, the work 

on this indicator has halted at present at the international level due to lack of funding 

and priorities33.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
29 Doc.5 
30 Doc.5 
31 Doc.48 
32 Doc.5!
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F igure 4. T imeline of identification and adoption of T K -indicators at the C BD . 
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Decision VII/30:

 Indicator for 
immediate testing: 
Status and trends 
in linguistic diver-
sity and numbers 
of speakers of 
indigenous lang-
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 Additional 

indicators to be 
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d
 by 

WG8j.
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UNESCO-UNEP/
WCMC to develop 
indicator on Status 
and trends in 
linguistic diversity 
and numbers of 
speakers of indige-
nous languages.
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 IIFB Working 

Group on indica-
tors formed.
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Decision VIII/15:

 Welcomes 
initiative by 
IIFB to organize 
workshops on po -
tential additional 
indicators.
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 Regional 
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workshops on 
indicators.
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Philippines: 

 International 
Experts Seminar 
on Indicators 
Relevant for Indi-
genous Peoples, 
the Convention 
on Biological 
Diversity and the 
Millennium Deve-
lopment Goals.
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Philippines: 

 The Interna-
tional Technical 
Workshop on In-
dicators Relevant 
for Indigenous 
Peoples
 (Organized as 

a follow-up to the 
regional, thematic 
and international 
workshops)
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Decision X/43:

Two additional 
indicators adopted:
 Status and 

trends in land-use 
change and land 
tenure in the tra-
ditional territories 
of indigenous and 
local communities
 Status and 
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This section explores how the nature of the identification, adoption and development 

of the indicators has affected the outcomes in terms of credibility and saliency of the 

indicators. Most examples given in interviews were related to the linguistic diversity 

indicator as this is the only indicator where attempts for operationalization have been 

made at the international level. 

 

Although all stakeholders saw potential for the indicators in the form of advocacy and 

inspiration, several pitfalls were mentioned by interviewees from diverse actor 

groups. These deficits were related to 1) the use of language as a proxy for TK34, and 

2) dependency on national censuses35. This will be further explored below. 

 

 

4.1.3.1. Language as a proxy for traditional knowledge 

 

The assumption of a relationship between linguistic and biological diversity is 

perceived to truth -makers36 (See 

Box 3, p. 34). are thus credible for both 

policy-makers and scientist, as well as for IPLCs:  

 

stic diversity is associated with 

(IPLC1) 

 

of knowledge  (Policy1)  

 

similar37, the credibility and operationalization was questioned as the indicator does 

not account for non-linearity in the relationship between linguistic/biological diversity 
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as pointed out by interviewees38. One example of this is the increased urbanization of 

IPLCs and the lost connection to the land, which could lead to a decrease in linguistic 

diversity, but may not necessarily do so. As a couple of interviewees explained39, 

indigenous languages can still persist in areas of increased urbanization with a 

negative impact on biodiversity, due to cultural revitalization-movements and 

language education. However, what is most likely being lost in the urbanization-

process is the biodiversity-related language and traditional knowledge and practices of 

ecosystem management. This could potentially mean that although no greater 

decrease in linguistic diversity is noted, the loss of ecosystem-related knowledge, 

transferred greatly through everyday practices, is most likely being lost.  

 

you are not dealing with the vocabulary of the language. 

For example, how much of that is biodiversity related language versus other 

(IPLC1) 

  

Interviewees representing of IPLCs40 as well as policy-makers involved in trying to 

operationalize the indicator at a national level41, express that even if the indicator 

would have been operational, (which at present is not the case), and an increase or 

decrease in linguistic diversity could be derived from the indicator, it does not say 

much about what policies or drivers that have led to these outcomes. The indicator 

thus perceived to lack the ability to provide guidance for policy-decisions and to 

move action42. 

 

into this category of activities tha

global indicators] . But that just looks good. (Policy4) 
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4.1.3.2. Dependency on national censuses 

 

As explained by an informant, the reliance on official national records has potential to 

maintain legitimacy and credibility for national and international policy-makers as the 

censuses used are transparent, official and based on scientific quantifiable methods43. 

However, it most likely lowers legitimacy for IPLCs as participation and transparency 

of the development process is expert-led and exclusive to these stakeholders44. As 

credibility often is judged by looking at who is included in the process, this could also 

affect the credibility for IPLCs. An interviewee involved in policy and with 

experience from national census-processes explains how censuses often are biased. 

This was attributed to the fact that there often is a prior intention of the governments 

to make certain groups unheard or to disqualify specific rights attached to these 

groups. It was also expressed that such incorrect data, oftentimes, is a consequence of 

ignorance rather than political malice45. 

 

Sometimes I think that it is erroneous policies and not so much 

ere is a previous 

intention of doing the census, and in that whole process some peoples are made 

visible and others are not. (Policy1). 

 

censuses to reflect local circumstances were also raised by an IPLC-representative: 

 

If you do a statistical indicator it may say that in the trend it is improving in 

general...But we have to be careful that the indicator is not saying everything is 

hunky dory, because they may be occurring at a spatial scale that is not 

capturing our problems. (IPLC1) 

  

The difficulties of reflecting the complexity of indigenous issues through census data, 

including determining who is indigenous and what entails a local community, was 

also raised by two policy-makers at the national level46. Although national censuses 
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and records often are used in policy-processes due to their assumed transparency and 

scientific soundness, the incapability of national censuses to capture the complexity of 

indigenous languages and to establish credible baselines is a deficiency that is 

acknowledged by policy-makers knowledgeable about TK-issues.  

 

 

4.1.4 Summary of analysis 
 

SBSTTA has, over the years, proven inadequate for reflecting IPLCs views. WG8J 

provides a forum where issues that are relevant for IPLCs can be addressed, and 

procedural rights have increased the influential power over decisions that are 

specifically related to TK and indigenous issues. The ability to influence decisions is 

important for perceptions of legitimacy (Clark et al. 2002). Such ability is not only 

connected to direct decision rights but can also be influenced by for example early 

stakeholder involvement as problem-definition and problem solving are intimately 

linked (Reed et al. 2006; Reed, 2008; Capistrano et al. 2005). That the indicator-work 

was initiated by IIFB likely made the assessment process salient for IPLCs with 

subsequent affects on the legitimacy of the process and outcomes (Reed et al. 2006) 

The perceptions of relatively high legitimacy and saliency could also explain why the 

2002). 

 

Efforts to raise legitimacy and saliency for IPLCs have been balanced with efforts to 

maintain credibility for policy-makers by relying on statistical national records and 

intergovernmental organizations. However, interviews demonstrate that the lack of 

IPLCs participation in the phase of collecting data for indicator monitoring (linguistic 

diversity) has led to a decrease in credibility for IPLCs. Also, several policy-makers 

raised the issue of low credibility and legitimacy of national censuses.   

 

Although the process of identifying, developing, and monitoring indicators is highly 

valuable for raising awareness, their inability to lead to direct action was raised by 

interviewees from both IPLCs and policy-makers.  
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Table. 3. Perceptions of legitimacy, credibility and saliency and mechanisms that raises/lowers 
these attr ibutes. (C BD T K-indicators). 
 
Summary of analysis of how the different actors perceive legitimacy, credibility, and saliency of the 
assessment process, and what mechanisms that foster such perspectives. Plus signs (+) indicate 
mechanisms that raise the legitimacy, credibility, or saliency. Minus signs ( ) indicate mechanisms that 
lowers the legitimacy, credibility, or saliency. 
 
 
   

Legitimacy  
 
C redibility  

 
Saliency 

 
IPL C  

 
+ Initiative for TK-
indicators raised by IIFB. 
Early involvement of IIFB 
increased ability to 
influence problem-framing 
and goals. 
 
+ High participation in 
workshops and WG8(j) 
increase ability to influence 
decisions and outcomes. 
 
- Low participation and 
transparency of SBSTTA 
lowers ability to influence 
decisions not directly tied to 
TK. 
 
- Lack of IPLC participation 
in national censuses lowers 
legitimacy. 
 

 
+ High credibility of the 
underlying assumptions, i.e. 
the relationship between 
linguistic/cultural and 
biological diversity.  
 

kely due to relatively 
high legitimacy/saliency. 
 
- Low credibility of national 
censuses (due to lack of 
legitimacy). 

 
+ Relevant and useful for 
advocacy and claiming 
rights. 
 
- May not reflect local 
concerns (national 
statistics). 
 
 

 
Policy 

 
+ Intergovernmental forums 
(UNESCO) have high 
legitimacy among Parties. 
 
+ Official records based on 
scientifically assessed 
statistics raises legitimacy.  
 
- SBSTTA considered 

than an expert forum 

 
+ See legitimacy. (National 
censuses and 
intergovernmental process). 
 
 

 
- Do not capture the 
complexity of social-
ecological systems. 
Misses the link to 
biological diversity. 
(proxy-indicators) 
 
- Give no guidance for 
how to implement Article 
8(j).  
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4.2 Bottom-up approach: Community Based Monitoring and Information 

Systems (C B M IS) 

 

4.2.1 Context: The C B M IS initiative 
 

Indigenous peoples around the globe have their own ways of monitoring ecosystems 

and community health. They use their TK and apply and adapt new technologies, such 

as GIS, for monitoring of their TK and their territories. Community-based monitoring 

and information systems (CBMIS) are dynamic, tested and adapted over time, which 

makes them able to respond directly to community needs 47 . The needs of each 

community are different and each community chooses what is to be monitored. For 

example, the monitoring system of the Ngati Hine tribe in New Zealand is aimed at 

restoring and protecting the environment, communicating the status of the territory to 

the tribe, and maintaining TK and practices to pass them onto youth. The indigenous 

peoples of Guna Yala aims to preserve TK by monitoring the existence of TK-

holders, the conduct of intercultural education, the identification of sacred sites, and 

the scale and impact of tourism on their territories. The monitoring of the Mainyoito 

Pastoralists in Africa provides early warning of disasters such as droughts and disease 

outbreaks among people and livestock by monitoring plants, weather, and animal 

behavior48. The monitoring is thus carried out by and for the community and is aimed 

at empowering communities to act on the information that they have gathered and 

analyzed. Passing the knowledge on to younger generations is another key objective 

of the monitoring49. 

 

The IIFB Working Group on Indicators (IIFB WG on Indicators) was formed in 2006 

in order to further the work with the global TK-indicators at the CBD. Up until the 

International Expert Seminar on Indicators held in 2007 in the Philippines50, the 

members of the working group acted as regional nodes of the network, organizing the 

thematic, regional, and global workshops. After the technical workshops in the 

Philippines (2008) and Nairobi (2009)51 (see Fig. 4, p. 36), where actors gathered to 
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discuss methodologies for operationalizing the CBD TK-indicators, the working 

group was extended to include these participants. At COP11 in Hyderabad, India, it 

was decided that the future work of IIFB WG on indicators was to focus on piloting 

the national use of the indicators through projects of CBMIS in cooperation with 

Parties52. Today the network also includes members from the 10c Network53 as well 

as any other member of the IIFB interested in carrying out monitoring work. The IIFB 

WG on Indicators is now therefore often referred to in terms of the CBMIS-network.  

 

There are currently around 20 representatives from the network attending the CBD 

meetings. CBMIS is a crucial source of data if the TK-indicators of the CBD are to be 

developed and operationalized, not only at global but also at national and regional 

levels54. It was also expressed by interviewees that CBMIS is well suited not only for 

monitoring progress towards Aichi Target 18, but also for the actual implementation 

of Article 8(j) and Article 10 (c) and for the Strategic Plan in large: 

 

The thing is that these indicators [of the CBD] they were adopted...But to do it 

in separate, is like it won't give you an accepted view of the status on TK . But 

with an integral focus like with the initiative of CBMIS it can show what the 

status of the situation is and also allow countries to take action. (Policy1)  

 

 [CBMIS] has potential to achieve the biodiversity goals. This community 

based monitoring is more grounded. And since the communities themselves are 

the custodians of the biodiversity they can better monitor the biodiversity. 

(IPLC3). 

 

In addition to the work with indicators for Aichi Target 18, the network and their 

work on indicators and monitoring is also aimed at feeding into processes such as the 

United Nations Declaration on the rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and REDD+ 

safeguards 55. 
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Next section presents the CBMIS of Ngati Hine, (presented in the case study section, 

p. 22), to explore how legitimacy, credibility, and saliency can be managed through a 

bottom-up approach to developing and monitoring of indicators. Although the 

findings are case-specific the aspects present in the Ngati Hine case were also raised 

in interviews with other IPLC representatives engaged in CBMIS, as well as 

documented in reports 56 . The summary section provided on page 51 is thus not 

specific to Ngati Hine but a summary of CBMIS in general. 

 

 

4.2.3 Ngati H ine- A CBMIS-case from New Zealand.  

!

4.2.3.1. Building legitimacy, saliency and credibility at the local level 
 

As with many indigenous communities, monitoring of the ecosystem is an integral 

transferred from generation to generation. Despite a wealth of ecosystem knowledge 

within the community, some as 

previously performed by outside scientists and with minimum participation of the 

community. The extent of participation did often not 

the project, occasionally extending to data collection. 

Problem framing and analysis by scientists thus often failed to address the local needs 

or to build legitimacy and credibility of the process for the community. 

Simultaneously, such research often lacked important in-situ knowledge and had 

negative impacts on the ecosystem and its species as told by the key-informant from 

the community: 

 

and dig out their holes and so we would show them a less invasive way of using 

take place within our territories need to care about our role, our management 

of the project. (IPLC2) 
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Since Ngati Hine was not, and still is not, recognized as a legal tribe by the New 

Zealand government, the community set up an environmental organization named 

Nga Tirairaka o Ngati Hine (NTNH). Through NTNH the community developed a 

monitoring programme, designed and led by the community themselves. All 

involvement of outsider scientists today 

maintaining the ownership of the whole process at the community-level.  

 

 

4.2.3.2 Identifying, developing and monitoring of indicators 

 

Although monitoring is part of the customary management practices of Ngati Hine the 

key-informant tells how there previously was a tendency to try to act as -

, using scientific tools to demonstrate a need for change. However, 

experiencing that more highly qualified  

they decided to resort to their traditions and language which are still relatively strong, 

since the Ngati Hine is an isolated tribe. The monitoring system is now based on 

Ngati-Hine cosmology and monitors the ecosystem and traditional knowledge in a 

holistic and adaptive way57, focusing on a few cultural key-indicators (Box 4, page 

46). Keeping it simple, in order for the community to perform the monitoring is one 

of the key-criteria for CBMIS58. 
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Box. 4. The eel as an indicator- an example of a cultural traditional indicator used by 
Ngati H ine.  
  
The Ngati Hine monitoring system and framework is based on Maori spirituality which is 
directly related to the ecosystem. Culturally significant ecosystems within the Taumarere 
catchment have been identified as realms of atua (gods and goddesses)*. Within each 
ecosystem/atua realm, culturally significant species are identified. These are species relied 
upon by generations of Ngati Hine for cultural and subsistence purposes such as medicinal, 
food, adornment, housing and symbolism. The Ngati Hine utilizes an extensive amount of 
species for different customary purposes so rather than monitor all of them the community is 
focusing on a few culturally important species for each ecosystem/realm. As the health of a 
species is dependent on other species as well as on the health of the ecosystem that sustains 
it, focusing on a few key species gives a good indication of the overall health and the state of 
biodiversity. This interrelationship between indicators is indicative of Ngati Hine indicators, 
and no one indicator is relied on without the others.  
 

with the ecosystem and with other community- -
indica tuna* (eel). The tuna is apparent in many of the 
Ngati Hine ancestral stories and a livelihood supporting species for the tribe. Since the 
seventhies there has been a growing concern for the declining tuna population. Tuna travels 
through different ecosystems/atua realms through its life stages and is dependent on a 
variety of habitats. Monitoring status and trends in tuna and tuna habitat can thus give an 
indication of the ecosystem health. For example, Repo, (wetlands) that are high in nutrients, 
can sustain tuna held in boxes for a whole year, if kept healthy.   
 
The tuna is monitored and documented through a process where monitoring is part of the 
resource management. For example, the local stewards assist the juvenile elvers in their 
tiring migration from sea to rivers, by transferring them up the natural obstacle of Otira falls. 
This is a historical practice embodied in the ancestral stories and that is transferred through 
generations through traditional management practices. Monitoring tuna then, as a culturally 
significant species, fulfills various objectives: a) it monitors the health and status of tuna and 
the ecosystem in which it resides b) it assists in maintaining and transferring traditional 
knowledge through generations,  c) and manages the ecosystem through customary 
practices.  
 
 
* The following atua have been identified as culturally significant ecosystems within the 
catchment of the community: Papatuanuku- earth, soil, minerals, and underground wetlands. 
Rongomatane- cultivated foods. Tane Mahuta- forests including swamps. Tangaroa- all 
water and the living entities within, including fish and lizards. Tumatauenga- coastal tidal 
zone. Haumietiketike- wild foods. 
 
* Tuna is the Maori word for eel. 
!
!!
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Using a framework that is based in Maori-cosmology raises the credibility of the 

monitoring within the community as well as its pride. Other interviewees engaged in 

CBMIS also brought this up59. Another aspect that seems to have an effect on the 

pride for one s TK is the ability to influence decisions and policies outside of the 

community60.  

 

We used our traditional knowledge to argue that we couldn't allow any 

chemicals within our water-

(IPLC2) 

 

Since the ownership of the whole process lies within the community the monitoring 

also directly addresses issues that are salient at the local level, such as options for 

ecosystem management, strengthening and maintenance of TK and customary norms, 

and advocacy of rights. A bottom-up process then clearly enhances legitimacy as well 

as credibility and saliency for the community. The next section explores perceptions 

of CBMIS among policy-makers and scientists at national and international levels. 

 

 

4.2.3.3 Making C B M IS legitimate, credible, and salient at higher levels  

!

Many interviewees involved in CBMIS mentioned the difficulties of getting their TK 

recognized at higher levels.  

 

n for it 

[CBMIS]  (IPLC2) 

 

 (IPLC3) 

 

National recognition was acknowledged as important both for gaining financial 

support and to be able to influence decisions that might affect their communities61. 
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Making TK visible at other levels than the local is then recognized as crucial for the 

sustainability of community-based monitoring and for the maintenance of TK. Both 

the importance of transparency of information and knowledge as well as the risks with 

applying transparency principles to TK was discussed at SBSTTA17 and at WG8J8. It 

was also raised by several interviewees as a challenge for getting CBMIS accepted 

outside the local level62. A national delegate (policy-maker) attending both meetings 

and with much experience in indicator-development and monitoring expressed that 

TK needs to be as transparent as conventional science if it is to be scaled up63. This 

point was again raised by another interviewee and policy-maker at the national level64 

and global level65.  

 

I definitely think that they can make it [CBMIS] relevant from their own 

perspective, absolutely. But there is a problem with that they themselves decide 

how much [knowledge]  the national level 

too. For influencing legislation for example. (Policy4) 

 

However, several IPLCs mentioned how previous violations of trust has led to a 

certain cautiousness for sharing of ones TK as such knowledge often is directly tied to 

resources that can be exploited if made known to outsiders66.  

 

know that, it's happened. (IPLC1) 

 

Many communities in the CBMIS-network are using special models to deal with the 

risks involved in sharing of TK67. The Ngati Hine has for example developed and 

implemented a model for knowledge-sharing which 

that are to guide the extent to which knowledge is shared with outsiders. Sensitive 

knowledge, such as knowledge related to sacred sites and vulnerable or scarce 

species, is in this way kept within the community and sometimes even within certain 

families. Knowledge that is less sensitive is shared with the public. The model has 
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been successfully applied when sharing knowledge with national policy-makers, and 

seems to have been able to retain legitimacy of the process for the local knowledge 

holders while simultaneously building credibility of the knowledge at higher scales. 

The Ngati Hine have been asked by national authorities to lead a pilot project on 

monitoring and habitat enhancement for eels68 and recently asked to help inform the 

national level around fisheries management in a collaborative project between 

customary and commercial fishers. They have succeeded in affecting policy-decisions 

with direct impact on their territories. Through a cultural impact assessment, using 

TK, they put forward a case to the New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority 

ruling that use of conventional farm-chemicals cannot be used within their territories 

without the vote of the community (see quote p.47). Other interviewees involved in 

CBMIS share similar stories on how! monitoring has managed to influence national 

level governance and policy69.  

 

vernment was so closed, they wouldn't take any of our 

they are not giving us any money or any technical support or anything. 

(IPLC3) 

 

Gaining national recognition can be crucial for the sustainability of CBMIS and 

expressed as a main challenge for CBMIS70. The monitoring programme of Ngati 

Hine is at the moment based almost entirely on voluntary workers as is the case for 

most community-initiatives as expert-led assessments are still preferred71. This is not 

only related to hierarchies in knowledge systems, but is also a matter of national 

priorities: 

 

Councils are  required to report on water-quality, water-quantity, and things 

like that. They're not required to do any cultural; traditional knowledge type, 

and therefore they're not going to pay anybody to give that information. 

(IPLC2) 
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Engaging in international processes such as the CBD has however given them the 

opportunity to meet ministers from their governments and lobby their cases in ways 

that would not have been possible at home ground. This was noted at the WG8J8 

where a national delegate from New Zealand unexpectedly raised the Ngati Hine case 

as a successful example of implementation of Article 8(j). Community-organizations 

also report that they are now being invited to the National Biodiversity Strategies and 

Action Plans- consultations (NBSAP)72. Building legitimacy, credibility, and saliency 

at the local level then seems to have the potential of influencing these attributes at the 

national and international level as well. 

 

 

"#.#"!/'++012!*3!04052-6-!
 

Community based monitoring retains full ownership of the assessment process at the 

local level. The process is designed to exclusively fulfill the needs of the community 

and sharing of knowledge is done on terms of the TK-holders. Local ownership 

directly connects the monitoring to issues that are salient for the TK-holders, such as 

options for ecosystem management, strengthening and maintenance of TK and 

customary norms, and advocacy of rights. Basing the monitoring framework on an 

indigenous cosmology where knowledge is tested and adapted through an adaptive 

management approach enhances credibility for the knowledge holders. 

Simultaneously, the monitoring is connected to direct action, which also seems to lead 

to its recognition at the national level. The Ngati Hine case provides an example of 

how TK that is mobilized in ways that build legitimacy, credibility, and saliency at the 

local level, can be shared and applied at other scales through careful consideration of 

risks for knowledge sharing. It thus exemplifies a case that successfully implements 

Article 8(j) and monitor progress towards Aichi Tar

building legitimacy, credibility, and saliency has the full potential of also fulfilling 

issues of salience for policy-makers involved in biological diversity at higher levels. 

Although, no direct pitfalls were mentioned by the interviewees in relation to the 

CBMIS, challenges of mobilizing TK across scales were mentioned by several policy-
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makers. Different views in transparency of knowledge contained one such challenge. 

Also, although interviewee perceptions of CBMIS were primarily positive it must be 

acknowledged that the interviewees all have great knowledge about these issues, and 

that skepticism towards CBMIS is still a large barrier, as expressed by IPLCs. 

 
 
 
 
Table 4. Perceptions of legitimacy, credibility and saliency and mechanisms that raises/lowers 
these attr ibutes. (C B M IS) 
 
Summary of analysis of how the different actors perceive legitimacy, credibility and saliency of 
CBMIS, and what mechanisms that fosters such perspectives. Plus signs (+) indicates mechanisms that 
raises the legitimacy, credibility or saliency. Minus signs ( ) indicates mechanisms that lowers the 
legitimacy, credibility or saliency. 
 
 
  Legitimacy C redibility 

 
Saliency 

 
IPL C  

 

of the process. Community 
participation at all stages of 
the assessment process. 
 
+ Involvement of scientists 
is on the initiative of the 
community. 
 
+ Methods and models for 
access and knowledge-
sharing further strengthens 
the local ownership. 
 
 

 
+ Assessment framework 
based on an indigenous 
cosmology. 
 
+Validation of knowledge is 
made by the community, 
through an adaptive 
management process.  
 
 
  
 
 

 
+ Directly connects 
monitoring to issues that 
are salient for the 
community.  
 
+ Raise awareness, builds 
capacity, empowers, and 
provides options for 
resource management. 
 
-  Lack of national 
recognition makes it 
difficult to sustain over 
time (Barrier). 

 
Policy 

 
- 
needs to be as transparent as 

 
 
+ The direct link between 
monitoring and 
implementation on the 
ground have potential of 
raising legitimacy despite 
low transparency and 
low/none participation of 
scientists and policy-
makers. 
 
 

 
 + 
(as seen in the Ngati Hine 
eel-case) seem to raise 
credibility. 
 
- However, using TK for 
monitoring is in many 
instances not accepted by 
governments, as 
conventional scientific 
methods is the preferred. 

 
+Operationalization of 
the global TK-indicators 
at the CBD. 
 
+ Potential to implement 
Article 8(j) and 10(c) and 
the CBD targets in 
general 
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4.3 Á j jdo- Reindeer herding as an indicator for biological diversity: A parallel 

approach for mobilizing traditional knowledge 

 

4.3.1 Context:  

4.3.1.1 The cultural mountain landscape  

 

The reindeer sector needs large continuous grazing areas and this need has to be 

balanced with facilities for tourism, wind power, mineral extraction and development-

interests of mountain areas73. The diverse set of actors and their sometimes-clashing 

needs has created conflicts over the years. In Sweden, the view of reindeer grazing as 

adverse for biodiversity of the mountain landscape spread in the 1980s. It emerged in 

Mittåkläppen in Härjedalen, during a conflict between the County Board and a Sami 

village. Mittåkläppen has been used for reindeer isolation and slaughtering for two 

millennium and hence been subject to land use and vegetation changes. The mountain 

landscape and ecosystem is thus, like the agricultural landscape of southern Sweden, a 

product of the long-term interactions between humans and its surroundings. In 1983, a 

fence was built in order to contain reindeer grazing to a certain area, and when the 

fence was taken down a decade later heavy land-wear had been generated, due to the 

large concentration of reindeers. Ever since, Mittåkläppen has been used to exemplify 

the damage of reindeer grazing on biological diversity74. The debate was further 

rts of the negative effects of reindeer herding 

on the mountain-landscape.  

 

Today it is recognized that reindeer herding has positive rather than negative impacts 

on biological diversity. For example, it has been acknowledged, in the updated 

Swedish environmental objectives75, that the mountain landscape, previously regarded 

as deserted and untouched, is a cultural landscape and restrictions on the scope of 

reindeer herding risk to create loss not only in biological diversity but also in the 

cultural heritage of the landscape76. However, views that reindeer herding has a 
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negative impact on biological diversity remains part of the science-policy community 

in Sweden, which forms the context for the activities described and analyzed here.  

 

 

4.3.2 The assessment process 

 

4.3.2.1 Project initiation- building saliency for multiple knowledge holders  

 

An individual from the Sami Parliament  

Eallinbiras, raised the initiative for project Ájjdo. Eallinbiras is a programme aimed at 

implementing projects and strategies on how the Sami Parliament can work with 

environmental issues from a holistic perspective, where the environmental aspects are 

not separated from the cultural. The individual had been inspired by a previous project 

requested by the provisional government in Norbotten, where practitioners, 

researchers and reindeer herders had come together to produce two reports about 

reindeer herding and biological diversity77 . Noticing the large attention given to 

indicators by the scientific community and by national and regional authorities, the 

idea to use the reindeer and a functioning reindeer husbandry as an indicator for a 

non-fragmented landscape emerged: 

 

The migration of the reindeer from mountain to coast is a flow and if it can 

migrate the whole way and the reindeer husbandry can be exercised - then 

there is a flow! But if it gets 

traditional pastures; that would be an indicator [of a fragmented landscape] . 

(Science2).  

 

The people engaged in the previous project were contacted and the Sami Parliament 

contracted the scientist responsible for producing previous reports. The group of 

diverse actors met at the Swedish Biodiversity Centre (CBM), where the scientist was 

employed, and discussions regarding the project-description were instigated. 

Simultaneously NAPTEK, the Swedish implementation agency for Article 8(j) 
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located at the CBM, was interested in exploring methods for connecting knowledge 

systems such as science and TK. NAPTEK, which had been involved in several 

previous projects with the Sami Parliament, had received funding to carry out a 

project on knowledge-integration, and on how diverse forms of knowledge such as 

local and traditional knowledge, could be included into support for decision-making78. 

It was therefore decided that instead of only performing a literature review on existing 

scientific accounts on the relationship between reindeer herding and biological 

diversity, a parallel study bringing forward the reindeer herders own knowledge was 

were to be trained in interview techniques and research methods, and conduct 

interviews with traditional reindeer herders and knowledge-holders79. The purpose of 

this part of the project, called Boulvas Boulvvaj, was to highlight the reindeer 

herders  perspectives on the interrelationship between reindeer herding and biological 

diversity. Another important objective of the trainee programme was to transfer TK 

from older generations to younger generations of Sami reindeer herders, (which is 

coherent with the objectives of CBMIS mentioned in case 2). 

 

The objectives of Ájjdo were thus multiple as different actors with different 

perspectives and interests were involved. A project-management, consisting of two 

employees at the Sami Parliament and one employee at NAPTEK, was established.  

The project management was to lead the project and to develop a project description 

onsisting of representatives from the Sami-

parliament, the reindeer husbandry, scientists and policy-makers. The perspectives 

and salient issues of all actors were then balanced through dialogue80.  

 

fferent [perspectives 

and demands] ; because the problem from the beginning has really been that 

(Policy4) 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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W[!Focus was on accounts of the seasons autumn, autumn/winter, and winter; accounts of how the reindeer herder 
plan the herding; Accounts of reindeer pastures and the choices of pasture during different seasons; and accounts 
of other animals and plants in the pasture area as well as of weather and climatic conditions. Doc.63 
80 Science2, Policy3!
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4.3.2.2. Dialogue as a mean to build legitimacy and credibility for multiple actors 

 

Dialogue was not only important for agreeing on the purpose and form of the project 

but also in the relationship between the scientist performing the literature review and 

the trainees. Although the two studies were conducted fairly separately, at the outset 

of Boulvas Buolvvaj a training-day was organized for the three trainees with the 

purpose of making them familiar with the project description and with what might be 

wanted from the interviews. Two ethnologists, contacted by the Sami Parliament and 

familiar with the subject and with the Sami-community were to lead the training 

together with the scientist. The ethnologists were also responsible for advising the 

trainees in research methods and for compiling the material. An important objective 

of this training-day was to provide a platform for dialogue and concept sharing. 

 

Concepts from the project-description, such as traditional Sami knowledge, biological 

diversity, biological cultural heritage, ecosystem, and non-fragmented landscape, 

were turned and twisted collectively, to fit them into a Sami knowledge system, and 

the trainees participated actively in the discussions. Coming together on equal terms 

to exchange views on differences and complementarities between concepts and 

knowledge systems served to 

worldviews that underlie the divergent concepts:  

 

It was good that I was rather well-informed when we all met the first time to 

exchange concepts. Because I was talking about habitats, biotopes and 

lands  (Science2) 

 

The dialogue also helped to level out the power-inequalities between science and TK, 

enhancing the legitimacy of the process for all involved.  

 

so I had to take down all these 

they who sees it, they are the experts!...So trying to exchange perspectives 

in the end they dared to challenge me and to ask questions (Science2). 

 



! HE!

Other important facilitators in this dialogue were the two ethnologists who not only 

served as a link between the academic world and the Sami world. Their local 

knowledge and local ties were also important81 to raise legitimacy of the process for 

all involved. 

 

4.3.3. Outcomes  
 

The two studies were placed side by side in a report. No cross-validation was 

undertaken but instead each knowledge compilation was allowed to speak on its own 

terms.  

 

raditional knowledge is better or worse, or the scientific 

important thing. (Science2) 

 

Headlines, place names and concepts were left in Sami language as this was seen as 

importan

officials and society in large, but also for the knowledge- 82 . 

Although the project appears to have been well-received by both regional authorities 

and Sami reindeer herders83, the scientist also tells about the difficulties of spreading 

the report in the scientific arena (?): 

 

 one guy from Vetenskapsradion [the 

science radio] that had read it and was very positive. But he was mostly 

(Science2)  

 

Interviewees were overall positive about the process and the produced report but it 

was also mentioned 
84. The physical distance as well as funding from different sources resulted 

in the scientific study began earlier than Boulvas Boulvaj and made it challenging to 
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co-operate. It is also important to notice that differences in understandings of concepts 

and expectations on the outcomes were just as present between scientists from 

different disciplines, and between scientists and policy-makers, as between 

knowledge-holders from different knowledge systems. Dialogue was thus time 

consuming, although also perceived to be valuable85. 
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4.3.4. Summary of analysis 

 

Legitimacy of the process has been achieved through shared ownership and 

collaborative problem-framing and agenda setting. Through dialogue multiple 

saliency-demands have been managed and incorporated into the project description. 

Dialogue at all phases has also served to raise credibility of the process outcomes. 

Parallel validation, where each knowledge system is allowed to speak on its own 

terms raises credibility by bringing biases and assumptions into the open. On the other 

hand, building legitimacy for the process within the group involved, seem to have led 

to difficulties in distributing the report in particular to the scientific community. 

Working across institutional boundaries as well as across knowledge systems also 

made the process rather time-consuming. 

 
 
Table 5. Perceptions of legitimacy, credibility , and saliency and mechanisms that raises/lowers 
these attr ibutes (Á j jdo). 
 
Summary of analysis of how the different actors perceive legitimacy, credibility and saliency of Ájjdo 
(the process and outcomes), and what mechanisms that fosters such perspectives. Plus signs (+) 
indicate mechanisms that raise the legitimacy, credibility, or saliency. Minus signs ( ) indicate 
mechanisms that lower the legitimacy, credibility, or saliency. 
 
 Legitimacy C redibility 

 
Saliency 

 
IPL C/Policy  

 
+ Problem-framing, 
agenda-setting and project 
description developed 
through dialogue. Created 
a sense of shared 
ownership. (Initiation by 
the Sami Parliament 
further strengthened IPLC 
ownership) 
 
+ Dialogue between 
scientist and trainees 
increased legitimacy and 
leveled out power 
differences. Created trust. 

 
+ Dialogue and concept-
sharing between multiple 
actors and at various 
phases of the process 
created mutual learning 
raising credibility of each 

. 
 
+ Parallel validation made 
complementarities and 
discrepancies apparent. 
 

 
 

 
+Initiation by the Sami 
Parliament was important 
to make the process 
salient for TK-holders. 
 
+Collaborative problem-
framing and agenda-
setting created saliency 
for all actors.  
 
- Building legitimacy for 
the people involved in the 
process came at  cost of 
saliency as it is hard to 
spread to e.g. scientists. 
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5. D ISC USSI O N 

 

The discussion draws on insights from the three case studies presented in this paper to 

outline potentials for mobilizing TK in ways that are legitimate, credible and salient 

for both IPLCs and policy-makers. The findings demonstrate a need and potential for 

full participation of IPLCs at all stages of assessment and indicator work and suggests 

that community-based monitoring is more apt for dealing with the complexity of TK 

as well as for connecting knowledge and monitoring with action on the ground. 

Nevertheless, findings also show that challenges remain for integrating insights and 

knowledge from local monitoring into global processes. Although perceptions of 

legitimacy, credibility, and saliency were fairly coherent among the interviewees, 

with high recognition for the importance of mobilizing TK, it is important to 

acknowledge that interviewees have a deep understanding of the issues under study. It 

appears it is one thing to manage demands of legitimacy, credibility and saliency 

among actors working for the acceptance and consideration of TK (for example 

policy-makers from NAPTEK), and another to convince outside decision-makers and 

scientists of the value of mobilizing TK. The discussion concludes by suggesting a 

Multiple Evidence Based approach as a way in which IPLCs, scientists, and policy-

makers can come together and create a process of social learning in which the 

multiple demands of legitimacy, credibility and saliency are balanced through 

intercultural dialogue. 

 

 

5.1 Challenges for expert-led monitoring of T K-indicators  

 

WG8J and regional workshops have provided a more democratic forum for IPLCs to 

participate at the international biodiversity arena. Global assessments and indicators 

are important for changing behavior and to lobby for change (Clark et al. 2002; Jones 

et al. 2011) and the assessment process in itself has provided opportunities for IPLCs 

to express their issues and share their knowledge. The relatively high level of saliency 

of the outcomes and potentially even more so of the process, seem to have led to an 

acceptance of the adopted TK-indicators. However, the indicators that have been 
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adopted by the Parties must also provide timely information for making decisions 

regarding policy-interventions and management (Jones et al. 2011; Reed et al. 2006) 

and this has proven to be a very challenging task. The global TK-indicators are no 

exception, as there is frequently a disconnect between the framing and findings of 

global assessments and the on-the-ground realities (Boyd 2006). Tailoring policy-

inappropriate when dealing with complex social-ecological systems (Capistrano et al. 

2005; Maffi, 2005). 

 

Although there hardly is any literature on the degree of accuracy or precision of local 

monitoring it is often assumed that externally driven and professionally executed 

monitoring aim for a higher level of accuracy and precision than bottom-up 

community monitoring, such as in Case 2 (Danielsen et al. 2005; Reed et al. 2006; 

Danielsen et al. 2009). However, the complexity of monitoring TK can be challenging 

for outside-experts, posing high costs on the accuracy and consequently on the 

credibility of the information produced. In addition professional monitoring 

programmes are usually expensive and hard to sustain over time (Danielsen et al. 

2005; Danielsen et al. 2009) as they can be logistically, technically and analytically 

challenging, and perceived to lack relevance for decision-makers (Danielsen et al. 

2005). This was clearly demonstrated in the case of UNESCOs work on the linguistic 

diversity indicator (Case 1). 

 Obstacles for the operationalization of the global TK-indicators are not merely 

methodological or technical. Monitoring of the impact of conservation policy 

intervention is still low priority for many countries (Ferraro & Pattanayak 2006; 

Danielsen et al. 2009), particularly in developing countries where funding is scarce 

(UNEP, 2012). In addition, monitoring of policy-impacts on TK and IPLCs can be 

further deprioritized if conservation policies are in direct contrast to the needs of these 

communities (Berkes, 2004; Stankovitch, 2008). 

Both issues and decisions regarding social-ecological systems are multi-scale in 

nature and therefore strictly global monitoring or assessments are not sufficient (Reid 

et al. 2006). Although the global TK-indicators have raised some awareness of the 

decrease in indigenous languages and the relationship between biological and cultural 
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diversity it is also apparent that more focus need to be directed towards local work for 

indicators (Maffi, 2005; Ferraro & Pattanayak 2006; Danielsen et al. 2009). Case 2 

and 3 demonstrated that local monitoring not only has the potential of enhancing the 

assessment process and outcomes for the TK-holders but also can contribute to fulfill 

the needs for the biodiversity-community at national and international levels.   

 

5.2 Potentials for community-based monitoring 

 

Community based identification, development, and monitoring of indicators have 

proven beneficial in several aspects, as is further strengthened by Case 2 and 3 in this 

study. First, it demonstrates that local monitoring and indicators often are holistic and 

adaptive in nature, covering environmental, social, economic, and institutional 

aspects, which has been acknowledged as important features for sustainability 

indicators (Reed et al. 2006; Berkes, 2008; Berkes, 2009; Danielsen et al. 2009). 

Second, community-based monitoring recognizes spatial heterogeneity and addresses 

local issues and key threats, with potential for more salient, effective and democratic 

decision-making (Capistrano et al. 2005; Danielsen et al. 2005; Reed et al. 2008; 

Danielsen et al. 2009). Last, community-based monitoring has the potential of 

building local capacity and empowering communities to improve resource 

management and livelihoods while simultaneously raising awareness at higher scales 

for lobbying for rights to self-determination (Reed et al. 2008; Seixas 2006; Fraser et 

al. 2006; Danielsen et al. 2014).  

The need to move away from conventional sectorial management and extend 

monitoring from primarily biological monitoring, to include social processes such as 

values, behaviour, and institutions has been recognized at the CBD and  other 

international agreements as well as by IPLCs  (Berkes 2004; Danielsen et al. 2014; 

Duraiappah et al. 2013; Stankovitch, 2008). Understanding how values and behaviour 

can enhance biodiversity management and how different forms of institutions at 

different levels can help to facilitate biodiversity management is crucial for the 

maintenance and sustainable use of our planetary ecosystems (Duraiappah et al. 

2013). Monitoring social processes in conjunction with ecosystem change is thus 
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important to guide future decisions for ecosystem governance and management 

(IPBES 2013b).  

Most top-down monitoring schemes are established to measure either environmental 

or social objectives. The linguistic diversity indicator, as explained in Case 1, 

monitors status and trends in TK, but fails to link it to the environmental objectives of 

the CBD. Participatory monitoring schemes on the other hand monitors social-

ecological processes holistically and are often aimed at achieving both social and 

environmental objectives (Folke & Fabricius 2005; Danielsen et al. 2009; Danielsen 

tuna (eel), as 

demonstrated in Case 2 for example, aims at both managing the ecosystem in a 

sustainable way as well as maintaining TK and practices for current and future 

generations. Incorporating such social objectives in environmental agreements is 

important to make monitoring relevant to actors other than conservation biologists.   

 

In addition, the world needs monitoring and decisions that are linked to real 

contributions to improve natural resource management, and this has proven to be one 

of the many challenges for international environmental agreements (MA 2005; 

Danielsen et al. 2009) as also shown in this study (Case 1). Case 2 demonstrates how 

community based monitoring is directly connected to real world contributions as the 

monitoring itself is embedded in the life, management and institutions of the 

 connects knowledge to action, but also 

contributes to the adaptive nature of the monitoring system (Folke and Fabricius 

2005). The evolving and adaptive nature of indicators is an important trait for 

monitoring complex systems and changing circumstances (Reed et al. 2006). The 

non-evolutionary nature of the linguistic diversity indicator in Case 1 demonstrates 

how failure of the indicator to evolve, eventually will lead to decreased credibility and 

saliency for all stakeholders involved.  

 

There seem to be evidence that community-based monitoring is more effective in 

generating and implementing decisions (Danielsen et al. 2005; Danielsen et al. 2014). 

TK constantly evolves through experimentation and through learning-by-doing (Folke 

and Fabricius 2005; Berkes, 2008). Through such experimental management and 

direct interaction with the land and the resources, IPLCs can develop a sensitivity to 
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response (Berkes, 2009). Danielsen et al. (2009; 2014) argues that this is particularly 

relevant in developing countries as it can lead to quicker decision-making to solve key 

threats. Not only is it more effective in terms of the speed in which it generates 

decisions but it also has a greater opportunity than global top-down assessments to 

provide high quality decisions that are better tuned to local circumstances (Fraser et 

al. 2006; Capistrano et al. 2005).  

 

IPLCs are not always necessarily acting in ways that are sustainable (Folke and 

Fabricius 2005; Capistrano et al. 2005). Socio-economic drivers and alienation from 

traditional territories and practices can lead to a loss of traditional values and 

knowledge, as well as a loss in the capacity to respond to environmental change in a 

sustainable manner (Ericksen et al. 2005; Folke and Fabricius 2005). Monitoring, 

collecting, and interpreting of indicators can play a key educational role, raise 

awareness, and change local attitudes while simultaneously building capacity and 

empowering communities to better manage their resources and improve livelihoods 

(Danielsen et al. 2005; Danielsen et al. 2009; Fraser at al. 2006; Seixta, 2006). Aichi 

Target 18 is under Goal E of the Strategic Plan, which advocates enhancing 

implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management and capacity 

building (UNEP 2002b). Expert-led schemes contribute little or nothing to this 

objective and it is much more likely that local actors are empowered and capacitated 

when the ownership of the process remains at the local level as seen in Case 2 

(Danielsen et al. 2009). Therefore, although participatory methods often generate a 

long and comprehensive list of indicators, and the process of managing trade-offs 

when selecting a few can be time-consuming, the process of selecting indicators is in 

itself important (as seen in Fraser et al. 2006). In addition to capacity building this 

process can further lead to gaining de facto rights to land and resources, and install 

pride for ones TK (Danielsen et al. 2005;15), as clearly demonstrated in Case 2. As 

the findings suggest the ability to influence decisions and to reinstall pride are both 

aspects which are crucial for the maintenance and transfer of TK to younger 

generations.  

 

Although community based monitoring might increase legitimacy, credibility and 

saliency of the assessment process at the local level, monitoring systems that are 

autonomous, may in many instances inhibit collaboration with national authorities 
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(Danielsen et al. 2009). Collaboration with higher levels can be important so that 

policy-decisions, funding and support, can be usefully directed (Fraser et al. 2006). 

Although projects can, and to some extent must, depend on voluntary work by local 

people, savvy key-individuals often tend to leave the communities when offered better 

salaries elsewhere, posing great challenges to the sustainability of the projects. 

Community-based assessments must therefore feed into higher-level decision-making 

forums or they might be perceived as irrelevant by policy-makers (Fraser et al. 2006; 

Danielsen et al. 2013).  

 

Next section discusses the Multiple Evidence Based approach as one alternative for 

mobilizing TK across scales in ways that build credibility and salience for IPLCs and 

policy-makers without losing legitimacy at the local level.  

 

 

5.3 A Multiple Evidence Base for mobilizing traditional knowledge 

 

The process of engaging local communities alongside experts from, for example, 

social science or ecology, has the potential to enhance local capacity and 

empowerment, improve collaboration with authorities, provide more transparent, 

legitimate and inclusive decision-making, and result in two-way learning (Fraser et al. 

2006; Danielsen et al. 2009). Although history has provided successful examples of 

such collaborations there is also a strong fear among knowledge-holders for such 

processes, as unequal power-relations often has resulted in unwanted outcomes of co-

,

2008; Williams and Hardison 2013). Participation takes place within existing power 

structures and it is important not to ignore these if TK is to be successfully mobilized 

across scales (Tengö and Malmer 2012; Williams and Hardison 2013). If special 

attention is not given to such structures, participation could lead to discourage 

minority perspectives rather than empower them (Reed 2008). The participation of 

IPLCs in SBSTTA, where involvement gains them little capacity to influence 

decisions is a representative example of how participation rather acts as window-

dressing potentially creating a dysfunctional consensus. It has also resulted in 
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consultation fatigue for processes such as IPBES, (as noted in observations and 

informal conversations at SBSTTA17). 

 

The Multiple Evidence Based-approach (MEB) has been suggested as a way to 

mobilize TK in forums such as the CBD and the IPBES (Sutherland et al. 2013; 

Thaman et al. 2013). The MEB suggests that indigenous, local, and scientific 

knowledge systems are different manifestations of equally valid knowledge, and with 

traditional and scientific knowledge side by side it is possible to generate new insights 

and innovations through complementarities. 

 

 

F ig. 5. A M ultiple Evidence Based Approach. A MEB-approach empasizes co-production of 
problem-definition as well as a joint analysis of the enriched picture that emerges through the 
assessment process. Three phases are outlined in a MEB-approach: In phase 1 the problems and goals 
are defined through a collaborative manner, setting the stage for an on-going dialogue by building 
partnerships and networks at different levels. Phase 2 brings together knowledge on an equal platform 
by using parallel methods and criteria for validation of knowledge. This includes acknowledging 
diverging as well as converging evidence and perspectives across knowledge systems. In Phase 3 a 
joint analysis and evaluation of the insights is performed. This involves identifying continuing 
knowledge gaps as well as new hypothesis and potentials for future collaboration between knowledge 
systems (For a more detailed description of the MEB-approach see Tengö et al. 2014).  Source: Tengö, 
M., Brondizio, E . S., Elmqvist, T., Malmer, P., & Spierenburg, M. (2014). Connecting Diverse 
Knowledge Systems for Enhanced Ecosystem Governance: The Multiple Evidence Base Approach. 
Ambio.  
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knowledge systems, an enriched picture is created that is then jointly analyzed as a 

starting point for further knowledge generation (Tengö et al. 2014). The MEB-

approach does not only provide mechanisms for mobilizing existing knowledge for 

policy-decisions, but also provides mechanisms for co-production of new knowledge 

and learning in the context of social-ecological systems (Tengö et al. 2014). Two 

interrelated features that are particularly important in a MEB-approach are parallel 

validation and intercultural dialogue. These features are further elaborated below, 

drawing on the case studies. Case 3 in particular, can be seen as a representation for a 

MEB-approach to connecting knowledge systems, (although phase 3 of the process, 

joint analysis and evaluation, was not conducted).  

 

 

5.3.1. Parallel validation and intercultural dialogue 

 

All knowledge systems have different validation criteria, which have a role in 

affirming the legitimacy of the knowledge. Parallel approaches to validation that 

recognize and respect different understandings of the biophysical world as well as 

underlying worldviews is crucial for legitimate and respectful co-production between 

knowledge systems (Brondizio et al. 2010; Bohensky and Mauru 2011). The usual 

procedure for incorporating TK into assessments is through scientific validation 

criteria and procedures, such as peer review. It is however increasingly argued that 

such one-way processes preclude locally legitimate knowledge and disempowers 

IPLCs (Agrawal 1995; Nadasdy 1999). It also comes at a cost of the integrity and 

complexity of TK with severe impacts on both credibility and saliency (Tengö et al. 

2014) as seen in Case 1 where validation through scientific criteria came at a cost of 

the credibility and hence the usefulness of the indicator. In Case 3, cross-validation 

across knowledge systems was avoided, which seems to have led to high legitimacy 

of the process for all involved. On the other hand this also seems to have led to the 

difficulties in disseminating - still a 

long way to go for parallel validation processes to be accepted. It can also be 

speculated whether joint analysis of the produced knowledge and insights (phase 3 of 
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the MEB-approach, see Fig.5) could have raised the credibility for stakeholders 

outside of the assessment process by enhancing the co-production of knowledge. 

 

Co-production of knowledge requires true intercultural dialogue that creates trust 

between actors (Fraser et al. 2006; Stephenson and Moller 2009; Berkes 2009). All 

three cases in this study demonstrated a context of lack of trust that stems from the 

presence of a hierarchy between knowledge systems, and a presumed superiority of 

natural science and scientists as the conventional advisors on biological diversity. 

This indicates that, although there is greater emphasis on TK and other knowledge 

systems than before in international forums and assessment processes, there is still a 

need to become aware of the institutional norms of science (Agrawal 1995; Brosius 

2006). These norms influence fundamental choices such as who has the authority to 

appreciate the legitimacy of ea

Case 1 also demonstrated the ability of forums, such as workshops and networks, 

where collaborative efforts towards a common goal, have created platforms for 

dialogue and trust-building. Such dialogue entails active listening and real intention to 

(Yankelovich 1999). Reciprocity (sharing) between knowledge systems is also a 

crucial element for fruitful interactions between knowledge systems (Tengö and 

Malmer 2012).  

 

Although involving actors in dialogue can create opportunities to overcome 

differences (Reed 2006; Fraser et al. 2006) this is not always possible. Nor is it 

always desirable, as too much focus on building consensus might lead to false 

indicators are highly value-laden and will guide policy-decisions which create trade-

offs between different actors, the importance of dialogue in indicator-development 

becomes particularly important. 

 

Successful dialogue not only requires trust between actors but also requires high 

levels of self-confidence (Fabricius et al. 2006). The imposed superiority of 

conventional science has been built through centuries, and is part of the history of 
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science itself  (Agrawal 1995). This hierarchy has not only created barriers in the 

form of arrogance toward other forms of knowledge, but has also created low 

confidence in TK among the knowledge holders themselves, as was stated by several 

of the indigenous informants of this study. There is thus a need for mechanisms, such 

as community-based monitoring, where confidence in ones knowledge can be rebuilt 

in order to establish true intercultural dialogue (Fraser et al. 2006). Simultaneously, 

there is a pressing need for science to reflect on itself as a cultural practice, and to 

abandon ethnocentric processes such as scientific validation (Tengö et al. 2014). 

There is evidence that scientists involved in co-production projects have become more 

accepting of other forms of knowledge and less arrogant about science (Berkes 2009). 

Since the acceptance of local knowledge often is more dependent on a policy-

personal beliefs and attitudes toward local knowledge and community-based resource 

represents (Seixas 2006), then creating opportunities for co-production processes is 

highly relevant.  

 

Although dialogue between actors can go a long way in creating legitimate and salient 

processes, the cases in this study, in particular Case 1, highlights the importance of 

the ability to influence decisions when mobilizing TK across scales (Seixta 2006). If 

decision-making criteria that allows for IPLCs to participate on equal terms are not in 

place, dialogues and participatory processes, at all levels, run the risk of becoming 

2006). Lack of decision-rights will undermine the legitimacy of the process as well as 

for future processes that are aspiring to create collaboration and dialogue.  
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6. Conclusions  
 

In conclusion, this paper suggests that if TK is to be mobilized in ways that build 

legitimacy, credibility and saliency at multiple levels and for multiple actors, then 

institutionalization of participation of IPLCs in environmental forums and agendas 

like the CBD, need to be underlined with a shared philosophy of empowerment.  This 

calls for a need to go beyond the creation of incentives for participation, to actually 

enable IPLCs to influence the outputs and decisions that are produced (Reed 2008). 

Community-based approaches will most likely be more successful than expert-led 

global assessments in creating opportunities for empowerment of IPLCs while 

simultaneously providing great potential for monitoring progress towards Aichi 

Target 18. In addition to just monitoring status and trends in TK, it further has the 

potential of actually implementing Article8(j) and Article 10(c), by respecting and 

preserving TK and practices and promoting their wider application, while 

encouraging the equitable sharing of the benefits that arise from this sharing. 

-network through national and 

international funding and support is thus well-directed investments for projects within 

the CBD-agenda. In addition, looking towards IPLCs monitoring and information 

systems, can provide great insights not only into monitoring of traditional knowledge 

and issues, but also for providing insights into how complex interactions between, for 

example, ecosystem change and human well-being can be monitored.  This requires 

turning to more than ecological traditional knowledge and a willingness from 

scientists and policy-makers to learn from and appreciate the worldviews and values 

that underpin the knowledge systems of IPLCs (Berkes, 2008).  

 

Mobilization of TK across scales calls for a change in paradigm in what is considered 

valid and valuable knowledge. This includes a broadening of the perspective of 

environmental sustainability as a state of limits, boundaries and thresholds, to regard 

sustainability as an open-ended process of social learning (Cornell et al. 2013). Such 

shift in focus, where the process of knowledge becomes as important as the 

knowledge in itself, means that greater emphasis needs to be put on legitimacy and 

saliency and not just on the credibility of the assessment outcomes. Although the 

necessity for an alteration of such perspectives is increasingly acknowledged it is in 

many respects still hampered by scientific and academic norms and institutions that 
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shape most knowledge-policy interactions (Agrawal, 1995; Tengö et al. 2014). Hence, 

a transformation of governance systems and institutions that allow for new flexible 

forms of multilevel governance and institutional and economic support for 

experimentation and learning is needed at all levels (Folke et al. 2011; Cornell et al. 

2013). A Multiple Evidence Based approach that recognizes and cherishes a plurality 

of perspectives and validation systems, that encourages collaborative problem framing 

and agenda-setting, while bringing biases and conflicting views into the open, is a 

potential mechanism that could spur transformation towards new governance systems 

for sustainability.  

! !
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8. APPE NDI X 

 

Appendix 1. Some clarifications on the CBD  

!
 
B iological Diversity: 
from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes 
of which they are part: this includes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems.  
 
Convention on Biological Diversity: The Convention on Biological Diversity is a UN-treaty that was established 
in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 and entered into force in December 1993. The three main objectives of the Convention 
are 1) The conservation of biological diversity, 2) The sustainable use of the components of biological diversity, 
and 3) The fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic resources. The 
Convention is signed by 193 parties  
 
A ichi Biodiversity Targets: The Aichi Targets are 20 global targets under the Strategic Plan 2011-2020 that are 
to guide the Parties in their implementation of the Convention. The targets are organized under five strategic goals 
ranging from A to E. (http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/default.shtml). 
 
A ichi Target 18: Aichi Target 18 relates to traditional knowledge, innovations and practices and falls under 
strate

local communities relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their customary use of 
biological resources, are respected, subject to national legislation and relevant international obligations, and fully 
integrated and reflected in the implementation of the Convention with the full and effective participation of 

 
 
A rticle 8(j): Article 8(j) is a cross-cutting programme and part of the Convention text that specifically addresses 
the importance of traditional knowledge for the conservation of biological diversity. The Article states that each 

practices of indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and 
sustainable use of biological diversity and promote their wider application with the approval and involvement of 
the holders of such knowledge, innovations and practices and encourage the equitable sharing of the benefits 

 
 
Working G roup on article 8(j) and related provisions (W G8j): Working group that specifically addresses 
implementation of Article 8(j). The group was established in 1998 at the fourth meeting of the Conference of the 
Parties (COP4). WG8j is open to all Parties, and IPLCs representatives play an active role in the group.  
 
A rticle 10(c): Article 10(c), as part of Article 10 on sustainable use of components on biological diversity, states 

cultural practices that are compatible with conservation or sustainable use requirements. 
 
Conference of the Parties (C OP): The governing body of the Convention which makes decisions regarding 
implementation of the Convention.  
 
 
Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBST T A): The SBSTTA is to provide the 
Conference of the Parties (COP) and other subsidiary bodies of the Convention, with timely advice and 

representatives competent in relevant field of expertise. The body produces assessments of the status of biological 
diversity and of the types of measures taken to implement the Convention, as well as respond to questions that the 
COP may put to the body. withhttp://www.cbd.int/sbstta/default.shtml 
 
 
 
! !
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Appendix 2. List of interviewees 

!
!

Self-assigned title: 

 

IPL Cs- Indigenous Peoples and Local 
Communities representatives 
 
Policy- Includes policy-workers at 
national and global level, such as 
national delegates and personell of the 
Secretariat of the Convention on 
Biological Diversity.  
  
NS- Natural scientist  
 
SS- Social scientist  
 
ND- National delegate 
 
Case-appurtenance 

 

A T18- Respondents involved in CBD-
processes and Aichi Target 18 (7 
respondents). All respondents were 
present either at the WG8(j)-meeting 
and/or the SBSTAA17 meeting.  
 
C BD/SBST T A- Respondents attending 
only SBSTTA17 
 
C B M IS- Respondents with experiences 
from Community Based Monitoring and 
Information Systems (7 respondents) 
 
Context- Respondents with experiences 
of IPLCs-issues, TK, or IPLCs 
involvement in global policy-processes. 
 
RD- Respondents involved in the 
reindeer case. 
 
 
 

 
 Type of interview: 

 

F- Formal interview conducted with intervieguide. Recorded. 
 
I F- Informal interview, conversational structure. Not recorded. 
 
W- Written contact 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

Respondent Self-assigned 
 title 

Case-appurtenance  Type of 
interview 

IPL C1  IPLCs (NS) AT18/CBMIS F 

IPL C2  IPLCs AT18/CBMIS F 

IPL C3  IPLCs AT18/CBMIS F 

Policy1  Policy/SCBD AT18/CBMIS F 

Policy2  Policy/SCBD AT18/CBMIS F 

Policy3  Policy (ND) AT18/CBMIS/RD F 

Policy4  Policy (ND, NS) AT18/CBMIS/RD F 

Science2  NS CBMIS/RD F 

Science3  SS Context F 

Science7 SS RD F/W 

Science8 SS RD F/W 

IPL C4  IPLCs (NS) Context IF 

IPL C5  IPLCs (SS) AT18/CBMIS IF 

IPL C6  IPLCs AT18/CBMIS IF 

IPL C7  IPLCs AT18/CBMIS IF 

IPL C8  IPLCs AT18/CBMIS IF 

Science1  NS Context IF 

Science4  SS AT18/CBMIS IF 

Science5  SS AT18 IF 

Science6 NS (ND) CBD/SBSTTA IF 

!
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Appendix 3. Documents used for document review. 
!
f!>%$/&-5*.!)-2-))-0!*%!+5!*3-!'('-)!
!
No. Document Year Explanation 

 
 C ASE 1:    

 
  

C BD-D O C U M E N TS 
 

  
 

1 Living in Harmony with nature 2010 Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020. 
 

2* UNEP/CBD/COP/6/20/Part 2 
Strategic Plan Decision VI/26 

 

2002 Report on the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the 
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity. 
Strategic Plan 2000-2010. 

3 CBD- the first years 
 

- Timeline of the first years (1987-2006) of the CBD. 

  
D O C U M E N TS O N T K -
INDI C A T O RS A T T H E C BD 
 

  
 
 

4* UNEP/CBD/WG8J/8/3 2013 In-depth dialogue on thematic areas and other cross-

systems and science, such as under the IPBES, 
 

 
 

5* UNEP/CBD/WG8J/8/9 2013 Indicators relevant for traditional knowledge and 
customary sustainable use. 
 

6 UNEP/CBD/WG8J/7/10 2011 Development of indicators relevant for traditional 
knowledge and customary sustainable use. 
 

7 UNEP/CBD/WG8J/7/INF/6 2011 
 

Compilation of views on the development of 
indicators on secure land tenure and a summary of 
other initiatives concerning indicators relevant for 
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