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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: The integration of Indigenous and Local Knowledge (ILK) and the involvement
Foresight of Indigenous peoples and Local communities (IPLCs) in the making of the
Indigenous futures are strongly encouraged by the implementation of processes such as
Arctic participatory scenarios. This article critically examines efforts within this area in
Participation Arctic regions by analysing how ILK integration occurs and what agency IPLCs
Integration have in this process. We identify three different foresight arenas where futures
Indigenous and local knowledge are manufactured, namely: the global reviewing, foresight forums, and local

participatory foresight arenas. IPLCs have been integrated; however their agency
remains limited. Instead of allowing IPLCs to offer innovative foresight
methods, define foresight files specific to Indigenous priorities and concerns,
and develop alternative futures, this integration in fact constrains ILK by
enforcing a Western paradigm. We also identify two distinct strategies for
Indigenous people to promote their own futures and strengthen their influence
over the process of making decisions about the Arctic. The first is a battle of the
futures where IPLCs compete with other stakeholders within the arenas’ existing
frameworks to ensure that their interests are adequately addressed. The second
involves decolonizing futures by emancipating their production from the
frameworks of the arenas and creating new space for ILK paradigms.

1. Introduction

In 2020 the global report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem services published by the International Science-
Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) recognized that the visions, perspectives,
rights, and knowledge of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs) were not being adequately
considered when developing future scenarios. IPBES has been encouraging foresight researchers examining
future trajectories to develop scenarios and models that mobilize and engage Indigenous and local knowledge
(ILK) since 2016 (IPBES, 2016). The influence of IPLCs and their knowledge on the governance of their
ancestral territories and natural resources has increased since the 1980 s (Johannes, 1989) with the support of
the Convention on Biological Diversity and international organizations such as UNESCO and the IUCN, and
more recently, the IPCC and IPBES (IPCC, 2020; Lam et al., 2020; McElwee et al., 2020; Nadasdy, 1999).
According to the latter, ILK “is formed through IPLCs’ direct dependence on their local ecosystems, and
observations and interpretations of change generated and passed down over many generations, and yet adapted
and enriched over time” (www.ipbes.net) but also encompasses territorial and resource management systems,
social institutions, and beliefs (Berkes, 1999). The value of ILK is also increasingly acknowledged by
scientists, enhancing the recognition of ILK holders and their political rights.

The Arctic has gradually become an important area of focus for foresight studies because it faces a number
of challenges including global warming, which is likely to affect the Arctic more severely than other regions
of the planet (Bintanja, 2018; Spielhagen et al., 2011), leading to significant effects on its ecosystems and
populations. The field of foresight studies encompasses a diverse set of methods and goals; it does not strive
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to “[predict] the future but to open a discussion on the diversity of possible futures” (Lumbroso, 2019, p.15).
For Flynn et al., (2017, p.50), foresight is a “contextual snapshot” that reveals the makers’ priorities and
concerns. It is also a governance tool in which certain views and representations of the world are imposed to
facilitate thinking about issues and solutions (Chateauraynaud & Debaz, 2017b). For scientists, foresight has
become a major tool for examining the futures of ecological systems in relation to global change and
conservation or ecological management measures (Coreau et al., 2009; Oteros-Rozas et al., 2015). The making
of futures thus depends on knowledge as well as political visions, worldviews and epistemologies.
Accordingly, Lumbroso (2019, p.95-96) defines the manufacture of futures as: “the set of practices that
produce promises about the future and the material forms in which these promises are embodied; the networks
associated with these practices and with the circulation of the promises, and the power relationships between
them; and the dynamics of competition between rival promises, which lead to the predominance of some
promises in shared representations of the future and to the exclusion of alternatives”.

Integrating ILK into the making of futures via processes such as participatory scenario making could
improve the quality of future scenarios by incorporating knowledge of the environment accumulated over
centuries while also empowering IPLCs by maximizing the visibility of their interests. However, this irenic
vision of integrating ILK with science has been questioned since the 1990 s by multiple authors working in
the fields of development (Agrawal, 1995) and natural resource management (Nadasdy, 1999). We
hypothesize that the integration of ILK in foresight research and IPLCs’ engagement in the development of
future scenarios are limited by the same factors. Our overall objective is therefore to understand how ILK
integration occurs in the manufacture of futures and what agency IPLCs have in this process. More specifically
this essay aims to: (i) characterize the place of IPLCs in the arenas where Arctic foresight is debated and
crafted; (ii) analyse current perspectives and pathways for including ILK in foresight studies; and (iii) invite
stakeholders in futures-making processes to position themselves with respect to the real expectations of
integrating ILK and/or IPLCs into the making of one or several Arctic futures.

To this end, we postulate that there are three different foresight arenas in which futures are manufactured;
the first part of this essay describes these arenas. We then review the critical literature on the integration of
ILK with nature conservation to give the reader an overview of the constraints, limitations, and issues
associated with integrating ILK into science and natural resource management. Third, we describe how IPLCs
and their representatives are integrated into the manufacture of futures in each foresight arena. Finally, based
on our analysis, we identify two distinct strategies by which Indigenous communities could participate in
futures-making: the battle of the futures and the decolonization of futures.

2. Three foresight arenas for futures-making in the Arctic
We postulate there are three main arenas in which futures for the Arctic are made: the global reviewing

foresight arena, the foresight forums arena, and the local participatory foresight arena (Fig. 1). Each has its
own goals and approaches and may not involve the same groups of stakeholders. Multiple strategies could be
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Fig. 1. Three foresight arenas for futures-making and the place of IPLCs.
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Table 1

International forums examined to characterize the foresight forums arena. The information on the Arctic frontiers 2020
and EU Industry Week 2021 events was insufficient to estimate the proportion of representatives of Indigenous
organizations in the programmes or not available (NA).

Presentations given by IPLCs’ Duration

N°  Forum Year Place representatives (as a % of the total in
number) days
1 Arctic circle 2015 Reykjavic, Iceland 6 3
11" ministerial meeting of the Rovaniemi,
2 Arctic Council 2019 Finland 42 2
3 Arctic circle 2019 Reykjavik, 1 4
Iceland
4 Arctic frontiers 2020 Tromse, Norway ~ NA 5
Polar Week (Polar institute, Virtual (COVID-
> Wilson Center) 2020 19) 4 >
Science and Geopolitics  of .
6  Himalaya-Arctic-Antarctic 2020 Y;;mal (COVID- 2
(SaGHAA)
7 Arctic future symposium 2020 Y;mal (COVID- 3
8  EU Industry week 2021 Y;mal (COVID- gy 4
9  Rovaniemi Arctic Spirit 2021 ~ Rovaniemi, 15 3
Finland

used to integrate IPLCs and create a dialogue between Western and Indigenous knowledge systems and values,
each of which could lead to differing levels of Indigenous participation and empowerment. The global
reviewing foresight arena includes national, supranational and international governing bodies that collaborate
in the making, reviewing and use of scenarios and models to implement guidelines and policies that are
expected to favour the adaption of human societies and their environment to future issues. The foresight forums
arena is where scenarios and models are displayed and debated within a group of stakeholders with access to
the arena. Finally, the local participatory foresight arena is where scenarios and models are produced in
collaboration with diverse local stakeholders, including Indigenous ones, to define issues and anticipate future
challenges at the local scale. These arenas are naturally connected with each other and there are opportunities
for groups or individuals to circulate between them and for knowledge transfer. Some stakeholders are active
in all arenas and some are initially active in only one or two but may gain access to others over time.

To understand and analyse how Arctic futures are produced and discussed with IPLCs in each arena, we
examined a wide range of material. We paid particular attention to the definition of the foresight files, i.e. the
objects that concentrate the dynamic of the discussions to create the expectations on which the production of
futures is based (Lumbroso, 2019; Treyer, 2006). For the global reviewing foresight arena, we chose five
reports produced by inter- and supranational bodies that focus on foresight and/or Arctic futures. Two of them
concern global environmental issues including biodiversity conservation (IPBES, 2019a, 2016) and climate
change (IPCC, 2020), while the other two are strategic plans for the Arctic region produced by the European
Union (EU) (European Commission, 2021) and the Arctic Council (Arctic Council, 2021). We analysed the
main issues raised in the different assessments and recommendations as well as the place given to IPLCs in
each case.

For the foresight forums arena, we selected nine international conferences (Table 1) that took place between
October 2015 and November 2021. Most of them focused exclusively on Arctic regions, but two — SaGHAA
2020 and the EU industry week 2021 — had a broader focus, so only specific relevant panels from these
conferences were considered. These conferences were chosen because they had an international audience, were
conducted in English, and were filmed. This enabled us to perform a systematic analysis of past conferences
and those held during the COVID-19 pandemic. As academics, we have considerable experience in this arena
and have attended many conferences over the last decade. However, we included only one conference that we
attended physically in our selection (Table 1). The numbers of presentations at the conferences varied widely,
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from 19 to 889. We analysed their programmes to identify the attending stakeholders and organisations as well
as their roles at these meetings to understand who had opportunities to expose visions, strategies, scenarios, or
models. The foresight files were identified by analysing the subjects of the thematic sessions and round tables.

Finally, for the local participatory foresight arena, we chose four recently published case studies in which
workshops were organized by researchers to (co-)produce scenarios together with Indigenous communities.
The four case studies collectively cover the entire circumpolar North: one focuses on northern Sweden (Nilsson
et al., 2015), one on the Canadian Arctic (Falardeau, pp. - et al., 2019), and two on the Russian Arctic (Petrov
et al., 2021; Stephen et al., 2019). It was important that the methodologies and workshop designs of the case
studies were thoroughly described to enable identification of the foresight files (i.e., the main objects discussed
during the workshops) and to facilitate detailed analysis of the IPLCs’ levels of participation.

3. Integration of ILK and IPLCs in nature conservation: an old debate

The process of integrating ILK and IPLCs in nature conservation has been debated since the 1990 s and
has generated an important critical literature. Since the 1980 s, conservation has involved many Indigenous
peoples across the North as a way to increase their influence on management and increase the efficiency of
nature conservation (Notzke, 1995). This process has been analysed in depth in social sciences to decipher
possible biases and power relations, so this review will provide valuable guidance on what is currently known
about dynamics that exist today in each foresight arenas.

There has been a genuine international strategic shift in recent decades that has emphasized the recognition
and legitimacy of Indigenous and local knowledge, promoting its consideration and the inclusion of new
stakeholders in management processes to represent visions other than that of Western sciences (Berkes, 1999;
Figgis, 2003). This has raised hopes for the emergence of innovative governance patterns that could be
emancipatory for IPLCs, especially at the international scale (Brockington et al., 2008; Figgis, 2003).

Despite a global Indigenous will for democratic decentralization, the integration of IPLCs in nature
conservation has historically only seemed possible insofar as it does not challenge the structure of the dominant
science-based model (Figgis, 2003). Despite sincere efforts, the integration of Indigenous representatives in
the management of natural resources of their land has ultimately led to institutionalization, an exclusion of
political and ethical considerations of the integration process, a bureaucratization of indigenous communities,
and the extension of state power without creating any viable alternatives (Nadasdy, 2005). Several authors
have presented explanations for this trajectory and tried to clarify how new types of knowledge can be
integrated into professional scientific management. Although ILK is assumed to be qualitative, experience
based, holistic and oral (in contrast to science, which is seen as quantitative, analytical and literate) ILK has
often been treated as an additional “set of data” to complement or be fitted into an existing management regime
without necessitating any change of paradigm (Agrawal, 1995; Nadasdy, 1999). In addition, the integration of
IPLCs has been structured by power hierarchies that favour processes of compromise, negotiation, and
compensation in which it is generally incumbent on Indigenous representatives to make themselves understood
by managers and state authorities rather than the opposite (Biischer et al., 2012; Brockington et al., 2008;
Sandoval, 2000). The integration of IPLCs into Western management models based on specialized
bureaucracies has also led to a compartmentalization of knowledge and worldviews, and by extension,
governance (Nadasdy, 1999). Moreover, integrating such bureaucracies has commonly been interpreted to
mean integrating various specialist offices that each address one particular aspect of the environment rather
than understanding the environment as a whole. Finally, participating in nature conservation has entailed
joining discussions that are usually organized by scientists and natural resources managers who define the
relevant issues and mediate dialogue in offices and conference centres. Consequently, ILK integration has
often failed to disrupt colonial patterns and give IPLCs true agency in nature conservation (Biischer et al.,
2012; Muller, 2003).

The integration of ILK in nature conservation and its many links with other fields of natural resources
management appears to be closely connected to the coloniality of the institutions currently in charge of these
issues. By acknowledging and analysing the power relations embedded into integration mechanisms, many
authors have found that Indigenous participation has produced few real benefits. Some have even argued that
participation is currently not about creating alternatives but legitimizing decisions from the power centre
(Nadasdy, 2005). What seems quite clear is that there cannot be one single form of integration that fits all
Indigenous and local contexts and stakeholders.
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This short review of ILK integration with science in nature conservation and management provides a
framework for examining how IPLCs and their representatives are integrated in each foresight arena

4. The integration of ILK in the futures-making
4.1. The global reviewing foresight arena

The global reviewing arena is where foresights made at the global or regional level are assessed and
reviewed. It draws on the output of organisations operating at multiple levels (national, supranational, and
international) with the objective of influencing, supporting, or implementing new guidelines and policies for
the future. The material we studied originates from four organizations that focus closely on the Arctic. The
main foresight files discussed in this arena were: sustainable development, geopolitics, natural resource use
and business development, climate change mitigation and adaptation, and biodiversity conservation (Arctic
Council, 2021; European Commission, 2021; IPCC, 2020; IPBES, 2019b, 2016). Each organisation’s reports
promoted priority files relevant to its own agenda (e.g. biodiversity conservation for IPBES or geopolitics for
EU). However, climate change mitigation and adaptation was identified as a foresight file in all reports.

All four organisations highlight the importance of taking ILK into account and including IPLCs in the
production of the Arctic future in all of their foresight files. They mainly refer to using ILK when assessing
current changes (climate change, land encroachment, landscape change, technology, etc.) and emphasize a
desire for Indigenous stakeholders to participate in and benefit from the implementation of new solutions in
areas such as land-use planning, sustainable development, biodiversity conservation, and food security
(European Commission, 2021; Hurlbert et al., 2019; IPBES, 2019a). Indigenous representatives are now an
integral part of the various bodies that discuss the future of the Arctic in this arena, all of which address
Indigenous issues in their policies and guidelines.

IPBES has become a major actor in this arena and a strong advocate for the integration of IPLCs in
developing future scenarios. According to IPBES, it is critical that IPLCs collaborate and participate with
“other relevant stakeholders, policymakers and scientists to generate novel ways of conceptualizing and
achieving transformative change towards sustainability” (IPBES, 2019b, p.44). This collaboration is expected
to involve implementing a dialog between different knowledge systems “on topics relevant to [IPBES” (IPBES,
2016). IPBES has identified several key knowledge gaps relating to the participation of IPLCs within the arena,
in areas including the integration of ILK and participation of IPLCs in environmental governance, the
heterogeneity of IPLCs’ visions and IPLCs themselves, and methodologies for including ILK in scenarios and
models. IPBES also clearly states that work in this arena should be for, by and in collaboration with IPLCs.

The material from the IPCC and the European Commission does not address the development of future
scenarios as directly as that from the IPBES. However, it does deal with future issues through climate and
landscape change assessments and plans for adaptation, mitigation, and development. Both organisations
actively advocate the integration and participation of IPLCs and the mobilization of ILK (IPCC, 2020; Hurlbert
et al., 2019). For the IPCC, the involvement of IPLCs as the communities most vulnerable to climate change
increases the likelihood of maximising co-benefits in governance (IPCC, 2020). Meanwhile, the European
Union’s new Arctic policy is presented as being designed to improve the living conditions of Arctic inhabitants
by including young people, women, and Indigenous peoples in Arctic decision-making on topics such as
innovation and research, job creation, digital skills, and education (European Commission, 2021). The new
Integrated European Arctic Policy for the Arctic is structured around three main axes: international cooperation
and security, climate change, and sustainable development, all of which are supposed to include Arctic
inhabitants (European Commission, College meeting, April 2016).

The Arctic Council is slightly different as it assumes an important place for the Arctic’s Indigenous peoples
in the different governance bodies. It does not produce scenarios per se but strongly advocates for the
participation of IPLCs in various expert groups to address Arctic challenges and future issues. The Arctic
Council’s Strategic Plan for 2021-2030 includes guidelines for including more Indigenous perspectives on
climate change, ecosystems management, the marine environment, and social and economic development and
knowledge, including the co-production of knowledge based on different knowledge systems to increase the
relevance of decision-making (Arctic Council, 2021).

The studied material indicates that the general idea of integration is being advanced within the global
foresight arena but many challenges remain. All four organisations acknowledge the importance of using ILK
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to meet the organisations’ needs and achieve their goals. For them, ILK and IPLCs’ participation offers many
advantages when producing promises about the future.

However they are also caught in numerous contradictions. All four organisations address regional or global
(e.g. climate change) issues but acknowledge that ILK and IPLCs’ participation are diverse and locally
relevant. All also highlight ILK and IPLCs’ participation in developing global solutions but admit that this
participation and the resulting solutions should have local benefits. Finally, even though this arena lacks
assessment of the real impacts or transformative consequences of integrating IPLCs, all four organisations
promote their approach as being successful and increasing the quality of their decision-making processes.

4.2. The foresight forum arena

The foresight forums arena consists of forums where groups of stakeholders gather, discuss, confront, and
debate visions, strategies, scenarios, or models. There are many conferences and symposiums on the Arctic
across the northern hemisphere focusing on different fields with national or international audiences. The
participants of the nine forums we reviewed and assisted were academics (mostly from European and North
American universities), policy makers (mostly at national and supranational levels), private sector actors
(linked to development activities), and Indigenous organizations’ representatives.

In these forums, the different stakeholders meet to clarify issues and convince other members or reach
compromises in order to implement a specific strategy. Inviting Indigenous participants to the conferences
helps to diversify the visions and strategies for current and future issues relating to the Arctic. This arena is
thus supposed to offer opportunities to listen, and be listened to, in discussions about the stakeholders’ visions,
concerns, needs and perspectives. This arena also features conversations, debates, and confrontations relating
to the differing expertise of academics, policy makers, private stakeholders, and IPLCs as participants seek to
combine different types of knowledge and visions on an issue. Each stakeholder also generally believes that
the arena should focus on his/her specific vision, strategy, scenario, or model, and tries to convince the other
stakeholders of this.

Table 1 shows the effective participation of Indigenous organizations’ representatives in this arena based
on the proportion of presentations delivered by such representatives at each conference. In general, indigenous
representatives deliver fewer presentations than stakeholders from other categories (academics, policy makers,
and private sector actors) and their involvement varies widely. The participation of representatives of
Indigenous organizations at the 11th ministerial meeting of the Arctic Council was very high (42%), which is
quite unusual in this arena but can be understood given the prominent place of IPLCs in the Arctic Council.
Conversely one conference had no Indigenous representatives in its programme (SaGHAA, 2020).
Representatives of Indigenous organizations did participate in all of the other conferences, in accordance with
the integration of IPLCs advocated within the global reviewing foresight arena, albeit in rather low numbers
(between 0% and 15%, Table 1). Interestingly, the participation rate of Indigenous representatives increased
between the two Arctic Circle conferences (2015 and 2019), reflecting the general trend of inviting more
Indigenous peoples to participate in this arena. In addition, while the inclusion of IPLCs in the foresight forum
arena is clearly increasing, only a few Indigenous organizations attend regularly, with the most active being
the Inuit Circumpolar Council, the International Centre for Reindeer Husbandry, Sami parliaments and the
Sami Council. Some even gave multiple talks at the same conference — for instance, the president of the Finish
Sami parliament intervened three times during the Rovaniemi Arctic Spirit 2021 conference. This is suggestive
of a hierarchy of perceived legitimacy among Indigenous organizations.

The main foresight files that were discussed at the nine conferences were climate change, economic
development, social development, geopolitics (security and cooperation), local governance, and Indigenous
worlds, each having different apparent degrees of importance. The representation of Indigenous speakers
seemed to vary by topic; they were over-represented in sessions dedicated to Indigenous worlds and totally
absent in sessions about geopolitics. We also noticed that panels chaired by representatives of Indigenous
organizations were extremely rare. This means that there were few sessions with topics that were chosen by
Indigenous organizations and where they controlled, organized, and coordinated discussions. As in the global
reviewing foresight arena, Indigenous organizations were definitely involved in this arena but largely as guests
rather than hosts. Despite being highlighted during the cultural and social events of these forums, they were
clearly still marginal stakeholders that were only able to discuss conference topics in foreign languages, in
conference rooms within cities, using very precise technicalities and modalities that require specific skills to
fit with the arena’s operations.
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4.3. The local participatory foresight arena

The local participatory foresight arena is the third arena we identified as being important in participatory
scenario-making involving IPLCs. Acknowledging the lack of diversity in scenario-construction and the
frequent use of top-down approaches, we investigated a variety of views and issues to obtain a comprehensive
picture of how people inhabiting Arctic regions are included in the construction of possible futures (Nilsson et
al., 2021). This arena is mainly lead by researchers who organize workshops to develop scenarios and co-
produce models with diverse stakeholders, including IPLCs. A diversity of views and issues is thus strongly

emphasized.

Table 2.

Participation of IPLCs in the workshops chosen as case studies

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4
Title The Russian Arctic by A novel approach for ~ Uncertain futures: The Blue Action.
2050: Developing co-producing positive  changing Global Environment
Integrated Scenarios scenarios that explore ~ Context of the European  scanning workshop
(Petrov et al., 2021) agency: case study Arctic. Report of a and report 2

Basis for selecting
participants

Objectives

Coproduction of
objectives

Imposed foresight
files

Co-produced
foresight files

Combination of
quantitative and
qualitative data
Reflexivity on
methods

Profession

To identify key driving
forces of the future of the
Arctic zone up to 2050

No

Economic development;
Arctic shipping;
Indigenous people’s
livelihoods; climate
change

NA

Yes

Yes

from the Canadian
Arctic

(Falardeau et al.,
2019)

Profession, possession
of ILK

a) To develop positive
scenarios to determine
concrete human
agency; b) to co-
identify drivers of
change

No

Governance;
economic
development; climate
change

No

Yes

scenario-building
workshop in Pajala,
Sweden

(Nilsson et al., 2015)
Profession

To identify drivers of
change

Yes

Climate change;
Sustainable
development; Security;
Arctic cooperation

No

Yes

Yes

(Stephen et al., 2019)

Profession, scale of
actions

a) To promote
cooperation between
stakeholders; b) to
adapt to impact of
climate change and
uncertain
development; ¢) to
create new economic
opportunities

No

Climate change;
economic
development; energy
resources; Arctic
geopolitics; policies
No

Yes

Yes

The authors of the four workshops chosen as case studies focused on local perceptions of what is relevant
according to the participants. We examined how the participants and their knowledge were mobilized in the
workshops and the possible biases of the process (Table 2). All of the participants of the four workshops were
selected based on their professions, except for in study 2, where Inuit elders were included because of their
knowledge. The common objective of the workshops was to identify drivers of future change. For Falardeau
et al. (2019), this helped to determine the agency of Indigenous stakeholders, while Stephen et al. (2019)
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argued that it favoured local adaptation and economic opportunities. With the exception of study 2, all of the
workshops imposed foresight files focusing on two issues as dominant concerns for the future (Table 2):
development and climate change. For instance, the objective of the workshop conducted by Petrov et al., (2021,
p.307) was Russian-Norwegian “bilateral cooperation in developing the Barents Sea petroleum resources”. In
this case, the futures had to be considered in terms of the development of a fossil resource industry, which
heavily framed the scenario, even with IPLCs. Conversely, Falardeau, pp. -, p.3) et al. (2019) implemented a
more open method where the participants had to imagine positive futures to “foster a sense of agency,
innovative thinking” to create transformative initiatives. Interestingly, however, this more open method of
coproduction produced foresight files very similar to those from the other three cases. It is notable that in all
four studies, participants were required to discuss futures based on an academic diagnosis of the context.
However, all four teams of authors were very conscious of the limitations and gaps in their methodologies as
well as their tendency to reproduce power relations existing outside the arena relating to (among other things)
gender and racial issues as well as differences in social, economic, symbolic and cultural capital.

The local participatory foresight arena is the most inclusive arena for IPLCs due to the wide use of
participatory scenario-making in research projects. This arena actually creates a space for dialogue between
different stakeholders (IPLCs, extractive businesses, policy makers, etc.), hopefully with a long-term
perspective. Such opportunities are quite rare for Indigenous peoples, who generally have limited agency in
the making of the futures of their own regions (Falardeau et al., 2019; pp. -; Nilsson et al., 2017; Petrov et al.,
2021). By combining quantitative and qualitative approaches, participatory scenarios engage IPLCs with the
analysis of changes, developments, and visions for the environmental, political, and economic spheres in the
Arctic. This process can highlight unexpected concerns that may become key drivers or uncertainties in a
model that would not otherwise be recognized (Nilsson et al., 2021, 2017). Participatory scenario development
involves including heterogeneous participants and allowing them to develop their own future visions to
generate diverse inclusive scenarios (Falardeau et al., 2019; pp. -; Petrov et al., 2021). This arena thus generates
comparatively concrete and context-dependent interpretations of Arctic issues and solutions (Nilsson et al.,
2017).

However, like the two other arenas, the local participatory foresight arena is structured by several biases
and power relations that inevitably influence the production of knowledge and scenarios. All of the
participatory scenarios concerning Arctic futures from the workshops were created under a specific vision that
defined what issues would be discussed; most of the chosen issues were related to the economy. However, the
organizers of the workshops were very aware of the limitations of their methods and receptive to reflexivity
(Table 2). This was actually the only arena where such issues were truly integrated into the process in an effort
to identify innovative methods for altering or eliminating power relations and developing a more
transformative approach to futures-making (Zurba et al., 2021; Chateauraynaud & Debaz, 2017a; Inayatullah,
2013; Nuttall, 2012). Despite this reflexivity, the discussions that happened in the arena were still held within
a Western paradigm and infused with political goals that extend beyond the local participants’ realities.

Although the scientists of the third arena made breakthroughs in integrating new systems of knowledge
into their projects, there are still structural boundaries that support the colonial backdrop (Zurba et al., 2021).
It is thus very difficult to assess to what extent ILK are truly integrated and what kind of alternative futures
could emerge as a result (Flynn et al., 2017). Oteros-Rozas et al. (2015) argued that the main limit of
participatory scenario planning was the evaluation of its genuine impact. There is thus a need to study the long-
term use of such approaches and their impact to clarify the agency and empowerment it gives to IPLCs
(Bourgeois et al., 2017; Falardeau et al., 2019; pp. -; Nilsson et al., 2017). In addition, analysis of scenarios is
not sufficient by itself because they are subject to interpretation and it is important to consider who will be
interpreting them (Nilsson et al., 2017; Raymond et al., 2010). This brings us to the question of who really
benefits from participatory scenario-making: the participants or the researchers? The authorship of these
studies is usually restricted to researchers and knowledge production is mostly rewarded in the academic world
(Nilsson et al., 2017). This probably explains the hegemonic position of Western sciences in the development
of the workshop discussions and their influence on the results. Researchers are the most influential stakeholders
of the local participatory foresight arena because they control the validity of the (co)produced knowledge and
are the ones that benefit most from it.

5. The limited agency of Indigenous communities in the futures-making

5.1. Foresight arenas: a structural frame for the battle of the futures
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Our analysis of the different arenas where the manufacture of Arctic futures takes place revealed that IPLCs
are now integrated as legitimate stakeholders in all three foresight arenas. However this does not mean that
there are Indigenous political agendas. Indeed, the integration of ILK in the foresight arenas is subject to the
same pitfalls identified in previous studies on ILK integration in nature conservation, including
compartmentalization, institutionalization, bureaucratization and westernization of ILK systems (Nadasdy,
2005).

The manufacture of futures in each arena is based on a dominant Western paradigm that heavily limits the
ability of IPLCs and their representatives to transform ways of thinking about futures in terms of priorities,
temporal and spatial scales, purposes and associated ideologies or ontologies (Adamson et al., 2018; Elwood
et al., 2019). Priorities for the Arctic’s future are defined in all arenas by a number of ubiquitous foresight
files: international cooperation and geopolitics, economy and development, environment and climate change
(European Commission, 2016; European Commission, 2021; Falardeau et al., 2019; pp. -; IPBES, 2019a;
Nilsson et al., 2015; Petrov et al., 2021; Sami Council, 2019; Stephen et al., 2019). These foresight files impose
a global perspective on the functioning of the Arctic and anticipate a supposed objective and universal future.
It is possible that integrating ILK in the three arenas would provide better ways of understanding and
addressing these global issues, but this alone is not sufficient to represent the plurality and diversity of
Indigenous priorities and concerns because of the inevitable genericization of ILK within the integration
framework (Avenier, 2008; Zurba et al., 2021). All three arenas that we studied, including the local
participatory foresight arena, were very technocratic and business-centered. Therefore, ILK could only be
integrated by forcing it to fit into a pre-existing frame rooted in the development model (Agrawal, 1995). The
process also requires IPLCs to adopt foreign languages, means of communication, and rhetoric, which in turn
requires them to choose representatives who possess such skills and excludes potentially very knowledgeable
individuals whose silent know-how or ways of being never reach the arenas (Nadasdy, 1999). Ultimately, the
methods, goals and outputs produced in the foresight arenas were developed to assist policy making and
governance issues. Consequently, they impose a frame on the promises about the futures, forcing them to fit
existing models of governance and limiting their impact; at most, they can influence policies and their ultimate
impacts on decisions and policy making are uncertain (IPBES, 2016; Nilsson et al., 2017).

There are some interesting differences in the way that the environment and climate change foresight file is
mobilized in the three arenas and in general when discussing future directions (Falardeau et al., 2019; pp. -;
Flynn et al., 2017; Nilsson et al., 2017). In the global reviewing foresight arena and the foresight forums arena,
it is the foresight file where the integration of IPLCs and ILK is most heavily emphasized and they are most
frequently included in discussions about issues and solutions. Conversely, in the local participatory foresight
arena it is the area where Indigenous peoples feel they have the least influence. Climate change was discussed
in all four workshops examined within this arena but it was mainly treated as a contextual phenomenon beyond
the participants’ control (Falardeau et al., 2019; pp. -; Nilsson et al., 2015; Petrov et al., 2021; Stephen et al.,
2019). Therefore, one file where the integration of IPLCs and ILK was seen as being crucial in two arenas was
actually something over which they felt completely powerless and almost completely lacking in agency. This
can be attributed to the fact that climate change is seen as an elusive and global phenomenon that causes
Indigenous people to suffer without being able to address the underlying inequality, vulnerability, and power
relations (Nuttall, 2012). There is a global tendency to address climate change as an apolitical object (Comby,
2017) even though it has significant global political implications. It has become the one enemy to fight for the
Arctic, concealing and naturalizing ongoing violence to ecosystems and people resulting from concrete
policies and activities that harm the environment. Climate change is omnipresent in discussions about Arctic
futures and influences the way the Arctic is perceived as an area of collapsing territories and passive
populations embedded in a fatalistic narrative. As a result, the Arctic story has become one of a region at the
edge of the tipping point (Nuttall, 2012) that is symbolic of the World’s vulnerability to climate change. It is
thus seen as a space where climate change defines the future. The focus on climate change as a global threat
leads to neglect of the diversity of Arctic territories that each have their own specificities and dynamics, making
their individual futures even more obscure and uncertain. Uncertainty can lead to inaction and paralysis instead
of decisiveness and performative actions (Ney & Thompson, 2000; Peterson et al., 2003). By not naming the
activities responsible for climate change in the Arctic (and instead referring only to the consequences of these
activities as climate change), the debate is made more nebulous, reducing participants’ ability to take
transformative decisions and thereby reducing Indigenous agency. However, our analysis of the three arenas
also showed that climate change is a driver that federates all stakeholders who want to fight this one common
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enemy. New partnerships have emerged between states, private companies, NGOs and IPLCs to create new
possibilities “to get greener”. However, for Indigenous peoples whose livelihoods depend strongly on their
environment, such partnerships also ironically reinforce Indigenous invisibility (Sium et al., 2012).

By describing the integration of IPLCs as legitimate stakeholders in the foresight arenas, our study also
highlights their status as a new competitive partner in the manufacture of futures. It is vital for IPLCs to
participate in this battle of the futures, which arises because “the questions of the future do not only appear as
verbal or adverbial formulas, but also as the expression of visions of the world carried by groups of
stakeholders determined to produce, or to counteract, a future turning into a reality” (Chateauraynaud & Debaz,
2017a, p.154). The battle of the futures suggests a need to align alternative representations of the future with
the framework of the dominant vision: it is “a matter of producing discourses on the future that anchor [...]
widely shared visions of the future” (Lumbroso, 2019, p.110). In the Arctic, this process occurs in the different
foresight arenas, is structured by major foresight files, and is driven by organisations with strong power
relationships that compel IPLCs seeking to shine a spotlight on their own interests and values to do so within
a Western framing of the future. Our study showed that the three arenas only allow the participation of the
IPLC:s in the battle of the futures. This is presented as the best way of maximizing the visibility of their interests
within the arenas to create alternative futures, even if it is done through Western institutions. The battle of the
futures encompasses various methods that are specific to the three arenas (ranging from top-down to
participatory approaches) and give IPLCs differing degrees of agency. Entering into the battle of the futures
may be beneficial for IPLCs if it allows them to make their own choices. It is also the most common way for
IPLCs to influence the creation of the Arctic futures because it allows them to be visible and to force
organizations to consider their interests in relevant arenas. The Sdmi Arctic Strategy published by the Sami
Council (2019), which bore the title Securing enduring influence for the Sami people in the Arctic through
partnerships, education and advocacy, is an obvious example of this strategy. However participation does not
automatically mean empowerment and a representation of heterogeneity and could in reality be a continuation
of historical and colonial ways of governing (Nadasdy, 2005, 2002, 1999). It is therefore vital to understand
that futures are structured by asymmetrical power relationships within the different futures-making arenas
(Berkhout, 2006; Lumbroso, 2019). The nature of these patterns is such that although governments, companies
and researchers all argue for the integration of ILK and IPLCs in the process of developing solutions, this
process always occurs within the framework of existing arenas and their modes of operation. As a result,
Indigenous representatives are obliged to adapt their own futures to the structures within which they are
integrated, although they sometimes try to fight this. The arenas are gradually adopting a more and more
inclusive stance, which represents a promising step forwards, but they have many inherent biases that prevent
Indigenous agency from actively creating new paths for the Artic regions.

5.2. Decolonizing the futures?

In 1993, Sardar (1993) stated that the future had become the new space to colonize. Just as history writes
the past in the light of the present, foresight makes promises about and builds futures that are embedded in the
present context and thus incorporate existing power relationships between the participating stakeholders.

Our results have shown colonial structures that influence how Arctic futures are thought about and debated.
In all three foresight arenas that we identified, IPLCs have only limited agency in the manufacture of futures;
they actively participate in the battle of the futures but generally do not spearhead the definition of foresight
files or propose specific methodologies. The main foresight files discussed in the three arenas depict the Arctic
a space full of geopolitical, environmental and economic challenges but place much less emphasis on its role
as a homeland. The dialectic description of the Arctic as being vulnerable to global changes but also full of
opportunities for development gives an overly simplistic picture of the realities facing IPLCs and their history
of diverse adaptive responses to various transformations (Bates, 2007; Elwood et al., 2019; Hastrup, 2009;
Huntington et al., 2019 Tyler et al., 2007). Decolonizing the futures would entail modifying these
representations by acknowledging their political impact and also becoming conscious of the influence of
colonial patterns on the processes, methods, and results of foresight.

The decolonization of futures should be understood in terms of the creation of new methods that allow the
future to be questioned using various approaches that may be ontological, epistemological, political, spiritual,
philosophical, economic, or empirical, among other things. Since “methods are not passive strategies” (Fine
et al., 2003, p.187), it is important that the chosen methods can open up diverse perspectives on the futures,
which is essential for the emergence of new foresight files (Chateauraynaud & Debaz, 2017b) that reflect the
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complexity and plurality of heterogeneous Arctic IPLCs (Cunsolo Willox et al., 2012; Vasquez-Fernandez &
Ahenakew pii tai poo taa, 2020).

A critical step of the foresight methodology has been identified by Lumbroso (2019) relating to the
capability of reconnection to the actual situations after imagining an alternative future. This is needed because
projection onto a future necessarily entails disconnecting from the current reality; reconnection is the key idea
to validate the process of futures-making because it determines the legitimacy accorded to a future
(Chateauraynaud & Debaz, 2017a; Delay, 2020; Lumbroso, 2019). At present, this legitimacy depends largely
on the current stakeholder hierarchies and their influence on what is considered applicable. In a colonial
context, reconnection is a way of imposing strict boundaries on how the futures should or can be seen. Within
such a paradigm, the decolonization of the futures could be regarded as taking a step away from reality.
However, we argue that this is exactly the point: to disconnect from colonial realities in order to create new
futures. While becoming too disconnected could be seen as a weakness, it might in actuality be a force for
positive change because of its potential to expand perspectives and create space for non-colonized futures. As
a result, it could promote community empowerment by increasing the agency of IPLCs (Bourgeois et al.,
2017).

The decolonization of futures must be understood here as a plural process specific to the various contexts
in which it occurs and not as a universal condition: there cannot be one definition of the decolonization of the
futures (Battiste & Henderson, 2000; Sium et al., 2012). It is therefore crucial to make explicit and systematic
the positionality of a process and to clearly explain where, when, and how certain results were obtained and
for whose benefit (Browne et al., 2009). Futures produced using the methodologies and techniques of the three
arenas are almost exclusively created and documented in written form. This sidelines oral knowledge, know-
how, cultural references, and narratives that are embedded in ILK and thus excludes a large proportion of the
Indigenous audience. In the battle of the futures, Indigenous stakeholders are not placed at the origin of the
futures-making process or treated solely as its recipients.

Some ideas that have been debated in other fields (Biischer et al., 2012; Colchester, 1994; Coulthard, 2014;
Fedreheim & Blanco, 2017; Figgis, 2003; Igoe, 2003; Nadasdy, 2005, 1999; Stein et al., 2020; Tanner, 2001)
may be applicable in this context. In particular, it might be desirable to (i) understand the role of colonization
as a systemic process both in history and in the current context; (ii) consider the influences of the chosen
language and forms on the production of ideas and visions; and (iii) continue transformative processes even if
they become difficult, uncomfortable, and vertiginous. Implementing all three ideas could facilitate the
emergence of new foresight arenas that de-centre expertise to facilitate the creation of alternative Indigenous
futures (Huntington et al., 2019; Sium et al., 2012). The arenas we identified appear to be constrained by power
relations and limited by both the forms used in futures production and the audiences that are addressed.
Nevertheless, the local participatory foresight arena could be a useful setting for experimenting with the
decolonization of the futures because despite their hegemonic position, the researchers involved in all of the
case studies showed some reflexivity on their work and addressed the political dimensions of foresight. In
addition, work at the local level may provide more opportunities to put local communities’ perspectives at the
forefront of futures-making and allow Indigenous actors to choose the future and modify possible trajectories.

The central difference between the battle of the futures and the decolonization of futures is that the former
focuses on strengthening the role of IPLCs within the existing arenas whereas the latter aims to emancipate
the production of futures from the arenas’ frameworks to expand the space for ILK paradigms. As such, these
two approaches represent different strategies for Indigenous people to promote their own futures and
strengthen their role in the upcoming decisions concerning the Arctic. It remains to be seen whether IPLCs
will find one strategy more useful and appealing than the other in different communities and contexts, and
what real impact these strategies will have on the present and futures of the Arctic.
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