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1.0 Introduction

The international movement toward recognition of
indigenous rights over the past thirty years has cre-
ated a number of complex and compelling issues in
planning for the use of land and natural resources.
Indigenous peoples argue that state-directed land and
resource planning has largely failed them and has
contributed in many instances to their marginaliza-
tion. Such a position flies in the face of planning’s
idealized self-image, which John Friedmann recently
described as “an ethical commitment to the future, a
commitment to make a difference in the world”
(Friedmann 2002, 151). Planning’s rational toolkit
and epistemological framework have made it difficult
for the field to grasp the moral-historical aspects of
indigenous claims and their insistence on viewing
land and natural resources in cultural and religious
terms. Further, the legal and political rights claimed
by indigenous peoples are distinctive and therefore

frequently unsettle and complicate the objects and
methods of state-directed land and resource planning
(Kingsbury 1998; Lane 1999).

Planning should have much to say about these
issues, both as a scholarly discipline and as a practic-
ing profession—given its concern for the use of land
and resources, its focus on problem-solving, and its
normative disposition. There is, however, only a mod-
est literature on indigenous planning (see, e.g., Berke
et al. 2002; Hibbard 2006; Hibbard and Lane 2004;
Jojola 1998, 2000; Lane 2002, 2003, 2006; Lane and
Corbett 2005; Lane and Cowell 2001; Lane and
Hibbard 2005; Zaferatos 1998, 2004). The collection
by Sandercock (1998a) provides a useful and insight-
ful historical/theoretical overview. Despite its suitabil-
ity to the task, though, the field of planning has not
much involved itself in the concerns of indigenous
peoples.1 Urban and regional planning scholars have
given significantly less attention to state responses to
indigenous claims than have those from anthropology,
political science, and geography. Thus, we draw on
the planning literature, but also call heavily on work
from associated disciplines to introduce to planning
scholars some of the problems and opportunities
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indigenous communities face with respect to land and
resource management.

The topic is almost limitless. Indigenous communi-
ties are found in every part of the world, of course, and
they have long experience with the sort of forward-
thinking, anticipatory practices in managing land and
resources that have been appropriated under the rubric
of planning (Jojola 1998). To put some bounds around
the topic, we focus here on Indigenous peoples in
“post-settler” states, primarily Australia, Canada, New
Zealand, and the United States.

We begin by discussing who indigenous peoples
are and why their relation to the post-settler state is
problematic. We then present several contextual con-
siderations necessary for understanding the situation
of indigenous peoples in post-settler states. Next we
take up the issues surrounding the management of
indigenous lands and resources in post-settler states,
with a special eye toward the role of such emerging
planning approaches as community-based natural
resource management, collaboration, and the like. In
the following section, we critically assess the efficacy
of these emerging approaches for the self-empower-
ment of indigenous communities. We conclude with
some comments about the future of planning by
indigenous communities in post-settler states.

2.0 Indigenous Peoples
in Post-Settler States

At its simplest level, a state is the single, supreme
authority over a group of people occupying a common
territory (Maybury-Lewis 1997). A “settler state,” such
as Canada, Australia, New Zealand, or the United
States, is formed through colonial processes of “dis-
covery,” acquisition, subjugation of indigenous inhabi-
tants, and ultimately, claims of state sovereignty.
Sovereignty can be understood as independence from
other states, the uncontested authority to govern
(Morris 1998). When a state achieves “post-settler”
status, the settler residents no longer view themselves
as migrants from the colonial power, but rather as
“natives” of the newly formed state, at which point,
ironically, indigenous populations form ethnic minor-
ity enclaves within post-settler states (Pearson 2002).

Post-settler states have achieved statehood by, inter
alia, systematically dispossessing and subjugating
indigenous populations. This usually involved, first,
attempts to physically remove indigenous groups
through relocation and/or (formal or informal) policies
of extermination, followed by programs of social and

political assimilation (see, e.g., Cook and Lindau 2000,
Haveman 1999). But as Werther comments, “assimila-
tion is extinction by other means” (1992, xxiv).

Thus, the indigenous peoples with whom we are
concerned are the descendents of the survivors of the
pre-colonial inhabitants of post-settler states. Their
increasingly forceful claims for economic and social
equity, for control of land, resources, and culturally
significant places, and for political autonomy
threaten powerful private economic interests that ben-
efit from control of land and resources (Maybury-
Lewis 2003). And more abstractly, they threaten the
state itself. The claim of political autonomy by
indigenous peoples implies that they have a different
relationship with the state than other citizens (Duffy
and Stubben 1998; Garcia-Aguilar 1999).

As well, the concepts and systems of land and natural
resource ownership established by colonial and post-set-
tler states were, and are, markedly different from those
of indigenous societies. Historically, this has been a con-
siderable legal and political challenge to states such as
Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States,
where land acquisition was a central objective of colo-
nial state expansion (Wilson 2002). In contemporary cir-
cumstances, where environmental policy and politics
are important national concerns, the fundamental differ-
ences between indigenous concepts of land and resource
ownership and the legal systems established by post-set-
tler states creates important and ongoing conceptual,
legal, and political tensions between indigenous
enclaves and nation states over questions of land and
resource ownership and management. Indigenous com-
mentators regard state resistance as the central constraint
on their efforts to achieve indigenous justice and self-
determination (Dodson 1994).

State responses to the legal, political, and moral
challenges represented by indigenous claims, have
been diverse. A common early response to the post-set-
tlement indigenous “problem” was heavy-handed state
control and oppression. Indigenous peoples became
wards of the state and subject to (sometimes brutal)
assimilationist policies directed toward Christianizing
and “civilizing” them. However, indigenous cultural
identity has proved persistent and largely resistant to
these efforts (Perry 1996a). Indigenous peoples have
survived and even thrived (Wilkinson 2005).

In the current post-colonial era, indigenous claims
and political strategies aimed at land justice, resource
sovereignty, and community security have elicited
new responses (Howitt et al. 1996; Maybury-Lewis
1997). Following two decades of litigation over
native title, the Canadians have pursued negotiated
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agreements that provided for shared resource control
and access as a means of reconciling First Nations
claims with the interests of non-indigenous actors
(see Richardson et al. 1995). Australian states first
sought to resist the recognition of native title in their
domains, then sought to develop detailed legal and
administrative procedures for assessing the veracity
of aboriginal claims (Lane et al. 1997). This response
has produced a legal and political morass that makes
progress towards meaningful reconciliation difficult.
In New Zealand, following a failed attempt to reach a
comprehensive settlement with the Maori, an inte-
grated resource management approach has been used
to ensure Maori participation in the development of
regional resource management plans (Berke et al.
2002). In the United States, the Supreme Court estab-
lished that Indian tribes can exercise regulatory
authority when conduct threatens or has a direct
affect upon the tribe’s health and welfare. This
authority, when combined with the considerable rev-
enues produced by gaming, has enabled many U.S.
tribes to become significant actors in land and natural
resource planning (Wilson 2002).

The claims of indigenous peoples reflect the central-
ity of land and place to their culture and religion, as well
as their aspirations for self-determination and economic
self-sufficiency. Because the fundamental concerns of
planning include the organization and management of
land and resources, the importance of place, and support
for democracy (Healey 1997; Sandercock 1998b;
Yiftachel 2001), planning is a very pertinent lens
through which to address state responses to indigenous
claims. More broadly, planning is concerned with medi-
ating between diverse claimants, especially in the use of
urban and rural landscapes; it has a problem-solving
focus; it has a future-seeking dimension that is con-
cerned with improving the circumstances of human
existence, commonly expressed as equality and sustain-
ability (Friedmann and Rangan 1993; Sandercock
1998b). Most important, it has an emancipatory role; it
has the potential to transform the structural dimensions
of oppression—what John Friedmann (1987) has called
the transformative force of planning.

3.0 Contextual Considerations

3.1 Background

The process of colonialism, with its emphasis on
territorial acquisition and state building, had dramatic
consequences for the indigenous peoples of the new
world:

“[I]ndigenous peoples’ assets, interests and property
have been sold, leased, traded, and despoiled; com-
munities have been dispossessed, displaced and
impoverished; lands have been submerged, cleared,
fenced and degraded; seas, rivers and lakes have been
polluted . . . and appropriated for private use; sacred
sites have been dynamited, excavated, desecrated and
damaged in every possible way; cultural knowledge
and material has been stolen, displayed, appropriated
as national heritage, and commodified as an eco-
nomic good; and even indigenous peoples themselves
have been classified, subjected to repressive legisla-
tion, arbitrarily removed from their families by state
apparatuses, and most recently, subjected to patenting
of their genetic materials” (Howitt et al. 1996, 15).

In the aftermath of colonial conquest, marginality
is one of the defining characteristics of indigenous
people (Maybury-Lewis 1997). Marginality and
exclusion have been a fundamental reality for indige-
nous peoples the world over since their lands were
first subsumed by state expansion (Perry 1996a).

The interests of indigenous peoples and the state
intersect in two major ways. First, states make and
implement policies in relation to indigenous peoples.
Indigenous policy has often been a subset of ethnic or
race policy and is generally concerned with managing
cultural difference. As noted above, a common early
response to the post-settlement indigenous “problem”
was heavy-handed state control and oppression. More
recently, as multiculturalism has become the domi-
nant paradigm in race policy, such policies commonly
promote (degrees of) indigenous self-determination
(Dodson 1994). A related concern of indigenous pol-
icy is efforts to improve the economy and living con-
ditions of indigenes (Duffy and Stubben 1998).

Second, the state’s role in allocating rights to land
and diverse natural resources between and among
multiple claimant groups is a crucial point of inter-
section between state policy and indigenous interests.
As Rangan and Lane have noted:

“state institutions exercise control over their public
domains by prescribing rights of access and use of
resources contained within them throughout time-
bound, tenurial, or usufructuary rights to individuals,
households, or groups; maintenance and manage-
ment of resources; recognizing customary uses and
accommodating intermittent use for nonprescribed
purposes and, in many instances, arbitration of con-
flicts between resource users” (2001, 149).

State policymaking is influenced by a host of fac-
tors, including domestic and international macroeco-
nomic imperatives, competing perspectives on
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resource use, and dominant systems of (resource)
production. Indigenes add another dimension by
making particular land and natural resource claims
based on their status as first peoples (Kingsbury
1998; Tully 2000). These claims increase the impor-
tance of the mediation role of the state, complicate
tenurial systems and rights, challenge dominant
thinking about systems of natural resource manage-
ment, and even the continued viability of existing
systems of production (Gedicks 1993; Howitt et al.
1996; Lane et al. 1997; Rangan and Lane 2001;
Trigger 2000; Wilson 2002; Wolfe-Keddie 1995).
Indigenous claims and resulting policy or resource
contests have been a feature of contemporary land
use planning (Zaferartos 1998), forest management
(Hoberg and Morawski 1997; Rangan and Lane
2001), conservation (Bray and Thomson 1990;
Stevens 1997), mining (Howitt et al. 1996; Lane and
Cowell 2001; Trigger 2000); water allocation and
management (Wolf 2000), fisheries (Bess 2001;
Castro and Nielsen 2001; Wilson 2002) and a host of
other issues.

Several critical dimensions of the state-indigenous
enclave relationship configure their interactions.

3.2 State Expansion and Nation Building

Perry has observed that

“State colonial expansion generated kaleidoscopic
processes and myriad motivations, but most often
land was a central concern. Appropriation of land
took various forms, ranging from the violent eradi-
cation of the inhabitants to a bland disregard of their
presence” (Perry 1996b, 15).

One important aspect of state building was the
need to establish order and quell troublesome indige-
nous populations within newly-established states to
consolidate state boundaries (Perry 1996a). The
impacts on indigenous peoples were catastrophic:
violence and death on such a scale as to be described
as genocidal, the deliberate usurping or contrived
ignorance of indigenous land rights, and massive
efforts to subdue and control indigenous populations
by herding and corralling them into “reservations”
(Dyck 1985; Maybury-Lewis 1997; Perry 1996a;
Wolf 1997). Both the colonial expansion of imperial
powers such as Britain and the building of new settler
states such as the United States were centrally con-
cerned with territorial acquisition and establishing
new regimes of control.

3.3 Socioeconomic Situation of
Indigenous Peoples

Establishing and maintaining regimes of control
ensured that indigenous peoples were the victims of
genocide, ethnocide, and active discrimination. One
result of this long history of state-instituted persecu-
tion is that indigenes are “overrepresented in the cat-
egories of people who lack basic human rights, live
below the poverty datum line, and work for others
under exploitative or unjust conditions” (Schweitzer
et al. 2000, 11); they “continue to suffer from multi-
ple and interlinked disadvantage as measured by stan-
dard socio-economic indicators” (Martin 2005, 108).

Two of the most widely used measures of social
well-being are life expectancy and infant mortality.2

The life expectancy of New Zealanders as a whole is
about 10 percent higher than for New Zealand indi-
genes; and for Australians as a whole it is more than
30 percent higher than for Australian indigenes. The
infant mortality rate of U.S. indigenes is 24 percent
higher than for all Americans; in New Zealand it is
about 50 percent higher for indigenes; and in Australia
it is an astonishing 150 percent higher for indigenes.

These dreadful social conditions might be
accounted for by the economic situation in which
indigenous people find themselves. The median
income of American Indians/Alaska Natives is about
80 percent of that of the United States as a whole; in
New Zealand, the median income is about 75 percent
of the nation as a whole; and in Australia it is 59 per-
cent. However, a full understanding requires a look
beyond the standard socioeconomic indicators to
indigenous cultural foundations.

Many indigenous people, while they desire greater
access to the material stuff—goods and services—avail-
able through post-settler society, have no interest in join-
ing it or adopting its values and lifestyles (Martin 2005;
Raibmon 2005). Among the most frequently cited
examples are the Hopi, Hualapai, and Havasupai, all in
Arizona. Each of these tribes has made a conscious deci-
sion to forego substantial revenues (from tourism and
mining), deciding that the opportunity costs of cultural
interference outweigh the benefits to be gained from
additional goods and services (Smith 2000).

Also, there is substantial evidence that aspects of
indigenous lifestyles are inimical to certain forms of
participation in post-settler society. Because of the
enormous variety in indigenous cultures, it is difficult
to generalize, but the case of the Oglala Sioux in the
United States is illustrative. Hostilities between the
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United States and the Oglala ceased following the
Wounded Knee massacre in 1890. The Oglala, who
had a long tradition of animal husbandry, began to
rebuild their life around a livestock operation on their
2.5 million acre Pine Ridge reservation. By 1912,
they had a tribal herd of 40,000 head. However, when
the United States entered World War I in 1917, the
Bureau of Indian Affairs encouraged the Oglala to
sell their herd and grow wheat instead, as part of the
war effort. Because the tribe had neither the neces-
sary capital nor experience in farming, most of their
lands were leased to whites. As a result, by 1930
more than a quarter of the reservation had been sold
to non-Indians and another third rented out to non-
Indians on a more or less permanent basis.
Ownership of the reservation was so fragmented that
any enterprise suited to the tribe’s land and traditions
was impossible (Hibbard 2006). Today Pine Ridge is
among the poorest communities in the United States.

Numerous scholars and policy professionals
(Allen 1989; Cornell and Kalt 1998; Smith 2000;
Wood 1994) have concluded that successful indige-
nous community economic development and the con-
comitant improvement in social well-being is much
more likely when indigenous people control their
land and resources. Some go so far as to argue that
tribes with current governmental structures similar to
traditional structures are more likely to be economi-
cally successful (Cornell and Kalt 1992).

The conclusion is inevitable. One of the most
effective ways of improving the well-being of indi-
genes would be to honor their claims to control of
land and natural resources. Whether using the
American term—socially compatible development
(Smith 2000), or its Australian analogue—culturally
appropriate development (Martin 2005), the lesson is
the same: Indigenous control greatly increases the
likelihood that indigenous socioeconomic objectives
and goals will be met. Tribes with a greater degree of
control of their resources have policies and programs
that align better with their goals and vision than those
that have less autonomy (Rasmussen et al. 2007).

Achieving such control is difficult, however. One
characteristic of state systems is that they coordinate
and regulate important economic activities and access
to resources—farmland, irrigation water, mineral
deposits, and the like (Perry 1996a). For many com-
mentators on indigenous-state relations, the asymmet-
rical relations between dominant populations (and
their institutions) and indigenous enclaves are so assid-
uously exploitive that indigenous communities are
considered “internal” colonies of post-settler states.

“. . . the tiny internal colonies that make up the
Fourth World are fated always to be minority popu-
lations in their own lands. In the present, as in the
past, aboriginal peoples are being subjected to gov-
ernment policies that, from one country to another,
range from genocide to forced assimilation, from
segregation to cultural pluralism” (Dyck 1985, 1).

This asymmetrical relationship of a dominant state
and subordinate indigenes clashes deeply with the
political positions and objectives of indigenous peoples.

3.5 The Demand for and
Implications of Sovereignty

Autonomy is at the core of the ongoing indigenous
rights movement, a people’s capacity to guide and
control their own fate. Indigenous peoples fundamen-
tally question the state’s authority in relation to cus-
todial lands and resources. Because the jurisdiction of
post-settler states over indigenous peoples and their
lands was founded on deliberate and violent subjuga-
tion, there is a high degree of scepticism—one might
even say cynicism—about the legitimacy and moral-
ity of the state’s rule (see, e.g., Cook and Lindau
2000; Davidson 1991; Dean and Levi 2003; Dyck
1985; Haveman 1999; Ivison et al. 2000; Maybury-
Lewis 1997; Renwick 1990; and Wildenthal 2003)
“(F)inding appropriate political expression for a just
relationship with colonized indigenous peoples is one
of the most important issues confronting political
theory today” (Ivison et al. 2000, 2). From the per-
spective of indigenous peoples, a just relationship
must be based in some form of political sovereignty,
by which they mean: control of land and resources;
control of community—being able to maintain partic-
ular sets of social relations and more or less distinct
cultural orders; and some degree of political auton-
omy (Cornell 1988).

The efforts of indigenous peoples to reclaim con-
trol of tranditional lands and establish a resource
management role for themselves are guided by three
concerns. First, attachment to place is the dominant
referent in definitions of indigenous peoples. Place is
central to indigenous culture, identity, and social
organization. Land and sense of place “remain the
essence of native identity and sovereignty” (Lewis
1995, 436). Indigenous claims to land and control of
natural resources can only be understood within this
context. Second, many indigenous peoples view con-
trol of land and natural resources as critical to their
future economic well-being. Wilson (2002, 399)
quotes a tribal government representative: Indigenous
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control “enables us to prevent exploitation of
resources and promote development with economic
benefits.” Third, control of traditional lands enables
indigenous peoples to design and implement manage-
ment policies that honor their traditions and reflect
their priorities (Wilson 1999).

As noted above, multiculturalism has become the
dominant paradigm in race policy. One manifestation
of this is that most post-settler states are pursuing an
approach of reconciliation—legal and political recog-
nition of indigenous peoples’ rights. The turn toward
reconciliation is both a response to the indigenous
rights movement of the past thirty years and a sincere
attempt by some states to modify the imperatives of
state sovereignty by acknowledging some degree of
indigenous sovereignty (Renwick 1990).

However encouraging the turn toward reconcilia-
tion may be, the legacy of ethnocide has debased cul-
tures and shattered communities. That indigenous
groups survive at all is testament to their remarkable
resilience. It is little wonder that an important dimen-
sion of the claim to sovereignty is control of commu-
nity to guard against future ethnocide, and to provide
a space within which to maintain and rebuild their
own particular social relations and distinct cultural
orders (McIntosh 2003).

Political autonomy is at the heart of sovereignty.
As we discussed above, one of the defining charac-
teristics of a state is control of all the territory within
its boundaries; a settler society achieves statehood
when it attains such control—largely by seizing it
from the indigenous population. But from the view-
point of indigenous communities, political autonomy
is what makes possible the maintenance of a distinct
culture and control over resources and land. The turn
toward reconciliation is in important part an attempt
to find new forms of sovereignty through various
approaches to shared governance between post-settler
states and their indigenous populations (Tully 2000).

The degree of political autonomy held by indige-
nous communities and the means for achieving it vary
widely, but all seem to have three key features in
common. They ensure some degree of indigenous
control on custodial lands. They provide for the oper-
ation of settler governments and institutions on ceded
lands, though indigenous peoples also often retain
some rights on ceded lands. And they create a means
for sharing jurisdiction by providing for relations
between roughly equal entities (the state and the
indigenous community), with procedures to work out
consensual and mutually binding relations of auton-
omy and interdependence (Lane and Hibbard 2005).

In sum, the indigenous claim to sovereignty is part
of a systematic program of resistance to internal col-
onization—the process through which the dominant
society incorporates and subordinates indigenous
societies. The claim to sovereignty is an effort to
reconfigure the terms of indigenous-state relations. It
does this by: providing indigenes their own stateless,
popular sovereignty on custodial lands, providing for
the operation of settler governments and institutions
on ceded lands, and creating the means for sharing
jurisdiction. In other words, this is a project of decol-
onizing relations with the settler state, enabling
indigenous self-government, and providing the means
for controlling custodial lands and protecting cultural
heritage (Perry 1996a).

4.0 Indigenous Land and Resources

4.1 Indigenous-Environment Relations

Indigenous peoples are often referred to as the
original stewards of the environment, caring, protect-
ing, and managing agricultural and forest lands in a
sustainable manner. Implying the respect and sense of
stewardship indigenous peoples are thought to have
for the land and its resources, Lakota writer and
activist Vine Deloria, Jr., asserts that “the Indian lived
with his land” (quoted in Krech 1999, 22).

In living with the land, however, indigenous
peoples shaped their environment—and not necessar-
ily for the better. Diamond (2005), Flannery (1994),
and Krech (1999) have all presented powerful evi-
dence of the ways indigenes have modified their envi-
ronment, intentionally and unintentionally, based on
short-term and cultural considerations that led to
problematic—sometimes catastrophic—results.

Most indigenous peoples have recognized their
dependence on the land and its resources, however.
Lewis (1995) describes American Indians as students
of their environment, who developed a land ethic
based on long-time experience and the recognition of
the interrelationships between inanimate and ani-
mate, natural and supernatural, inhabitants of the
world. To this end they practiced adaptive land man-
agement as environmental conditions changed over
time. They did not leave the ecology or the natural
environment untouched—they shaped the environ-
ment as it shaped them. And Warren observes that
“Indians often manipulated their local environments
for specific purposes . . . the idea of ‘preserving’ land
in some kind of wilderness state would have struck
them as impractical and absurd” (Warren 1996, 19).
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In short, though indigenes revered the land and its
resources, they regularly shaped their environments
as part of the cultural adaptation process in which tra-
ditions persisted and evolved as necessary.

A central feature of the worldview of many indige-
nous groups is the notion of land and place as the keys
to their survival, identity, and beliefs (Lewis 1995). In
her discussion of Indian land and native sovereignty,
Wood (1994) stresses that the greatest threat facing the
tribes today is the deterioration of their land base.
Although the land-grabbing days of the past are unlikely
to reoccur, and in fact indigenous peoples’ land bases are
generally growing, they are threatened by rapid devel-
opment, pollution, and loss of resources. Wood
describes the land base as the “linchpin” to other attrib-
utes of sovereignty and notes that “the tribal territory
forms the geographical limits of the tribe’s jurisdictions,
supports a residing population, is the basis of a tribal
economy, and provides an irreplaceable forum for reli-
gious practices and cultural traditions often premised on
the sacredness of the land” (Wood 1994, 1474).

4.2 Indigenous Dispossession and Land
Rights

Although the legal-political bases for indigenous
dispossession varied among the post-settler states,
they had the common result of creating “reserves”
and “reservations’ as refuge areas for remnant indige-
nous populations. These lands typically represent a
fraction of what previously constituted the custodial
lands of pre-colonial indigenous populations.
Moreover, these are usually economically marginal
areas—unwanted by European settlers—and often at
the geographic margins of the new colony.

A common feature of natural resource policy and
politics in these post-settler societies is the emer-
gence—at different times—of indigenous social
movements concerned with the assertion of tradi-
tional and custodial entitlements to these appropri-
ated lands (Wilson 2002). While the characteristics
and strategies of these “land rights” movements dif-
fer, they are unified by a concern to re-acquire lost
lands through processes of litigation, political agita-
tion, and/or purchase (Lane 2006; Wilson 2002). This
mobilization has had some important successes,
resulting in legal recognition of indigenous rights in
land, including common law native title recognition
in Canada and Australia, legislative recognition in
New Zealand, and Supreme Court decisions in the
United States (Howitt et al. 1996; Lane et al. 1997;
Perry 1995a; Wilson 2002; Wolfe-Keddie 1995).

Beyond securing title to land, indigenous mobiliza-
tion has also resulted in the widespread recognition of
indigenous usufructory rights in public lands and nat-
ural resources. Usufructory rights are rights to enjoy
the “fruits of the land,” in other words to hunt, fish,
gather, and so on, on lands in which others have pro-
prietary rights. The recognition of indigenous
usufructory rights in lands and natural resources cre-
ates a circumstance in which two or more parties
enjoy rights and this, in turn, has necessitated
processes for brokering agreements for how the con-
current rights of diverse parties will be managed in an
effective way (Lane 2006).

4.3 Indigenous Experience with
Environmental Planning

The experience of indigenous communities with
scientific approaches to environmental planning, and
the so-called “rational-comprehensive” model of
planning more generally, has not been a happy one
(Lane 2003; Sandercock 1998b; Scott 1998). Such
approaches, the literature repeatedly reports, have
tended to disempower and marginalize indigenous
communities and interests, dismiss their cultural, reli-
gious, and other concerns as irrational, and ensure the
imposition of external values, interests, and plans in
indigenous domains (see, e.g., Howitt 2001; Lane and
Cowell 2001). As James Scott has so brilliantly
argued, such approaches have tended to fail with
unremitting regularity. The tendency of scientific
management to eschew indigenous knowledge and
ways of knowing is a crucial factor in explaining this
outcome (Scott 1998).

Escobar, by contrast, points to a much deeper, but
related, pathology. Commenting on the role of plan-
ning in the developing world, he famously wrote:

“Perhaps no other concept has been so insidious, no
other idea gone so unchallenged. This blind accep-
tance of planning is all the more striking given the per-
vasive effects it has had historically, not only in the
Third World, but also in the West, where it has been
linked to fundamental processes of domination and
social control. For planning has been inextricably
linked to the rise of Western modernity since the end
of the 18th century. The planning conceptions and
routines introduced in the Third World during the
post-World War II period are the result of accumulated
scholarly, economic and political action; they are not
neutral frameworks through which ‘reality’ innocently
shows itself. They thus bear the marks of the history
and culture that produced them” (1992, 132).
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As a result, a discourse has surfaced in indigenous
domains concerned with advocating alternatives to
the rational-comprehensive approach. Those who
observed its pernicious consequences were quick to
call for alternative approaches that “empowered”
indigenous communities (Howitt 2001) by ensuring
they had greater control over relevant planning
processes and the utiliszation of indigenous knowl-
edge in planning and management (Lane et al. 2003).
Such calls have emerged in relation to diverse aspects
of environmental planning, including environmental
and social impact assessment (O’Faircheallaigh
1999), conservation (Stevens 1997), and fisheries
(Bess 2001) as well as land management more gener-
ally (Howitt 2001).

4.4 CBNRM and Traditional
Ecological Knowledge

A loosely woven transnational movement emerged
in the late 1980s and early 1990s, in response to the
critique of rational comprehensive planning. Termed
community-based natural resource management3

(CBNRM), this approach works at the interface
among concern for environmental degradation, social
justice, rural poverty, and indigenous rights. CBNRM
entails local, place-based projects, programs, and
policies that aim to “meld ecology with economics
and the needs of community in pursuit of symbiotic
sustainability” (Weber 2000, 238; see also, e.g.,
Baland and Platteau 1996; Friedmann and Rangan
1993; Lane and McDonald 2005; Peluso 1991;
Western and Wright 1994). It seeks to alter the top-
down, “environment versus economy” approach to
environmental management by infusing decentralized
decision making, stakeholder collaboration, and citi-
zen participation into the process.

CBNRM retains some elements of conventional
environmental management, while deviating from this
orthodoxy in important ways (Hibbard and Madsen
2003; Weber 2000). First, it is place-based. People
engage the planning process out of their attachment to
a particular locale. They participate because they have a
stake in the community and want to work together to
shape the decisions and policies affecting it. Second,
CBNRM views problems or issues from a number of
standpoints and seeks balance between the needs of the
community, environment, and economy. Central to this
philosophy is the symbiotic relationship between
humans and nature; each is essential to the survival of
the other and each exists to benefit the other. A third
significant feature of CBNRM is collaboration between

diverse participants. Acknowledging the increased
complexity and intensity of environmental issues, it
recognizes the necessity of involving a diversity of
interests, organizations, expertise, and levels of author-
ity in planning processes. In contrast to conventional
approaches that privilege professional knowledge to the
exclusion of other forms of knowing, CBNRM admits
the importance of local knowledge to the planning
process. It uses a variety of sources of knowledge to
work toward a common vision and solution.

Essentially, CBNRM uses collaboration to blend
“expert” and “folk” knowledge in local-level decision
making. As such it has many similarities to the
approaches to natural resource planning and manage-
ment preferred by indigenous communities (Agrawal
and Gibson 1999; Carr and Halvorsen 2001; Kellert
et al. 2000; Leach et al. 1999; Li 2002). This dimen-
sion of CBNRM is particularly relevant in indigenous
domains where there have been concerted calls for
the incorporation of local or traditional knowledge
into resource management. The traditional ecological
knowledge (TEK) of many indigenous groups has
proven to be a valuable resource in the resolution of
resource management issues. The TEK is a type of
folk knowledge that is passed down from generation
to generation, usually among indigenous groups.
Fikret Berkes (1999) defines TEK as

“a cumulative body of knowledge, practice, and
belief, evolving by adaptive processes and handed
down through generations by cultural transmission, 
about the relationship of living beings (including
humans) with one another and with their environ-
ment” (p. 8).

Although CBNRM is a rather recent focus of nat-
ural resource management policy, Morishima (1997)
notes that many indigenous groups have practiced the
basic principles of sustained yield, interrelationships,
and balance for thousands of years. The incorporation
of TEK into resource management or restoration
plans may provide a significant foundation for local
ecosystem processes and factors influencing biodi-
versity (Berkes 1999). Insights based on TEK can be
especially helpful because of their long tenure and
connection with a particular landscape. As well, the
inclusion of TEK provides the community with the
opportunity to be involved in the decision-making
processes that affect current and future generations
(Lake 2004).

Thus, the integration of TEK into the resource
planning and management process may have several
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positive effects, including a more integrated approach
to resource management (Morishima 1997), the
opportunity for local ownership and involvement
(Kimmerer and Lake 2001; Lake 2004), a greater bal-
ance of development and environment needs (Lewis
1995), and a broader knowledge foundation on which
to base decisions (Lake 2004; Sallenave 1994).

4.5 Indigenous Peoples and CBNRM

The ability and capacity of indigenous groups to
participate effectively in relevant environmental policy
and management processes—of either the “top-down”
or “bottom-up” mode—is also important in explaining
the outcomes of planning in this domain. Indigenous
agency is, in general terms, constrained by three fac-
tors. First, language and cultural barriers, geographic
isolation, lack of resources, and lack of familiarity with
planning and decision-making processes can serve to
limit the effectiveness of indigenous participation.
Second, patterns of land tenure can be a limiting factor.
The widespread dispossession of indigenous groups
means that their participation in environmental policy
inevitably involves the assertion of custodial, cultural,
and other interests in lands now designated as publicly-
or privately-owned. The “standing” of indigenous
groups is therefore often contested on this basis by a
range of other actors and stakeholders. Finally, insuffi-
cient access to organizational resources and limited
organization capacity can also work to impede indige-
nous participation (Lane 2002).

In summary, we have shown that new approaches to
natural resource planning and management—with
their emphasis on place, the interdependence of human
and ecological communities, and stakeholder collabo-
ration—hold great promise for indigenous peoples
who have not faired well under orthodox, “top-down”
approaches to planning. Moreover, we have shown
how land and environment plays a significant role in
the indigenous belief system and worldview. The
emphases of indigenous groups on interdependence,
balance, reciprocity, adaptive management through
knowledge and experience, and place closely parallel
the principles of CBNRM. We suggest that this con-
vergence offers hope that environmental planning will
help fashion just outcomes for indigenous groups, that
they will have opportunities to give expression to their
cultural beliefs and practices in environmental man-
agement, and that the lands and natural resources that
they own will be managed for both environmental and
community sustainability.

5.0 Indigenous Futures and the
Changing Face of Planning

5.1 Introduction

We turn now to an examination of how indigenous
communities are using emergent approaches to envi-
ronmental planning to regain control over their lands
and natural resources. We focus on two key issues:
how indigenous communities are faring under decen-
tralized, community-based, collaborative approaches
to land and resource planning; and how indigenous
communities are using community-based planning on
their own lands.

5.2 CBNRM and Indigenous Groups

Given the political, institutional, and socioeco-
nomic circumstances of indigenous communities in
the post-settler societies of the world, it might not be
surprising to learn that the discernable turn toward
more decentralized, place-based, “bottom-up” modes
of environmental planning turn in recent years has
had mixed success when it comes to providing fairer
outcomes for indigenous peoples. That said, it must be
acknowledged that the jury is still out on the question.

In relation to CBNRM, the literature reports that
such approaches have served to entrench indigenous
marginality and deep intolerance towards minorities
(Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Diamond 1999; Kellert et
al. 2000). Recent Australian research has shown that
community-based or “bottom-up” environmental man-
agement is no panacea to indigenous marginality
because the exercise of power at the local level can also
work to exclude indigenous groups (Lane and Corbett
2005). This is an analysis that has been applied to other
ethnic minorities and also to women (Kapoor 2001;
Sarin 1995). The principal reason, it seems, is because,
as Li (2002) has put it, community-based planning
rests on an “engaging simplification” of community as
a distinct, relatively homogenous, spatially fixed social
group that shares a consciousness of being a “commu-
nity” and characterized by social consensus and soli-
darity (Agrawal and Gibson 1999).

There is, however, evidence and argument to the
contrary. O’Faircheallaigh (1999) has shown how,
given the opportunity, forum, and adequate organiza-
tional and financial resources, indigenous groups
have negotiated beneficial outcomes with resource
management agencies and with private sector firms
(see also Davies and Young 1996; Lane and Hibbard
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2005). Some Indigenous groups have used commu-
nity-based planning to protect their custodial land
interests (Davies and Young 1996), achieve their land
acquisition objectives, and build their communities
(Hibbard 2006). Jojola (1998), speaking of the case
of American Indians, argues that such efforts are in
fact built on a long tradition of planning within
Native American society.

And what of collaborative approaches to environ-
mental planning? Here, too, the evidence is thin and
contradictory. Waage’s (2001) analysis of collabora-
tive environmental planning in eastern Oregon sug-
gests that such approaches can overcome entrenched
antagonisms and thus fashion fair and consensual
agreements between indigenous and non-indigenous
groups in relation to land and natural resources. The
prolific scholar of environmental management, Fikret
Berkes, has also reported on indigenous involvement
in successful co-management regimes in Canada and
the Arctic (see, for example Berkes et al. 2001; Folke
and Berkes 2004; Laronde 1993). A conceptually sim-
ilar approach is being applied in New Zealand where,
following a failed attempt to reach a comprehensive
settlement with the Maori, an integrated resource
management approach has been used to ensure Maori
participation in the development of regional resource
management plans (Berke et al. 2002).

As an example of institutionalized collaboration,
the co-management of protected areas and important
natural resources, is widely regarded as a model of
giving expression to indigenous rights and interests
within a framework that also resolves conflict and
respects other users and provides for effective envi-
ronmental management (see, for examples, Castro and
Nielsen 2001; Pinkerton 1989; Poffenberger and
McGean 1996; Prystupa 1998). However, the progress
of achieving co-management arrangements has been
painfully slow in some jurisdictions where recognition
of indigenous rights has been opposed (as has been the
case in New Zealand, see Taiepa et al. 1997).

Another setting in which collaborative environ-
mental management occurs (although it is not
referred to in this way) is through agreement making
between indigenous people and governments of
Canada, Australia, and the United States. One key
legal-administrative context in which agreement
making occurs is the effort to comprehensively settle
property rights unsettled by indigenous claims to land
and natural resources (O’Faircheallaigh and Corbett
2005; Richardson et al. 1995). The trend towards
negotiating agreements between indigenous groups
and other land and resource claimants has resulted

from the need to provide a solution to the contestation
over land and resources that is often entrained by
indigenous claims. We see agreement making as a
form of environmental planning, not merely because
it exists to solve multi-party problems over access,
use, and management of land and natural resources;
the use of negotiation is also congruent with planning
as communicative rationality, and with the upsurge of
interest within the planning discipline with consensus
building (Innes 2004), which, in turn, reflects plan-
ning’s longer-standing interest in negotiation and dis-
pute resolution (e.g., Dorcey 1986).

Canada’s approach—which has been influential in
Australia—is to pursue negotiated agreements at a
regional scale that provide for shared resource control
and access between indigenous and non-indigenous
actors (see Richardson et al. 1995). This Canadian
approach was pursued following two decades of liti-
giousness and conflict over the question of indige-
nous rights. With limited success, this approach has
been pursued in Australia under Native Title legisla-
tion (Langton and Palmer 2003).

A more widespread use of negotiated agreements is
the negotiation of agreements between indigenous
groups and resource developers (such as mining com-
panies) and/or governments (Langton and Palmer
2003). These agreements represent an effort to recon-
cile—through negotiation and agreement—the needs
and interests of indigenous landowners with the
imperatives of resource developers in the context of
specific resource development proposals. Agreements
in respect of mining proposals, which typically deal
with environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic con-
cerns of indigenous peoples, are now common in the
mining sectors of Canada, Australia, and the United
States (O’Faircheallaigh 2004; O’Faircheallaigh and
Corbett 2005). While some (e.g., Langton and Palmer
2003) are hopeful that agreement making represents a
tool to restructure the relations between indigenous
groups and nation states in a just way, others (e.g.,
O’Faircheallaigh and Corbett 2005) are less opti-
mistic. O’Faircheallaigh and Corbett report on their
analysis of a number of Australian negotiated mining
agreements and conclude that:

“while negotiated agreements to have the potential to
substantially enhance Aboriginal participation, many
of the agreements to date do not have this effect. In
a small minority of cases they actually reduce oppor-
tunities for Aboriginal participation in environmental
management. In a substantial majority of cases their
contribution is non-existent, or is limited to allowing
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Aboriginal people to take legal action to remedy
breaches of environmental legislation after the event,
or to giving them a right to be consulted by develop-
ers” (2005, 644-5, emphasis in original).

In summary, the evidence is mixed. The turn to
decentralized, community-based or collaborative
environmental planning has not banished the margin-
alization of Indigenous peoples from the environ-
mental management practices of the post-settler
states of Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the US.
However, a number of empirical reports indicate that
the paradigmatic shift in approaches to environmen-
tal planning offers real hope to Indigenous societies
(see, for example, Berkes et al. 2001; Lane and
Hibbard 2005; Richardson et al. 1995; Waage 2001).
It seems clear that it is too early to judge the impact—
in terms of environmental justice for Indigenous
peoples—of these new approaches to environmental
planning. Moreover, the complexity and diversity of
the legal, institutional, and political conditions that
obtain in the different countries with which we are
concerned makes geographic generalization extremely
hazardous. Finally, it is perhaps also the case that we
are still learning how to ‘do’ community-based envi-
ronmental planning and to establish the conditions for
just and effective processes of collaboration and
negotiation. We have much to learn.

5.3 Indigenous Community-based Planning

Community-based planning is an approach that
emphasizes community control of planning activities
as a means of ensuring that local (rather than exter-
nally imposed) goals and agendas are pursued
(Kellert et al. 2000). The central characteristic of
community-based planning is that planning activity is
instigated, controlled, and conducted at the local
community level (Li 2002). The premise is that com-
munity control will help overcome the dysfunctions
of imposed planning solutions and meet locally
derived goals for community development.

Community-based planning is becoming an impor-
tant agenda among indigenous organizations (Dale
1999; Wilson 2002). The disenfranchisement of
indigenous people from mainstream planning
processes, particularly in the highly political field of
resource planning, combined with the difficulty of
understanding and reconciling the nature of indige-
nous perspectives, has led some to argue that local
control is central to making planning effective and
relevant in indigenous domains. The typical focus of

community-based planning in indigenous communi-
ties is in relation to matters such as the management
of custodial lands, the achievement of community
development objectives, or the management of an
indigenous township (Dale 1999; Wilson 2002).

Indigenous community-based planning should be
understood as significantly more than resistance and
resilience on the part of subordinated groups (see, e.g.,
Douglass 1999; Scott 1991), and more then episodic
mobilization and protest (O’Faircheallaigh and Corbett
2005). Instead, the literature reports—in a host of dif-
fering contexts—that indigenous communities have
developed purposive and sophisticated strategies to
achieve their land management, community, and eco-
nomic development objectives (see, for example, Baker
et al. 2001; Dale 1999; Davies and Young 1996;
Hibbard 2006; Hibbard and Lane 2004; Jojola 2003;
Prystupa 1998; Walsh and Mitchell 2002). The strate-
gies being used are diverse and include direct negotia-
tion (Bradley 2001; Dale 1999), the development of
new alliances and collaborative relationships (Prystupa
1998; Robinson and Munungguritj 2001), community
organizing and development (Hibbard and Lane 2004;
Lehman 2001), acquiring and strategically using tech-
nical information and communicating more effectively
with scientists (Kwaku Kyem 2000; Liddle 2001), and
the deliberate use of discursive strategies (Lane and
Cowell 2001).

Indigenous community-based planning represents
an exciting change in “Indian country” partly because it
sweeps away the construction of indigenous peoples as
passive victims, but mostly because it is assisting
indigenous groups to regain control of their lands and
communities. One important, nagging question remains
unanswered however: how to make sure such potential-
ities become systemic, rather than episodic.

6.0 Conclusion: Planning and
Indigenous Peoples

The great Enlightenment project of colonizing the
New World and fashioning modern, prosperous nations
has had catastrophic implications for indigenous
societies. Modern nation building in these same post-
settler states used rational planning—another
Enlightenment project—to manage their urbanizing
landscapes, allocate land and natural resources, and fur-
nish productive resources for their respective national
economies. In turn, these “traditional,” or orthodox,
approaches to land and resource planning, have served
indigenous peoples poorly and, on occasions, been an
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accomplice (both before and after the fact) in securing
indigenous marginality (Lane and Hibbard 2005). The
allied field of environmental management has a simi-
larly lamentable record (Kapoor 2001).

“Top-down,” rational approaches to land and
resource planning, the case study literature reports,
disempowered and marginalized indigenous commu-
nities, rejected their cultural, religious, and other con-
cerns as irrational, and facilitated the imposition of
external values, interests, and plans in indigenous
communities and landscapes. Moreover, such
approaches failed to deliver (Scott 1998). But plan-
ning has, of course, undergone considerable change
in recent decades. Contemporary approaches—while
methodologically diverse—are conceptually unified
by being place-based, community-focused, collabo-
rative, and sensitive to (rather than dismissive of)
local or experiential knowledge (Lane and McDonald
2005). Community-based and collaborative approaches
to environmental planning are thus concerned with
overcoming the vicissitudes and failings of “top-
down,” rational planning.

Have these new approaches redressed indigenous
marginality and fashioned effective and just environ-
mental management regimes? As we have seen, the
case study literature reports mixed success. For every
case that celebrates the consensually-developed out-
comes of collaboration (e.g., Van Driesche and Lane
2002; Waage 2001), it seems there is another in
which more powerful interests suborned both the
potential of agreement and the promise of justice for
indigenous peoples (e.g., O’Faircheallaigh and
Corbett 2005; Lane and Corbett 2005).

Before considering this bifurcated record, it is nec-
essary to dwell for a moment on the nature of our evi-
dence. A problem with a review of this kind is that it
requires us to depend on a database of case histories
and analyzes that inevitably vary according to scope,
purpose, and quality. Relying too heavily on the case
study record can cause analysis to lurch from success
to failure and back again without the ability to discern
underlying themes and causes. The character of our
evidence—as described here—might inhibit our abil-
ity to reach more penetrating analyzes and causes us
to reflect that future research needs to develop and
analyze larger and purposively-developed datasets of
the kind that Berke et al. (2002) and O’Faircheallaigh
and Corbett (2005) have used.

To help us understand the apparently divergent
outcomes of new approaches to environmental plan-
ning for indigenous groups, three explanatory points
should be considered. First, the new technologies of

planning, emphasizing community empowerment,
participation, and collaboration are relatively
nascent—it could be that we are still learning how to
broker agreement, empower communities, and incor-
porate other ways of knowing. Like all learners, plan-
ning—as both a discipline and a profession—will
sometimes fail as it seeks to master a new and com-
plex suite of skills. Second, so much of the promise
of collaborative and community-based planning
depends on the participatory and communicative
competence of communities. This is problematic in
indigenous domains where the processes of colonial-
ism and paternalism have frequently bequeathed a
range of socioeconomic problems that impede or
complicate effective indigenous participation. This
leads to a third, possible explanation. Perhaps in our
enthusiastic embrace of decentralized, participatory
approaches, we have given insufficient regard to the
question of difference, particularly in circumstances
of entrenched disadvantage or historically based
antagonisms. Perhaps planners need to recognize that
such approaches are not axiomatically fairer and,
therefore, there needs to be deliberate accounting for
the potential for unjust outcomes.

Perhaps a more unambiguously promising change can
be found in the use of planning by indigenous communi-
ties to manage their lands and resources and address
pressing community and economic development con-
cerns. Although a host of communities, in a range of dif-
fering contexts, have demonstrated that the potential to
achieve these goals is real, perhaps a more important
legacy of such efforts will be realized over the longer
term—in assisting indigenous groups to overcome
entrenched disadvantage to become better participants in
the planning processes that currently swirl around them.

It would be counter factual to provide a
“Hollywood” ending to this review. We cannot con-
clude that planning processes in which indigenous
communities are involved now routinely provide fair
processes that lead to just outcomes. The facts are
more ambiguous. We can report, on the one hand, that
land and resource planning processes are now much
less likely to ignore or dismiss indigenous concerns;
that indigenous knowledge is now recognized as valid
and is frequently utilized in planning; that participa-
tion, negotiation, and collaboration are now commonly
used approaches to plan making; and that planning
appears to have a newfound sensitivity to the justness
of its work. We must also report, however, that the case
study of the planning process, which actively served to
marginalize indigenous communities and rationalize
manifestly unfair outcomes, cannot yet be consigned to
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planning history. We must also caution against the
assumption that planning’s journey is likely to lead
inexorably towards a fairer form of practice and envi-
ronmentally just outcomes. We can, however, report
that indigenous communities, in a host of contexts, are
pressing their interests in land and resource manage-
ment, that planners are becoming used to encountering
indigenous people and their interests, and that creative
people laboring on complex problems are now setting
the benchmarks for what constitutes a fairer form of
environmental planning.

While indigenous peoples have long suffered the
repressive and dominating effects of planning, as
commentators such as Escobar (1992) and Yiftachel
(2001) have remarked, they have also glimpsed the
emancipatory and transformative potential of plan-
ning that Friedmann (2002), in particular, has
charted. Perhaps these two potentialities—indeed
personalities—of planning are unlikely to be recon-
ciled; they will forever remain alternative expressions
of the power of planning. In such circumstances, the
mobilization and participation of indigenous groups
is central to the future of both their communities and
their landscapes. Perhaps it is also central to deter-
mining which of planning’s personalities eventually
defines the character of the vocation.

Notes

1. The recent establishment of the Indigenous Planning
Division within the American Planning Association may be an
indication that this is beginning to change.

2. These figures and those on income that follow have been
calculated from data in the U.S. Census 2000, the Indian Health
Service Data 1997, the Australia National Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Social Survey 2002, and the New Zealand Census 2001.

3. Other terms for this approach include community-based
resource management, civic environmentalism, grassroots
ecosystem management, community-based environmental man-
agement, and collaborative resource management. As well, there
are a number of sector-specific variations, most notably commu-
nity-based forest management and collaborative watershed (or
catchment basin) management.
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