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Executive Summary

a. Aims, Objectives & Approach
The aim of this ‘Scoping report on marginalised biodiversity narratives’ is to report on a
review of opportunities and barriers to greater inclusivity of narratives typically
marginalised in biodiversity research and management in Scotland, drawing upon existing
academic literature, policy documents and data, and supported by stakeholder interviews.

The specific objectives of the review are:

e to summarise how narratives and marginalisation matter in relation to biodiversity
research and management;

e to identify narratives and narrative approaches typically missing or marginalised in
biodiversity research and management, as relevant to Scotland;

e to identify implications for our research in which we will develop and evaluate
audio-visual and interactive narrative tools and techniques to better enable their
productive engagement for transformative change, and, in particular;

e to scope potential opportunities to explore and address marginalisation and
biodiversity narratives in the case-study area, the Cairngorms National Park.

This scoping exercise was done through a primarily desk-based qualitative review and
analysis of existing material (academic, policy and grey literature) relevant to marginalised
narratives and biodiversity research in Scotland. This was supported by stakeholder insights
from existing data from previous relevant SRP research and semi-structured interviews
conducted with key stakeholders over winter 2022/23.

b. Insights regarding marginalised narratives in biodiversity research and
management

Narratives and stories are central in how we understand ourselves and our relations to
human and nonhuman others. They play an important role in the framing and practices of
all socioecological relations, including biodiversity policy, research and management. A
substantial and growing literature asserts that biodiversity enhancement and conservation
will be more effective and inclusive if we pay serious and analytical attention to narrative,
particularly in identifying and addressing how narrative and story work to marginalise
particular people, ecologies and ways of knowing.

When we constitute biodiversity and related ecologies through particular narratives in
research and management, key issues are raised regarding what and whom become
excluded or marginalised, and how. Addressing marginalisation is seen as a policy goal in
itself (notably in IPBES) as well as critical for the lasting effectiveness of conservation
actions.

Narratives relating to biodiversity can marginalise along three key, interrelated axes:
1. Marginalisation of people and social or cultural groups (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity,
sexual orientation, disability)
2. Marginalisation of particular ecologies; ecological or biophysical entities, relations
and processes (e.g. particular species, species assemblages, habitats, ecotones)
3. Marginalisation of particular ways of knowing (e.g. knowing as embodied, sensory
and emotional as well as cognitive; knowing as done through languages other than




English-speaking and discursive domains, such as minority languages, visual
languages, as well as biosensory, biochemical or other more-than-human ‘languages
“or modes of articulation and response).

In short, how we make and foreclose particular narrative space matters in the contested
geographies and histories of which ecological entities are given consideration and in what
terms, for and by whom, where we find or expect to find and conserve particular ecologies,
and how. Paying attention to these ways the making and reworking of narrative space is
therefore central to addressing the critical question for this WP of who will influence and
benefit from particular ways of constituting biodiversity.

A range of marginalised narratives relevant to biodiversity research and management
emerged from our scoping of empirical material. They pertained in particular to:

e Languages beyond English (in Scotland relating especially to Gaelic, Scots, and
other minority languages);

e Experiential domains and knowledges;

e Dynamic, plural, uncertain and less tangible ecologies;

e (Particular) people being and feeling centred in - on the ‘inside’ of - biodiversity
research and management rather than playing a temporary, minor, ‘air-brushed’ or
provisional role;

e Narratives beyond those centring white, masculine, English-speaking, ableist,
heteronormative norms of conservation, science, and related cultural practices
(such as cultures of ‘the outdoors’);

e Geographies of where particular ecologies or people ‘belong’ or are ‘out of place’

e Diverse people having agency in shaping goals and management of biodiversity, not
just having pre-defined connection or involvement.

c. Implications for our research
There is growing recognition of the transformative potential of conservation through the
social sciences, arts and humanities, especially when bringing many forms of ecological
expertise, including narrative and story-based approaches. In seeking specifically to
identify and help address marginalisation in relation to biodiversity narratives, a number of
methodological implications arise. These centre around:

e Who we engage in our research practices (human and nonhuman), given the need
to consider carefully the power relations and possible reinforcing of
marginalising/exclusionary processes in inviting particular participants and not
others, and;

e How, especially regarding how we enable articulating and responding of
participants in particular spaces and times, as assembled with particular
technologies, narratives, images (generating research encounters that can enable
the marginalised both to ‘speak’ and be heard).

e The importance of paying attention to the geographical and spatial constitution of
marginalisation in relation to biodiversity narratives.

o Likewise how different temporalities can be mobilised, such as in narratives of past
or future inclusion (e.g. how inter-generational dynamics of humans and
nonhumans matter for each other)

e Calls for methods that build connections and mutual understanding in biodiversity
conservation, rather than just understanding conflicts.
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Introduction

There is growing evidence that conservation and biodiversity measures succeed best when
a plurality of voices and diverse forms of knowledge can be engaged in the co-development
of management solutions (Myers 2017; Gavin et al., 2018; Wyborn et al 2020). This work
forms part of a broadening call for transformative change towards more just and
sustainable ways of living (Turnhout et al 2021), and a debate in which narratives have
been identified as central in how we enact, make sense of, and potentially transform our
relationship to biodiversity.

Recognition is growing that enhancing biodiversity requires acknowledging and working
with narratives and narrative approaches that are often missing or marginalised in
biodiversity research and management. To inform effective biodiversity measures in
Scotland, as elsewhere, it is crucial to consider the work of narratives in bounding the
ecologies considered pertinent and valuable, who should be involved with them, and how
biodiversity enhancement might proceed.

The research of which this forms a part (RESAS SRP Hutton D4-1 WP2 ‘Inclusive Biodiversity
Narratives’) seeks to identify marginalised narratives in relation to biodiversity in Scotland,
and develop and evaluate audio-visual and interactive narrative tools and techniques to
better enable productive engagement to address marginalisation in biodiversity research
and management and in turn facilitate transformative change.

a. Aims & Objectives

The aim of this ‘Scoping report on marginalised biodiversity narratives’ (D2.1; due March
2023) is to report on a review of opportunities and barriers to greater inclusivity of
narratives typically marginalised in biodiversity research and management in Scotland,
drawing upon existing academic literature, policy documents and data, and supported by
stakeholder interviews.

The specific objectives of the review were:

e to summarise how narratives and marginalisation matter in relation to biodiversity
research and management;

e to identify narratives and narrative approaches typically missing or marginalised in
biodiversity research and management, as relevant to Scotland [NB fulfils MS2.1,
due Jan 2023]

e to identify implications for our WP2 research in which we will develop and evaluate
audio-visual and interactive narrative tools and techniques to better enable their
productive engagement for transformative change, and, in particular;

e to scope potential opportunities to explore and address marginalisation and
biodiversity narratives in the case-study area, the Cairngorms National Park
(hereafter CNP). [NB fulfils MS2.1, due Jan 2023]

b. Approach

This scoping exercise was done through a primarily desk-based qualitative review and
analysis of existing material (academic, policy and grey literature) relevant to marginalised
narratives and biodiversity research in Scotland. This was supported by stakeholder insights
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from existing data from previous relevant SRP research and semi-structured interviews
conducted with key stakeholders over winter 2022/23.

Desk-based review

We identified and collated the key sources of information (academic, policy and grey
literature) relevant to our D4-1-2 WP ‘Enabling inclusivity in biodiversity narratives’ with a
view to identifying a fuller range of biodiversity narratives relevant to Scotland, especially
voices and narratives that have so far been neglected or marginalised in relation to
biodiversity.

As part of the review of academic literature we scoped the relevant scholarship on both
terrestrial and marine biodiversity as well as literature dealing with neglected or
marginalised narratives as pertaining to nature-society relations. We also explored how the
literature conceptualises key concepts such as biodiversity and narratives; identified
understandings and approaches to conducting narrative analysis; and reviewed the
different understandings of narratives in relation to biodiversity.

We also reviewed sources of neglected or marginalised narratives that might be indicated
by narratives present and absent in biodiversity-relevant policy and grey literature,
including documents published by both Scottish and international bodies (e.g. the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)).
As part of this review we identified how key concepts such as ‘biodiversity’, ‘narratives’,
‘inclusion’, ‘diversity’ and ‘marginalisation” are framed in policy documents.

Review of existing relevant data

We reviewed the relevant data we had collected in the previous SRP (2016-2022) as part of
RD 1.4.2 WP4 (Understories), including in the form of video stories illustrating
stakeholders’ perspectives and experiences regarding woodlands in the Cairngormes;
research notes on the construction and curation of a ‘storymap’, and workshop discussions
with diverse stakeholders exploring their experience in exporting the storymap.

Scoping interviews and meetings with stakeholders

With the aim of identify marginalised biodiversity narratives, especially as relevant to CNP
case study, we conducted scoping interviews and meetings with relevant stakeholders.

During winter 2022-23 we conducted 11 scoping interviews with key stakeholders including
a range of individuals representing different areas of engagement (and non-engagement)
in biodiversity research and management, covering a wide range of roles and sociocultural
groups. Interviews were conducted either in person or by video-call, and were audio-
recorded and transcribed with the informed consent of the interviewees. We used the
following interview guide:

Thinking about biodiversity-related research and management in Scotland, and the way it is
framed and executed, in your view and your experience:
1. What people tend to be marginalised, overlooked, dismissed or excluded?
2. Which ecologies tend to be marginalised or overlooked? E.g. species, assemblages,
habitats, aspects, bio-physical elements and processes, etc.
3. What ways of knowing and understanding biodiversity tend to be marginalised or
given less legitimacy? E.g. ways of knowing beyond the mainstream/scientific/
rational knowledge.



We also conducted 3 meetings with Cairngorms Connect staff, 4 meetings with Cairngorms
National Park Authority staff (working either in the Heritage Horizons team or in Nature
and Landscape themes), and 2 meetings with relevant natural scientists working at the
James Hutton Institute.

c. Key definitions

By marginalised and missing narratives and approaches we mean those ways of expressing,
experiencing, knowing, and framing biodiversity and its significance, value and worth that
are often outside of biodiversity research and management, and including those associated
with urban and disadvantaged communities, minority groups and languages, and ways of
knowing beyond dominant forms of scientific knowledge.

As background, we provide here working definitions of key terms, whilst acknowledging
that such terms can be contested - including in relation to marginalising processes - and
thus must be used reflexively and with openness to alternative framings.

Marginalisation

Marginalisation is explicitly and implicitly a longstanding core concern of social and cultural
research across many disciplines. Whilst there are many differences in specific approach,
marginalisation can be considered as both process and experience, which is constituted
bodily, materially and biophysically as well as culturally and socio-economically, through
which particular beings, places and ideas are privileged in relation to others. The influential
work of Ferguson et al. (1992), who gave marginalisation explicit consideration in relation
to contemporary audiovisual cultures, defines it as “that complex and disputatious process
by means of which certain people and ideas are privileged over others at any given time"
(Ferguson et al, 1992: 7). The concept usually mobilises notions of differentiation such as
inside and outside, centre and periphery, inclusion and exclusion, dominant and
subjugated, prevailing and obscured, powerful and disempowered. Marginalisations are
typically multiplicitous and involve complex processes and relationships, rather than there
being any singular or universal centre and periphery, inside and outside: “When we say
marginal, we must always ask, marginal to what? But this question is difficult to answer.
The place from which power is exercised is often a hidden place. When we try to pin it
down, the centre always seems to be somewhere else. Yet we know that this phantom
centre, elusive as it is, exerts a real, undeniable power over the whole social framework of
our culture, and over the ways that we think about it. Audre Lorde calls this centre the
mythical norm, defined as 'white, thin, male, young, heterosexual, Christian and financially
secure.... (This combination) defines the tacit standards from which specific others can then
be declared to deviate, and while that myth is perpetuated by those whose interests it
serves, it can also be internalised by those who are oppressed by it" (Ferguson, 1992: 19).

The original Call under which this research was commissioned mobilised notions of
marginalisation with respect to outside and inside as it referred to “narratives usually
outside of biodiversity research” and the need to attend to them.



Biodiversity

Biodiversity can be defined in various and sometimes contested ways (Baldauf & Oliveira
Lunardi, 2020). The IPBES defines biodiversity as “the diversity within species, between
species and of ecosystems” (IPBES, 2019, p. XIV) and, in more detail in the glossary, as: “The
variability among living organisms from all sources including terrestrial, marine and other
aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are a part. This includes
variation in genetic, phenotypic phylogenetic, and functional attributes, as well as changes
in abundance and distribution over time and space within and among species, biological
communities and ecosystems.” (IPBES, 2019, p. 1033).

Other definitions incorporate a human or social dimension. For example the UN’s Food and
Agriculture Organisation define biodiversity in relation to what it means to farmers: “The
variety and variability of animals, plants and micro-organisms that are used directly or
indirectly for food and agriculture, including crops, livestock, forestry and fisheries. It
comprises the diversity of genetic resources (varieties, breeds) and species used for food,
fodder, fibre, fuel and pharmaceuticals. It also includes the diversity of non-harvested
species that support production (soil micro-organisms, predators, pollinators), and those in
the wider environment that support agro-ecosystems (agricultural, pastoral, forest and
aquatic) as well as the diversity of the agro-ecosystems” (FAO 1999, as cited in Bardsley et
al., 2019, p. 596). Bardsley et al (2019) highlight from this definition the inclusion of social
processes as a key element for conservation and agriculture, challenging the way that
policy traditionally divides ‘natural’ and anthropogenic ecosystems (Bardsley et al., 2019).

The Scottish Government’s ‘Land Reform in a Net Zero Nation’ consultation paper defines
biodiversity as “The variety of life on earth, essential for sustaining the ecosystem that
provide us with food, fuel, health, wealth, and other vital services.” (Scottish Government,
20223, p. 36), framing biodiversity in terms of the services it provides to humans.

The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy provide a wider definition: “Biodiversity is the web of life.
It is the variety of all living things and the ecosystems where they live (on land or in water).
It comprises the living organisms in a particular space, whether in a window-box, garden,
park, meadow, peatland, river, loch, estuary, ocean, beach or mountain top. ... Biodiversity
refers to the variability among living organisms within terrestrial, marine and aquatic
ecosystems and the ecological complexes they are part of. This includes diversity within
species, between species and across ecosystems.” (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 11). This
document also frames biodiversity as providing benefits to people: “Biodiversity supports
food production and security through insect pollination in farming and horticulture and our
fishing industry, which depends on resilient and productive seas. It provides the blueprint
for many modern medicines and contributes to our wellbeing, providing recreation,
relaxation and a sense of place. Healthy biodiversity protects soil from eroding, purifies
water and helps prevent and mitigate flooding.” (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 12). The
Strategy also includes in its glossary definitions of biodiversity as understood by the CBD
(“the diversity of life in all its forms—the diversity of species, of genetic variations within
one species, and of ecosystems” (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 77) and by the IPBES



(“Plants, animals, and micro-organisms in a given area or volume” (Scottish Government,
2022c, p. 77).

The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 also uses the same definition for biodiversity
as the UN’s CBD: “biodiversity’ has the same meaning as has ‘biological diversity’ in the
United Nations Environmental Programme Convention on Biological Diversity of 5 June
1992 as amended from time to time (or in any United nations Convention replacing that
Convention)” ("Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act (2004)," 2004).

Whilst there are calls to work with a singular concept of biodiversity (e.g. Faith, 2021) there
is also a substantial literature highlighting the need to remain attentive to the variety of
narrative framings of nature and our relationship with it, particularly relating to
marginalisation and its effects, including on the effectiveness of biodiversity management
and enhancement. This will be elaborated in Section 3.

Narrative

Since the ‘narrative turn’ in the 1960s, different humanities and social science disciplines
have developed insights into the role of narratives and storytelling in society: “This
literature mobilizes understandings of narrative that span from being a foundational
spatial-temporal cognitive structure by which people ‘make sense’ of, or create order out of
experience [11, 14, 18, 19]; to a literary praxis that situates heroes, victims, and villains on a
plotline, using particular sensory language and settings [17].”(Veland et al., 2018, p.41)

Robertson et al (2000) define ‘narrative’ as “stories that are bounded by the narrator’s
particular experiences, observations, and attachment to place. They include anecdotal
information, oral environmental history, and local knowledge” (Robertson et al., 2000,
p120, as cited in Bardsley et al., 2019, p. 597). Shelley-Egan and Dratwa (2019) describe
narratives as containing multiple storylines, e.g. “the storylines of the narrative both
marginalise — and in direct conflict with — the actual lived realities of the people affected”
(Shelley-Egan & Dratwa, 2019, p. 3).

Vlachos and Gaynor (2021) describe stories as the way through which environmental
management practices are produced and made meaningful. “Narratives remain our chief
moral compass in the world. Because we use them to motivate and explain our actions, the
stories we tell change the way we act in the world” (Cronon 1992, as cited in Vlachos &
Gaynor, 2021, p. 126).

Hilson (2022) found that in the field of environmental law, the term ‘narrative’ is often
used interchangeably with ‘framing’ and ‘discourse’. In their paper, ‘narrative’ is defined as
follows: “At a basic level, a narrative can be seen as possessing some of structural features
of a story. These might include one or more of: characters; story events, a plot order in
which those events unfold; a temporal sequence involving a beginning, middle and an end;
a moral of the story; and a narrator (who may be reliable or unreliable)” (Hilson, 2022, p.
3).

According to Louder and Wyborn (2020): “Narratives shape human understanding and
underscore policy, practice and action; they frame an issue, define which actors are
included or excluded, assign culpability and prescribe action. As a heuristic for
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deconstruction, narratives can serve as a critical analytical tool and help unpack why
destructive, ineffective or unjust systems persist. However, narratives are also understood
as a tool to mobilize and inspire action. On a deeper level, narratives also stabilize
ontological categories: they are at once simple storylines and anchors for particular views
of how the world works.” (Louder & Wyborn, 2020, p. 251). The authors describe what
narrative analysis involves: “Narrative analysis draws attention to how humans act by
highlighting emotion, affect and meaning; it complicates notions of humans as rational
economic maximizers or as acting based on facts. Careful attention to narrative highlights
the essential role of the social sciences, humanities, arts and cognitive science to
biodiversity conservation and can serve to connect different ways of knowing.” (Louder &
Wyborn, 2020, p. 251).

Wyborn et al. (2021) include the following description of narratives: “Narratives can be
powerful, emotive stories that incentivize collective action (Rose 2018). Narratives are not
neutral descriptions of reality; they frame issues, determine which actors are included or
excluded, define cause and effect, assign culpability, and prescribe action (Stone 1989).
Once entrenched, dominant narratives can be hard to supplant, even in the face of
contradictory evidence (Roe & Eeten 2004).” (Wyborn et al., 2021, p. 1091) .

Garcia-Dory et al. (2021) describe policy narratives as storylines that make use of particular
types of knowledge to define problems and solutions about the world.

While many authors use terms like narratives, stories, storylines and discourses
interchangeably or not explicitly defined, Vercher et al. (2021) make a distinction between
‘narratives’ and ‘story’: “narratives are socially constructed representations about people
and the human world (Floysand and Jakobsen 2007). While the ‘story’ itself is regarded as
primary ‘raw’ data generated from what people communicate, the narrative behind it is the
critical point of analysis (Bau 2016). Thus, narratives are not necessarily an accurate
reflection of reality and can differ depending on who tells the story (Medvedev 2017).”
(Vercher et al., 2021, p. 167). They also explain how narrative theory distinguishes the form
and content of narratives: “The form of a narrative refers to the structure and textual
qualities, while the content denotes the logical structure of events, actions, characters and
other objects in time and space (De Fina and Georgakopoulou 2011).” (Vercher et al., 2021,
p. 170). They describe narratives as having the following role: “narratives: (1) provide local
stakeholders with a mean to create an identity and cohesion; (2) constitute a guide for
action and (3) enable reframing of the perceived context and structure according to an
alternative vision that suit stakeholders intended purpose (Mohan and Topp 2018;
Saltmartshe 2018; Wittmayer et al. 2019). ... narratives have heuristic value in that they
enable local actors to make sense of a complex reality and help them build capacity for the
future (Berkhout et al. 2002; Rhisiart et al. 2015). Their key components that help make
sense of this complex reality are: problematisation, solutions and goals, plot and actors”
(Vercher et al., 2021, p. 170).

Stelling et al. (2017) distinguish between narratives and frames: frames are understood as
philosophical perspectives. “Frames are interpretive lenses providing meaning and
privileging some ideas over others (Goffman, 1977), and “perceptual lenses, worldviews, or
underlying assumptions that guide communal interpretation and definition of particular
issues” (Miller, 2000; p. 211).” (p. 201). Narratives on the other hand are understood as
themes of discussion, and as expressing frames. “Narratives enable humans to construct
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experiences, convey meaning (Atkinson, 2010; Bruner, 1991) and represent reality
(Czarniawska, 2004).” (p.2).

The IPBES’s global assessment report of biodiversity and ecosystem services (IPBES, 2019)
describes narratives as one of the ways in which indigenous and local peoples and
communities (ILPC) communicate their understanding of the co-production of nature’s
contribution to people (NCP): “ILPCs communicate their understanding of NCP co-
production in a variety of ways, including ... Narratives” (IPBES, 2019, p. 328). The
document also acknowledges storytelling as a form of knowledge transmission: “Oral
histories, storytelling, songs and poems, objects and artifacts continue to be powerful and
as relevant today as forms of knowledge transmission.” (IPBES, 2019, p. 29)
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Review of academic literature relating to
marginalised narratives in biodiversity research and
management

d. How narratives matter in biodiversity research and management

Narrative and story are well established as central to how we make sense of ourselves -
especially in relation to human and nonhuman others - and therefore how we move
through, know, and shape the world (e.g. Barthes & Duisit, 1975; Clandinin & Caine, 2008;
Haraway, 2016). Accordingly, the ‘narrative turn’ in the social sciences and humanities that
has produced rich and sophisticated insights on the social dimensions of narratives and
storytelling is now increasingly informing issues of biodiversity, nature, and conservation
(Harris, 2022). Increasingly highlighted is the co-agency of narratives in shaping how we
connect to, engage with, and materially transform ecologies, including how we study them
(Harris, 2022; Takala et al, 2019). Narratives about biodiversity, as illustrated for climate
change “constitute reality as we know it by making sense of observations, leading us to
new inferences, and providing models for a path forward” (Veland et al., 2018, p.42, citing
O’Brien (2016)).

As Veland et al. (2018) highlight, narratives are not only world-describing (e.g. describe a
particular environment or issue) but are also world-making in the way they provide the
‘reference points’ that enable the working and reworking of particular ‘stories’: “the
timelines, characters, and phenomena of these narratives provide the ‘reference points’
that shape and become reworked by the ‘stories’” we tell about the world, such as about
societal transformation or extreme events. This implies scientists, journalists, and other
actors alike perform ‘storytelling’, using written word, images, and figures. Each narrative
constrains and enables what is thinkable and sayable about the past, present, and future”
(p.42).

Crucially, this means narratives have implications for the current, historical, and possible
future socioecological relations or socionatures that can become valorised or devalorised,
thinkable or unthinkable, speakable and unspeakable (Cronon, 1995; Haraway, 2016;
Veland et al., 2018). In turn, attention to narrative forces us to acknowledge/confront the
‘ontological schisms’ (Veland, 2017) that permeate environmental conflicts (cf. lvascu &
Biro, 2020), the questions we ask, and our capacities and modes of addressing them:
“These deeply material implications of cognitive, world-making narratives confirm that
conflicts cannot be reduced to deficient scientific understanding, a lack of dialogue, or
disagreement as to means. Rather, they suggest ontological disjunctures or schisms that go
‘all the way down’” (Veland et al., 2018, p.42, citing Veland, 2017).

Although much contemporary work on ecological narratives centres on climate issues (e.g.
Van Der Leeuw, 2020; Garcia-Dory et al, 2021; Dillon & Craig, 2022), there is a growing
body of work that flags the implications for how we conceptualise, research and manage
biodiversity specifically (e.g. Ducarme et al., 2020; Baldauf & de Oliveira Lunardi, 2020;
Faith, 2021; Pascual et al., 2021; Andres et al., 2022).

Research notes how mainstream narratives and storying of biodiversity have been very
particular and, in many ways, narrow, e.g. “the dominant story continues to reproduce
nature as an object external to society that is possible to know, monitor and manage from
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afar” (Lovbrand et al. 2015, p.216). Narratives are often imbued with the “modern concept
of Nature as a pure, singular and stable domain that can be accounted for through systemic
observation and scientific explanation” (Lorimer, 2012, as cited in Lévbrand et al. 2015,
p.215). Moreover, narratives have not worked sufficiently to halt or address ecological
degradation (Pascual et al., 2021). Others too identify the dangers of a singular narrative or
a ‘narrative monoculture’ in relation to biodiversity (Rankin, Hansteen-lzora & Packer,
2007), for example, the particularity of understanding environments and our relationship
to them through notions of ‘wild’, ‘wildness’ and ‘wilderness’ (Cronon, 1995).

Burgeoning scholarship explicates how narratives matter in ecological and biodiversity
research and management with respect to marginalisation and its processes (e.g. Suchet,
2002). Lovbrand et al. (2015) elaborate how dominant narratives of the Anthropocene
have worked to universalise and naturalise particular socioecologies in marginalising ways.
Similar critiqued have been given to narratives of cultural ecosystem services (Gould et al.,
2020a, 202b). Despite helping to address the binary separations of people and
environment by bringing human dimensions into the realms of nature, such narratives have
worked to deny space to social and cultural diversity, multiplicity and inequalities of those
human dimensions. Such narratives could thus work against inclusion of particular people,
ways of knowing, and ways of deciding in relation to ecologies: the “tendency to downplay
the social dynamics of environmental change does not only lead to generalized and
disembodied accounts of human agency. It also runs the risk of producing a post-political
narrative that invites techno-managerial planning and expert administration at the expense
of democratic debate and contestation.” (Lévbrand et al. 2015, p.217).

Policies are shaped by narratives, and in turn, science plays an important role in shaping
narratives by promoting particular knowledge, problematisation of issues and solutions. In
turn, narratives are utilised to fulfil political agendas and to shape policies (Wong et al.,
2022).

e. How biodiversity narratives work in relation to marginalisation - implications
for inclusion and exclusion

The literature highlights how narratives have power and agency in biodiversity and nature-
society research and management in many ways, but also how such narratives are never
innocent. King (2003) illustrates how stories not chosen by chance but are told by and
about the most powerful. Relating this to ecologies, McLauchlan (2019) highlights that “no
mode of storying or being in the world is innocent; apparent kindnesses can cause
surprising harms” (p.147). For example, a well-intended non-killing practice can be a
violence towards alternative practices of ecological care (McLauchlan, 2019, p.147).
Narratives and stories are always situated (Haraway, 1991, 2016) in ways that can work to
include and exclude, with social and ecological consequences, such as for resilience and
adaptation (e.g. Hunter et al., 2021). This is because they shape whose voices are heard,
whether and how they are valorised or devalorised, which ecologies are made visible and
important, and whose understandings and ways of knowing social-ecological relations are
rendered tangible or credible (e.g. Garcia-Dory et al., 2021; Wong et al., 2022).

It has been shown that, historically, narratives of conservation and biodiversity have
enabled marginalisation and exclusion, with ecological as well as social implications
(Escobar, 1998; Agrawal, 2005; Heatherington, 2012; Weldemichel, 2020); most starkly
through enduring narratives associated with ‘fortress conservation’ and exclusive practices
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around Protected Areas (Brockington 2002; West et al. 2006), but also through subtler
forms, which some conceive of in terms of ‘slow violence’ (e.g. Makey et al., 2022).

The exclusionary work of narratives - both discursive and visual (e.g. Cronon, 1995;
Ginsburg, 2008 - can be done through various means, such as fixing notions of
people/ecologies/ways of knowing in particular ways and or making them more or less
visible, centred or legitimate. For example, the process of ‘othering’ can be seen as an
exclusionary discursive tool (Shelley-Egan and Dratwa, 2019; Weldemichel, 2020).

Similarly, biodiversity and related nature conservation narratives, and their configurations
of dominance or marginalisation, have been shown to matter in shaping (often in
interlinked ways):

e WHO has capacity and credibility in accessing land and water, and influencing and
making decisions about it.

There is evidence that narratives about biodiversity are articulated, authorised and
mobilised in arenas of power, from which certain social groups (e.g. based on ethnicity,
age, gender, sexual orientation, disability) are excluded (e.g. Freeman, 2019; O'Donoghue,
2019). For example, Vlachos and Gaynor (2021) identify the historical and dominant
narrative in Western Australia as revolving around ‘the conquest of nature and economic
wealth’, to the marginalisation of indigenous people.

The decisions that are made regarding biodiversity also affect who gets to access, use and
manage biodiversity. For instance, biodiversity extinction narratives have been used to
legitimise the appropriation of land for conservation purposes to the exclusion of local
people (Weldemichel, 2020), and the colonial exploitation of resources (Wong et al., 2022).
Narratives

Biodiversity narratives also matter in shaping who is centred and who is marginalised
within established land management configurations (e.g. Coutinho-Sledge, 2015). As an
example, Dotson and Pereira (2022) show how the field of conservation has evolved in its
framing of rural people, from being presented as a ‘problem’ during much of the 20t
century, to being presented as biodiversity ‘solutions’ throughout the past two decades.

Conversely, narratives around ‘wildness’ can work to dislocate people from their
livelihoods and cultural practices (Dolton-Thornton, 2021; Schulte to Bihne et al., 2022),
for example in establishing marine protected areas (Kuuliala, 2017).

Narratives also matter in terms of who is centred and marginalised within established
scientific research configurations. For example, the creation of scientific knowledge in the
field of conservation has historically been dominated by white, western, male voices, to the
exclusion and absence of diverse experience (e.g. Mackenzie, 2021; Simard, 2021). As an
example, Pomeroy (2022) argues that sociological research in New Zealand has focussed
around farming issues, to the exclusion of marginalised rural groups such as the Maori,
which impedes finding solutions to wider rural issues.

It is also important to recognise the unequal burden that different social groups carry as a
consequence of biodiversity management decisions. For example, biodiversity loss has the
highest impact on the those lowest economic rungs (Roe et al, 2019). Roe et al. (2019) note
that gender is a blind spot in biodiversity research, where the impact of biodiversity loss.

e Which ECOLOGIES or ecological entities are rendered visible or tangible culturally and
or biophysically.

15



Narratives relate to particular species and assemblages, such as narratives that shape
which species get to live and die, which become valorised and prioritised in particular
spaces and times, while others become sidelined (e.g. Ginn et al. 2014; Biermann and
Anderson, 2017).

Narratives also render particular habitats as visible, valuable, protectable, or not. There are
particular habitats tend to be forgotten or neglected, such as the deep ocean (e.g.
Jamieson et al., 2021), soils (Zeiss et al., 2022), temperate rainforests (Petrokas et al., 2022)
and montane woodland (Watts et al., 2022; Watts and Jump, 2022).

Visual and discursive narratives constitute where particular species, assemblages or
habitats are ‘visible’ or belong’ (or not), where narratives can either allow or obscure
particular associations to place, space and landscape (e.g. Russel, 2020; Adams, 2020; Ginn,
2008).

e  Which WAYS OF KNOWING can be articulated and rendered legible and credible, and
the variety of forms, formalities and valorisation of expertise.

These ways of knowing shape how we know biodiversity, including with respect to research
and management, and highlight inescapable situatedness and politics of knowledge. For
example:

o Particular (reductive or distanciating) ways of ordering, categorising and
measuring (e.g. Haraway, 1991; Rupprecht et al., 2020; Lorimer, 2008).

o Devalorising or marginalising particular narratives, for example, dismissing
particular narratives as ‘cultural’ as opposed to the rational truth (McLauchlan,
2019).

o Indigenous ways of knowing and traditional ecological and local knowledge (e.g.
Hill et al., 2020; Congretel and Pinton, 2020; Ivascu and Biro, 2020; Molnar and
Babai 2021, including in marine environments (e.g. Drew, 2005; Kourantidou et
al. 2020; Schott et al. 2020).

o More-than-human (e.g. Topa and Narvaez, 2022) and nonhuman ways of
knowing (e.g Haraway, 2008; Woodward & Lemmer, 2019; Ginn & Connor, 2022).
This includes plants and their articulation through symbiotic relations. For
example, Gorzelak et al. (2015) found that “underground ‘tree talk’ is a
foundational process in the complex adaptive nature of forest ecosystems” (p. 9).

o Experiential or emotional knowing (e.g. Puig de la Bellacasa, 2017) and affective
ecologies (Singh, 2018).

By illustrating how narratives and stories can work to maintain hierarchies in ways that
affect our ability to address biodiversity challenges, we are called to question, “To what
extent do dominant narratives and ontologies support the work of ecological care?”
(McLauchlan, 2019, 135). It is argued that new and alternative narratives are necessary to
chart a new ecological direction that would address the biodiversity crisis, e.g.: “fresh
language, and access to one’s own most meaningful stories and values that will make the
path more clear” (Forbes, 2006: 8).

Scholarship therefore underlines the need to go beyond mainstream narratives, and to
identify and attend to issues of marginalisation in relation to the work of narrative and
story in biodiversity and nature-society research (Harris, 2022). On one hand, it is
increasingly recognised that to address the urgency, magnitude and complexity of
biodiversity challenges, we cannot ignore the plurality and diversity of narratives of related
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ecologies (Tengo et al., 2021; Sato, et al., 2018; Pascual et al. 2021). We are then called to
look beyond dominant narratives if we want to a different socioecological story to unfold:
“We must tell these stories because they are growing rarer and more and more essential to
us. Without these stories of connection and relationship, there is increasingly one
dominant story to hear and one story to tell” (Forbes, 2006: 54). International biodiversity
and environmental governance entities increasingly highlight importance of local and
indigenous knowledges and the bringing them together with science.

This comes in part from a greater acceptance of the need to work (better) with those on
the ground managing land and water (Hausner et al. 2020), including calls to integrate or
co-constitute narratives amongst different epistemologies and ontologies. For example,
Veland et al. (2018) flag with respect to climate the need to explore “how better
communication of science might beneficially be accompanied by efforts to co-construct
narratives that engage with the stories that give meaning and security to people.” (p.41)

Impetus also stems from a recognition of the alternative ways of knowing practiced by the
indigenous people who have enabled greatest de facto ecological protection and
sustainable ways of relating to ecological engagement (Garnett et al. 2018), and learning
from and with them (Hill et al., 2020; Hosen et al., 2020; Thekaekara et al., 2021; Jolly et
al., 2022).

A number of scholars highlight how language and naming with respect to place and
ecologies influences how and whether narratives marginalise. For example, Stelling et al.
(2017) examine the language used to describe regrowth, as “language plays a fundamental
role in creating articulating and reinforcing frames through which people view the world.”
(p. 203). McFadyen and Sandilands (2021) suggest a link between loss of culture and
language, and biological diversity. Damage to culture and language comes first, followed by
a disregard and abandonment of local knowledge. This severance leads to a profound
human-ecological disconnect, as well as damaging environmental consequences.

Kimmerer (2003, 2013) illustrates how we narrate plants affects how we can know them
and act in relation to them: “Names are the way we humans build relationship, not only
with each other but with the living world” (p. 208) ... “The arrogance of English is that the
only way to be animate, to be worthy of respect and moral concern, is to be a human” (p.
57) ... “When we tell them that the tree is not a who but an it, we make that maple an
object; we put a barrier between us, absolving ourselves of moral responsibility and
opening the door to exploitation... If a maple is an it, we can take up the chain saw. If a
maple is a her, we think twice” (p. 57) (Kimmerer, 2013). Language and naming thus has
implications for how we might be able to follow Kimmerer (2013) in weaving together of
three key forms of knowledge: (1) Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK); (2) Western
science, and; (3) the teachings of plants and other nonhumans.

Further, Hunter et al. (2021) highlight English language as the dominant language in
research, at the disadvantage of researchers whose who have a different first language,
leading to linguistic injustices and inequity and the marginalisation of non-dominant
narratives. It is also important to consider how the dominance of one language can obscure
a diversity of perspectives: “Plurality in discourses is difficult to discern because sometimes
different voices are forced to use the vocabulary of the dominant discourse” (Thompson
and Rayner, 1998, as cited in Adger et al., 2001).

Language is also significant in terms of biodiversity management and policy-making:
“problems, like their solutions, are narratively constructed through direct or strategic use
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of language, signs, symbols and metaphors. Language is the key driver of change in policies.
It can shift power balances and, hence, determines what policies or institutions are
supported, established, changed or not changed” (Reinecke and Blum, 2018).

This has relevance for Gaelic language and naming and how biodiversity enhancement and
related land management may or may not weave with the restoration and revitalisation of
Gaelic culture (Maclean, 2021; Maclsaac & Davidson, 2022; MacPhail, 2002). The
decolonisation of conservation is something that has been debated with respect to third
world countries for a long time but not (until recently perhaps) in relation to all parts of the
world (though see MacPhail, 2002). Maclsaac & Davidson (2022) point out that although
there are no officially delineated indigenous people in Scotland, there are elements of
recognised traces of indigenous culture and knowledge that have ecological implications; in
particular Scotland’s two Indigenous languages: Scots and Gaelic.

This raises issues of how we ‘speak for others’ or ‘invite others to speak’, especially when
engaging with cultural practices in which storying has central and long-established
importance of story. Harris (2022) prompts us to learn “from traditions where work on
story has been central to deepen and broaden this potential” (Harris, 2022, 854) whilst
underlining the need to attend to complexities, assumptions and ethics of representation
practices & power dynamics, as well as possibilities for addressing marginalisation (e.g.
Nagar, 2013).

In short, the literature highlights myriad ways in which the work of narrative and story is
socioecologically consequential; it matters which stories are told, how, when, where, by
whom, and for whom.

In Scotland, most work examining marginalisation in relation to biodiversity narratives has
concerned cultural and economic forms of marginalisation relating to conservation,
rewilding and nature-based tourism, and the historical legacy of alienation from occupation
of, and control over, land, especially in relation to the Highland clearances (Rohde, 2004;
Dalby and Mackenzie, 1997; Dolton-Thornton, 2021; McFadyen & Sandilands, 2021).

Such marginalisation is often linked to narratives of particular areas of land or water in
Scotland as ‘wild’, and relatedly as ‘untouched’, pristine, unpeopled, or even ‘uncivilised’
(Kuuliala, 2017; McCombes, 2018). Here narratives can work to valorise particular species
or assemblages of species — including in ways thought vital to their preservation (Jones et
al., 2020) - whilst devalorising humans with a stake or place in such ecological assemblages.
This desire for wildness and wildlife is noted as having its roots in the Romantic period of
the 18t™ century (Byg et al 2017). Having a particular desire to experience wildness, and the
resources to fulfil it, has an established association with elite socioeconomic groups in
conservation debate (Kuuliala, 2017). Such narratives can be mobilised in relation to a
sense of threat and disempowerment.

Narratives can work to either render people and livelihoods invisible, or can create a sense
that any form of tourism or other development or livelihood opportunity can take
precedence over established cultural practices and meanings relating people to land and
water (Jones, 2009). Narratives can therefore pit ecological health and livelihoods against
each other.

Narratives can also pit conservation against the presence of people in areas identified as
important for biodiversity. Dolton-Thornton (2021) discuss how efforts to re-wild
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depopulated areas has the effect of disempowering local populations by erasing culture
and heritage of place.

Yet narrative space can likewise be created for local communities asserting their desire for
environmental quality. For example, Dalby and Mackenzie (1997) describe how past
narratives of marginalisation can re-emerge as new threats emerge. They give an example
of how historical narratives of clearances in relation to deer and sheep were reworked in
relation to proposed developments, including the threat of development presented to
nature-based conservation.

Bone (2018) discusses how the rewilding movement that aims to reintroduce ‘missing
species’ such as Bears, Lynx or Wolves is a response to a romanticised perception that
urban populations have of the Scottish Highlands, and ignores the concerns of local
residents. Similarly, Bavin and MacPherson (2022) acknowledge that minority voices can be
marginalised and excluded by rewilding efforts that seek to reintroduce the Lynx. Gandy
and Watts (2021) highlight that while the reintroduction of Beavers is seen as presenting
benefits in terms of human wellbeing and connection to nature, farmers and timber
producers are unlikely to benefit.

Jones and Dennings (2018) discuss how island life in Scotland has been historically viewed
in a romanticised way, while the local identity is being degraded: “the rich diversities of
alternative cultures (languages, local customs, forms of local production and consumption)
are being degraded and extinguished by industrialised globalised capitalism” (p. 4).

Byg et al. (2017) indicate in relation to peatland conservation that solutions for biodiversity
enhancement must be reached that both consider all the underlying factors of particular
cultural perceptions, and that benefit all stakeholders.

Macpherson (2014) argue that a new environmental narrative is developing amongst
community landowners in Scotland, characterised by the development of pluralistic
approaches to environmental challenges, where landowners take control of their collective
narrative.

f. Transformative potential: Identifying and addressing marginalisation
regarding biodiversity narratives

Scholarship has also highlighted how narratives hold transformational potential; how
narratives can positively as well as negatively affect (response)abilities to create liveable
ecologies (Ruwhiu et al., 2021). For example, Hilson (2021) suggests that narratives can
make environmental law more effective by bringing in passion and emotion, while also
giving voice to those marginalised, including of those human, non-human and nature itself.
Barlagne et al. (2021, p. 5) describe co-constructed narratives as important for community
cohesion, as comprising the concepts of marginalisation and the natural environment, and
as fostering “the creation of better social relationships while enabling collaboration and
participation. As such they are a powerful means of encouraging collective action.”
(Barlagne et al., 2021, p. 5).

Yet it is noted that the “transformative potential of story represent elements that are
relatively less well explored, opening opportunities for enriched engagement” (Harris,
2022, p.836). Indeed, many scholars argue there is a need to go further in identifying and
addressing issues of marginalisation in relation to biodiversity or socioecological narratives,
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suggesting that the transformational potential of such narratives will only be unlocked if
we attend more closely to the power relations that enable or disenable narratives to centre
or de-centre particular voices, ecologies or ways of knowing (Shackeroff & Campbell, 2007;
Latulippe & Klenk, 2020; Moola & Roth, 2018; Sidorova, 2020). It is however debated what
this means for western biodiversity research and management (Nadasdy, 1999, 2005;
Johnson et al. 2016; Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2006; Gillette & Singleton, 2022).

Bodies of scholarship from new materialism (e.g. Haraway, 2008, 2016), to indigenous and
decolonial studies (e.g. Kimmerer, 2013), emphasise the need to take seriously the reasons
that issues of social diversity and inclusion have been late to mainstream
ecological/conservation/biodiversity debate - the colonial relations and narratives woven
through the history and geographies of conservation and biodiversity research - before
they can be adequately addressed (see also: Todd, 2016; Lopez-Maldonado, 2022).

This literature has been influential in opening up the question of who the ‘we’ is in the
narratives that configure particular socioecologies (Goeminne, 2011; Alaimo, 2016),
including who the ‘we’ is that seeks or might benefit from enhanced biodiversity (Alaimo,
2019). Moreover, this scholarship elaborates ways in which scientific narratives addressing
‘an undifferentiated global “we”’ (Goeminne, 2011, 20-21) without sufficient recourse to
other forms of meaning and authority actually make enhanced ecological outcomes less
likely. For example, Goeminne (2011) explains how transformation to more liveable
ecologies is made more improbable in practice by marginalising and downplaying social
differentiation and associated practices of deliberation and choice. With reference to the
narrative framing of sustainability, she argues that:

“Such an expert-focused technological determinism, embedded in a discourse of ecological
modernisation, now acts to marginalise the issues of human choice involved in putting
sustainability into effect and to downplay deliberation over the socio-cultural practices,
behaviours, and structures such choice involves. As a result of this techno-scientific focus,
the need for accordant social change is removed from view, which makes sustainability all
the less likely to occur in practice. This is convincingly illustrated by the current impasse on
climate change that has been created and maintained by making political action
subordinate to a scientific framing of what is in essence a societal problem. The narrow
scientific focus on global climate change addresses itself to an undifferentiated global
[p.20-21] “we” and relies exclusively on the authority of science to create a sense of urgency
for structural change (Demeritt 2001, p. 329). In the absence of some other basis of appeal,
“we” are likely to act as uninvolved spectators rather than participants in the shaping of our
future, making responsible, sustainable change all the more improbable to occur”
(Goeminne, 2011: 20-21)

Regarding biodiversity specifically, Alaimo (2019) questions who the ‘we’ is who would
express “the desire for a multitude of species to continue to exist through and beyond the
era of the Sixth Great Extinction ... and whether that [‘we’ as a] category of enunciation
presumes colonising, extractive, and falsely universalising positions” (p.398). Alaimo (2016)
discusses how dominant ecological narratives discipline and cleanse particular ways of
knowing and engaging with ecologies, including but not only scientific ways of knowing. In
her conclusion she explains how narrative works to generate and sustain palatability in
networks of power, but at a cost to inclusiveness and engagement. She asks whether it is
“possible to disconnect epistemologies, politics, and practices of global environmentalisms
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from colonial histories, epistemologies of scientific distance, and a disembodied Man?”
(Alaimo, 2019, 398).

Molndr & Babai (2021) summarise a decolonising approach to research as “an ethically,
ontologically, and politically redesigned, reworked theoretical and methodological
approach congruent with Indigenous and other traditional epistemologies in ways of
producing knowledge; guided by the values and research agenda of Indigenous peoples
and other traditional communities, it treats local and scientific knowledge and perspectives
as equally valid and relevant. The main goal of decolonizing research methods is to
rebalance the relations between researchers and the studied community and ultimately to
foster locally relevant research led by TEK holders” (p.680)

A number of scholars highlight how, in order to co-create new narratives to reimagine
more liveable socioecologies, western ecological knowledges might usefully be brought
into a more generative relationship with indigenous ways of knowing that emphasise
multispecies interconnectedness, reciprocity, respect and care (Haraway, 2016; Kimmerer,
2003, 2013; Ojeda et al., 2022).

There are a number of ways in which working with narrative and story can be
transformative, and potentially enable transformations in biodiversity research and
management. As Mazzocchi (2020) states, “The present-day environmental crisis urges us,
in fact, to critically revise the overall scheme in which our societies are rooted, and in
particular the very foundation of Western culture, since it plays a predominant role in
planning the future. In order to gain insights on the matter, first, the article investigates the
knowledge of indigenous people. It especially scrutinizes the principles, like reciprocity and
caretaking, which oversee indigenous relationship with nature. These principles are driven
by a sense of intimacy and interconnectedness and draw attention to the importance of
giving back to nature. For this reason, they challenge the Western idea of sustainability,
whose focus is still centered on maintaining the possibility of exploitation, and which is
embedded in a sense of detachment from nature” (Mazzocchi, 2020, 77).

Cajete (2020) challenges all concerned to “take Indigenous science seriously as an ancient
body of applied knowledge for sustaining communities and ensuring survival over time and
through generations.” (p. 1), while also considering “how to use Indigenous science,
community building, and education as a tool and a body of knowledge which may be
integrated with appropriate forms of Western science in new and creative ways that serve
to sustain and ensure survival rather than perpetuate unexamined Western business
paradigms of community development” (p.1). Likewise Wheeler et al. (2020) identified the
opportunities and challenges for autonomous Indigenous-led research as well as
coproducing knowledge with scientists, highlighting that there were still many
misconceptions typically surrounding engagement of indigenous knowledge (IK) in
scientific research which were limiting its effectiveness in developing more collaborative
biodiversity management, such as those misconceptions “associated with the ideas that IK
is limited in spatial, temporal or conceptual scope, or needs verifying by western science to
be useful”, including that “the scope [of IK] is limited to traditional activities of Indigenous
peoples and perhaps less relevant to the current context of rapid social-ecological change”
(p.552).

Alaimo (2016; 2019) explores the possibility of insights from material feminist
posthumanism, queer and indigenous studies, suggesting “more intimate modes of
ecological knowing and being that are implicated rather than transcendent, tangible rather
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than immaterial, and scale shifting rather than distancing” (Alaimo, 2019, p.398). She
introduces the concept of trans-corporeality (Alaimo, 2008) and argues that by enacting a
transcorporeal subjectivity we make space to become involved in generating
transformative socioecologies: “rather than approaching from an externalized perspective,
we think, feel, and act as the very stuff of the world” Alaimo (2016, Abstract). The idea is
that foregrounding “a sense of precarious, corporeal openness to the material world”
(Alaimo, 2009, p.23) allows a deeper recognition of more-than-human interconnectedness
and co-vulnerability, in part by recognising the differences that shape our narratives of the
lifeforms that are valorised and how we seek to nurture, support and protect them.

Likewise, in urging us to ‘stay with the trouble’ of marginalising socioecological
configurations, Haraway (2016) foregrounds the symbioses (though not necessarily mutual
benefits) of more-than-human relations, and demonstrates how a more engaged, attentive
multispecies ‘living-with’ these symbiotic configuring and reconfiguring - e.g. “Living with
and dying with each other potently” (p. 2) - is what can generate response-ability in dealing
with our material-cultural differentiations. Haraway (2016) centres stories and ‘storying
otherwise’ as key ways of staying with such trouble, emphasising that “it matters what
stories we tell to tell other stories with ... It matters what stories make worlds, what
worlds make stories” (p.12). To elaborate, Haraway (2008, 2016) emphasises narrative and
storying as a principal mode of response to our current ecological crises, and centres both
telling and hearing stories as a crucial way to render each other response-able as we ‘stay
with the trouble’ of unknotting and reknotting more-than-human relations borne of
inescapable histories and geographies of exclusion and marginalisation. She foregrounds
how storying and restoring can change and disrupt as well as consolidate particular
meanings and sense-making. Haraway (2016) draws our attention to how we are
differently moved and equipped to respond to challenges when we hear a new story or
way of expressing particular junctures or experiences, notably including nonhuman or
more-than-human modes of articulation. Such work asserts a profound agency in hearing
and witnessing new narratives, which King (2003) poses as almost a challenge to how we
will respond to our current predicament (in our case socioecological) configurations: "don't
say in the years to come that you would have lived your life differently if only you had
heard this story. You've heard it now" (p.29).

Accordingly there are growing calls for closer engagement with story and narrative
methods for understanding and addressing marginalisation in biodiversity and enabling
transformation in wider socioecological relations (e.g. Harris, 2022). However, there are
also indications of the need to consider carefully the methodological and ethical
implications; heeding King (2003) to “be careful with the stories you tell ... [and] ... to watch
out for the stories that you are told. For once a story is told, it cannot be called back”

(p.10).

The literature indicates a number of ways in which working with narrative and story can be
transformative, and potentially enable transformations in biodiversity research and
management (see Table 1).
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Table 1: How narratives work to enable transformations in biodiversity research and management.

WHAT NARRATIVES AND STORIES CAN DO

Help make sense of
ourselves in relation to
human and nonhuman
others

Help share learning

Foster relationships

Work with and through
emotions and bodily
experiences (Story can be
transformative in terms of
working with affective
socioecological relations)

Stories have generative &
transformative potential

Individually

Collectively

Linking between individual and collective entities and scales
More-than-human

Stories can pass on learning to next generations

Stories can pass on learning to other people and places
Generate feelings and senses of community

Build new and/or collaborative relationships (and associated relations of
trust, reciprocity, etc)

Generate shared meanings or goals

Building bridges / Allow border crossings between different sociocultural
collectives/framings

Enable inclusive relationships involving marginalised groups

Convey and evoke emotion, including to identify significance or spur action
Help sharing of experiences often “too charged and difficult to discuss”
(including in a more-than-truth or beyond truth way, i.e. revealing ‘the
truth’ is not the crux move)

Teach us about emotions and how we might deal with or process them
Understand and address wellbeing issues

Enable empathy and perspective taking

Enable emotional openings to new ways of thinking or doing (Can invite re-
living/re-telling/recasting/restorying)

Help imagine alternative futures or ways of doing things differently
Help create fresh consciousness to enable problem solving
Generate (senses and relations of) empowerment

De-centre knowledge hierarchies

Enable adaptation and resilience / Dealing with uncertainty (& associated
fear, discomfort, etc)
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Aid (re)formulation of law and policy
Help constructive confronting of difference and discomfort
Building bridges/new relationships

(Re)affirm memories of connection

a. Summary of key points

In summary, a substantial and growing literature asserts that biodiversity enhancement
and conservation will be more effective and inclusive if we pay serious and analytical
attention to narrative, particularly in identifying and addressing how narrative and story
work to marginalise particular people, ecologies and ways of knowing.

Better recognising how narrative and story have the power to include and exclude, centre
and marginalise, as well as render present or absent, we can consider more carefully how
we might better unlock the transformative potential of narrative (and its many forms of
agency) in biodiversity research and management. Not least we would understand better
how to render each other more response-able (after Haraway, 2008) in ways that hold
possibilities for enhancing biodiversity and co-creating inclusive and liveable ecologies.

The next step for us is therefore to consider the methodological and ethical implications in
terms of how we invite various narrative and storying practices and agencies into each
stage of our research, from refining and addressing particular research questions and
parameters, to designing and negotiating particular fieldwork encounters, tools and
techniques.
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Stakeholder scoping of marginalised biodiversity
narratives

g. Insights from Understories

Here we outline the insights gathered as part of project RD 1.4.2 WP4, in the previous SRP
(2016-2022). Firstly, we summarise the forms and processes of marginalisation relating to
biodiversity research and management highlighted in the data of the Understories project.
Secondly, we reflect retrospectively on how our approach in Understories may have helped
identify and address marginalisation on one hand, and may have reinforced marginalisation
on the other. Lastly, we outline some key implications our reflection on Understories has
for the methodological development of such future projects, such as ‘Inclusive Biodiversity
Narratives’ in RESAS D4-2.

Please note that the Understories digital storymapping research did not set out to identify
or address marginalisation per se, but rather to seek a range of perspectives. Herein lies a
key distinction between Understories and the audio-visual platform and process we will
build as part of the current project. However, the material collected and curated (and not)
in Understories and the process of doing so provides a number of insights on the people,
ecologies and ways of knowing that are made visible or valorised, and not.

Note also that this research did not have the opportunity to engage fully with the material
collected due to covid-19 and related multi-scalar institutional responses. This provides
both an opportunity and ethical obligation regarding our approach in the current project
D4-2.

Participants in the video creation and workshops identified the following people, ways of
knowing, and ecologies that they and/or others feel are marginalised in prevailing
biodiversity research and management.

Marginalisation of particular people and experiences:

Processes and forms of participation in the study suggest that the power to speak and
make decisions about woodland expansion in the CNP tend to centre those in already
privileged social groups. This requires further exploration in future research.

Our recruitment experience (detail of which will be expanded below) of seeking and
securing workshop participants, and participants and perspectives represented in the
videos and storymap, suggest that those prevailing in speaking, gatekeeping and making
decisions about woodland expansion in the CNP tend to centre (especially institutionally
and narratively) on those who are white, able-bodied, middle aged, socio-economically
advantaged, heterosexual and male. The narratives and experiences of those with a wider
range of ages, abilities, gender and ethnic identities, socioeconomic backgrounds, and
complex intersections of them, were found to be absent or relatively de-centred, and
harder to engage in such socioecological research without appropriate, careful and
resourced ways of doing so.

Therefore, our research suggests that those not white, able-bodied, middle aged, socio-
economically advantaged, heterosexual and male face extra challenges in both conducting
and participating in research relating to biodiversity.
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Our project illustrated how women working in research relevant to biodiversity can be
disadvantaged in consequential ways as both participants (there were difficulties recruiting
non-male researchers and land managers in particular), and as researchers (the PI
experienced constraints typical of women researchers working part-time and navigating
care of small children, especially in the context of various covid-19 management measures
(see Myers et al., 2020).

Stories of experiencing or witnessing marginalisation in biodiversity-related research on the
basis of gender, socio-economic status, property ownership, education, and language,
were shared by participants and possible recruits, but predominantly not in the official
spaces and times of data collection.

Some participants noted that young people and ethnic minorities were the social groups
most obviously not involved in ecological research and management in CNP/Scotland.

Marginalisation of particular ways of knowing

Understories highlighted examples of marginalisation of particular ways of knowing - and
indeed not knowing - ecologies, and in particular past/present/future woodland ecologies,
including:

Marginalisation of and within minority languages:

° Non-English language ways of relating to ecologies (notably Gaelic, but also Scots
and the many other languages spoken by the people of Scotland, and even within
the CNP)

e  Woodland ecologies as marginalised even within a minority language’s repertoire of
knowing and connecting with ecologies.

Marginalisation of non-expert or non-scientific ways of knowing:

e  Ways of knowing past, present or future woodland ecologies were differently
valorised, differently visible (and otherwise tangible), and could be
enacted/experienced in ways that were at times internally as well as externally
conflicted.

° Research elements, outputs and processes that align most with dominant ways of
knowing (e.g. cartesian maps, quantitative and spatial representativeness of
participants, the ‘truth’ of their stories) were still most valorised by powerful actors
(whether potential participants or within academia and policy), underscoring the
additional transaction costs and affective ecologies of working generatively with
more experimental, open-ended, transdisciplinary approaches.

° Particular uncertainty and unease existed around the ways in which scientific and
technical ways of knowing would and could meet with other (especially experiential
and ‘creative’) ways of knowing. More experimental and participatory elements and
avenues that could have been fruitfully explored were not due to discomforts (of
researchers and participants) around the purpose, ethics, and practicalities of such
work, particualrly regarding the production and timing of coherent and easily
recognised/valorised deliverables.

e  Tensions around questing for a singular truth and how and with whom the validity
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of different truths would be arbitrated. Note contrast with literature cited
elsewhere in the report that asserts a well-established advantage of using story-
based approaches is de-centring the need to arbitrate a single truth (e.g
(McLauchlan, 2019).

e  Artistic and/or recreational ways of knowing the past, present or future woodland
ecologies of the CNP were largely absent or considered separately from the
articulation of scientific and managerial ways of knowing. For example, participants
indicated a need to downplay or keep separate their scientific or economic or
technical ways of knowing ecologies from other ways of knowing they had
capacities and interests in (including those valorising non-market or non-timber
dimensions and benefits of woodland ecologies).

e  Affective ways of knowing: research staff had experiences of feeling exposed and
occasionally a sense of shame at not possessing ecological knowledge of the type
and detail as some of the participants (e.g. not knowing all the species, especially
less common species, emerging in creating and working with the videos). On one
hand, this underlined the sense that sociocultural expertise was overlooked whilst
ecological expertise (or its lack) were highlighted. On the other hand, this flagged
issues of affective ecologies and how they intersect with the creation of safe spaces
to articulate and respond to different forms and levels of expertise.

Marginalisation of particular ecologies

Examples of marginalisation of particular past/present/future ecologies highlighted in
Understories included the marginalisation of particular species, including:

° refugee species
e  absent or near-absent species or hybrid or sub-species

e  divisive or controversial species (especially large predators that require
reintroduction)

° less charismatic or visible species (e.g. soil biota, fungi, microbes)

Some participants flagged a range of narratives marginalised in relation to refugee species,
which are defined as species or assemblages that are treated by scientists and/or
management as belonging to a particular area or habitat or assemblage when they actually
evolved to thrive in more optimal ecologies (e.g. Kerley et al., 2012). The implication
articulated is that their survival in a place cannot therefore be taken as evidence that that
is their preferred or optimal habitat, spatial location and/or extent. Participants mentioned
numerous species (including plants, mammals, birds) in the Cairngorms that have become
associated with particular habitats or altitudes or species assemblages in prevailing
narratives, often in ways that present additional challenges to addressing biodiversity
crises.

Some species were flagged as are not typically addressed in official narratives of Scottish
Biodiversity. For example, a number of participants mentioned the marginalisation of a
species of birch Betula nana (Dwarf Birch). They conveyed that it is both now rare in
Scotland but also difficult to see because of its short height, often exacerbated by being
grazed to the ground. The Botanical Society of Great Britain and Ireland state in their
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Species Account: “Betula nana is a monecious, wind-pollinated deciduous shrub with
prostrate, hairy twigs and small orbicular leaves with regular toothing. In Britain its
stronghold lies in the Highlands of central and north-west Scotland, with outlier
populations in the southern Uplands and English border counties of Northumberland,
Cumbria and County Durham. It is absent from Wales and Ireland. B. nana is typically found
in peats on sloping and saturated ground above 300 m AOD in vegetation equivalent to
NVC M19 Calluna vulgaris-Eriophorum vaginatum blanket mire. The species is categorized
as of Least Concern in Great Britain but has been assessed as Critically Endangered in
England” (Botanical Society of Britain & Ireland, n.d.). Similar points were made about a
sub-species of birch known as B. pubescens ssp. tortuosa, which is a hybridisation of Betula
nana and Betula pubescens.

Participants mentioned that species or assemblages that are difficult or costly to monitor
or research can be marginalised, especially if related to processes happening at micro and
macro scales, and/or if involving dynamics that are typically tightly controlled in
biodiversity management. Examples given related to management to meet criteria of site
condition monitoring in protected areas or management of particular predators rather
than wider assemblages of predators, wild and domestic and understanding complex
predator-prey dynamics.

Particular habitats and ecotones were identified as marginalised in mainstream biodiversity
research and management. Upland woodland and especially montane woodland and scrub
was given as illustrative example by a number of participants. Narratives relating to its
marginalisation raised issues of:

e Afocus on carbon sequestration as a particularly valorised ecosystem service meant
that smaller, sparser assemblages of tree species and their wider value, including
biodiversity value, were overlooked.

° Long-established cultural absence or marginalisation of upland woodland in
Scotland, and nascent revalorisation, in contrast to other European countries.

° Devalorisation of deer and revalorisation of conservation and commercial forestry.

° Material or biophysical absences or marginalisation of particular ecologies (e.g.
montane woodland ecotone) or lack of tangible presence (montane trees that are
very hard to see when small or eaten to the ground).

° Lack of seed sources of appropriate tree species and sub-species and geographically
adapted ecological communities

e  Absence or marginalisation of scientific knowledge and research resource as it
relates to woodland ecologies in Scotland (e.g. regarding the pace of change of
effective deer management practices; regarding complex contingencies of
woodland regeneration in relation to seed sources, symbiotic relations, other
biophysical and cultural factors).

° Resistance to the dynamic propensities of birch ecologies, especially given a
mismatch with spatially defined protected areas. It was noted that even within
particular estates particular ecologies have to be kept to particular spaces.

It was also noted that transitional zones (e.g. ecotones) can be marginalised because
ecologies are not always easily or permanently categorised as one habitat or another.
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Reflections on how our approach intersected with processes of marginalisation

Our approach helped to identify and address marginalisation in a number of ways
including:

Participants were given broad scope to define the themes and modes of storying
recorded in the videos within the overall theme of woodland in CNP.

Efforts were made to follow up threads of the stories participants shared through
other places, beings and stories with which they were woven. These included
people, ecologies and ways of knowing that are typically marginalised (e.g.
following up: seed collection parts of afforestation assemblages of practices and
imaginaries; Gaelic language as a way of knowing ecologies; experiences of
dispossession whether historically or contemporary such as from corporate
greening).

Experiments took place in how to incorporate nonhuman agency and ways of
articulating (‘nonhuman storying’) in video story form; particularly involving the
trees themselves. This helped to identify ecologies and ways of knowing and
managing them that are relatively marginalised, notably dynamic and symbiotic
dimensions of woodland ecologies, especially in upland and montane ecotones.

The researchers took part in video storying themselves so they could experience
first hand the process; including its considerations, material and sociocultural
constraints, benefits and vulnerabilities. Such immersion and reflection is the basis
for a more careful and empathetic approach.

Efforts were made to flag aspects we were marginalising as we became aware of
them, acknowledging more needed to be done in future to address them
adequately (e.g. the centrality of people, species, histories and geographies ‘off-
map’ in relation to the CNP area, as well as those present in the CNP area but not
gaining presence on the story map). They were interjections of making visible in
general sense rather than being given a chance for fuller expression of situated
meanings and materialities in the research.

We aimed to engage and experiment with experiential ways of knowing through
more embodied ways of filming or mapping, such as mobile ethnography,
screendance, and other experimental forms (although did not have the opportunity
to develop these as much as we could have). We followed up stories in which
marginalisation had been flagged but were not always able to do this in a way that
gave those most marginalised a direct voice or agency.

We sought to engage the technology in inclusive ways, such as using closed
captions.

We offered participants options that allowed for different levels of skill and interest
in recording audio and video

To some degree wider values of trees, and tree and scrub ecologies had a chance to
be highlighted, especially beyond mainstream cultural and economic values (e.g.
looking beyond valorised timber, carbon and even hydrological values, looking
beyond ‘granny pines’ to other less obvious or tangible symbols of ‘lost’ forest or
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biodiversity.

We learned that the emotional labour and associated resources were crucial to
consider when creating ‘contact zones’ between different stories and narratives.

Some ‘meetings’ of, and issues emerging in relation to, different narratives had
feelings and elements of risk and discomfort associated with them. The generative
potentials of these were flagged but in general not facilitated further. We did not
have the capacity at that time to develop materials and practices to enable
generative contact zones in which both (relatively) marginalised and (relatively)
privileged individuals or collectives could safely express themselves, could spark or
experience discomfort, and be ‘held’ or supported ‘care-fully’ in any opening up and
vulnerability.

We noticed how ecologies in other places and countries could be used as a device
to prime the visual, discursive and experiential narratives and imaginaries of how
biodiversity in Scotland, or particular areas such as upland Scotland, could look in
the future.

Our approach may also have reinforced prevailing relations of marginalisation in a number
of ways, including:

Lack of diverse social groups represented in the story map, largely reflecting the
main gatekeepers of narratives about woodland expansion in CNP/Scotland:
relatively few participants found beyond white, middle-aged, middle class males.
The majority of perspectives represented in our story map therefore came from
already privileged voices (white, middle class males) and typically privileged ways of
knowing (managerial, scientific, English, technical, cartesian, rational and
disembodied).

A more balanced representation in Understories was hampered by a more inclusive
approach not being planned into the project resourcing, or covid-related project
adaptations.

The women working in woodland expansion are more difficult to include in such
research; a more balanced gender representation in Understories was hampered by
those engaged or working in woodland or its potential expansion not identifying as
male being were more typically involved in freelance, part-time or voluntary
capacities, which meant they were less able to take part and the ethics of making
demands on their time more difficult to navigate. Furthermore, we found some
more likely to call into question the notion that they had something authoritative or
worthwhile to say, whilst others had to be mindful of their future employment and
contractual prospects of sharing their full knowledge and experience.

Framing the curation of stories in ways led by the ‘griddable ecologies’ (Myers,
2017) and ways of seeing and knowing central to cartesian mapping, with all the
associated issues of distanciating, decontextualising, reducing, disembodying,
erasing (people, practices, places, narratives), overwriting, alienating, dispossessing,
separating dualisms such as mind-body and nature-culture.

Efforts to allow nonhuman agency and articulations to be storied did not account as
well for those not as easily obvious or accessible to video recording assemblages:
below-ground, microscopic or macroscopic ecological entities and processes;
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historical dimensions; geographies of woodland expansion that are ‘off-map’ from
the CNP area.

e  Llacking capacity to engage practically and ethically with the many established and
merging artistic ways of storying woodland and its afforestation in CNP
(professionally and otherwise), for example, in dance, film, music, written word,
spoken word, and many forms of visual art. Reasons included the original allocation
of researcher resource (and covid adaptations) but mainly because there are
difficulties asking artists, especially those working freelance, to contribute
significant time and perhaps intellectual property to the property without adequate
support.

We recognised that future research needs to amplify the experience of diverse scientists
and researchers working in biodiversity (Bailey et al., 2020), as well as those of myriad
diverse ‘stakeholders’; others with a stake in enhancing biodiversity whose narratives and
ways of knowing have typically been marginalised.

We noted too that some people working in ecological research may not be able to afford
the time or the uncertainty/open-endedness/risk of participating in transdisciplinary
research and/or management - especially if working freelance or on short-term or casual
contracts (see also Satterthwaite et al., 2022).

h. Insights from stakeholder scoping interviews

Stakeholders conveyed how marginalisation in biodiversity research and management is
not only manifest as being excluded from the centre or mainstream, but also in the
additional economic and emotional costs experienced by some who are included (i.e.
access, work or otherwise operate) in mainstream spaces. Marginalised narratives were
those making visible material and experiential aspects of marginalisation, and how they
interlink.

Marginalisation was articulated in the form of absences and exclusions (e.g. particular
people, ecologies or ways of knowing), but also in the form of their devalorisation, which
can be harder to detect, and creates additional costs even when participation or
involvement does occur. Costs highlighted included: extra skills or languages to learn, extra
emotional labour of handling the (sometimes unintentional) microaggressions stemming
from difference from white, masculine, ableist, heteronormative norms of belonging and
narrative frameworks. In biodiversity research and management, exclusion and
marginalisation occurs not only as an absence or dearth of inclusion, but also as the
additional actual and perceived costs and risks - experiential, educational, social, economic
- of being or becoming included.

Stakeholders convey significant challenges in expressing marginalised narratives beyond
prevailing white, masculine, English-speaking, ableist, heteronormative norms, including
due to their own or witnessed experiences in relation to biodiversity research and
management in Scotland.

Understanding and addressing marginalisation in relation to biodiversity narratives may
involve effort and discomfort for those who are currently privileged as well as those
disadvantaged, but holds significant potential for developing new and more sustainable
ways of knowing and engaging with ecologies.
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Stakeholders highlighted insights and experiences that conveyed how narratives were
marginalised in biodiversity research and management in relation to:

e  Age (especially youth)

° Ethnicity, race, and the centring of whiteness

° Disability (regarding both physical and mental impairment)

e  Gender and sexual orientation (especially deviation from prevailing norms of
masculinity and heteronormativity)

e C(Class and socioeconomic circumstances (especially how they related to income,
employment, education and housing)

There can be additional marginalisation within marginalised dimensions of biodiversity
research and management (e.g. gender within class exclusions) (e.g. sociocultural
marginalisations within ecological marginalisations).

Some stakeholders highlighted difficulties of having agency in biodiversity research and
management, especially through their own ways of knowing and expressing. The
knowledge and understanding of some involved in land management or research are not
visible or valorised because their first language expressions do not map easily on to
prevailing ecological or policy framings.

Other marginalised narratives emerging were:

° Narratives of the value and influence of experiential knowledge and ways of
knowing, including embodied, mobile, sensory and emotional dimensions of
experience and how they can combine to provide insights into the particularities of
place, process, people and other species that flag opportunities and constraints for
biodiversity enhancement.

° Narratives of the experiences of marginalisation particular people had on both the
inside and outside of mainstream biodiversity research and management.

° Narratives in which excluded groups had more than just involvement in, or access
to, biodiversity research and management. That is, narratives in which typically
excluded voices had agency and influence in strategic and managerial decisions in
how biodiversity is known and enhanced (i.e. pertaining to the degree and form of
agency given to those marginalised even when included).

° Narratives of uncertainty, lacking or ceding control, reciprocity, symbiosis,
empowerment, care, fairness, justice, governance and ownership of assets shaping
biodiversity enhancement goals and practices.

° Narratives in which addressing social challenge was seen as part of - not separate
from or a nuisance to - addressing ecological challenge.

Further detailed points emerging
Narratives of socioeconomic marginalisation

The interviews highlighted emerging narratives sidelining or reducing socioeconomic
marginalisation in biodiversity research and management. Socioeconomic or class-related
marginalisations were flagged by a number of participants as important, yet were the least
articulated or addressed dimensions of marginalisation. Several stakeholders
independently indicated socioeconomic and class-related marginalisation as the least
visible and acknowledged in prevailing biodiversity narratives.
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Emerging narratives of socioeconomic marginalisation in biodiversity research and
management included:

Socioeconomic dimensions were sometimes reduced to issues of housing -
especially in known biodiversity hotspots - or access to nature connection in
disadvantaged areas.

The socioeconomic barriers to working (or even volunteering) in biodiversity
research and management (many of which were identified as particularly acute in
conservation hotspots such as the CNP). These related to the following, often
interrelated, aspects:

Skills, confidence, networks, awareness relating to biodiversity work opportunities.

Additional economic costs and risks (especially in relation to education, housing, the
need to afford volunteer experiences and/or precarious or low-paid positions).

Additional emotional labour of becoming and being included in work opportunities,
experiences, and training.

Lack of authoritative language or dialect (see section on language).

Narratives of knowing and managing biodiversity in less commercial or
commodifiable ways are sidelined.

Narratives of a more inclusive ownership of land and assets are often sidelined.
Barriers to residing in or near biodiversity hotspots or where regular opportunities
for biodiversity connection and engagement activities take place, e.g. in urban
areas.

Further marginalisation can happen within marginalised dimensions of biodiversity
research and management. Examples included gender as further marginalising
within class exclusions, and sociocultural ways of knowing being marginalised
further in relation to marginalised ecologies.

Narratives of marginalisation of other social groups

Key narratives included:

Complex and ‘under the radar’ experiences of women included and excluded from
particular spaces, roles, and statuses in biodiversity research and management
(whether professionally or as volunteer, for example, in monitoring); including costs
and risks to physical and psychological safety of biodiversity-related practices, or
those building capacity (skills, confidence, experience) to enable access to them.

Women as having as much expertise, authority, and field-hardiness in biodiversity
research and management as men.

Those taking seriously the intergenerational practices and relationships needed for
biodiversity enhancement and management

Those giving young people agency to decide the goals and practices of biodiversity
enhancement and management, as well as to take part in (usually narrowly
delineated) forms of involvement

Experiences of young people feeling like they are not fully included or given agency
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in biodiversity research and management.

° Local residents to the CNP being sidelined in favour of visitors.

Marginalised narratives relating to the minority languages of Scotland

Marginalisation of narratives relating to biodiversity research and management occurs in
Scotland (and our CNP case study area) in relation to language, including Gaelic, Scots and
other minority languages.

Some participants highlighted the language barriers to having agency in contributing to or
influencing biodiversity research and management:

e Lack of common first language or dialect.

e  The knowledge or ways of knowing of some involved in land management or
research are not visible or valorised because their first language expressions do not
map easily on to prevailing ecological or policy framings.

e  Assumptions of lack of authoritative knowledge due to status (e.g. tenant) and
language (e.g. Doric, a form of Scots).

° Fear of speaking up in forums dominated by mainstream norms of belonging.

° Minority languages being centred in decontextualised or appropriative ways (e.g. a
risk was highlighted that languages such as Gaelic can be promoted as an economic
or ecological asset without necessarily addressing the sociocultural value, meanings
or relationships in which it is embedded)

Marginalisations related to minority languages can intersect with other established
dimensions of marginalisation in a variety of ways. For example, even increasingly centred
expressions of belonging such as ‘Duthchas’ have historically excluded women or required
significant additional demonstrations of worth.

Marginalised narratives pertaining to the body, senses, emotions and other dimensions of
experience

Narratives expressed about, and through, the body and embodied experience and
knowledge were also identified by some as marginalised in various realms of knowing and
managing biodiversity. How it feels - in multiple sensory and emotional registers - to
experience, move with, and know ecologies, and to express that knowing tends to be
narrated in particular and non-centring ways. For example, experiential knowledge can
become visible in narratives as ‘anecdotal evidence’, ‘place-based’ knowledge, ‘connection
to nature’ or as a cultural product, but tend not to be ascribed the same agency and status
as the experiential knowledge codified in various biodiversity field skills. See also literature
flagging the downplaying of embodied and emotional ways of knowing as part of
biodiversity research (e.g. Lorimer, 2008; Maderson, 2023)

Such expressions are often ephemeral and do not always leave traces, at least not in ways
codified or otherwise deemed acceptable and authoritative in mainstream biodiversity
research and management. Accordingly, the expertise and craft of those experienced in
such embodied and affective ways of knowing is not always felt to be recognised in

34



mainstream biodiversity narratives. Yet participants flagged other sectors and activities
creating narrative space that centred experiential knowledge relevant to biodiversity (from
everyday land management practices, through field visits, to the arts). They highlighted the
potential for further learning from those practices and sectors if engaged more
meaningfully.

Other key points raised related to sensory hierarchies and affective economies (and
affective ecologies) of biodiversity research and management include:

Narratives of letting the marginalised ‘speak’ are much more prevalent than of
allowing them to listened to and be heard.

Narratives of how ecologies should look in the future are much more prevalent and
valorised than how future ecologies should feel.

Particular forms of visual expression prevail in mainstream biodiversity research
and management (e.g. maps and images in which people - or even other key species
or assemblages - are not present, or only present as tightly choreographed
moments and places of ‘engagement’).

There are many visual - and particularly non-visual - narratives that are not enabled
or centred (e.g. less spectacular or recognisable as ‘data’ or evidence). Those
relating to various senses of touch are highlighted as the least centred, or convey
narrowly defined ways (e.g. centred narratives of how we should get ‘in touch’ with
nature).

Marginalised narratives expressed how prevailing narratives often erased or
sidelined the emotional experience, labour and risks of inclusion, as well as
exclusion.

Emerging narratives conveyed how particular affective economies and ecologies of
biodiversity research and management were consequential in bounding acceptable
people and practices; especially complex relations of fear and passion in those
included and excluded, such as when particular fears become centred in
biodiversity narratives over others.

Narratives often marginalised are those telling stories of the social, emotional and
physical ‘distance’ that has to be travelled by those on the periphery to centred
spaces of biodiversity research and management; how it can be prohibitive, how it
can be overcome, and the costs and burden of overcoming it.

Also less prevalent are narratives of the centre taking on the burden and discomfort
of coming to, and being in, marginalised spaces of biodiversity research and
management.

Narratives of how mental health - and efforts to maintain or restore it - shape
biodiversity research and management (as opposed to prevailing narratives of
connection to biodiversity and nature as a separate and perhaps leisure-based
activity).
Narratives of how eco-anxiety can shape biodiversity research and management,
and who is included and how.
Artistic expression as a way to understand biodiversity and human connection to
biodiversity.
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Marginalised narratives of ecologies and how we know biodiversity

Points made about marginalised narratives in biodiversity research and management
included:

Those relating to particular methodologies or techniques, particularly those
regarding more complex relational entities or phenomena (e.g. narratives around
genetic techniques can sideline or ‘forget’ other techniques or understandings).

Those relating to nuances and contingencies in symbiotic relations (e.g. between
fungi and plant species) - which were identified as marginalised within specialist
scientific and land management as well as more broadly in policy and public
spheres.

Narratives in which the dynamism and uncertainties of nonhuman agency in
biodiversity management is accepted.

Place-specific ecological knowledge.

Narratives of ecologies that are now largely absent, less visible, more difficult to
measure yet still holding potential for biodiversity enhancement.

Issues of accessibility of knowledge (e.g. National Biodiversity Network data).

Narratives of particular species, assemblages and habitats belonging to sites beyond
those to which they are currently confined (i.e. the nature and degree of spatial
marginalisation of ecologies). Some debate does explore issues of what constitutes
a current versus possible ecological niche. How particular narratives inform this
debate is interesting and worth further exploration. Work in social science already
explores sociocultural framings of what ‘belongs’ where (e.g. when is a particular
species or assemblage of species ‘out of place’) (e.g. Lindstrom et al., 2016).

Narratives of processes and species not seen as useful to humans.
Narratives of humans as part of nature and as being part of the ecosystem.
Narratives of the value of biodiversity in urbanised areas.

Traditional uses of biodiversity, e.g. medicinal uses or food, or as inspiration for
cultural expression, e.g. through song, stories and poetry.

Climate mitigation objectives having negative impacts on biodiversity.

Many above the above speak to a marginalisation of narratives conveying the complex and
contingent geographies shaping biodiversity research and management.

Marginalised narratives of who has agency in biodiversity research and management

Narratives of biodiversity enhancement being inextricably linked to a greater involvement
and empowerment of people were thought to often be sidelined.

Marginalised groups - such as young people, ethnic minorities, or wellbeing support groups
- are increasingly being involved in initiatives aiming for biodiversity enhancement but tend
to have little or no agency over the nature of that involvement or in strategic or
management decisions.
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Some reported a growing feeling of unease and at time disillusionment that social groups
are being involved in biodiversity initiatives to tick boxes and for PR aims but without
commitment to including them in decisions and actions of strategic and everyday
biodiversity management.

Some highlighted difficulties of having agency in biodiversity research and management,
especially through their own ways of knowing and expressing (see section on ‘language’).

Key points regarding marginalised narratives:

It was suggested that ecological challenges and social challenges were not
separable and could only be tackled together if they were to be effective and
lasting.

There was discomfort with the notion that the main people-related task of those
working in biodiversity was to win them over to a predefined vision of the
biodiversity enhancement required and how to reach it.

They identified and questioned the sense of immunity sometimes conveyed by
those studying or managing biodiversity to consideration of issues of inclusion or
marginalisation in biodiversity research and management on the grounds of the
separateness or primacy of ecological imperatives.

They expressed unease with the sense of urgency of ecological crises being used to

imply there was no time to focus on people and the complications they bring.

They conveyed close links between ecological restoration and the restoration of
people’s relationships with land (including meaningful involvement, purpose and
agency in the goals and means of biodiversity management).

They open up the possibility of a greater diversity of people doing, influencing and
setting the parameters for biodiversity management, rather than only having the
option to join in with existing biodiversity enhancement activities, framed and run
by others.

They iterate the role the governance and ownership of land and assets can play in
biodiversity research and management.

i. Empirical themes emerging

A range of marginalised narratives relevant to biodiversity research and management
emerged from our scoping of empirical material. They pertained in particular to:

languages beyond English (in Scotland relating especially to Gaelic, Scots, and oth
minority languages);

experiential domains and knowledges;

dynamic, plural, uncertain and less tangible ecologies;

(particular) people being and feeling centred in - on the ‘inside’ of - biodiversity

er

research and management rather than playing a temporary, minor, ‘air-brushed’ or

provisional role;

narratives beyond those centring white, masculine, English-speaking, ableist,
heteronormative norms of conservation, science, and related cultural practices
(such as cultures of ‘the outdoors’);
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geographies of where particular ecologies or people ‘belong’ or are ‘out of place’
diverse people having agency in shaping goals and management of biodiversity, not
just having pre-defined connection or involvement
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Review of relevant policy narratives

j- Biodiversity policies
The IPBES’s global assessment report of biodiversity and ecosystem services (IPBES, 2019)
cites among its key messages the synergies between nature and the SDGs related to gender
equality and reducing inequalities (key message C2 "Important positive synergies between
nature and the Goals related to education, gender equality, reducing inequalities and
promoting peace and justice (Sustainable Development Goals 4, 5, 10 and 16) were found”.
(IPBES, 2019, p. XIX)). Key message D3 says that one of the leverage points to achieving
transformations towards sustainability is targeting inequalities, and justice and inclusion in
conservation: “Transformations towards sustainability are more likely when efforts are
directed at the following key leverage points, where efforts yield exceptionally large effects
... ... (4) inequalities; (5) justice and inclusion in conservation;...”- (IPBES, 2019, p. XXI). The
document also recognises the role of indigenous local knowledge, practices and
innovations (ILK) in the management and conservation of biodiversity: “Today, indigenous
and local knowledge (ILK) is increasingly seen as relevant for sustainable resource use, not
only for IPLCs [Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities] but also more broadly. This
reflects a shift from centralized, technically oriented solutions, which have not substantially
improved the livelihood prospects for many small farmers (even if helping others).” (IPBES,
2019, p. 78). “ILK is acknowledged as an indirect root driver for transformation:
Appreciation of indigenous and local knowledge (ILK) for managing nature is rising yet, at
the same time, these local knowledge systems continue to be degraded (well established).
Indigenous and local knowledge (ILK) generated within IPLCs increasingly is seen as relevant
for sustainable production. It offers broadly applicable alternatives to centralized and
technically oriented solutions, which often have not substantially improved prospects for
smaller producers” (IPBES, 2019, p. 55).

The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy to 2045 ‘Tackling the Nature Emergency in Scotland’
states that Scotland’s Biodiversity Delivery Framework has a “participatory and inclusive
‘whole-of-society’ approach that engages: a wide range of delivery partners including local
authorities and non-governmental organisations (NGOs); local communities; business,
especially land and water-based businesses: and the scientific and research community.
They will be inclusive, engaging and empower [sic] stakeholders and communities through
local and regional institutions” (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 49). It places responsibility
on ‘everyone’ for addressing damage to biodiversity: “The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy is
for everyone — large corporate players, small businesses, land managers, non-government
organisations and Scotland’s communities and citizens whose decisions in everyday lives as
producers and consumers have an impact on biodiversity. Only by coming together to
deliver transformational change in the way we use and manage our resources can we avoid
irreversible damage to biodiversity.” (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 13). This document
also incorporates as a priority strengthening the role of National Parks for a Just Transition,
defined as “Introducing changes in the economy to deliver environmental benefits in a way
that is as fair and inclusive as possible to everyone concerned, creating decent work
opportunities and leaving no one behind. This involves maximising the social and economic
opportunities of climate action, while minimising and carefully managing any challenges —
including through effective social dialogue among all groups impacted, and respect for
fundamental labour principles and rights” (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 82).
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The Biodiversity Strategy reflects a change in the narrative around the role of agriculture in
the biodiversity crisis; while changes in agricultural practices throughout the 20t century
are cited as causing a decline biodiversity, agriculture is now discusses as part of solution.
For example, the vision for 2045 includes “Management of deer ranges, grouse moors and
upland agriculture ... contributing to the regeneration of biodiversity in upland areas.”
(Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 33).

It is also worth noting that the Biodiversity Strategy refers to biodiversity and climate
change as ‘twin crises’. Scotland is discussed as becoming ‘nature positive’ by 2030,
framing biodiversity as quantifiable, echoing the concept of ‘carbon neutral’.

The Strategy includes a commitment to expand protected areas to at least 30% of land
surface by 2030 (Scottish Government, 2022c, p. 41), and NatureScot has been
commissioned to develop a National Framework and Implementation Plan for the delivery
of this objective, known as 30x30, in Scotland. NatureScot is taking a co-design approach to
develop the framework (NatureScot, 2020b). However, it is unclear which stakeholders are
involved in these discussions. Landowners and land managers are framed as important in
monitoring the delivery of the objective, but as lacking knowledge and expertise
(NatureScot, 2020a).

The original biodiversity strategy (‘Scotland’s Biodiversity — It’s in your hands’), published in
2004 (Scottish Government, 2004) appears to give a bigger emphasis on inclusion, both to
enhance biodiversity, and the benefits it provides. The vision of the strategy for 2030 is
“Everyone is involved; everyone benefits.” (Scottish Government, 2004, p. 11). One of its
objectives was “To increase awareness, understanding and enjoyment of biodiversity, and
engage many more people in conservation and enhancement” (Scottish Government, 2004,
p. 35). Its preface says: “[this strategy] addresses issues relevant to farmers and land
managers, fishermen and fish farmers, transport companies and utility providers, and
businesses — both large and small. Indeed, this strategy makes it clear that everyone in
Scotland has a role to play in the future of biodiversity conservation and enhancement”
(Scottish Government, 2004, p. 8). Under Section 3 (Issues and opportunities), it says:
“Engaging more people in biodiversity conservation represents both an end in itself and a
means to an end. It will enrich our lives and those of future generations. Everyone should
benefit.” (Scottish Government, 2004, p. 26).

The document ‘2020 Challenge for Scotland’s Biodiversity’, published in 2013 (Scottish
Government, 2013), supplements the 2004 document, and together constitute the Scottish
Biodiversity Strategy (NatureScot, 2020c). One of its aims is to “connect people with the
natural world, for their health and wellbeing and to involve them more in decisions about
their environment.” (Scottish Government, 2013, p. 6). The document highlights as part of
its approach, to “Involve people in decision-making, especially those who benefit from
ecosystem services and those who manage them. This means valuing people’s knowledge,
helping people to participate, and giving people greater ownership and responsibility.”
(Scottish Government, 2013, p. 13). It also acknowledges disadvantaged sectors of society
and the need to include them (“While participation is increasing across Scotland, it is
lowest amongst the most disadvantaged in society. More effort is needed to ensure
everyone can enjoy the outdoors, whatever their background, health or age.” (Scottish
Government, 2013, p. 38)). This document includes a list of the CBD’s Aichi targets,
including Target 18 (“By 2020, the traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of
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indigenous and local communities relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity, and their customary use of biological resources, are respected, subject to
national legislation and relevant international obligations, and fully integrated and
reflected in the implementation of the Convention with the full and effective participation of
indigenous and local communities, at all relevant levels.” (Scottish Government, 2013, p.
82)).

SEPA’s position statement on biodiversity (Scottish Environment Protection Agency, 2015)
makes no reference to social inclusion, justice or equality.

k. Protected Areas policies
The Cairngorms National Park Forestry Strategy 2018 highlights the importance of the
Park’s forests for biodiversity, particularly in relation to other of the park’s habitats: “The
Cairngorms forests are disproportionately significant for rare flora and fauna. There are 223
species known to be ‘highly significant’ in the National Park, ie between 75 —100% of their
UK population is within the National Park. Of these, 100 are dependent on woodland whilst,
by comparison, wetland hosts 12, grassland eight and moorland only one.” (Cairngorms
National Park Authority, 2018, p. 10). It frames forest connectivity as significant in
improving biodiversity and in making the area more resilient. This is particularly the case
for the Capercaillie, which is mentioned throughout the strategy. The document discusses
the need to encourage landowners to create woodland and to take up the Scottish forestry
grant scheme on target areas: “existing forests and woodlands; preferred areas; potential
areas (with known sensitivities); potential montane woodlands” (Cairngorms National Park
Authority, 2018, p. 42). Similarly to other policies, this raises the questions of who is seen
as responsible for improving biodiversity. The importance of timber production is discussed
throughout the strategy as an important industry for this area. Felling and forestry
management is also discussed as bringing significant biodiversity and recreational benefits.
The document includes a 100-year vision in which forests are ‘fully recovered’ and where
the central montane core of the Park is “fringed by many forests reaching the natural tree
line” (Cairngorms National Park Authority, 2018, p. 15). The document highlights a sense of
‘wildness’ that should be enhanced by minimal intervention (p. 27).

While the Cairngorms Nature Action Plan 2019-2014 stresses the need to prioritise certain
conservation ‘flagship’ species, it also acknowledges the importance of lesser-known
species: “the bulk of the nationally important species are made up of plants, fungi, lichens,
bryophytes and insects’ that are likely not to be as well-known” (Cairngorms National Park
Authority, 2019, p. 25). Land managers are portrayed in the role of ‘hero’ in this policy in
the enhancement of biodiversity: “Managing for biodiversity and the sustainable use of the
area’s natural resource is part of many land managers’ everyday business” (Cairngorms
National Park Authority, 2019, p. 18).

Most of the reviewed strategies and plans of the CNP make brief mentions of social
inclusion: The Cairngorms National Park Forest Strategy 2018 mentions making woodlands
more accessible for all sectors of society (Cairngorms National Park Authority, 2018, p. 38).
The Cairngorms Nature Action Plan 2019-2024 states that its aim is to be inclusive (“As a
partnership the aim is to be inclusive, to consult and seek agreement, to use evidence and
to tackle difficult issues by building rust and relationships through discussion and
collaboration and ultimately making a difference on the ground”) (Cairngorms National
Park Authority, 2019, p. 4). The Cairngorms Local Development Plan 2021 (Cairngorms
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National Park Authority, 2021) includes plans for a new settlement at An Camas Mor,
described as demographically inclusive: “the people living in An Camas Mor will form a
community of their own which is inclusive and vibrant with a demographically balanced
population.” (Cairngorms National Park Authority, 2021, p. 102).

The Cairngorms Nature Action Plan 2019-2014 accentuates the role of partnerships and
cooperation in managing the Park, and has as one of its aims the involvement of people:
“We need to make the connection between people’s everyday lives and the nature and
wildlife they value, or even depend on. And we need to make this information accessible
and engaging, delivered in the most credible and persuasive manner possible” (Cairngorms
National Park Authority, 2019, p. 33). The focus on making the information accessible and
engaging is one step further than in some of the other policy documents reviewed such as
the Cairngorms National Park Forest Strategy 2018, which highlight the need for a more
informed general public but not how that will happen. This document emphasises the
sense of wildness in the Park and its importance in helping people feel connected to nature
(Cairngorms National Park Authority, 2019).

The Cairngorms National Park Partnership Plan 2022-27 (Cairngorms National Park
Authority, 2022) has a stronger emphasis on equality and inclusion; objective B10 (A park
for all) states: “Anyone, no matter who they are, where they come from, what their beliefs
or their needs are, should be able to visit and enjoy the Cairngorms National Park. We
recognise that a continued focus on equalities is imperative, particularly at the current time,
following a global pandemic and in the midst of a cost-of-living crisis that has exacerbated
inequalities in our society. We have also recognised in the last few years the need to engage
more proactively with external equalities experts. To this end we reconstituted our
Equalities Advisory Panel in 2020, bringing together experts from across the public, private
and third sector to provide evidence-based feedback, guidance and advice, grounded
wherever possible in lived experience. Residents of the National Park should have
opportunities to benefit from living in a spectacular natural environment with a strong
sense of community. There is also a need to provide targeted support across the National
Park to ensure that programmes and projects contribute to reducing inequalities for
residents and visitors alike. Finally, we also need to ensure that a wider range of people
are involved in, benefit from and support activities that protect and enhance nature and
tackle climate change in the National Park. Tackling the climate emergency and nature
crisis can only be done by taking people with us: local communities, workers in the rural
economy, visitors, under-represented groups and so on. ... There will be better
opportunities for everyone to enjoy the National Park and the visitor profile will be more
diverse, especially with regards to people who are disabled, from lower socio-economic
backgrounds, LGBTQ+ and from minority and ethnic groups.” (Cairngorms National Park
Authority, 2022, p. 73). The Pan’s Policy B5 is: “Support under-represented groups to visit,
work and live int eh National Park and ensure a Park for All” (Cairngorms National Park
Authority, 2022, p. 78).

In 2020 the CNP established an Equality Advisory Panel, which includes people “with
expertise in education, community representation, disability advocacy, mental health,
poverty and socio-economic disadvantage, health and social care, gender, LGBTQ+
advocacy and working with ethnic minority communities.” (Cairngorms National Park
Authority, 2022, p. 112).
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I. Other related policy
Forestry policies

Scotland’s Forestry Strategy 2019-2029 (Scottish Government, 2019a) includes a narrative
of change in Scotland’s forestry that runs through the strategy. It outlines how Scotland’s
forests drastically depleted with growing population until it was recognised as an issue in
1918. Since then there has been reforestation and afforestation in Scotland increased from
5% in 1918 to 18.5% in 2018 (Scottish Government, 20193, p. 15). There is also a
recognition that historically much of this reforestation occurred in monoculture
plantations, which is now acknowledged as not being good for the environment. In the last
thirty years there has been a focus on sustainable forestry management, with the motto of
‘the right tree in the right place’. The document uses a definition of sustainable forestry
from 1993 to guide its approach: 'The stewardship and use of forest lands that maintains
biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality and potential to fulfil now and in
the future relevant ecological, economic and social functions at local, national and global
levels and that does not cause damage to other ecosystems' (Scottish Government, 20193,
p. 6). This approach is framed as contributing to biodiversity: “Forests and woodlands
support a diverse range of species and are rich in biodiversity; to date, researchers at
Stirling University have recorded over 1000 species associated with Scottish forests. These
include 172 protected species, comprising some of Scotland’s most charismatic and
recognisable species, including the pine marten, twinflower, crested tit, Scottish Crossbill,
black grouse, capercaillie, as well as an estimated 75% of the UK’s red squirrel population”
(Scottish Government, 2019a, p. 11). While forestry can be seen as a ‘hero’ in this
narrative, the ‘villains’ can be identified as globalisation and its association to increasing
pests, diseases and invasive species.

Similarly to other national policy documents, the Forestry Strategy discusses biodiversity as
an issue that the whole population of Scotland needs to be involved with, and that there is
a lack of knowledge about the value of sustainable forestry. However, there is unclear how
this can be remedied and whose responsibility it is to address it. The document mentions
social inclusion and equality. However, these are mentioned in terms of the urban context:
“Urban forestry (Box 4) represents an opportunity to benefit a significant proportion of the
Scottish population, providing accessible spaces for active travel, exercise and other forms
of recreation, promoting physical and mental health and well-being, improving social
inclusion and helping to reduce health inequalities.” (Scottish Government, 20193, p. 27).
The document also mentions inclusive economic grown and inclusive economy, but it is
unclear what is meant by inclusivity.

The previous Forestry Strategy, published in 2006 (Scottish Executive, 2006) has as one of
its principles “Social inclusion — through helping to provide opportunities for all, and helping
to build stronger communities” (Scottish Executive, 2006, p. 8). A narrative here seems to
be that ‘forestry supports social inclusion’: “Support for Scottish forestry will also help to
combat social exclusion by promoting opportunities for people to benefit from woodlands
and woodland management, helping to tackle the barriers to inclusion, helping children and
young people get the best possible start in life, and helping to strengthen communities and
regenerate deprived areas.” (Scottish Executive, 2006, p. 14). Another principle of the
document is social justice: “People should not be disadvantaged by who they are or where
they live (‘social justice’).” (Scottish Executive, 2006, p. 71). The stronger emphasis of social
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inclusion and equality in this document compared to the current strategy seems to echo
the stronger emphasis of these concepts in the 2004 Biodiversity Strategy compared to the
upcoming new Biodiversity Strategy.

The Forestry Commission’s document ‘The Scottish Government’s Rationale for Woodland
Expansion’ (Forestry Commission, 2009) mentions the benefits that woodlands provide for
society, but does not mention equality or social inclusion.

Land use policies

Scotland’s Third Land Use Strategy (2021-2026) (Scottish Government, 2021) acknowledges
land as delivering nature and biodiversity, and it also mentions equality as one of the
results of good land management and use. The Strategy mentions social justice and
building a fairer society as one of the strategy’s principles. It also mentions inclusivity: “[the
strategy] seeks to make land use more understandable and accessible to everyone, in
support of a shift in the way we think about land, towards more inclusive conversations
around how we use land and who should be involved in those decisions.” (Scottish
Government, 2021, p. 8). The document introduces the RLUPs (Regional Land Use
Partnerships), including the Cairngorms National Park RLUP.

The previous Land Use Strategy (2016-2021) (The Scottish Government, 2016) does not
mention equality or justice. It includes ‘Community inclusion in land use decision making’
as one of the indicators for monitoring the Strategy (The Scottish Government, 2016, p.
39).

Other relevant policies

The Environment Strategy for Scotland (Scottish Government, 2020a) includes as an
outcome a “healthy environment that supports a fairer, healthier, more inclusive society.”
Under this outcome the Strategy provides an example of how this is being done:
“improving air quality and access to greenspace will create significant health benefits and
help tackle inequalities” (Scottish Government, 2020a, p. 18). Similarly to Scotland’s
Forestry Strategy 2019-2029, the contribution of nature to equality focusses on urban
settings.

Scotland’s draft fourth national planning framework (Scottish Government, 2019b) includes
several policies and outcomes, including protecting biodiversity, and improving equality
and eliminating discrimination.

The consultation paper for the ‘Land Reform in a Net Zero Nation’ frames biodiversity as a
crisis to be tackled, in which land has an important role to play: “we must take every
opportunity to bring about a just transition to net zero, and tackle the biodiversity crisis.
Land has a fundamental role to play in how we respond to the climate crisis and
biodiversity crisis.” (Scottish Government, 2022a, p. 4). The document also refers to
avoiding trade-offs between increasing biodiversity and people’s rights: “Actions taken in
pursuit of tackling climate change and increasing biodiversity must not have the effect of
displacing people from the land.” (Scottish Government, 2022a, p. 4). The consultation
paper includes as one of the core aims of the land reform policy ‘to increase diversity of
landownership’ (Scottish Government, 20223, p. i). It includes as one of its questions for
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consultation: “Should Management Plans include information on ... plans for
development/activities that will contribute to local and inclusive economic development or
community wealth building” (Scottish Government, 2022a, p. 16). It also refers to historical
inequalities (“as we continue in Scotland’s land reform journey, addressing historical
inequalities, we must also be alive to new and emerging challenges with an eye to the
future.” (Scottish Government, 202243, p. ii).
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Conclusions and methodological implications

New, inclusive and co-generated narratives and stories are increasingly flagged in
academic, policy and public domains as crucial to effective and ethical biodiversity research
and management. The marginalisation of narratives is understood as process as well as
outcome.

In biodiversity research and management, as more broadly, marginalised narratives cannot
be understood in isolation from the wider dimensions of marginalisation within which
narrative expression is constituted, reconstituted, or inhibited.

Marginalisation in biodiversity has roots in established exclusionary narratives and
practices associated with cultural practices of conservation and ‘the outdoors’. Specifically,
prevailing narrative frameworks in biodiversity research and management are constituted
in relation to the legacy of white, masculine, English-speaking, ableist, heteronormative
norms of belonging of conservation, science, and related cultural practices. ldentifying and
addressing aspects of marginalisation in biodiversity research and management requires
acknowledging and working with this legacy of exclusionary norms and narrative framings.

The scoping review suggests that marginalised narratives and stories in biodiversity
research and management relate closely to the materialities and imaginaries framing how
particular identities and languages have agency in defining the goals and practices of
biodiversity enhancement.

In biodiversity research and management, exclusion occurs not only as an absence or
dearth of inclusion, but also as the additional actual and perceived costs and risks -
experiential, educational, social, economic - of being or becoming included.

Understanding and addressing marginalisation in relation to biodiversity narratives may
involve effort and discomfort for those who are currently centred as well as those
marginalised, but holds significant potential for developing new and more sustainable ways
of knowing and engaging with ecologies.

Marginalised narratives identified and questioned the sense of immunity sometimes
conveyed by those studying or managing biodiversity to the consideration of social,
economic or cultural inclusion. These narratives were typically alongside narratives
guestioning the separateness or primacy of ecological imperatives in relation to other
societal or land management imperatives.

Forms and processes of marginalisation are often co-constituted or interwoven in
(sometimes subtle or taken-for-granted) ways consequential for inclusion.

We have identified three (interrelated) key dimensions of marginalisation important to
biodiversity research and management, and note associated key findings emerging:

1. Marginalisation of people, social groups and cultural identities - including in relation to:
age, gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic circumstances, sexual orientation, disability, and
their intersectionality.

Stakeholders highlighted the least visible and acknowledged narratives in relation to
biodiversity research and management as:

° marginalisations related to socioeconomic circumstances or class (and how they
relate to skills, education, experience, confidence, and housing)
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e the experience as well as the fact of exclusion
e the experience as well as the fact of inclusion

° marginalised people having agency in - not just access to or involvement in -
biodiversity research and management

2. Marginalisation of ways of knowing - including particular registers, languages, concepts,
grammars, narrative forms, and interlinked practices and skills e.g.: experiential knowledge;
minority languages (Scots, Gaelic and many others); sensory, emotional, and bodily as well
as linguistic registers; nonhuman as well as human forms of articulation; understandings of
complexity, open-endedness, and geographical and temporal contingency; ephemeral or
process-related narrative forms.

3. Marginalisation of ecologies - including particular species, habitats, bio-physical
processes, and how visible, tangible and understandable they are, such as in relation to:
spatial marginalisation and inaccessibility; culturally devalorised ecological entities (e.g.
lost habitats, hidden species assemblages, less ‘beautiful’ landscapes, or ecosystem
services valued less than others, such as in relation to carbon or timber markets); complex,
dynamic and uncertain processes affecting sustainability and adaptation, and their
geographies; nuanced dimensions of symbiotic relations (e.g. between fungi and tree
species).

In short, a range of marginalised narratives relevant to biodiversity research and
management emerged from our review. They express dimensions of who and what is
currently excluded or sidelined, as well as valuable clues as to how such marginalisation
might be addressed. These will be explored further in Year 2 of this project and beyond.

In particular, appropriate methodological and ethical approaches to further exploring and
centring marginalised biodiversity narratives must take care and heed the risks and
vulnerabilities emerging as important in creating, reinforcing and addressing
marginalisation.

Emerging as important is the need to consider how influential narratives and stories in
biodiversity research and management are shaped by:

= Who gets to work in biodiversity (and who does not), especially in conservation
hotspots like the CNP;

= Who gets to participate in voluntary biodiversity activities (e.g. local groups, citizen
science projects, etc), and who does not;

= Who gets to contribute to, and influence, biodiversity research and management
projects, and who does not;

= The actual and perceived costs and risks (economic, social, cultural) of contributing,
participating and working in biodiversity research and management.

Since key forms and processes of marginalisation are often interrelated, sometimes in
hidden or taken-for-granted ways, an important function of a platform would be to enable
connections between narratives (and related forms and processes of marginalisation) to
be made, made visible, and explored i.e. create and invite particular contact zones in which
narratives can be articulated, represented and responded to.

Methodological implications for our research include:
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Who we engage in our research practices (human and nonhuman), given the need
to consider carefully the power relations and possible reinforcing of
marginalising/exclusionary processes in inviting particular participants and not
others, and;

How we engage people in our research, especially regarding how we enable
articulating and responding of participants in particular spaces and times, as
assembled with particular technologies, narratives, images (generating research
encounters that can enable the marginalised both to ‘speak’ and be heard).

The importance of paying attention to the geographical and spatial constitution of
marginalisation in relation to biodiversity narratives.

Likewise how different temporalities can be mobilised, such as in narratives of past
or future inclusion (e.g. how inter-generational dynamics of humans and
nonhumans matter for each other)

Calls for methods that build connections and mutual understanding in biodiversity
conservation, rather than just understanding conflicts.
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