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ABSTRACT 

Calls to decolonize Western conservation science have trended over the last two decades, 

yet colonialingualism and Indigenous language reclamation have yet to be fully considered. 

Colonialingualism is a process that involves the marginalization of Indigenous languages via the 

promotion of dominant languages and colonial ideologies. This thesis highlights how 

conservation can support Indigenous language reclamation and address colonialingualism. In my 

literature review, I found no literature that examined colonialingualism in conservation, and the 

languages Scots and Hawaiian Pidgin were almost absent from discussions in conservation. It is 

critical that language work is conducted on all levels to bring forth discernible change in 

decolonization. I use critical discourse analysis to examine colonialingualism in the Convention 

on Biological Diversity’s (2022) Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF). The 

GBF was selected as a representation of institutional discourse on global conservation. In my 

analysis, I found discursive patterns aligned with colonialingualism, including monolingualism, 

human exceptionalism, white epistemological supremacy, top-down leadership, and 

market-based capitalist framings. I recommend changes to the colonialingual framings in the 

GBF to align the text with a multilingual approach. To gain insights into discourse at the actor 

level, contextualize the discussion, and elevate the voices of individuals working in Hawaiʻi and 

Scotland in language reclamation, I conducted four semi-structured interviews to discuss 

participants’ experiences and perspectives on language reclamation. Participants discussed future 

aspirations that present practical steps that could be implemented, such as having Indigenous 

language champions within organizations, scientific education through minority languages, 

Indigenous-led and Indigenous-designed conservation, and increased fluency and mastery of  
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Indigenous languages. I linked some of the topics discussed in the interviews to the framings of 

colonialingualism in the GBF. I conclude with suggested further research and highlight the need 

for Western conservation science to support Indigenous language reclamation and address 

colonialingualism in efforts to fulfill decolonial methodologies. 
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CHAPTER 1: OVERVIEW 

1.1 Introduction 

If you can take a step back from the intergenerational trauma and hold 

colonization in your hand, and look at it from a distance, you can see what it has 

done; it's severed relationships – severed our relationship between us and our 

ancestral lands and waters, between us and our language, between our families.  

-Dr. Kawika Winter 

[…] previous dispossession was led more by overt violence; I think it's more of an 

epistemic violence now that's being done against people, and scientific knowledge 

is the hegemony of that, is what's dispossessing people. 

-Dr. Cormac Cleary1 

Despite at least two decades of discussions around decolonizing Western2 conservation, 

the role of languages has yet to be seriously considered, even though Indigenous languages are 

integral in encapsulating Indigenous knowledges about the natural environment (Nxele, 2026; 

Meighan, 2022a; Mohamed et al., 2025). High linguistic diversity is frequently correlated with 

high biodiversity (Harmon, 1996; Mohamed et al., 2025), and both can be threatened by the 

same challenges causing declines (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025; Maffi, 2005). Colonialism 

threatens both Indigenous languages and the natural environment (Cleary, 2025), yet there is 

2 Note: The distinction of “Western” conservation is made throughout this thesis in an effort to acknowledge that 
conservation has been carried out long before the academic discipline arose. Denoting “Western” aims as a reminder 
that Indigenous peoples have stewarded the natural environment much earlier than colonial contact. 

1 My aim is to elevate the voices of the interview participants in this thesis so I have included relevant excerpts 
throughout this thesis. The participants are introduced and full excerpts are shared in Section 2.3 Interviews. 
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scope for language reclamation and conservation to work together to combat colonial legacies. 

Indigenous language loss is the result of colonial and imperial forces that have purposefully 

sought to extirpate Indigenous peoples (McCarty, 2003; Meighan, 2022a). The loss of an 

Indigenous language has serious implications beyond linguistics for Indigenous peoples and 

communities, including the loss of Indigenous worldviews, teachings, and governance systems, 

which can fracture community dynamics (Chiblow & Meighan, 2021). The marginalization of 

Indigenous languages can sever people’s connection to their own culture and land (Mohamed et 

al., 2025). To combat these impacts, decolonization, as Tuck and Yang (2012) state, “brings 

about the repatriation of Indigenous land and life” (p. 21). 

 The impacts of colonialism can manifest in various ways, including its “ideological 

legacy,” which is evident in Western conservation science through the widespread promotion of 

Eurocentric epistemologies and neoliberal conservation policies (Reimerson, 2013; Krauss, 

2021). Western science has been a tool of colonialism since the Age of Enlightenment in Europe, 

and has led to the subjugation of Indigenous sciences (Held, 2023; Adams & Mulligan, 2012). 

Western science is grounded in disciplinary norms, physical evidence, quantitative 

methodologies, and reductionism and materialism (Chapin et al., 2013; Mazzocchi, 2006). 

Colonial legacies need to be examined in Western science to support broader efforts to achieve 

decolonization. This process is complex and transformational, requiring the dismantling of 

power hierarchies, the reevaluation of knowledge production, and social revolution (Corbera et 

al., 2024). Compared with Western science, Indigenous science is highly contextual and specific 

to respective Indigenous peoples, recognized and unrecognized by nation-states, and can contrast 

with Western science but may also incorporate some aspects (Whyte et al., 2015). Cajete (2020) 
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provides a useful definition of Indigenous science as “that body of traditional environmental and 

cultural knowledge unique to a group of people which has served to sustain that people through 

generations of living within a distinct bioregion” (p. 2). Western conservation has started to 

address some of these colonial legacies, but Indigenous language reclamation is yet to be fully 

acknowledged in decolonial methodologies. 

Colonialingualism, a key process of colonialism, involves the marginalization of 

Indigenous languages via the promotion of dominant languages and colonial ideologies. 

Colonialingualism is marked by several features such as the subjugation of Indigenous 

languages, human exceptionalism, and white supremacy (Meighan, 2022a). To overcome 

colonialingualism, language reclamation addresses the core processes underlying language shifts 

rather than simply increasing the number of speakers, which pertains to revitalization (Leonard, 

2017). For conservation to truly work towards decolonization, colonial languages and ideologies 

need to be challenged in management strategies. If the very language used within conservation 

stems from colonialist terminologies, then the goal of decolonizing conservation will never be 

reached.  

To date, no research has fully explored colonialingualism in conservation. My thesis aims 

to address this research gap by examining how Western conservation may perpetuate 

colonialingualism and exploring how it can instead support Indigenous language reclamation 

(and concomitantly Indigenous knowledge) as a key step towards decolonial methodologies. In 

language work, it is critical that all scales, from local to global, are considered for real change to 

take place in decolonization (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025). There are incredible people working 

to support Indigenous language reclamation, and many who celebrate Indigenous and minority 
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languages in conservation. I support these efforts and aim to challenge Western conservation at 

an institutional discourse level. My main research questions are: 

RQ1. To what extent do key conservation policy documents perpetuate colonialingualism? 

RQ2. How does colonialingualism impact language reclamation and conservation in Hawaiʻi 

and Scotland?  

I used a multifaceted, interdisciplinary approach to address these questions. I conducted a 

literature review to examine prior research and introduce the key concepts of this thesis. To gain 

insight into institutional discourse in conservation, I examined the Convention on Biological 

Diversity’s (CBD) (2022) Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF). I selected 

the GBF as it has a major influence on global conservation policy, as 195 Parties have ratified the 

CBD to address biodiversity loss (Hutchinson et al, 2025; Lehmann et al., 2025). I conducted a 

critical discourse analysis using colonialingualism as a conceptual framework to highlight the 

discursive patterns evident in the GBF and to what extent it may adopt a colonialingual 

approach. I acknowledge the work by many people and Parties that created the GBF, and my 

analysis is intended to suggest how the GBF can challenge colonialingualism, which can bring 

forth positive social change. To contextualize this topic and share insights from those working on 

it, I conducted semi-structured interviews with individuals with backgrounds in conservation 

and/or language reclamation. I share my full positionality in Section 2.1 Methodology, where I 

discuss that I take a decolonial and Indigenous lens to my research. To honor where I am 

studying and where I am from, I conducted interviews with people with experience in Hawaiʻi 

and Scotland. For Hawaiʻi, the Indigenous language ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi (Hawaiian) and the creole 
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language Hawaiian Pidgin (Hawaiʻi Creole English)3 are discussed. For Scotland4, both 

Indigenous languages Gàidhlig (Scottish Gaelic) and Scots are discussed.5 Hawaiian Pidgin is 

spoken by more of the population in Hawaiʻi than ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi, and Scots is spoken by more 

of the population than Gàidhlig in Scotland. This is despite both languages being subject to 

denigration for being “lower-status” (Kirk, 2022; Higgins, 2017). My aim is to understand how 

two places6 that experience colonialingualism support language reclamation in conservation, 

which is why I explored Indigenous and/or creole languages7 of each place. This research is 

relevant across conservation and other natural sciences, as colonial legacies are widespread in 

Western science. I summarized my research findings in this thesis comprising a literature review, 

a critical discourse analysis, and interviews. 

1.2 Literature review 

This literature review will cover the main themes of this thesis and introduce background 

information about the topics discussed in the methodology and the following chapter. Firstly, I 

will begin with Indigenous language loss and reclamation. This leads directly into the research 

7 I recognize that British Sign Language (BSL) is an official language of Scotland, which also faces marginalization, 
however, I have not discussed BSL in this thesis as it is spoken in many more contexts outside of Scotland and 
would be beyond the reach of this study. 

6 The term “place” is used instead of country, as a term which can apply to both of the locations of this study. 
Hawaiʻi is not currently formally recognized as a country following the illegal annexation. There is an active 
sovereignty movement in both Hawaiʻi and Scotland whereby people are campaigning for independence. 

5 A note about language used in this thesis. Words in ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi (Hawaiian) and Gàidhlig (Scottish Gaelic) will 
have an English translation after their first use, thereafter they will be in the Indigenous language. A glossary is not 
provided. It is encouraged to not italicize words in an Indigenous language, as highlighted by Indigenous scholars as 
a way to not make words in Indigenous languages as “foreign” (Silva, 2004). I acknowledge and support this. This 
thesis discusses several languages of place and words have deliberately not been italicized. 

4 In this thesis, I mainly refer to Scotland rather than Alba, as this is the term for the country in the Scots language 
(which is the same word in English), because it is the language which I have greater proficiency in. 

3 Hawaiian Pidgin is a fully-formed language, and despite the name is a creole, not a pidgin, language. It can be 
referred to as both Hawaiian Pidgin or Hawaiʻi Creole English. In this thesis, I mainly refer to the language as 
Hawaiian Pidgin as this is the term that has greater ties with local identity in Hawaiʻi, and to challenge the stigma 
that Pidgin is not appropriate in formal settings (Drager, 2012). 
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gap on Indigenous language reclamation and colonialingualism in conservation. I will then 

conclude with an introduction to language reclamation journeys of Hawaiʻi and Scotland.  

Language loss and reclamation 

Two-thirds of the world’s 7,000 spoken languages are Indigenous, yet the vast majority 

face endangerment due to processes relating to colonization. Some predictions forecast that up to 

90% will no longer be spoken by 2100 (McCarty et al., 2018). Languages do not naturally fade 

out of practice (McCarty, 2003; Meighan, 2022a). Instead, it is through colonial forces imposing 

their dominant language and imposing restrictions on the Indigenous language that language 

shifts occur. Linguicide is the attempt to remove people not necessarily physically, but 

linguistically, and is tied to cultural genocide (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025).  Linguicide is a 

prominent threat to Indigenous languages and peoples. The attrition of an Indigenous language 

does not occur in isolation in social and cultural groups (Meighan, 2022a). For example, with the 

loss of a language, cultural knowledge and connection may decline. There is growing recognition 

that youth globally are less engaged with their Indigenous language, which, in turn, diminishes 

their understanding of their culture and environment (McCarty, 2003; Mohamed et al., 2025). 

Indigenous languages are further marginalized via the promotion of dominant languages and 

colonial ideologies, a process referred to as colonialingualism (Meighan, 2022a). The context of 

a language is important, as a language can be colonial in one context and Indigenous in another. 

A distinguishing feature of a colonial language, compared to an Indigenous language, is its 

removal from place and locality (Meighan, 2025). Key features of colonialingualism are the 

attrition of Indigenous languages, human exceptionalism, and white supremacy (Meighan, 

2022a). A goal of colonial forces is to promote monolingualism for the purpose of control across 
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economic, societal, political, and educational domains (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025; Meighan, 

2022a). Furthermore, it is not just the colonial language that is the problem: it is also the colonial 

ideologies that languages express (Meighan, 2022a). Such colonial ideologies may promote a 

nature-culture dichotomy, rather than seeing culture within nature, which contrasts with 

Indigenous cosmologies (Rozzi et al., 2008; Reimerson, 2013), such as in Gaelic worldviews 

which view nature as animate and humans connected to all (Ní Mhathúna, 2021). Learning and 

supporting Indigenous languages helps restore our connection with nature (Meighan, 2022a). 

This is a crucial point when considering how to “decolonize” language. The impacts of 

colonialism are far-reaching, as colonial ideologies can impinge on Indigenous ontologies.  

To address trends of Indigenous language suppression, language reclamation is a crucial 

process to combat colonialingualism. Language reclamation is more than just language work; it 

is a reconnection of people to culture and community and has intergenerational importance 

(McCarty et al., 2018). Language reclamation addresses the core processes underlying language 

shifts rather than simply increasing the number of speakers, which pertains to revitalization. 

Reclamation encompasses “community epistemologies such as how ‘language’ is defined and 

given sociocultural meaning” (Leonard, 2017). Supporting language reclamation would be a key 

step toward alleviating some of the legacies of colonialism, in all aspects of life and within 

conservation. There are endless possibilities for including Indigenous languages in conservation. 

As it is crucial to emphasize place-based language learning, conservation could facilitate 

learning by encouraging language groups to use conservation spaces and to promote Indigenous 

languages in their work and outreach.  
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Previous research on language reclamation has mainly been within education and 

linguistics. Hegemonic education practices have led to monolingual teaching, which runs counter 

to the principles of multilingual environments (Rozzi et al., 2008). Multilingualism is 

“intersectional, multimodal, and transdisciplinary” and should be approached relationally 

(Meighan & Lin, 2025). There are alternative approaches in education, such as heritage language 

pedagogy (HLP), which help address the ongoing perpetuation of colonialingualism in education 

(Meighan, 2022a). Researchers such as Meighan and Veliz (2026) have shed light on 

colonialingualism in language education and elevated Indigenous pedagogies from the Global 

South8. Alongside language education, it is helpful to create community spaces dedicated to 

reclamation. This is especially critical given land loss resulting from colonialism (Leonard, 

2017). It is imperative that language learners have the opportunity to engage with the language in 

greater cultural and social contexts beyond the classroom (Rozzi et al., 2008). Indigenous 

languages are context-specific and shaped by the environments in which they exist (Meighan, 

2022a). One approach that has had marked success against Indigenous language suppression is 

immersion schools. Immersion schools in the Pacific have found success not only in increasing 

their students’ knowledge of Indigenous languages but also in fostering their understanding of 

the cultural connections associated with these languages (McCarty, 2003). This highlights the 

importance of promoting language and culture as one, rather than separate entities. 

8 There are valid discussions regarding the appropriate terminology for the “Global North” and “Global South,” 
among which it is worth highlighting that there are nuances. While the term lumps the entire population by 
hemisphere, other writers may use the term to refer to trends of countries with higher economic wealth or 
industrialization. I instead use this term to refer to trends of countries that have been colonizing powers and 
committed epistemicide to other countries (Santos, 2014). The “Global” term falls short as there are peoples and 
communities within the “Global North” who suffer oppression and experience dispossession. In this thesis, I mainly 
use the “Global” terminology as I disagree with other terms such as “developed/developing” or “ELDCs/EMDCs” 
which give a sense that “development” is a metric and marker of success (this terminology is only used when 
referencing the GBF which uses this). 
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Colonialingualism has been researched in educational and linguistic contexts, but is yet to 

be fully explored in the natural sciences such as conservation. Tackling colonialingualism aligns 

with the goals of more equitable conservation, as it shifts towards practices that embrace 

Indigenous languages and knowledges rather than those imposed by hegemonic languages. 

Colonialingualism appears in a variety of aspects of Western conservation, from academia to 

language choice to knowledge production. In Western conservation, English is the lingua franca, 

reflecting the broader trend of globalization. More dominant languages are often prioritized in 

scientific journals and citations, which can lead to changes in subject matter, with discussions 

shifting from local to global contexts (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025). The choice of language can 

reveal entire histories and relationships connected to names. An Indigenous name for a species 

often highlights its relationship with other species. In contrast, Western scientific nomenclature 

frequently focuses on the human aspect of the scientist or colonialist who supposedly 

“discovered it” (Rozzi et al, 2008; Rubis, 2020). Naming is frequently a colonial tool used to 

categorize nature into their own conceptual language. Conservation practices employing Western 

terminology frequently result in approaches grounded in Western rather than Indigenous 

knowledges. Prioritizing scientific terminology and neglecting to acknowledge Indigenous 

names undermines their rich contributions (Rubis, 2020). Therefore, if conservation practitioners 

claim to be inclusive of Indigenous knowledges, they must also make efforts to use Indigenous 

languages. A practical place to start would be for conservation to use Indigenous terminology 

within their management. I only found one recent paper related to conservation, which was 

focused more on sustainability, that gives a brief reference to colonialingualism (Mohamed et al., 
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2025). I did not find any literature in conservation research that examined colonialingualism or 

its impacts.  

Western conservation science tends to elevate Eurocentric and Western epistemologies, 

which affects which knowledges are seen as reputable (Collins et al., 2021). The problem of 

imposing Eurocentric epistemologies in non-Western conservation contexts is that they are not 

rooted in place, and do not enable Indigenous cosmologies to be considered (Rozzi et al., 2008; 

Ginn, 2008). The primacy of Western scientific epistemologies is highly regarded, as seen in 

techno-scientific-economic discourse across many Western countries; but this can marginalize 

pluriversal knowledges and transdisciplinary approaches, which are more adept at tackling 

current environmental issues. These alternative approaches would also lead to more equitable 

decision-making in conservation (Cummings et al., 2018), but they are currently not widely 

adopted in Western conservation. In discussions of knowledge production, “science” is often 

framed as “Western science,” without regard for Indigenous science, which is often described as 

“knowledge”. This is particularly relevant when considering the role language plays in 

conservation and which “knowledge” is regarded as “valid” and which is marginalized 

(Reimerson, 2013). While previous work in conservation has started to acknowledge Indigenous 

knowledges, there remains much more scope to include Indigenous science.  

Previous work to “decolonize” conservation 

Proposals for conservation to “decolonize” involve several factors, and scholars approach 

them in various ways as I discuss below whilst also highlighting a key research gap. 

For the past several decades, there have been discussions on how to address colonial 

legacies that continue to shape conservation practice today (Schauer, 2018; Collins et al., 2021; 
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Krauss, 2021). Western conservation has attempted to support Indigenous knowledges but, 

despite progress, frequently falls short of effectively promoting them. Firstly, Indigenous 

knowledges may be filtered through a Western scientific lens, which can extract and 

misrepresent Indigenous epistemologies. Secondly, when Indigenous knowledges are considered 

in conservation, they may be oversimplified and misused, despite their highly contextual nature 

(Rubis, 2020). There are difficulties in translating Indigenous knowledges into English, as some 

concepts cannot be translated in a Western scientific vocabulary. This does a disservice to 

Indigenous knowledges, which frequently hold generational wisdom and are highly contextual. 

As knowledge is encapsulated in language and can be very specific, the impacts of Indigenous 

language loss are profound and can result in the loss of highly specialized knowledge 

(Cámara-Leret & Bascompte, 2021). Racism, and specifically white supremacy, has and 

continues to influence knowledge production by impacting who is deemed capable of creating 

knowledge, thereby marginalizing Indigenous knowledges (Collins et al., 2021). Western 

conservation has selectively chosen which aspects of Indigenous customary practice to respect or 

ultimately use to enforce regulations on communities, for example, to implement hunting 

restrictions and protect areas (Rubis, 2020). Indigenous communities often have their own ways 

of carrying out sustainable practices, without the need for external conservation bodies to enforce 

rules. This is based on generational knowledge passed down through the language (Mohamed et 

al., 2025). However, in discussions of Indigenous knowledges in Western conservation, 

insufficient attention is given to the need to support language within this discourse. A failure to 

support Indigenous languages in conservation ultimately thwarts efforts to effectively support 

Indigenous science. It is crucial to support Indigenous language reclamation within the 
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movement to decolonize conservation, as this would be a key step in challenging 

colonialingualism. 

Indigenous language reclamation is often absent from efforts to decolonize conservation 

research. Scholars have highlighted key steps that are critical in decolonial methodologies, but in 

the discussion, language frequently either receives a brief mention or is completely omitted 

(Lanjouw, 2021; Corbera et al., 2021; Domínguez & Luoma, 2020). For example, Corbera et al. 

(2021) provide an overview of decolonizing conservation but refer to “language” only twice, and 

omit Indigenous language reclamation in discussions about human rights. Colonialism induced 

linguicide in various parts of the world, a violation of human rights (Phillipson & Meighan, 

2025). Skutnabb‐Kangas and Phillipson (2022) highlighted that language rights are human 

rights, coining the term linguistic human rights (LHRs). LHRs concern people's ability to 

identify the language they speak, access education in it, and use it in formal settings. While 

previous work promoting decolonizing conservation has highlighted Indigenous knowledges, it 

frequently does not discuss them alongside Indigenous language reclamation in decolonizing 

conservation research. 

Some scholars have advocated for “convivial conservation,” but Indigenous language 

reclamation is yet to be proactively supported in such discussions. Convivial conservation is 

regarded as a more holistic approach that considers society integral to, rather than separate from, 

nature (Collins et al., 2021). This aims to counteract the outdated view of the human-nature 

dichotomy, which is promoted via colonialingualism. Convivial conservation is marked by 

greater shared dependence and an equitable distribution of power and decision-making. Western 

conservation, particularly when market-based, inadvertently perpetuates colonial legacies. This 
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can be seen in schemes such as the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest 

Degradation (REDD+), which have been criticized for perpetuating “racialized land use 

practices” (Collins, 2019). Convivial conservation highlights a move away from market-based 

conservation and capitalist ideas toward a more holistic approach that benefits all stakeholders, 

not just the rich (Krauss, 2021). Today, market-based conservation bolsters the structures 

colonialism established. These include the primacy of dominant Western scientific knowledge, 

the extraction of natural resources, and territorial land grabs (Collins et al., 2021). Countries that 

benefited from the previous exploitation of the natural world and peoples should be subject to 

greater restrictions, and they should not impose the same limitations on the Global South 

(Corbera et al., 2021; Krauss, 2021). However, this key point is often lacking in conservation 

management plans. Approaches from different cultures have provided valuable guidance on 

practicing conviviality more effectively.  

Dùthchas is part of the Gaelic worldview and has multiple meanings that highlight a 

deep, interwoven, and dynamic connection that ties people, place, and culture. Dùthchas and 

other Indigenous ontologies can be insightful in the decolonization of the self and offer more 

grounded and ethical methodological approaches to research (Meighan, 2022b). More just 

approaches result in the rich being subject to resource constraints and in more equitable 

governance, rooted in more symbiotic relationships (Krauss, 2021; Collins et al., 2021). A key 

trend in discussions of conviviality is that they often lack specific details about how such 

benefits would be implemented. The ambiguity does not help to support these theoretical 

suggestions in practice (Krauss, 2021). While previous work has explored themes highlighting 

conservation’s failure to support Indigenous peoples, few studies recommend language 
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reclamation. Focus has largely been on knowledge and governance, which are critical aspects, 

but language is often sidelined from the discussion. 

Positioning the proposed research 

As highlighted previously, Indigenous language reclamation is often omitted in 

discussions on decolonial methodologies in Western conservation. Language reclamation is 

recognized as a profound process of reconnecting language and cultural identity (Leonard, 2017). 

However, decolonial methodologies for Western conservation and language reclamation are 

often treated as separate entities. Here, I provide background information on the topics explored 

in the following methodology section. 

To gain insight into how colonialingualism may be embedded in Western conservation, I 

conducted a critical discourse analysis using Fairclough’s dialectical-relational method 

(Fairclough, 2003) to examine text from the Convention on Biological Diversity. My analysis 

was informed by Meighan’s conceptualization of colonialingualism (Meighan, 2022a). This 

addresses the first primary research question: to what extent do key conservation policy 

documents perpetuate colonialingualism? The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 

provides guidance on conserving biodiversity and is a key document for many countries 

worldwide (Hutchinson et al, 2025; Lehmann et al., 2025). The CBD collaborates with the 

International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity (IIFB), a group of Indigenous peoples who come 

together to inform the CBD on best practices for supporting Indigenous knowledges (Corson et 

al, 2025). Previous work has analyzed texts produced by the CBD and the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs), examining how Indigenous peoples are given agency (Reimerson, 

2013), how knowledge societies are created (Cummings et al., 2018), and whether convivial 
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conservation is supported (Krauss, 2021). Scholars highlighted that the CBD undermines 

Indigenous agency as it refrained from using “Indigenous peoples” and instead used “Indigenous 

communities.” The utilization of “peoples” then presumes “rights” (Reimerson, 2013), some of 

which would facilitate key goals of decolonization, such as the right to proclaim sovereignty and 

exercise self-governance. Another key issue in how benefits and agency are granted concerns the 

use of “Indigenousness” in the text. Frequently, claims are stated concerning “traditional 

practices or customs” (Reimerson, 2013). However, this leaves ambiguity, as not all Indigenous 

peoples can enact traditional practices, which can also be due to the impacts of colonialism and 

the resulting capitalist society. The rights of Indigenous peoples should not be subject to terms 

and conditions, especially conditions that offer protection only if it benefits conservation. 

Furthermore, not all Indigenous people receive recognition of their rights by the nation-states. 

This has significant implications for their enforceability under the law. Gaelic is recognized as an 

Indigenous language, but there are no designations regarding Indigenous people in Scotland, 

despite some Gaels identifying as an Indigenous group (Cleary, 2025). Despite these 

aforementioned analyses of socioenvironmental policies, none have thus far examined whether 

the CBD supports Indigenous language reclamation or whether colonialingualism is prevalent. 

Language reclamation is inseparable from the broader processes of decolonization (McCarty, 

2018; Leonard, 2017) and, therefore, should be addressed in decolonial conservation 

methodologies. 

Building on the analysis of the GBF, I conducted interviews with individuals from 

Hawaiʻi and Scotland to gain insights into language reclamation and conservation at the actor 

level. This addresses the second research question: How does colonialingualism impact language 
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reclamation and conservation in Hawaiʻi and Scotland? Hawaiʻi and Scotland, despite their great 

geographical separation, share certain historical experiences, and both continue to endure 

colonialism. Colonialism resulted in prohibitions on Indigenous language use and cultural 

customs, land grabs, and diminished governance across the world (Collins et al., 2021). Here, I 

provide further information to introduce the language backgrounds of both places. 

Hawaiʻi 

The Hawaiian Kingdom was illegally overthrown in a coup d'état by the United States in 

1893 (Silva, 2004; Trask, 2000). The Kingdom was annexed in 1898, with numerous impacts, 

including usurpation of land and sovereignty, that have contributed to significant increases in 

poverty and health problems among Kanaka Maoli (Native Hawaiians) (Goodyear-Ka'opua, 

2014). Less than a hundred years later, the Hawaiian renaissance began in the 1970s, bringing an 

increase in ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi (Hawaiian language) education. Following the renaissance and in the 

footsteps of successful Māori immersion schools, Hawaiian immersion schools became more 

widely available. This led to a major reclamation of language following previous declines. It not 

only generated new speakers of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi but also highlighted the importance of cultural 

traditions and Hawaiian ontologies in educational practice (McCarty, 2003).  

ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi is an Indigenous and officially recognized language, and the Hawaiian 

Kingdom had one of the highest literacy rates among nations prior to annexation (Kukahiko, 

2020). In 1896, ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi was prohibited from being taught in school, which led to declines 

in literacy rates, and Kanaka Maoli continued to suffer under neocolonial education systems 

(Silva, 2004). Today, people in Hawaiʻi have the opportunity to learn ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi in 

elementary school, high school, and in higher education. The most recent census data highlights 
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that 27,611 people aged over 5 speak ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi (State of Hawaiʻi Department of Business, 

Economic Development & Tourism, 2025). Hawaiʻi’s reclamation of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi provides a 

beacon of inspiration for other places on their own language reclamation journeys. 

Hawaiian Pidgin (Hawaiʻi Creole English), which, despite being spoken as a first- and 

second-language by a significant portion of the population of Hawaiʻi, faces questions of 

legitimacy (Higgins, 2010). Estimates of the number of speakers of Hawaiian Pidgin vary 

significantly, but some statistics suggest 600,000 residents of Hawaiʻi speak the language 

(Marlow & Giles, 2008). ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi was the primary language until the 1875 Reciprocity 

Treaty, which opened trade with the US. In doing so, the number of US nationals in Hawaiʻi 

increased, and the number of Hawaiians decreased. Hawaiian Pidgin emerged as a means for 

sugar plantation workers to communicate despite their diverse linguistic backgrounds (Higgins, 

2010). Speakers of Hawaiian Pidgin often adapt their language choice to the social context, with 

Hawaiian Pidgin being used in more personal contexts, and English in more formal settings to 

“avoid being labeled inferior” (Higgins, 2010). In 1987, the Board of Education (BOE) sought to 

produce monolingualism in education, with English being the chosen language. This was despite 

the emergence of Hawaiian immersion schools, which were first established in the 1980s. This 

policy was seen as discriminatory towards Pidgin and as allowing room for only one language 

(Higgins, 2010). Some argued that allowing Pidgin would increase illiteracy. The BOE revised 

its policy to allow Pidgin in the classroom, but English remained the focal language. 

Unfortunately, the negative statements about Pidgin have an enduring legacy, with some people 

still believing it causes low test scores - despite no studies showing this. The processes of 

colonialingualism were evident and can be referred to as the “language subordination model,” 
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which sought to marginalize Hawaiian Pidgin (Higgins, 2010). Such stigma must be challenged 

throughout society, including in conservation. The experiences of language discrimination and 

erasure in Hawaiʻi are unfortunately shared across the globe, including Scotland. 

​ I found a marked difference in the frequency of usage of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi and Hawaiian 

Pidgin in conservation discourse. I found many more references to ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi in 

conservation literature and media, but almost no direct discussions of Hawaiian Pidgin in 

conservation. I explore this pattern further in Sections 2.3 Interviews and 3.2 Discussion of 

Interviews. 

Scotland 

Tied to the experiences of language erasure in the Hawaiian Kingdom, Scotland’s 

Indigenous languages have been subject to prohibition and stigmatization. There have been shifts 

in the main languages spoken in Scotland over the past several hundred years. Gàidhlig (Scottish 

Gaelic) was the main language from 800 to 1100, shifting to Scots until 1707 and then English 

when the treaty was pushed (Matheson & Matheson, 2000). In 1707, the Acts of Union were 

passed, which demanded a unification between Scotland and England. The Union emerged 

following the marginalization of Scotland, particularly the Highlands and Islands. There was 

public resistance to the ratification of the treaty, and a complex mix of political and religious 

influences impacted the passage of the Union (Bowie, 2008). Prior to these events, there were 

centuries of battles to protect sovereignty. There is also a history of internal colonization of the 

Gàidhealtachd in Scotland. “Gàidhealtachd” can be defined as the “Highlands” or 

“Gàidhlig-speaking areas” (LearnGaelic, 2021). There is debate over what constitutes Gàidheil 

identification, with some scholars highlighting that it means to have stronger cultural and 
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ancestral ties, while others advocate a more linguistic centering that removes ancestry 

(MacKinnon, 2021). “Gàidheil” can be defined as a “Scottish Gael” (LearnGaelic, 2021). 

However, such doubts over identity clearly benefit the colonizers, and this relates to some of the 

most impactful legacies of colonialism - colonization of the mind (Adams & Mulligan, 2012). As 

Ngũgĩ wa Thiong'o (1986) articulates about colonizers, “the bullet was the means of the physical 

subjugation. Language was the means of the spiritual subjugation” (p. 9). This illustrates the 

long-lasting impacts of colonialism that language reclamation can help address. Similarly to 

Hawaiian Pidgin, Scots face questions of legitimacy from the English and even from some 

fellow Scots about its existence as a language. Scots speakers may encounter criticism from 

people who refer to Scots as slang or “bad English” (Matheson & Matheson, 2000). Multiple 

factors contributed to the decline in Gàidhlig. The Highland clearances involved the forcible 

removal of Gaels, which significantly contributed to the decline of Gàidhlig (Matheson & 

Matheson, 2000); this also ties into the link between linguistic diversity and biodiversity, and is 

one of a few examples of how the introduction of non-native species (i.e., demand for sheep 

farming) contributed to the decline in an Indigenous language (Harmon, 1996). The Gaels were 

blamed for their involvement in a rebellion against the UK throne in 1745 (Matheson & 

Matheson, 2000). Again tying in with trends seen in Hawaiʻi, with bans on Hawaiian hula, dress, 

and song (Silva, 2000), a prohibition on any relation to Gaelic culture was established, 

forbidding people from speaking the language, wearing tartan, and playing traditional music. The 

legacies of religion and missionaries impacted Hawaiian culture (Silva, 2000), and similarly in 

Scotland, Christian societies continued for centuries and promoted monolingual education 

(Matheson & Matheson, 2000). The impacts of colonialism are monumental and can result in 
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paradigm shifts. One of the most profound impacts was the instillation of a belief in inferiority. 

The colonizing forces propagate this attitude; as Fanon notes, they are hellbent on making people 

admit that their culture is inferior (Matheson & Matheson, 2000).  

To address the suppression of Gàidhlig, revitalization efforts mainly began in 1891 with 

the establishment of a Gàidhlig society called An Comunn Gàidhlealach. Just over a hundred 

years later, in 1982, the national development agency Comunn na Gàidhlig (CNAG) was created 

(Matheson & Matheson, 2000). With substantial parental input requesting Gaelic education, 

there has since been an increase in the number of Gaelic-medium schools. For perspective, in 

1984, there were only two primary schools that offered Gaelic-medium education. Ten years 

later, this rose to just under fifty. Part of the slow uptake was due to funding constraints, 

difficulties in recruiting teachers capable of teaching in Gàidhlig, and opposition from external 

school inspectors (Matheson & Matheson, 2000). The decline in Gaelic-medium schools is an 

example of colonialism’s impact on Indigenous language education (Korne & Leonard, 2017). 

Reflecting similar percentages to ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi and Hawaiian Pidgin in Hawaiʻi, the 2022 

Scotland Census highlighted that 2.5% of people had “some skills in Gaelic” and 46.2% had 

“some skills in Scots” (Scotland Census, 2022). While certain schools in Scotland may offer the 

opportunity to learn Gàidhlig as a subject, it is often limited to a strictly language course. This 

limits grounding, which would be incredibly beneficial if Gàidhlig culture and tradition were 

taught, as seen in Hawaiian immersion schools. This relates to the limitation of only focusing on 

language revitalization, which can result in students knowing about the language but not the 

culture (Leonard, 2017; Rozzi et al., 2008). The Scottish Languages Act 2025 has recently 
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recognized Scots and Gàidhlig as official languages, which highlights the relevance of 

considering Indigenous language reclamation in conservation. 

Examining Gàidhlig and Scots in conservation, again, I found a similar pattern to ʻŌlelo 

Hawaiʻi and Hawaiian Pidgin. I found many more instances of Gàidhlig referenced in literature 

and media related to conservation. However, I found very few references to Scots in 

conservation contexts. One example of Scots being celebrated within nature contexts is “A Scots 

Dictionary of Nature” by Amanda Thomson (Thomson, 2019). There remains an untapped 

potential for Scots to be celebrated across conservation in Scotland. 

Colonialingualism has had significant impacts in Hawaiʻi and Scotland, with English 

being imposed as the dominant language in both. Hawaiʻi and Scotland have more than one 

language of place; however, such languages can be unduly subject to stigmatization and 

questions of legitimacy. The stigmatization of Gàidhlig was reinforced with the threat of physical 

punishment if students spoke Gàidhlig in school, along with humiliation by forcing them to wear 

a “maide crochaidh” around their necks (Matheson & Matheson, 2000; Meighan, 2022b). Scots 

is not often officially taught in schools, and students often were humiliated for speaking the 

language (Matheson & Matheson, 2000). Even when Scots was part of the curriculum, some 

children faced discouragement from relatives and were told to speak “properly” (Costa, 2014). 

Both Scots and Hawaiian Pidgin face particular judgments about social status and class, and such 

discrimination needs to be challenged. 

There are shared and different experiences in how conservation organizations in Hawaiʻi 

and Scotland incorporate Indigenous languages into their practices. Both places have active 

conservation sectors, with government and organizations supporting conservation goals. In 
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Hawaiʻi, Kanaka Maoli actively participate in numerous “community-driven collaborative 

management initiatives,” such as the He‘eia National Estuarine Research Reserve or 

Papahānaumokuākea Marine National Monument (Winter et al., 2021). In Scotland, a few 

conservation organizations have their own Gaelic Language Plan, such as NàdarAlba 

(NatureScot) and Coilltearachd agus Fearann Alba (Forestry and Land Scotland) (NàdarAlba, 

2025; Forestry and Land Scotland, 2026). However, there are even fewer instances of the Scots 

language being supported in conservation. Language preservation and conservation overlap, as 

they can be impeded by the same issues, but some do not see these areas as working together 

(Cleary, 2025). This aspect is highlighted in Cormac Cleary’s (2023) work on South Uist, where 

the needs of the Gàidhlig community were not deemed to be supported by conservation. Some 

Islanders had negative perceptions of conservation organizations, believing they contribute to 

displacement in the name of preservationism (Cleary, 2025). This highlights the risk that 

conservation can promote colonial legacies of violence against Indigenous peoples, including 

dispossession (Reimerson, 2013; Sène, 2023). This view is also similarly shared in Hawaiʻi, with 

Kanaka Maoli voicing concerns about strict access restrictions imposed by state conservation 

authorities to protect endangered species (Konrad et al., 2024). Certain conservation 

organizations can frame their own positioning in terms of a hierarchy of power and knowledge, 

thereby exerting authority over others. Such “discursive technologies” have succeeded in 

portraying dispossession as “voluntary resettlement” (Bathija & Sylvander, 2023). This also ties 

into the framing of “regimes of truth,” and the language used in conservation can deploy this to 

give a sense of control (Bellewes, 2023). Given Western conservation’s history of using 

exclusionary practices, which separate Indigenous people from their land, a shift is long overdue; 
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Western conservation should prioritize service to Indigenous peoples. In both Hawaiʻi and 

Scotland, where several languages of place are spoken, management should make space for 

multiple language reclamation efforts. 

Exploring how colonialingualism is perpetuated in conservation and learning how people 

are fighting it will hopefully illuminate strategies to support language reclamation. It is insightful 

to conduct comparative work, as it highlights different issues arising from similar scenarios and 

factors that may exacerbate them (Costa, 2014). By exploring language reclamation in places 

such as Hawaiʻi and Scotland, this thesis aims to highlight the experiences of those working to 

elevate Indigenous languages and, where possible and appropriate, offer recommendations. 

Existing language reclamation work in specific locations can help guide efforts in other areas 

developing their own reclamation movements (McCarty, 2018). Previous work on new speakers 

has often considered examples only within Europe, despite recognizing that this phenomenon 

occurs worldwide (O’Rourke et al., 2015). This research is relevant globally, and places have 

their own unique histories and complexities to consider in the context of decolonization. I argue 

that Indigenous language reclamation should be supported in Western conservation; it is not a 

panacea, but a crucial piece of the decolonizing conservation puzzle. 
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CHAPTER 2: RESEARCH DESIGN AND ANALYSIS 

2.1 Methodology 

The literature review highlighted the importance of Indigenous language reclamation and 

the research gap in addressing colonialingualism in Western conservation. To address the first 

research question (to what extent do key conservation policy documents perpetuate 

colonialingualism?), I used critical discourse analysis to examine the GBF. I then conducted 

interviews to contextualize the discussion and answer the second research question: how does 

colonialingualism impact language reclamation and conservation in Hawaiʻi and Scotland? Here, 

I first share my positionality as it helps to situate myself as a researcher asking these questions 

and how I interpret the results (Janks, 1997), before describing the methodology in further detail. 

Positionality 

I am a Scottish and Irish researcher from Fìobha, Alba (Fife, Scotland) and Tír Eoghain, 

Éire (Tyrone, Ireland). My experiences growing up in an educational and social environment in 

Scotland which did not support Gàidhlig or Scots inform my understanding of some of the 

challenges minority language speakers face. I recall throughout my school education in Fìobha, 

not a single word of Gàidhlig was spoken, and Scots was not overtly recognised despite the few 

instances of work by Scots scrievers (writers) being shared. I am inspired to support minority and  

Indigenous languages, and to raise further awareness about language reclamation, in all aspects 

of life including within conservation. My aim is to elevate the voices of minority and Indigenous 

language speakers, and my views are not representative of, or an authority on, the language 

communities I am a part of. I am on my own language reclamation journey to not only reclaim 

24 



 
the languages of Scotland, but also to take a stance against the legacies of colonialingualism that 

have endured. It is through these lived experiences that form a part of the lens through which I 

look as a researcher, both in the questions I ask and in how I interpret the results. I am also 

learning further about Gael worldviews and strive to support Gael values as much as I can. My 

positioning is also nuanced in that I am a local or resident in one context and a visitor in another. 

I am an international student studying in Hilo. I previously studied in Hilo ten years ago, for a 

semester abroad, where I was particularly inspired by the teachings of my kumu (teacher) Henani 

Enos in my Hawaiian ethnozoology class. After graduating, I returned to Hawaiʻi and was 

fortunate to volunteer in conservation for fourteen months in Papahānaumokuākea. I was deeply 

moved to learn ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi and Hawaiian cultural practices, and see them supported in 

conservation contexts. Such experiences began to plant seeds, and I wondered why culture and 

language were not more celebrated across conservation, including at home in Scotland. I 

acknowledge the magnitude of being a visiting researcher, and the complexities that arise, 

especially while exploring topics involving colonialism. I aim to be as cognisant of this as 

possible and reflect on not only my intentions but my impact. This also shapes my aim to 

prioritise the interviewees’ voices throughout this thesis. I do not wish to filter them, rather 

centering them in this thesis as I aim to take a decolonial and Indigenous lens to my research. I 

am greatly inspired by Indigenous language reclamation in both Hawaiʻi and Scotland, and have 

deep gratitude to all those who have championed languages. 

 
2.1.1 Critical discourse analysis  

I adopted and adapted Fairclough’s (2010) dialectical relational approach to critical 

discourse analysis. This critical discourse analysis approach examines the relationship between 
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how a discourse is created and how it reciprocally impacts social structures and practices. This is 

relevant when examining the GBF, as the CBD and such texts it produces act as institutional 

discourse. The CBD is widely regarded as an authoritative body globally, given that 195 

countries are Parties to the Convention (Lehmann et al., 2025). 

In Fairclough’s conceptualization of discourse analysis, language constructs social 

realities. Thus, discourse can be changed to create better social outcomes (Fairclough, 2003). 

Fairclough’s conceptualization of discourse applies to conservation practice because planning 

documents, legal agreements, and de facto written and oral agreements drive and inform land and 

resource management decisions. The critical aspect of CDA is essential, as it adds a normative 

dimension and sheds light on how issues can be ameliorated (Fairclough, 2010). I use critical 

discourse analysis to examine how the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework’s 

language, framing, and representation of actors and knowledge systems reproduce, negotiate, or 

contest colonialingualism. Discourse analysis differs from Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) in 

that the latter focuses on the expression of power dynamics (Janks, 1997; Cummings et al., 

2018). 

My use of critical discourse analysis is informed by my own positionality as shared 

above, and by my intention to bring forth positive social change in regard to Indigenous language 

reclamation. Experiencing educational and social settings which did not promote the Indigenous 

languages of my country, and instead promoted English as a colonial language, compels me to 

challenge colonialingualism. I am also inspired by decolonial and Indigenous lenses, including 

the work of Gael scholars such as Meighan (2022b). Decolonial and Indigenous lenses informed 

the subsequent section on recommendations, as a key aspect of critical discourse analysis is to 
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provide an emancipatory suggestion for improvement that can result in positive change for 

people. 

To address my first research question (to what extent do key conservation policy 

documents perpetuate colonialingualism?), I first conducted a contextual analysis of the CBD’s 

GBF. I asked several questions, including how the problem and solution are framed, what 

sources were used, who the actors are, and what is missing from the debate. I then examined the 

text closely to answer these questions and selected suitable excerpts which illustrate the GBF’s 

framing. 

Following the contextual analysis, I used five deductive analytical categories derived 

from Meighan’s (2022a) conceptualization of colonialingualism. I developed Table 1 as a 

contrastive analytical framework linking these categories to conservation discourse and to 

multilingual alternatives. The framework in Table 1 acted as a useful aid in my analysis, but it is 

not intended as a binary: it allows the GBF to contain tensions, contradictions, and competing 

discursive orientations. I examined how the text reproduced, negotiated, or contested each 

dimension of colonialingualism. 
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Table 1 
Contrastive analytical framework for examining colonialingual and multilingual discursive 
orientations, adapted from Meighan’s (2022a) conceptualization of colonialingualism. 
 

Colonialingualism Multilingualism 

Monolingualism, linguistic imperialism Multilingualism, language reclamation 

-​ Colonial/dominant language(s) 
prioritized 

-​ Marginalization of Indigenous and 
minority languages 

-​ Multiple languages considered 
-​ Indigenous and minority languages 

elevated 
-​ Language reclamation  

Human exceptionalism Ecocentrism 

-​ Human-nature dichotomy 
-​ Separation of humans from nature, the 

dispossession of Indigenous peoples 
-​ Human superiority 

-​ Human-culture-nature  
-​ Holistic approach 

White epistemological supremacy and 
Eurocentricism 

Transepistemologies 

-​ Promotion of White and Eurocentric 
epistemologies 

-​ Subjugation of Indigenous science 
 

-​ Transepistemologies including 
Indigenous epistemologies 

-​ Transdisciplinary, pluriversal 
approaches 

Top-down leadership Indigenous leadership and equitable 
decision-making 

-​ Decisions made from the top-down 
-​ Global North decision-making 

prioritized 

-​ Indigenous leadership  
-​ Input from a variety of actors across 

levels 

Market-based, capitalism Biocultural, equitable sharing 

-​ Focus on ecosystem services 
-​ Using nature for profit 

-​ Focus on the intrinsic and biocultural 
value of nature 

-​ Resources shared for sustenance, not 
exploitation 
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Each dimension in Table 1 served as a deductive analytical category. I first identified 

passages relevant to each category and then conducted a close textual analysis of lexical choice 

and evaluation, modality, actor representation and agency, nominalization, textual structure and 

salience, and significant omissions. I considered how these features constructed particular 

relationships among conservation institutions, Indigenous peoples, knowledge systems, and the 

natural world. Table 1 then informed recommendations for revising the GBF toward more 

multilingual and equitable sociopolitical outcomes.  

2.1.2 Interviews 

Building on the wider theme of examining colonialingualism in a key conservation policy 

document, I aimed to explore colonialingualism’s real-life impacts within conservation and what 

current work is ongoing to challenge it. This brings me to my second research question: how 

does colonialingualism impact language reclamation and conservation in Hawaiʻi and Scotland? 

To answer this question, I conducted four semi-structured interviews. The aim of the interviews 

was to gain a better sense of how conservation practitioners may incorporate languages, and to 

contextualize the research topic of language reclamation and conservation. These expert 

interviews are non-representative, and I selected interviewees based on criteria that included 

their use of Indigenous language, work in conservation and/or place-based education. Because 

colonialingualism presents a relative research gap, finding people to meet the niche criteria was 

complex. I contacted potential interviewees via publicly available email addresses, providing 

them with an introduction to my research and a request for a quick introductory chat where I 

detailed the project. I briefed interviewees about the project via Zoom/Google Meet in a short 

conversation and sent a follow-up email with further information and the “Participant Consent 
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Information Sheet.” Interviews were then scheduled via Zoom/Google Meet. The expected 

duration was between 30 minutes and one hour, although the actual interviews ranged from 40 

minutes to 1 hour and 54 minutes. I audio recorded the interviews and transcribed the audio 

recording using a secure, university-licensed transcription service, which I later edited for 

accuracy. I requested that interviewees review transcriptions for accuracy. Interviewees who 

expressed interest in reviewing the transcript were asked to send any suggested edits within 10 

days of receiving it. If no requests were received, excerpts were used as transcribed. To reduce 

the risk of decontextualizing or over-interpreting participants’ contributions, thereby treating 

their words as a data source to be utilized (Smith, 1999), I presented their comments nearly 

verbatim, with limited paraphrasing to retain their voice and intonation9. The excerpts shared in 

Section 2.3 Interviews present the participant’s own words, which have only been edited to 

remove filler words where the meaning was not altered (words such as “uh/um/you 

know/like/right/so). I used ellipses (...) to indicate any pauses or moments where the interviewee 

changed subject without transition, and bracketed ellipses ([...]) to indicate the excerpt is part of 

a larger unbroken dialogue, or text has been removed. I added bracketed words when necessary 

to ensure clarity of excerpts. I used italics on certain words when I heard clear vocal emphasis 

from the interviewee, and I added this emphasis to reflect the original conversation. While every 

effort has been made to reflect the participants' views when discussed, all other discussions are 

my interpretation as the researcher. I notified interviewees that the full, written transcript would 

not be published in the thesis. Per best practices in human subjects research, all interviewees 

were informed that participation in the interviews was entirely voluntary, and they may choose 

9 To limit auditing interviewee’s voices, please note that spelling for interviewee quotes will be according to the 
appropriate location (i.e., some spelling may not be in US English). 
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not to participate, change their decision at any time, decline to answer any question, and stop the 

interview at any time.  

The intent of the interviews was to contextualize language reclamation within 

conservation and to provide a platform to elevate the voices of people engaged in the work. The 

interviews were not subjected to systematic coding. Instead, I used a descriptive, topic-based 

approach to organize relevant excerpts while prioritizing participants’ own wording to respect 

their intent. Colonialingualism is a relatively new term to describe how Indigenous languages are 

marginalized by dominant languages and colonial ideologies (Meighan, 2022a); therefore, I did 

not directly ask about colonialingualism but the key hallmarks of it. The interview questions and 

issues raised by participants provided the topic headings used to organize the excerpts. 

Interviewees were asked most of the same questions, specific to either Hawaiʻi or Scotland, 

along with a few questions tailored to the interviewee. This included asking about both Gàidhlig 

and Scots for interviewees in relation to Scotland, and ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi and Hawaiian Pidgin for 

interviewees in relation to Hawaiʻi. The questions formed the basis for organizing interview 

excerpts into topic-based sections, covering different aspects of language reclamation, 

conservation, colonialism, and interviewees’ own personal experiences with languages. These 

topic headings guided the selection and organization of relevant excerpts. The aim was to help 

shed insight into the interviewee’s own experiences and perceptions, in a way that flowed. 

Interviewees were asked about their definitions of “language reclamation” and “conservation,” 

their own experiences with relevant languages, and then direct questions which were built upon 

one another in relation to language reclamation.  
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Interview insights 

Section 2.3 Interviews was compiled to highlight participants’ perspectives and 

experiences on a variety of topics, most of which related to the questions, and some of which 

were from the conversations themselves. Participants were quoted using direct excerpts from the 

interviews. In an effort to center the participants’ voices, I included longer excerpts to minimize 

paraphrasing or over-editing quotes. This approach aligns with decolonial and Indigenous 

approaches that aim to support participants' relationality and voice rather than speaking on their 

behalf. In addition, I limited my interpretation to again center the participant's voice rather than 

my own. Some context is provided alongside the interview excerpts, as it is important to help 

situate the discussion (Smith, 1999). 

2.2 Critical discourse analysis of GBF 

2.2.1 Introduction 

[…] you see that in COP, and it's undeniable that the kind of maintenance of 

rainforest, etc. It's a new form of coloniality/colonisation.  

-Dr. Cormac Cleary 

The literature review highlighted the importance of Indigenous language reclamation and 

the research gap in conservation addressing colonialingualism. To address the first research 

question (to what extent do key conservation policy documents perpetuate colonialingualism?), I 

detail the critical discourse analysis in Section 2.2. I aim to determine to what extent the 

Convention on Biological Diversity’s (CBD) Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework 
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(GBF) perpetuates colonialingualism. A background of the CBD and the GBF will be presented, 

followed by a contextual analysis, a critical textual analysis, and a summary. 

The CBD was established in 1992 to create a global treaty to address biodiversity loss. 

The CBD has a major influence on global biodiversity policy as 195 countries have ratified the 

CBD, which commits them to plan and implement key actions to address declining biodiversity 

(Hutchinson et al, 2025; Lehmann et al., 2025). The CBD has several policy documents, and the 

GBF outlines steps each party must take to address global biodiversity loss. After years of failing 

to achieve its goal of halting biodiversity decline, the CBD established the GBF to provide a 

clear outline for how to counter the trend (Lehmann et al., 2025). The participating Parties meet 

every two years in a meeting known as the Conference of the Parties (COP). COP reviews 

previous work taken by the Parties and sets the agenda for the following plan. The GBF is 

therefore a highly influential policy as it largely shapes how each party approaches conservation 

in their respective location. In this regard, the GBF can be viewed as an example of institutional 

discourse in conservation. 

The GBF’s representation of institutional discourse makes it a useful policy document for 

analysis, specifically, how and to what extent colonialingualism is reproduced or contested in 

conservation policy discourse. The Parties to the Convention must implement National 

Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs). Alongside NBSAPs, each Party must 

produce national reports to highlight how actions are in accordance with the GBF. Following 

COP meetings, Parties must take actionable steps towards the guidelines laid out in the GBF. 

Therefore, the GBF has a substantial influence on how not just governments, but organizations, 

NGOs, and groups approach conservation. The influence of the GBF extends beyond the 195 
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ratified Parties, as the United States, despite not ratifying the CBD, often implements similar 

conservation policies (Carroll et al., 2022). The CBD is regarded as the voice of authority, given 

that its goals shape conservation policy across the respective Parties. 

Previous texts from the CBD, and the GBF specifically, have been subject to criticism. 

Scholars have highlighted key issues with framing within the policy, across various topics. In 

1996, the International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity (IIFB) was established at the Third 

Conference of the Parties (COP3) to better represent Indigenous peoples within the CBD 

(Corson et al, 2025). Certain scholars have highlighted how particular aspects of the CBD 

continue to marginalize Indigenous peoples. Another key critique of the GBF is that it frequently 

fails to provide concrete, actionable steps for Parties to implement (Amos, 2025). There is a stark 

contrast between what the GBF sets as goals and how it suggests these may be implemented. 

Given the incongruities in the value systems, there is a risk that no change will be made 

(Hutchinson et al., 2025). Therefore, if the text itself is already deemed to contradict itself, it 

dampens the likelihood that respective Parties will be able to successfully implement actions to 

meet the ambitious goals. The CBD established the Global Environment Fund (GEF) to help 

address the key funding challenge for such initiatives. Previous scholars have highlighted issues 

related to biodiversity funding and have stated that the CBD has not done enough to ensure 

equitable economic support for certain countries (Lehmann et al., 2025). 

Previous analyses of the CBD and the GBF have examined aspects of knowledge 

societies and how nature is framed (Reimerson, 2013; Hutchinson et al., 2025; Lehmann et al., 

2025; Amos, 2025). Whilst some research has examined one or a few aspects that are relevant to 

colonialingualism, no research to date has comprehensively examined the GBF to determine if it 
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promotes colonialingualism. Given the current gap, this thesis examines how and to what extent 

colonialingualism operates in the most recent GBF.  

Overview of Critical Discourse Analysis of the GBF 

To answer the first research question, I begin by examining how the GBF constructs 

biodiversity, frames problems and solutions, represents actors, authorizes sources, and omits 

perspectives. Second, I conduct a theory-informed critical textual analysis using 

colonialingualism as the conceptual framework. This analysis examines how and to what extent 

the GBF reproduces, legitimizes, negotiates, or contests colonialingual discourse. The textual 

analysis in Section 2.2.3 was guided by Table 1.  

2.2.2 Contextual analysis  

To understand how the GBF constructs its own context and frames the problem, solution, 

and actors involved, I examined the text to answer several questions. The following questions 

were asked: How is the problem framed? How is the solution framed? What sources are used? 

Who are the actors? What is missing from the debate? These questions help illustrate how the 

GBF positions itself, before I delve into the critical textual analysis. 

How is the problem framed? 

The GBF frames the problem as a biodiversity crisis, in which concern about declining 

biodiversity is accompanied by a clear sense of urgency. There is also frequent mention of how 

the biodiversity crisis is important in relation to its impact on humans. This sentiment can be 

summarized by one of the first descriptions of the Conference of the Parties: “alarmed by the 
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continued loss of biodiversity and the threat that this poses to nature and human well-being” 

(CBD, 2022, p. 2). The first reference to biodiversity in the Annex of the Framework regards 

how it benefits humans; while not the “problem,” it illustrates how biodiversity is framed in 

terms of its potential benefits to humans. The phrasing of “biodiversity is fundamental to human 

well-being, a healthy planet, and economic prosperity for all people” (CBD, 2022, p. 4) begins a 

recurring discursive pattern throughout the document that reinforces that the crisis is of 

“economic” concern to human well-being and interests. Clearly, declining biodiversity is of 

monumental concern to humans, but the frequent reference to “economic” goals does not align 

with a deep concern for biodiversity. A key interest highlighted is “sustainable development.” 

Here, both the urgency and reference to development are emphasized as the GBF “is built around 

a theory of change which recognizes that urgent policy action is required globally, regionally and 

nationally to achieve sustainable development” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). Within their vision and 

mission, the GBF aims for “a world of living in harmony with nature” and that “by 2050, 

biodiversity is valued, conserved, restored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem services, 

sustaining a healthy planet and delivering benefits essential for all people” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). 

The desire for “ecosystem services” is introduced here and is a frequent thread throughout the 

text. The vision statement suggests an exploitative view of nature, as it states the need to restore 

it, but only so that nature can continue “delivering benefits essential for all people.” The 2030 

vision statement echoes the 2050 statement, “to take urgent action to halt and reverse 

biodiversity loss to put nature on a path to recovery for the benefit of people and planet” (CBD, 

2022, p. 8). The problem is framed in a way that centers human interests when considering the 

restoration of biodiversity. This human-centric approach almost places a conditional element on 
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why biodiversity should be protected, rather than for its intrinsic value. Therefore, the problem is 

not necessarily the biodiversity crisis itself, but rather its impact on some human interests. 

How is the solution framed? 

To address the biodiversity crisis, the GBF explicitly frames the solution as a protected 

areas management approach. In “Section G. Global goals for 2050,” there is a call to scale up 

and expand managed areas:  “ensure and enable that by 2030 at least 30 percent of terrestrial and 

inland water areas, and of marine and coastal areas, especially areas of particular importance for 

biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services, are effectively conserved and managed” 

(CBD, 2022, p. 9). This global goal has been quantified by the percentage of land and marine 

cover to be managed. 

Another aspect of the solution is framed in a way that promotes a human-nature 

dichotomy. This is evident in: “[...] effectively manage human-wildlife interactions to minimize 

human-wildlife conflict for coexistence” (CBD, 2022, p. 9). The reference to “human-wildlife 

conflict” is problematic because it pits humans against wildlife rather than focusing on 

“interactions” or “coexistence.” 

Whilst the GBF makes clear the goal of protected area management, there are 

inconsistencies with how the solution is to be approached by other means. Such contrasting 

suggestions make it difficult to clearly envision how to achieve progress. For example, there are 

conflicting views on capitalist approaches as seen in Target 19. Commodifying biodiversity is 

seen as a way to address declining biodiversity. Target 19, section (d) highlights market-based 

approaches by: “stimulating innovative schemes such as payment for ecosystem services, green 

bonds, biodiversity offsets and credits, and benefit-sharing mechanisms, with environmental and 
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social safeguards;” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). Whereas Target 19, section (f) highlights: “enhancing the 

role of collective actions, including by indigenous peoples and local communities, Mother Earth 

centric actions13 and non-market-based approaches including community based natural resource 

management and civil society cooperation and solidarity aimed at the conservation of 

biodiversity” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). These two targets contradict each other in their approach.  

What sources are used?  

Examining the GBF’s sources sheds light on where the text is referencing information 

from, which can be influential. The GBF cites only a few resources in the document. The main 

reference is to “the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 

Services (IPBES),4 the fifth edition of the Global Biodiversity Outlook” (CBD, 2022, p. 4). This 

is highlighted a few times. There is also a general mention of “many other scientific documents 

that provide ample evidence” (CBD, 2022, p. 4); this description is vague, especially for such an 

influential policy document. It would be expected that such sources are explicitly referenced. 

Some of the only material in the GBF that lists a full reference includes two IPBES documents 

and one from the “Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity.” A quote from the 

IPBES “Global Assessment Report” is shared to highlight statistics on current biodiversity 

declines. In addition to the IPBES documents, the GBF is informed by previous CBD materials 

such as the “Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020,” “Article 8(g) of the CBD, TARGET 

17,” and “Article 20 of the CBD, TARGET 18.” These examples highlight that the GBF relies on 

prior CBD documentation. There are no references to sources outside of the CBD other than the 

IPBES documents. These two main named sources, which were not really used as references 

throughout, were only mentioned in the introduction to the GBF to note that they had been used. 
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This adds some uncertainty about the source of information, making it difficult to determine 

whether it comes from a reference rather than the COP discussions.   

There is no mention of Indigenous or local knowledges as reference material in the GBF. 

This highlights that all resources used are from the IPBES and previous CBD documents, both of 

which can be classed as Western scientific discourse.  

Who are the actors?  

I examined the GBF to determine how it constructs “the actors,” or to “whom” the text is 

supposedly directed its message to. The text makes several references to a wide array of actors, 

which raises the question of “who” is actually representing the GBF. Regarding consultations 

and economic support, the GBF highlights a list of governments, organizations, countries, 

unions, United Nations programs, and Tourism Montreal. However, there is ambiguity about 

which financial resources were provided, as the GBF states, “expressing its gratitude to the 

following Governments and organizations for hosting these consultations, as well as for their 

financial contributions” (CBD, 2022, p. 1). This list of countries and organizations that have 

hosted the consultations and funded the GBF is overwhelmingly from the Global North. This 

may hopefully reflect more equitable financial responsibilities, given that such countries have the 

means to provide finances and are also the largest contributors to biodiversity declines.  

The GBF then specifically names two individuals, one from Canada and one from Uganda, who 

acted as “Co-Chairs of the Open-ended Working Group on the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity 

Framework.” The GBF welcomes the “submissions” of a variety of actors, including10: 

10 Note about “indigenous people and local communities" which is a term used by the GBF. If this term is used in 
this chapter, it is in keeping with the GBF’s description, but this term has rightly been criticized as inappropriate by 
suggesting the struggles of Indigenous peoples are comparable to local communities (Cultural Survival, 2022; 
Corson et al., 2025). 
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Parties, other Governments, indigenous peoples and local communities, United 

Nations organizations and programmes, other multilateral environmental 

agreements, respectively. subnational governments, cities and other local 

authorities, intergovernmental organizations, non-governmental organizations, 

women’s groups, youth groups, the business and finance community, the scientific 

community, academia, faith-based organizations, representatives of sectors related 

to or dependent on biodiversity, citizens at large, and other stakeholders and 

observers (CBD, 2022, p. 1-2). 

The GBF fluctuates between describing specific actors and omitting references to any actors. 

Under “Section B. Purpose” point 4, the GBF states that it “aims to catalyze, enable and 

galvanize urgent and transformative action by Governments, and subnational and local 

authorities, with the involvement of all of society” (CBD, 2022, p. 4-5). While vague, it at least 

describes “who” is intended to be responsible for the action. Point 6 states that it “[...] creates 

opportunities for cooperation and partnerships among diverse actors to enhance implementation 

of the Framework” (CBD, 2022, p. 5). Stating “diverse actors” is more ambiguous, as it provides 

no clarity on who these actors are. Following on from Section B, under “Section C. 

Considerations for the implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 

Framework,” there is a section on “Whole-of-government and whole-of-society approach.” It 

states: “this is a framework for all - for the whole of government and the whole of society” and 

that "its success requires political will and recognition at the highest level of government and 

relies on action and cooperation by all levels of government and by all actors of society” (CBD, 

2022, p. 5-6). The GBF claims to be a framework for everyone, including government and 
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society. However, if the framework is for everyone, then everyone should be considered in the 

policy, but this is applied inconsistently. 

Regarding who is supposed to implement the framework, it states, “each Party would 

contribute to attaining the goals and targets of the Framework in accordance with national 

circumstances, priorities and capabilities” (CBD, 2022, p. 6). The baton of responsibility is 

passed to each participating member and subject to their “circumstances, priorities and 

capabilities.” Each participating party is expected to rally “public support.” Under “Collective 

effort towards the targets,” point (e), it is stated that “the Parties will catalyse implementation of 

the Framework through mobilization of broad public support at all levels” (CBD, 2022, p. 6). 

Under “Cooperation and synergies,” point q, there is mention of “other biodiversity-related 

conventions, other relevant multilateral agreements and international organizations and 

processes, in line with their respective mandates, including at the global, regional, subregional 

and national levels” (CBD, 2022, p. 7) as contributing to the CBD’s goals. There are references 

to “all actors” but not necessarily who is referred to, in subsections c and d of “Section K. 

Communication, education, awareness and uptake 22” (CBD, 2022, p. 14). 

To summarize, there is a wide range of actors called out across different sections of the 

GBF. However, as will be discussed in the critical textual analysis, there are frequent examples 

of nominalization when specific actions are described. This limits actors' responsibility and 

agency. 

What is missing from the debate?  

My contextual analysis examines the contents of the GBF, but it is also illuminating to 

explore what the GBF does not discuss. One of the main aspects missing from the GBF text is 
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how language is considered, especially in reference to Indigenous knowledges. While there are 

several mentions of “Indigenous and local knowledge,” there is only a single reference to 

Indigenous languages. Amongst this, there is no mention of language reclamation regarding 

Indigenous, minority, or local languages. There are also inconsistencies in how Indigenous 

knowledges are considered, as they are not always included in the relevant contexts. This 

discussion ties directly into the next section of the CDA, and particularly to 2.2.3.1 

Monolingualism. 

2.2.3 CDA findings: colonialingual discursive patterns  

The findings from the critical discourse analysis of the GBF are organized under five 

analytical dimensions drawn from the colonialingual framework. Each subsection begins with an 

interview excerpt for contextual comparison, followed by the analysis of the GBF and a brief 

return to the interview account. The interview excerpts are not part of the CDA dataset.   

2.2.3.1 Monolingualism.  

In order to understand the ways in which our kūpuna lived off the land and how 

they interacted with the land, their ʻike kūpuna, their ancestral knowledge, it's 

embedded in the language. To quote them, to understand what they understood, 

even at a minuscule level, we have to be able to decode what they said. And 

language is that key to decoding it.  

-Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira 
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Because I think that's something that really reinforces the coloniality of 

conservation science, is that it's all done mainly [in] English, and that's a problem, 

but if these conversations can happen in other languages, it can create a more 

meaningful dialogue. It's easier to say certain things in other languages, and other 

possibilities can emerge.  

-Dr. Cormac Cleary 

Excerpt from Table 1: Contrastive analytical framework for language approach. 

Monolingualism, linguistic imperialism Multilingualism, language reclamation 

-​ Colonial/dominant language(s) 
prioritized 

-​ Marginalization of Indigenous and 
minority languages 

-​ Multiple languages considered 
-​ Indigenous and minority languages 

elevated 
-​ Language reclamation  

I analyzed the GBF using colonialingualism as a conceptual framework to determine if a 

monolingual or a multilingual discourse was supported, as seen above in the Excerpt from Table 

1. I determined that the GBF aligned with a monolingual approach if a dominant language was 

prioritized, and/or Indigenous languages were marginalized. Alternatively, a multilingual 

approach if multiple languages were considered, Indigenous languages were supported, and 

language reclamation was encouraged. 

Only a single reference to language was found in Section K, which discusses 

“Communication, education, awareness and uptake.” Section K is on the second-to-last page of 

the document, and from a structural perspective, it does not highlight its importance. Under point 

(d), the following statement is made: 
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Facilitating understanding of the Framework, including by targeted 

communication, adapting the language used, level of complexity and thematic 

content to relevant groups of actors, considering their socioeconomic and cultural 

context, including by developing material that can be translated into indigenous 

and local languages (CBD, 2022, p. 14). 

This excerpt suggests an assertion of dominant languages above Indigenous or local languages. 

The text states “adapting the language used,” and “by developing material that can be translated 

into indigenous and local languages.” This point illustrates that material will be created in 

dominant languages and then translated into “indigenous and local languages.” This approach 

positions Western epistemologies as a source of legitimacy. The GBF recommends translating 

Western scientific knowledge into Indigenous languages, which fails to recognize that many 

Western concepts may not align with Indigenous worldviews. In doing so, the GBF elevates 

Western scientific epistemologies and potentially marginalizes alternative epistemologies. An 

example that would be difficult to “translate” may be Target 19, point (d), which highlights that 

ecosystem services will be monetized. The text states “considering their socioeconomic and 

cultural context.” However, “cultural context” cannot be supported if the material is not 

developed in the Indigenous language of and by Indigenous peoples. This approach means that 

GBF’s goal in “enhancing communication, education, and awareness on biodiversity and the 

uptake of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework” (CBD, 2022, p. 14) is not 

developed within Indigenous ontologies. In addition, the word choice of “can be” implies less 

modality than perhaps using “must be” or “are required to be.” This leaves “developing material 

that can be translated into indigenous and local languages” as an optional recommendation. 
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Respective Parties interpreting the GBF to develop their own biodiversity plans may or may not 

be expected to achieve this. The GBF’s failure to include Indigenous languages is compounded 

by the only reference to language being found in the last section of the Annex. This is despite 

nineteen references to “Indigenous knowledge.” This absence of including Indigenous languages 

suggests that the GBF has underappreciated the role that Indigenous languages play in 

encapsulating Indigenous knowledges. By omitting language from knowledge, the GBF may 

inadvertently align more with a monolingual approach. There were no references to 

“reclamation” or “revitalization.” There were nineteen references to “Indigenous knowledge.” 

The only reference to a specified language was at the top of the first page, “ORIGINAL: 

ENGLISH.” (CBD, 2022, p. 1). While the GBF makes repeated references to Indigenous 

knowledges, it omits Indigenous languages from the discussion, which would better align with a 

multilingual approach. 

My analysis of the GBF highlighted that Indigenous knowledges were not considered 

alongside Indigenous languages, which contrasts with the perspectives of some of the 

interviewee participants. As Dr. Oliveira shared, “[...] ʻike kūpuna, their ancestral knowledge… 

It's embedded in the language.” Dr. Cleary also highlighted a trend: “that's something that really 

reinforces the coloniality of conservation science, is that it's all done mainly [in] English.” This 

highlights that at an institutional level of conservation discourse, the GBF fails to recognize that 

Indigenous knowledges are inseparable from their languages. Whereas the views of interviewee 

participants, reflective of the actor level of discourse, strongly validate the integral role that 

Indigenous languages are in encapsulating Indigenous knowledges. 
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2.2.3.2 Human exceptionalism. 

[…] in the Highlands, we're not just a place for nature. And we're not just a place 

for people. We're a place for nature and people together, living together side by 

side, interacting with each other. That's the whole power of the beauty of the land 

we live in. It's got that, and we ought to celebrate that, absolutely celebrate it, and 

not see the two things as conflicting in that area. 

-Ruairidh Maclean 

So reductivism versus holism is a whole other way. Hawaiian language is a very 

holistic worldview. In conservation, when spoken in English, [it] is reductionist. 

And it kind of gets in these smaller and smaller realms. When we're talking about 

conservation, we're only talking about this small little thing, but when we're 

speaking in Hawaiian, we're talking ‘āina. Mauka to makai. Everything.  

-Dr. Kawika Winter  

Excerpt from Table 1: Contrastive analytical framework for human–nature relations. 

Human exceptionalism  Ecocentrism 

-​ Human-nature dichotomy 
-​ Separation of humans from nature, the 

dispossession of Indigenous peoples 
-​ Human superiority 

-​ Human-culture-nature  
-​ Holistic approach 

Building on the discussion on the GBF’s language approach, I analyzed the GBF to 

understand how it frames human-nature relations. I examined the text to determine if it promotes 

human exceptionalism or ecocentrism, as seen above in the Excerpt from Table 1, another key 
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component when considering a colonialingual or multilingual approach. A human exceptionalist 

approach promotes a human-nature dichotomy and seeks to perpetuate a gap between humans 

and nature. It promotes a view of human superiority over other forms of life and nature itself. In 

contrast, an ecocentric approach promotes a balance between humans, culture, and nature, 

viewing humans as inseparable from nature. Indigenous epistemologies are rich and varied, and 

ecocentrism is often a view shared across cultures (Hutchinson et al., 2025). Human 

exceptionalism runs contrary to many Indigenous ontologies, which align better with a 

multilingual approach. Several elements of the GBF promote a human exceptionalist approach; 

here, I have selected relevant excerpts which emphasize this. Others have been detailed in 

Section 2.2.3.5 Market-based capitalism, as they explicitly focus on ecosystem services and the 

utilization of biodiversity for monetary benefit. 

The GBF introduces biodiversity by immediately referencing it in relation to humans. 

The text opens with “alarmed by the continued loss of biodiversity and the threat that this poses 

to nature and human well-being” (CBD, 2022, p. 2). Furthermore, in the “Annex” of the 

Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework under “Section A. Background,” the first 

paragraph states: 

Biodiversity is fundamental to human well-being, a healthy planet, and economic 

prosperity for all people, including for living well in balance and in harmony with 

Mother Earth. We depend on it for food, medicine, energy, clean air and water, 

security from natural disasters as well as recreation and cultural inspiration, and it 

supports all systems of life on Earth (CBD, 2022, p. 4). 
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This discusses biodiversity first and foremost, by explaining why it is important for humans. 

Whilst this is a valid discussion, failing to mention any intrinsic value of biodiversity promotes a 

more colonialingual approach. The opening sentence also references the value of biodiversity in 

relation to the “economic prosperity for all people.” This ties in with the theme of market-based 

capitalism, but it reinforces how humans can benefit from the biodiversity crisis. The closing 

sentence states, which is arguably one of the most important aspects of biodiversity, “it supports 

all systems of life on Earth.” Structurally, placing this last in a list of reasons why “biodiversity 

is fundamental” would suggest that it is not deemed as imperative as the aforementioned reasons. 

By omitting discussions of biodiversity’s intrinsic value, and centering the benefit of biodiversity 

to humans, this aligns the GBF with a more human exceptionalist approach to conservation. This 

contrasts with Indigenous science, which can include more ecocentric views of more-than-human 

(Hutchinson et al., 2025; Rubis, 2020). 

The GBF reinforces an emphasis on the benefits of biodiversity to humans throughout the 

text. Under “Section C. Considerations for the implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global 

Biodiversity Framework”, there are several statements that relate to human exceptionalism. 

Under “Different value systems” point (b), the discussion of “Nature’s contributions to people” 

(CBD, 2022, p. 5) highlights that nature is valued in regard to what it can give people. This 

sentiment is reflected throughout the GBF, as highlighted by the frequent discussion of 

ecosystem services, which is examined in further detail in 2.2.3.5 Market-based capitalism. One 

of the most relevant references is within “Section F. 2050 vision and 2030 mission” of the GBF. 

Here, the overarching goal is outlined in parts 10 and 11. Part 10 states: 
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The vision of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework is a world 

of living in harmony with nature where “by 2050, biodiversity is valued, 

conserved, restored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem services, sustaining a 

healthy planet and delivering benefits essential for all people” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). 

Part 11 states: 

The mission of the Framework for the period up to 2030, towards the 2050 vision 

is: To take urgent action to halt and reverse biodiversity loss to put nature on a 

path to recovery for the benefit of people and planet by conserving and 

sustainably using biodiversity and by ensuring the fair and equitable sharing of 

benefits from the use of genetic resources, while providing the necessary means 

of implementation (CBD, 2022, p. 8). 

These passages also make a clear reference to the relationship between humans and nature. The 

statement “world of living in harmony with nature” suggests that people have not or do not 

currently live “in harmony with nature,” since it is framed as a future goal. However, this omits 

to include that there are Indigenous peoples who live in ways deemed as a more symbiotic 

relationship with nature11. The use of “with” frames a degree of separation between humans and 

nature, which ties into more human exceptionalist views. Some nominalization is also present 

here, as it states “to take action,” but it does not specify who the actors are. This shirks 

responsibility for Parties, as they are not explicitly held accountable for actually carrying out 

positive actions.  

11 My intention is not to oversimplify the relationships of entire Indigenous Peoples here, especially given the 
problems of romanticist phrasings (Frandy, 2015; Reimerson, 2013), but to emphasize the GBF’s generalization of 
all people. 

49 



 
The GBF frequently frames biodiversity as a resource that can be “used,” which does not 

align with ecocentrism. Examples are evident in the 2050 vision with biodiversity being “wisely 

used,” and in the 2030 mission as “sustainably using biodiversity” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). This 

framing is encountered again in the detailed “Section G. Global goals for 2050,” under Goal B: 

“biodiversity is sustainably used and managed” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). The terminology of “using” 

has connotations of “consume” and “exploit,” as is evident by the multiple definitions of the verb 

“use.” This contrasts with the image the GBF portrays in their mission statement of “ living in 

harmony with nature” or “to put nature on a path to recovery” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). Whilst such 

statements would initially appear to align more with ecocentrism, the frequent message of 

“using” biodiversity exhibits a view of humans having dominion over biodiversity. The structure 

of stating to “use” biodiversity after “biodiversity is valued, conserved, restored” could suggest 

conditional treatment of biodiversity: that it is restored so that it can continue to be “used” for 

human benefit. The exploitative framing is encountered again within the vision statement, and is 

phrased alternatively as “reverse biodiversity loss to put nature on a path to recovery for the 

benefit of people” (CBD, 2022, p.8). Biodiversity is not regarded as deserving to be conserved 

based on humanity’s prior exploitations, its intrinsic value, or its contribution to all life in an 

ecocentric view. However, the vision sees the need to restore biodiversity so that humanity can 

continue to benefit from it. This does not imply a symbiotic or mindful relationship, but rather an 

extractive one.  

The GBF suggests preservationism as a solution to the biodiversity crisis, but this 

approach aligns more with human exceptionalism than ecocentrism. In “Section H. Global 

targets for 2030,” there is a call to scale up and expand managed areas – specifically, “ensure and 
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enable that by 2030 at least 30 per cent of terrestrial and inland water areas, and of marine and 

coastal areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem functions 

and services, are effectively conserved and managed” (CBD, 2022, p. 9). This highlights that the 

overarching goal of the GBF, to tackle biodiversity loss, is to expand protected areas and their 

management. This approach to conservation is underpinned by more preservationism, which can 

emphasize excluding humans from nature as a means of restoring it. This amplifies the 

human-nature dichotomy as humans are seen as detrimental to nature. This is an example of 

human exceptionalism, in which humans are viewed as separate from nature rather than as part 

of an interconnected ecocentric framework. 

Another example of how human exceptionalism is elevated in the GBF is by the framing 

of humans and wildlife as being in “conflict.” Under “Section H. Global targets for 2030,” Target 

4 concludes with “effectively manage human-wildlife interactions to minimize human-wildlife 

conflict for coexistence” (CBD, 2022, p. 9). Target 4 also states, “ensure urgent management 

actions” (CBD, 2022, p. 9). This uses nominalization, as no actor is identified in the Target. This 

raises uncertainty about “who” is carrying out such “urgent management actions.” 

It is important to note that the GBF does attempt to highlight alternative approaches that 

could facilitate ecocentrism, but they are often drowned out by the overwhelming framing of 

human exceptionalism. In Target 19, under section (f), “Mother Earth centric actions13 and 

non-market-based approaches” (CBD, 2022, p. 12) are discussed. This would illustrate an 

approach that aligns with ecocentrism rather than human exceptionalism. However, it is 

contradicted by all other points (a) to (e) and (g), which highlight clear examples that fall under 

Sections 2.2.3.3 White epistemological supremacy and Eurocentricism and 2.2.3.5 Market-based 
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capitalism. Section (f)’s footnote states, “ensuring the non-commodification of environmental 

functions of Mother Earth” (CBD, 2022, p. 12), but this contrasts with the continued promotion 

of “monetary and non-monetary benefits” throughout the GBF. This inconsistency in approach 

dilutes the message, but the weighting of most points as strong examples of a human-centric 

approach highlights that this is the key ideology promoted. 

This analysis illuminates a trend of the GBF aligning more with human exceptionalism, 

which contrasts with views shared by interview participants as shared earlier. Ruairidh Maclean 

shared that the Highlands are “a place for nature and people together,” which emphasizes a unity 

of humans in nature. Ruairidh also stated that “we ought to celebrate that, absolutely celebrate it, 

and not see the two things as conflicting in that area.” This ties in with the earlier discussion of 

how the GBF frames the “human-wildlife conflict,” which sees human-wildlife interactions as 

contentious. Interview participants emphasized more ecocentric views. As Dr. Winter 

highlighted, “Hawaiian language is a very holistic worldview.” A holistic approach ties precisely 

into the ecocentrism section of Table 1. Within this second analytical dimension of human 

exceptionalism, at the institutional level, the GBF aligns more towards a human-nature 

dichotomy, whereas interview participants at the actor level showcase perspectives featuring 

more ecocentric views. 

2.2.3.3 White epistemological supremacy and Eurocentricism. 

[...] the obvious answer is scientific biological knowledge is absolutely top-pile. 

Very, very important in terms of what was valued.  

-Dr. Cormac Cleary 
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Indigenous knowledge is place-based knowledge. There are external knowledge 

systems that can inform things. But when you treat those external knowledge 

systems as superior, it can mess up some things on a bunch of different levels. 

-Dr. Kawika Winter 

Excerpt from Table 1: Contrastive analytical framework for knowledge production. 

White epistemological supremacy and 
Eurocentricism 

Transepistemologies 

-​ Promotion of White and Eurocentric 
epistemologies 

-​ Subjugation of Indigenous science 

-​ Transepistemologies including 
Indigenous epistemologies 

-​ Transdisciplinary, pluriversal 
approaches 

To examine the role of knowledge production, I analyzed the GBF to determine if it 

promoted white epistemological supremacy or transepistemologies using colonialingualism as 

the conceptual framework, shown above in the Excerpt from Table 1. Within white 

epistemological supremacy, there can often be Eurocentricism, and the Western scientific 

discourse is prioritized. Whereas in a transepistemological approach, transepistemologies are 

considered, which include Indigenous epistemologies. 

The GBF makes several references to scientific sources, first in the general introduction 

of the decisions shared at the beginning of the text. Here, there is a statement that work is 

reviewed by a subsidiary body on science and technology. Only the “Subsidiary Body on 

Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice and the Subsidiary Body on Implementation” 

(CBD, 2022, p. 1) is mentioned. The GBF makes clear that it is responding to the scientific 

community, which has produced documents that they refer to as the reason for creating the GBF. 
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Also, statistics are used in the quote to reaffirm this position. In the “Annex” under “Section A. 

Background,” the second paragraph states: 

The Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework seeks to respond to the 

Global Assessment Report of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services issued by the 

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 

Services (IPBES),4 the fifth edition of the Global Biodiversity Outlook,5 and 

many other scientific documents that provide ample evidence that, despite 

ongoing efforts, biodiversity is deteriorating worldwide at rates unprecedented in 

human history (CBD, 2022, p. 4). 

There is no discussion here from any community other than the scientific community, which, in 

the GBF, is implied to mean the “Western scientific community.” Any references to “Indigenous” 

in the GBF are in regard to “knowledge” and not “science.” In addition, the GBF references 

“many other scientific documents that provide ample evidence,” but there are no additional 

references to such “ scientific documents.” Without clarification regarding such references, this 

phrase appears to raise the significance or legitimacy of the IPBES report. This statement also 

reinforces the type of knowledge the GBF deems legitimate. Instead of citing other “scientific 

documents,” there could be input from Indigenous peoples. Indigenous knowledges and science 

are missing from the discussion, and the GBF prioritizes Western science. 

The GBF repeatedly frames Indigenous knowledges as separate from science, which may 

inadvertently position Western scientific epistemologies as superior. Under “Section C. 

Considerations for the implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 

Framework,” the concept of “different value systems” (CBD, 2022, p. 5) is introduced under 
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point (b). Firstly, “nature embodies different concepts for different people” (CBD, 2022, p. 5)  

implies that nature is a concrete subject and that it is interpreted “differently” by “different” 

people. Indigenous peoples and local communities are missing from the discussion and could be 

implied in this discussion as “different people” as they have “different” views on nature than 

Western epistemologies. The word choice of “different” distances Indigenous understandings of 

nature from the discussion. This framing asserts that the GBF may be represented more as a 

white epistemological actor, outcasting other definitions of nature. This strengthens a 

colonialingual approach to the generation and valuation of knowledge. The last sentence of point 

(b) states, “the Framework recognizes and considers these diverse value systems and concepts, 

including, for those countries that recognize them, rights of nature and rights of Mother Earth, as 

being an integral part of its successful implementation” (CBD, 2022, p. 5). This is particularly 

relevant as it states what “value systems” and “concepts” it “recognizes and considers.” This 

initially has positive potential, but it may also be interpreted as reducing alternative knowledges 

and sciences as “value systems” and “concepts” instead. The diminution of other knowledges 

and epistemologies to “value systems and concepts” downplays their integral role for Indigenous 

peoples. Rather than regarding Indigenous epistemologies as science and supporting them, they 

are described as “value systems and concepts.” 

Again, the GBF has inconsistencies in approach, and despite possibly elevating Western 

scientific epistemologies, it makes a single reference to a transdisciplinary approach. Listed in 

“Section C. Considerations for the implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global 

Biodiversity Framework 7,” under the fifteenth point (o), “implementation of the Framework 

requires transformative, innovative and transdisciplinary education, formal and informal, at all 
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levels” (CBD, 2022, p. 7). However, in point (o), whilst discussing that “transdisciplinary 

education” is needed, the GBF again positions the contributions of Indigenous peoples as “world 

views, values and knowledge systems,” which are viewed separately from the role of science. 

Furthermore, from a structural observation, as this point is positioned as fifteenth, it does not 

place it highly in regard to what is deemed most important under the “considerations for the 

implications” of the GBF. This repeated framing of Indigenous knowledges as “value systems 

and concepts” rather than science creates a hierarchical view of Western science as more 

reputable by the GBF. 

The GBF reasserts that it uses “science” to ground its decisions, and as Indigenous 

science is omitted from the discussion, this implies Western science. Under point (r), which is the 

eighteenth and final consideration, “biodiversity and health” is discussed. The phrasing, “among 

other holistic approaches that are based on science” (CBD, 2022, p. 7) seems contradictory. The 

phrasing “based on science” underscores the GBF’s stance on consulting Western science when 

making decisions. Modality is minimized by statements such as “the Framework is to be 

implemented with consideration of the One Health Approach” (CBD, 2022, p. 7) and therefore, 

the Parties have no obligation to implement such approaches. Under “Section H. Global targets 

for 2030,” subsection “1. Reducing threats to biodiversity,” Target 7 reinforces the GBF’s stance 

on Western scientific epistemology. In reference to  “pollution risks,” under point (b), the Target 

describes that management is “based on science” (CBD, 2022, p. 10). Indigenous knowledges 

are missing from the discussion here.  

In Target 20, the GBF uses problematic terminology to discuss different demographics. It 

states, “promote development of and access to innovation and technical and scientific 
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cooperation, including through South-South, North-South and triangular cooperation [...] 

particularly in developing countries” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). While acknowledging that there needs 

to be cooperation between countries in multiple ways, it promotes “development” as an attribute 

of success by stating “promote development” and “particularly in developing countries.” As the 

GBF encourages the development of “technical and scientific cooperation,” this is regarded as a 

marker of progress. However, this fails to recognize the merit of Indigenous science. 

Furthermore, it describes, “fostering joint technology development and joint scientific research 

programmes for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and strengthening scientific 

research and monitoring capacities” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). This again reinforces the promotion of 

Western science, yet Indigenous knowledges or science are not considered in this Target. 

A recurring discursive pattern throughout the GBF is the promotion of protected area 

management as a solution to declining biodiversity, which aligns the GBF’s goals with views in 

Western scientific epistemologies. This is initially highlighted in Target 1 “Reducing threats to 

biodiversity”: 

Ensure that all areas are under participatory, integrated and biodiversity inclusive 

spatial planning and/or effective management processes addressing land- and 

sea-use change, to bring the loss of areas of high biodiversity importance, 

including ecosystems of high ecological integrity, close to zero by 2030, while 

respecting the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities (CBD, 2022, p. 

9). 

The phrasing at the end of the target, “while respecting the rights of indigenous peoples and local 

communities,” reads as an afterthought. This is evident structurally by placing it at the end as a 
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last remark, but also in the vague word choice of “while respecting.” This target also highlights 

that the proposed “integrated and biodiversity inclusive spatial planning and/or effective 

management processes” may not necessarily align with the views of Indigenous peoples and 

local communities. The push for protected area management is also highlighted strongly in 

Targets 2 and 3. Target 2 states that a third of “degraded” areas are “under effective restoration” 

(CBD, 2022, p. 9). Target 3 states, “ensure and enable that by 2030 at least 30 per cent of 

terrestrial and inland water areas, and of marine and coastal areas, especially areas of particular 

importance for biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services, are effectively conserved and 

managed” (CBD, 2022, p. 9). These targets emphasize a management plan grounded in 

preservationism, which was also highlighted in 2.2.3.1 Monolingualism. Here, the decision to 

promote protected-area management underscores that Western scientific epistemologies guide 

decision-making about potential solutions. This approach fails to consider management plans 

aligned with Indigenous epistemologies. 

The GBF leaves a final statement which may align more with Western scientific 

epistemologies rather than transepistemologies. Under “Section K. Communication, education, 

awareness and uptake” 22, the last point (g) states: 

Raising awareness on the critical role of science, technology and innovation to 

strengthen scientific and technical capacities to monitor biodiversity, address 

knowledge gaps and develop innovative solutions to improve the conservation 

and sustainable use of biodiversity (CBD, 2022, p. 15). 

Here, science is evaluated positively, as it plays a “critical role,” thereby framing its importance. 

This is reinstated by “strengthen scientific and technical capacities,” which promotes Western 
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science’s ability to “monitor biodiversity, address knowledge gaps and develop innovative 

solutions.” This is tied together by a final reminder of the “use of biodiversity.” The choice of 

“innovative solutions” underscores the importance of Western science and is another example of 

evaluative language. Indigenous science is missing from the discussion here. By excluding them, 

the GBF reinstates that “awareness” will be raised for “Western science” whilst sidelining 

Indigenous science.  

The analysis of the GBF showed framings which aligned more with white 

epistemological supremacy than transepistemologies, a discursive pattern which again opposed 

the perspectives of interviewee participants. As shared by Dr. Cleary earlier, “scientific 

biological knowledge is absolutely top-pile, very, very important in terms of what was valued.” 

Dr. Cleary highlights that “scientific biological knowledge” was prioritized in conservation. This 

is relevant to the discussion of the GBF and which epistemologies are valued, as it was clear that 

Western “scientific biological knowledge” was valued over other epistemologies. Dr. Winter 

highlighted that such prioritization of “external knowledge systems” over Indigenous knowledge 

can be problematic, “when you treat those external knowledge systems as superior, it can mess 

up some things.” At the actor level, there was recognition that institutional discourse in 

conservation has wrongly placed Western scientific epistemologies on a pedestal above 

Indigenous knowledge. 

2.2.3.4 Top-down leadership. 

It's been said, “why should we involve the Hawaiians in these decisions? They're 

the ones who cause the extinctions in the first place.” It's excluding Indigenous 
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people, excluding Indigenous knowledge, and excluding Indigenous practice and 

how we engage in caring for our Islands… Yeah, that doesn't work.  

-Dr. Kawika Winter 

Excerpt from Table 1: Contrastive analytical framework for leadership styles. 

Top-down leadership Indigenous leadership and equitable 
decision-making 

-​ Decisions made from the top-down 
-​ Global North decision-making 

prioritized 

-​ Indigenous leadership  
-​ Input from a variety of actors across 

levels 

I analyzed the GBF to determine the kind of leadership promoted in decision-making. 

Top-down leadership, which comprises decisions made in strict hierarchical order, with Global 

North decision-making prioritized, was reviewed in contrast to Indigenous leadership, as seen 

above in the Excerpt from Table 1. An Indigenous leadership approach may be regarded as 

elevating leadership by Indigenous peoples and local communities and enabling more equitable 

decision-making by enabling input from a variety of voices across levels of actors.  

The GBF’s stance on how the role of Indigenous peoples and local communities is 

discussed in “Section C. Considerations for the implementation of the Kunming-Montreal Global 

Biodiversity Framework 7.” In particular, point (a), titled “Contribution and rights of indigenous 

peoples and local communities” (CBD, 2022, p. 5), discusses Indigenous peoples and local 

communities. The framing of “contribution” before “rights” implies that Indigenous people’s 

“contributions” are of primary interest to the GBF before “rights.” The text goes on to state “the 

Framework acknowledges the important roles and contributions of indigenous peoples and local 

communities as custodians of biodiversity and as partners in its conservation, restoration and 
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sustainable use” (CBD, 2022, p. 5). The word choice of “partners in its conservation” could have 

been an opportunity to elevate Indigenous leadership, and encourage self-governance by 

Indigenous communities. Instead “partners” is used in a business-like term, rather than “leaders.” 

There is a single reference to “free, prior and informed consent” (CBD, 2022, p. 5), 

which is a positive step forward but is not consistently discussed in statements regarding 

Indigenous people’s input. Furthermore, the GBF fails to hold Parties accountable for protecting 

the rights of Indigenous peoples. In “Section H. Global targets for 2030” under “1. Reducing 

threats to biodiversity,” Target 3 discusses the expansion of protected area management. The 

target states “recognizing indigenous and traditional territories, where applicable” (CBD, 2022, 

p. 9). This framing of “where applicable” counteracts potential agency for respective Parties to 

recognize “indigenous and traditional territories.” Rather than elevating Indigenous governance 

and the right to traditional land, this statement leaves the choice of “recognizing indigenous and 

traditional territories” up to the respective Parties. 

The GBF fluctuates in its stance regarding the depiction of actors and who is regarded as 

a decision-maker. Under “Section C. Considerations for the implementation of the 

Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework,” it describes a “Whole-of-government and 

whole-of-society approach” (CBD, 2022, p. 5). The GBF claims to be “a framework for all - for 

the whole of government and the whole of society” (CBD, 2022, p. 5). It further details that, “its 

success requires political will and recognition at the highest level of government and relies on 

action and cooperation by all levels of government and by all actors of society” (CBD, 2022, p. 

5). The GBF often frames the responsibilities of biodiversity loss as a shared experience, whilst 

promoting top-down approaches to decision making.  
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Amongst discussion of leadership, the GBF frequently frames “developing countries” as 

requiring development support. While it is a critical subject to discuss and ensure there is 

distributive justice, the GBF’s framing is outdated and reflects terminology that aligns more with 

top-down leadership styles. The GBF frames the Global North as assuming a leadership role and 

has the capacity to “help” other countries progress. The framing surrounding “development” 

implies that the GBF positions it as a marker of progress, and this also ties into the previous 

section on 2.2.3.3 White epistemological supremacy and Eurocentricism. Under “Section H. 

Global targets for 2030,” the framing within Target 20 emphasizes that the GBF is written from 

the perspective of “developed countries,” as is evident by the reference of aid needed 

“particularly in developing countries” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). This phrasing implies that 

"development" is a positive goal to be achieved, and this is judged based on the country’s ability 

in the “effective implementation.” In “Section I. Implementation and support mechanism and 

enabling conditions”, section 15, the GBF discusses “financial resources” and states, “ it further 

requires cooperation and collaboration in building the necessary capacity and transfer of 

technologies to allow Parties, especially developing country Parties, to fully implement the 

Framework” (CBD, 2022, p. 13). In “Section J. Responsibility and transparency,” point 18, the 

GBF discusses how Parties will work together and states, “the mechanisms recognize the specific 

challenges faced by developing countries and the need for international cooperation to support 

them accordingly” (CBD, 2022, p. 14). The framing of “specific challenges faced by developing 

countries” raises ambiguity as it does not explicitly reference which “challenges.” The framing 

of “the need for international cooperation to support them accordingly” suggests that Global 

North countries are acting in a role akin to caregivers rather than collaborators. The text develops 
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this by stating “including capacity-building and development, and technical and financial support 

will be provided to Parties, especially to developing country Parties” (CBD, 2022, p. 14). The 

reiteration of “developing country Parties” instills a top-down leadership dynamic, which may 

not be the GBF’s intended framing but it is important to challenge outdated terminology. 

This analysis of the GBF highlights framing that aligns more with top-down leadership, 

which conflicts with some of the views shared by interviewee participants. As Dr. Winter 

highlighted, failing to support Indigenous leadership means “excluding Indigenous people, 

excluding Indigenous knowledge, and excluding Indigenous practice.” The GBF discusses 

Indigenous knowledges several times, but fails to elevate Indigenous leadership in discussions 

around decision-making. This highlights a discrepancy between how the GBF, at an institutional 

level in conservation, frames leadership compared to interviewee participants, at the actor level. 

2.2.3.5 Market-based capitalism 

It's treating things that exist over a much longer timescale as though they are little 

business projects; that’s the subjection of culture and nature to a market logic. I 

think that's a big problem. That nothing has longevity in terms of the funding 

that's required, and things are expected to show results more quickly than they 

could possibly realistically be expected to. 

-Dr. Cormac Cleary  

Excerpt from Table 1: Contrastive analytical framework for resource management. 

Market-based, capitalism Equitable sharing 

-​ Focus on ecosystem services -​ Focus on the intrinsic and biocultural 
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-​ Using nature for profit value of nature 
-​ Resources shared for sustenance, not 

exploitation 

I finally examined the GBF to determine whether a market-based capitalist approach was 

promoted or if equitable sharing and biocultural values were supported, as seen above in the 

Excerpt from Table 1. Under a market-based, capitalist approach, there is a focus on ecosystem 

services and using nature for profit. Whereas equitable sharing focuses on resources being shared 

as sustenance rather than exploitation, and emphasizes the intrinsic and biocultural value of 

nature. While tying into the discussion in Section 2.2.3.2 Human exceptionalism, it is relevant 

here because it highlights the benefits promoted by a capitalist society. 

The GBF frequently refers to ecosystem services throughout the text. This may partly be 

explained by the few resources referenced in the GBF. The GBF states that it “seeks to respond 

to the Global Assessment Report of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services issued by the 

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), 4” 

(CBD, 2022, p. 4). Referring to IPBES partly sheds light on why ecosystem services are 

constantly highlighted, as the IPBES is a platform focused on ecosystem services. 

The overarching goals of the GBF discuss ecosystem services and monetary benefits, 

which align more with a market-based, capitalist approach. Goal B discusses “ecosystem 

functions and services, are valued, maintained and enhanced” (CBD, 2022, p. 8). This statement 

is contradictory, as “enhancing” ecosystem services and ecosystem functions are two distinct 

goals that would likely require different approaches. Goal C is highly relevant, as it discusses 

“monetary and non-monetary benefits from the utilization of genetic resources and digital 

sequence information on genetic resources, and of traditional knowledge associated with genetic 
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resources” (CBD, 2022, p.8). This framing would benefit from clarification, to avoid 

interpretation that suggests profiting from traditional knowledges. The framing of “the monetary 

and non-monetary benefits” being the first point of Goal C highlights that the GBF prioritizes the 

economic benefits from exploiting biodiversity. Furthermore, the Goal phrases that such 

“benefits” “are shared fairly and equitably, including, as appropriate, with indigenous peoples 

and local communities” (CBD, 2022, p.8). The use of “including, as appropriate” introduces 

ambiguity and reduces the potential agency for Parties to be mandated to share such resources 

fairly. In addition, it is suggested that economic gain will be prioritized in the next few decades, 

as such “benefits” are to be “substantially increased by 2050” (CBD, 2022, p.8). These 

statements are discussed in Goal C, which highlights the overall ambitions and direction of the 

GBF. Promoting economic gain in a document that aims to address declining biodiversity aligns 

more with a capitalist perspective that maximizes economic gain. 

Capitalism is both framed as being in danger by biodiversity loss and as a solution to 

biodiversity loss in the GBF. Target 15 of “Section H. Global targets for 2030,” outlines steps for 

“business” to make, with an emphasis on “large and transnational companies and financial 

institutions” (CBD, 2022, p. 11). Amongst several points, point (c) discusses “compliance with 

access and benefit-sharing regulations and measures” (CBD, 2022, p. 11). The framing of 

“reduce biodiversity-related risks to business and financial institutions” (CBD, 2022, p. 11) 

implies that biodiversity should be managed so that it does not impact business. The GBF is 

designed to outline global conservation action to address declining biodiversity. However, this 

statement shows concern for capitalist interests such as “large and transnational companies” that 

already profit from exploiting biodiversity. This framing positions the GBF towards a more 
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market-based approach than equitable sharing in conservation. Under Target 19, the GBF 

discusses the channels through which financial resources will be raised and disbursed among 

Parties. Target 19 lists seven points that outline the proposed strategy. Point (d) highlights that 

ecosystem services will be monetized: “Stimulating innovative schemes such as payment for 

ecosystem services, green bonds, biodiversity offsets and credits, and benefit-sharing 

mechanisms, with environmental and social safeguards” (CBD, 2022, p. 19). Positive evaluative 

language is used to describe “payment for ecosystem services,” stating that it is “stimulating 

innovative schemes” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). The word choice of “stimulating” and “innovative” has 

positive connotations of expansive growth and creation. This example highlights that the GBF 

promotes the monetization of nature, positioning the text as aligning more with a market-based 

capitalist approach. This reinforces a colonialingual approach as it views nature as a resource to 

be exploited for monetary gain. The approach under (d) clashes with (f), which states: 

“Enhancing the role of collective actions, including by indigenous peoples and local 

communities, Mother Earth centric actions13 and non-market-based approaches including 

community based natural resource management and civil society cooperation and solidarity 

aimed at the conservation of biodiversity” (CBD, 2022, p.12). Despite framing “enhancing […] 

non-market-based approaches,” the GBF contradicts this by promoting “payment for ecosystem 

services.” Structurally, as this point features at the end of Target 19, it is implied that it is not 

viewed as strongly as point (d). Point (e) again reinforces financial interests, “optimizing 

co-benefits and synergies of finance targeting the biodiversity and climate crises” (CBD, 2022, 

p.12). Here, the GBF attempts to frame such benefits of finance to “biodiversity and climate 
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crises” as “co-benefits” and “synergies.” However, it fails to highlight that capitalism’s demand 

for financial growth and profit is the biggest driver of the “biodiversity and climate crises.” 

The GBF closes with a final remark about the benefits of “using” biodiversity. In 

“Section K. Communication, education, awareness and uptake 22,” the GBF elaborates further 

on “increasing awareness,” but this time turning attention to “the importance of conservation and 

sustainable use of biodiversity and of the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from 

the utilization of genetic resources for sustainable development” (CBD, 2022, p. 14). The 

statement “as well as of biodiversity’s contribution to sustainable development” (CBD, 2022, p. 

14) reinforces the idea of biodiversity contributing to “development,” even when the GBF is a 

document aimed at addressing the biodiversity crisis. The final point of Section K closes the 

GBF with “to improve the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity” (CBD, 2022, p. 15). 

The final remarks refer to the “use” of biodiversity, which again detracts from the focus on its 

conservation.  

This analysis of the GBF details repeated framings that align more with the market-based 

conservation approach, which opposes views held by interviewee participants. As Dr. Cleary 

stated, “the subjection of culture and nature to a market logic. I think that's a big problem.” Dr. 

Cleary’s expression highlights that this market-based approach to conservation is problematic. 

Under this final analytical dimension of colonialingualism, the GBF aligns more with a 

market-based approach compared to the perspective highlighted by interviewees, which are 

positioned more with equitable sharing.  
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2.2.4 Summary 

The critical discourse analysis of the 2022 Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 

Framework highlighted the ways in which the GBF has colonialingual framings, which contrasts 

with interviewee perspectives that align with multilingualism. The GBF was found to exhibit 

several discursive patterns that were either directly highlighted or implied by omission: 

monolingualism, human exceptionalism, white epistemological supremacy, top-down leadership, 

and market-based capitalist approaches. This reinforces a colonialingual rather than a 

multilingual approach within conservation. The GBF does make several references to Indigenous 

knowledges, and such instances would be strengthened by including Indigenous languages as 

part of the discussion. There are a few mentions of potentially multilingual approaches that align 

with transepistemologies and ecocentrism, and by addressing the colonialingual discursive 

patterns, the GBF can further strengthen these. This is regarded as an important step in 

addressing colonialism within Western conservation, to promote a more just approach that is 

inclusive of Indigenous peoples. Such recommendations will be shared in the discussion section. 

This section introduced some of the interviewee participants’ views, which will now be fully 

discussed in the following Section 2.3 Interviews. 

2.3 Interviews 

2.3.1 Introduction 

The previous section detailed a critical discourse analysis of the GBF, contextualized with 

interviewee insights, which aimed to shed light on conservation discourse at the institutional 

level. This section of chapter two explores interviews that may help provide insights on 

colonialingualism in conservation at the actor level. The interview questions addressed key 
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topics of colonialingualism corresponding to analytical dimensions examined in 2.2.3, CDA 

findings: colonialingual discursive patterns. Furthermore, the intent of the interviews is to elevate 

the voices of those individuals engaged with the research topic. The section concludes with a 

summary that ties into the following chapter, the main discussion of the thesis. 

This section is structured by interview topic rather than by participants or chronology. 

Excerpts from each participant are included under the relevant topic heading. As the interviews 

varied significantly in length, some participants shared more on certain topics. Excerpts were 

included where they provided insights into the participants’ experiences and the topic for 

discussion. 

2.3.2 Participant overviews 

Participation was entirely voluntary, and participants had the option to be named or 

completely anonymous. All four participants consented to being named in the thesis. Here, a 

brief introduction to their background is provided, displayed alphabetically. 

Dr. Cormac Cleary 

Dr. Cleary is a researcher whose interests span social anthropology. He completed his 

PhD at the University of Edinburgh, where his research examined the interactions between 

Gàidhlig revitalization and nature conservation in the Western Isles of Scotland. During his PhD, 

he was based in South Uist for two years, where he completed his ethnographic work. Dr. Cleary 

currently works as a Postdoctoral Researcher at Dublin City University, where his work explores 

public perceptions of climate change in Ireland. 
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Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira 

Dr. Oliveira serves as the Interim Vice Provost for Student Success and a Professor of 

Hawaiian at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa. She completed her PhD in Geography at the 

University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa. She authored “Ancestral Places,” which honors the profound 

relationship between Kanaka and the environment. Dr. Oliveira is one of the editors of “Kanaka 

‘Ōiwi Methodologies - Mo‘olelo and Metaphor,” which collates essays by Kanaka scholars to 

highlight Indigenous research methodologies. 

Dr. Kawika Winter 

Dr. Kawika Winter is a trans-disciplinary scholar who broadly operates at the intersection 

of science, Indigenous stewardship, and policy; and who has a research focus on elucidating the 

ecological foundations of Indigenous resource management. After spending more than a decade 

in the green sector as Director of Limahuli Garden and Preserve on Kauaʻi, Dr. Winter returned 

to the University of Hawai`i at Mānoa in 2018, and now has various appointments at the 

University – including at the Hawai`i Institute of Marine Biology, as well as in the graduate 

programs of Botany and of Natural Resources and Environmental Management. Dr. Winter is 

currently the Director of the Heʻeia National Estuarine Research Reserve, which is a 

collaborative-stewardship endeavor between the University of Hawai`i at Mānoa, the Kanaka 

Maoli community of He`eia, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.  In the 

policy sphere, Dr. Winter serves on the federal government’s Ocean Research Advisory Panel, 

the State of Hawaiʻi’s Endangered Species Recovery Committee, and also sits on the advisory 

council for the Hawaiʻi Conservation Alliance. 
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Ruairidh Maclean 

Ruairidh is a journalist, broadcaster, writer and educator from Inverness, Scotland, with 

extensive experience promoting Gàidhlig and the Gàidhealtachd. His work, which highlights the 

strong connections between nature and Gàidhlig, has included books on Highland place names, a 

regular bilingual blog for NatureScot and lectures, courses and summer schools in many parts of 

Scotland. He is well-known for his weekly Litir do Luchd-ionnsachaidh “Letter to Learners” and 

its offshoot An Litir Bheag “The Little Letter” on BBC Radio nan Gàidheal, the former having 

now run continuously for over twenty-six years. 

2.3.3 Definitions regarding language reclamation and conservation 

To gain insight into how participants described some of the key concepts discussed, I 

asked participants how they define “language reclamation” and, where appropriate, 

“conservation.” This was to establish an understanding of the participants’ view on such terms 

before asking further questions specifically about the topic. 

Language reclamation 

When asked what “language reclamation” meant to each participant, each shared a 

unique view, and the answers also varied in terms of timescales, from what has happened 

historically to what it means in the present day, and for the future. Ruairidh Maclean shared: 

It means turning around a language that was heading towards oblivion. And if 

we're being honest with ourselves, Gàidhlig, from the early to mid-20th century, 

was heading down a track towards extinction. And it's been about stopping that 

decline or slowing that decline initially, and then trying to turn that around… 
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Ruairidh’s description highlights the bleak previous trend of declining numbers of Gàidhlig 

speakers. This trend has shifted and, for the first time in decades, is now increasing. The 

sentiment of increasing the language being spoken was also shared by Dr. Kawika Winter: 

It would mean that we're speaking ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi again, in all the spaces, and 

understanding the songs that we listen to. When you speak a language, as you 

might know if you speak another language, you have to think a certain way. 

By specifying “all the spaces,” Dr. Winter highlights the importance of increasing the contexts in 

which the Indigenous language is spoken, and the reflection also highlights a specific mindset 

related to speaking a language. The importance of understanding meaning is also shared, and this 

point was also raised by Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira:  

I think it means being able to speak my own language in my homeland, being able 

to carry on the traditions of my kūpuna, being able to read Hawaiian language 

newspapers and understand the meaning embedded in them, and to be able to 

carry on that tradition so that my children, my grandchildren, my 

great-grandchildren can also be able to carry on that tradition that's unique to 

Hawaiʻi.  

Dr. Oliveira’s words also highlight the language's legacy for future generations and the 

importance of being able to share cultural traditions. 

Dr. Cormac Cleary shared that he contemplated which terminology was most appropriate 

for his work with communities in South Uist. Dr. Cleary explained how he considered the term 

“revival” but chose against it because “[...] it had the implication that it had ever been dead.” He 

further explained that instead of “reclamation,” he preferred the term “revitalisation” in his work: 
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“Revitalisation” was what I settled on because I think it has a more positive 

connotation. Obviously, it sort of does imply that there's been a loss of vitality to 

the language, and I think nobody would disagree with me that there has been, not 

a death of the language, but certainly a loss of the vibrancy of the language in lots 

of different places… 

Dr. Cleary’s view also highlights the element of reduced contexts, which, as he shares, has 

resulted from the “loss of vitality.” 

Conservation 

Depending on the participant’s experience, I asked directly about conservation. When 

asked about how to define “conservation,” Ruairidh Maclean shared that: 

I think the natural world is something that appeals, maybe not to everybody, but 

certainly feels to me as an important part of my sense of being. And when you can 

link it into your language, the language you speak every day, that gives you a 

really powerful sense of belonging to that world, belonging to that place, but also 

belonging to nature as well. So, nature's diverse. We have a responsibility for it as 

well.  

Ruairidh’s description highlights the value of language in how it ties into our sense of belonging 

not only to the physical environment of a place but also to nature. Ruairidh also highlighted 

humans' responsibility for nature. 

Dr. Kawika Winter defined conservation as “‘Āina Momona.” Andrade et al. (2022) share 

a useful definition of “‘Āina Momona” as “thriving and productive communities of people, 
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place, and natural resources” (p. 2). Dr. Winter further explained that “it means we're going to be 

proactive and we're going to make sure there's abundance before anything.” The idea of being 

proactive was further discussed in the context of “shifting towards proactive conservation, as 

opposed to a scarcity mindset and reactive conservation.” Dr. Winter explains further about these 

two different approaches to conservation: 

I think if we're going to be decolonizing how we're thinking about conservation, 

we need to break out of the scarcity mindset that shapes American conservation, 

and because America is the most powerful country in the world, that shapes 

global conservation. But that's not the only way to do conservation. We were 

doing conservation before the 60s. 

Furthermore, Dr. Kawika Winter shared: 

[...] “It's mālama ‘āina, it's aloha ‘āina… That's what conservation is.” That's what 

I want conservation to be. But I think it's because this word is said and clearly, the 

way people talk about it, they're thinking in a really different way than how 

Hawaiians think. 

Dr. Winter emphasizes that the word “conservation” is used, but the way people discuss it 

contrasts with Hawaiian worldviews. Winter et al. (2021) define “aloha ‘āina” as “Kinship-based 

love for, or reciprocity with, Place” and “mālama‘āina” as “Kinship-based care for Place” (p. 

340). Later in the interview, whilst discussing the role of language in conservation. Dr. Winter 

highlighted that using English brings an entirely different approach to conservation than ʻŌlelo 

Hawaiʻi: 
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[...] when you're speaking English, and you keep saying that word “conservation,” 

it's actually hard to break out of a scarcity mindset because that's almost how the 

whole thing has been framed. Well, when we use our own language, we're already 

speaking within a language that evolved within this abundance mindset thinking, 

so it's easier for us to do it our way. Whereas, for us to speak Hawaiian and do it 

from within that scarcity mindset context is really hard.  

With regard to creating a word for “conservation” in ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi, Dr. Winter notes, 

“to make up a word for conservation is acquiescing to the idea that we never engaged in 

conservation.” Dr. Winter further explained, “[…] it's like a translation of colonizer conservation. 

That's not what I'm doing. I'm not doing “maluō,” I'm doing “mālama 'āina.”” The word “maluō” 

is a relatively new term which can be defined as “Conservation, i.e., careful use of natural 

resources to prevent depletion” (Wehe2wiki2, 2017). The impact of creating ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi 

words from English translations, he notes, is that “you kinda lose the mana, you lose the aloha.” 

The word “mana” has several meanings and often refers to “supernatural or divine power” 

(Wehe2wiki2, 2017). This highlights how an Indigenous language is interconnected with an 

Indigenous worldview, and that using English changes the entire approach to conservation, as it 

comes from an external worldview. 

Interview participants shared how reclamation or revitalization is a critical step in halting 

previous declines of Indigenous languages, and that it challenges the reduced contexts in which 

languages are spoken. Participants also highlighted how it is integral to engage with conservation 

in their own Indigenous languages, particularly as it enables mindset shifts in how to approach 

conservation. Such insights contrast the GBF, which made a single reference to Indigenous 
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languages in the  GBF, centered solely around translating material. After these key concepts 

around conservation and language reclamation were defined by participants, I asked participants 

more specific questions about their experiences and background. 

2.3.4 Personal experiences and background 

Once key definitions were discussed, I asked participants about their personal 

experiences to understand their relationship with languages.  

ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi and Hawaiian Pidgin 

Participants highlighted the role of education. Dr. Kawika Winter shared that to be 

considered educated to a certain perceived standard, people had to leave the place they grew up:  

Those of us growing up in Hawaiʻi, especially my generation, but even nowadays, 

it's always said, “if you want to make something of yourself, you have to leave 

Hawaiʻi. If you want to truly get educated, you have to leave Hawaiʻi.”  

But Dr. Winter rejected this notion, stating: 

“No, I'm not gonna do that” because, to me, I want to learn Hawaiian, and I want 

to learn from kūpuna, from elders. And I want to get to know my ʻāina from one 

side of this archipelago to the other. I can't have that if I leave.  

Dr. Oliveira shared her experience of being told that learning ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi would 

impact opportunities elsewhere. Dr. Oliveira noted, “I wanted to start when I was a freshman in 

high school, but I was discouraged at Kamehameha of all places, because I was told if I took 

Hawaiian, then it wouldn't apply to another university outside of Hawaiʻi.” 
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Dr. Kawika Winter and Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira were 

asked about their experiences with Hawaiian Pidgin in addition to ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi. With regard to 

his experience growing up speaking Hawaiian Pidgin, Dr. Winter shared, “we weren't allowed to 

speak Pidgin in the house. So if you ever were speaking Pidgin in the house, we would get a slap 

or some kind of scolding.” Dr. Winter’s experience of being discouraged from speaking 

Hawaiian Pidgin growing up was also shared by Dr. Oliveira, as she shared, “so, it's definitely 

not something that was taught in school or even something that was desired, but I just learned it 

growing up.” When discussing the language spoken in conservation, Dr. Winter shared that, in 

regard to Pidgin, “it's the language that everybody speaks” and that “not many people can 

actually hold a conversation in Hawaiian. Yeah, here and there, but to communicate to people, 

you're speaking Pidgin.” Dr. Winter highlighted that more people can converse in Hawiian 

Pidgin and that there are fewer fluent ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi speakers. 

Gàidhlig and Scots  

Experiences  of being discouraged from learning an Indigenous language were also 

described by Ruairidh Maclean in Scotland: 

[…] when I was a child, nobody was interested in Gàidhlig. And even Gàidhlig 

speakers themselves would tell me, “oh, forget you’re interested in Gàidhlig.” 

Because I had an interest from an early age. “Oh, forget that; it’s just a dead and 

dying language. Just let it die and move on because English is the future.” And I 

thought, well, as you travel around the world, you meet bilingual, trilingual, 

quadrilingual people, and you think, well, “why do we have to let go of one 

language in order to speak another?” You don't have to.  
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This experience of being discouraged from speaking the language of previous generations is an 

example of how colonial languages have marginalized Indigenous and minority languages. This 

is a key example of how colonialingualism operates in that it creates conditions whereby it is 

more difficult for Indigenous languages to thrive. As Ruairidh Maclean further comments, “I 

wanted to become fluent. I didn’t grow up being fluent. I was exposed to the language, but the 

education and social system prevented it, and I always felt that a part of me was missing.” These 

are important points about how the education and social systems impact language reclamation. 

Often, it takes a social push to change education to include the language. In Scotland, during a 

certain period, Gàidhlig was prohibited in education and pupils attempting to speak the language 

at school would face punishment (Matheson & Matheson, 2000; Meighan, 2022b). Part of 

Ruairidh’s work in sharing Gàidhlig with learners helped challenge misconceptions regarding the 

language: 

[…] I did Gaelic awareness courses, which were to tell English speakers about the 

language because when the Gaelic Language Act came in, there were a lot of 

questions. People said, “well, why have we got this Gaelic Language Act? Why 

do we have to do this in Gàidhlig? And Gàidhlig was never spoken here!” Which, 

again, people are saying in all sorts of places where it was spoken.  

The Gaelic Language Act was introduced in Scotland in 2005, and this Act of Parliament 

mandated that language plans must be implemented. As described by Ruairidh Maclean’s 

experience, there were questions of confusion and, in some cases, hostility towards the Act. 

Ruairidh highlighted that some people thought the Act was irrelevant in some places, as, 

according to them, Gàidhlig was apparently never spoken. This misconception, in some ways, 
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reflects shifting baselines in the knowledge of a place’s language history. Gàidhlig was in fact 

spoken almost entirely across mainland Scotland; the only two exceptions where people may say 

that Gàidhlig was indeed not spoken are Orkney and Shetland, where Norn was spoken instead, 

two island archipelagos to the very north of Scotland (Matheson & Matheson, 2000). 

Participants shared factors that have contributed to the suppression of the Indigenous 

language being spoken. Dr. Cormac Cleary and Ruairidh Maclean were asked about their 

experience with Scots in addition to Gàidhlig. 

Dr. Cleary discussed both Gàidhlig and Scots. When asked if the Scots language was 

discussed in the places he visited, he noted that “people were just not really talking about 

Scots… It wasn't really part of the conversation.” Dr. Cleary’s work was centered in South Uist, 

where Gàidhlig is more widely spoken than perhaps Scots. Reflecting on whether he noted Scots 

being discussed in other places, he still noted that Scots was not a topic of discussion. Dr. Cleary 

suggested, “I wonder if it's sort of a question about historical victimhoods or narratives…” And 

he further remarked: 

In terms of the suppression of Gàidhlig and the really active efforts by the central 

UK government to undermine the vitality of Gàidhlig, and the Highland 

clearances and all that stuff. There's a really clear violent colonial attempt to 

eradicate it.  

However, with regard to Scots, he noted, “it's working-class, often urban, communities that are 

speaking Scots.” This highlights that public opinions on the two languages may differ 

significantly, given their different demographics. Gàidhlig, while once spoken across Scotland, 

now has strongholds mainly in the Western Highlands and Islands (Matheson & Matheson, 
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2000). This part of Scotland is considered rural, given the population density. Discussing Scots, 

Dr. Cleary stated, “[…] but to romanticize the language and the culture of the urban working 

class is something that is not as easily done, or it's not as easy to get political consensus, that 

that’s something worth protecting.” Ruairidh Maclean also noted that Scots was not really 

spoken in his experience in the Highlands in Applecross. With regard to whether people are 

working to include the Scots language in nature conservation, he noted there is a positive 

opportunity for Scots and Gàidhlig to work together: 

It would be nice to happen, to come together a bit more, to be honest. And see 

what we can learn from each other. [...] There's a whole lot of potential for doing 

some work together. I think it's a matter of getting the right person to kick the ball 

off. 

Ruairidh Maclean also shared that another approach is possible, “and why not have a 

trilingual approach to some parts of the country in some aspects of heritage, where you've 

got Gàidhlig, and particularly places where you get both languages in the landscape.” A 

trilingual approach including Gàidhlig, Scots, and English would ensure representation of 

languages. Ruairidh expressed how language is integral with land, and that having both 

languages is important: 

There’s a strong relationship between people, land, and language; it's a tripartite 

relationship. I often say to people that having Gàidhlig and English is rather a 

good combination because where I live is the Gàidhealtachd, so I have a very 

strong relationship through my language with the land that I live in. But also, I 

speak English, which is an international global tongue that allows access to all 
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sorts of different things as well. It is actually a good combination, and to be 

without one of those two languages I would have a diminished life.  

This is an interesting point to consider amongst the discussion around language reclamation. It 

does not mean that the dominant language is removed from people’s lives. It can be useful to 

converse in a widely spoken language. However, there is an important delineation between a 

so-called global language and a colonial language. A dominant language becomes colonial when 

its presence marginalizes the Indigenous language of a people and place (Meighan, 2022a).  

While each interview participant has unique lived experiences, there were also shared 

experiences surrounding several factors such as stigmatization. Such discouragement had 

impacts on participants’ own sense of identity, which highlights that Indigenous languages are 

integral to our deep personal connections. Dr. Cormac Cleary shared how the government made a 

“really clear violent colonial attempt to eradicate” Gàidhlig in Scotland, which highlights a clear 

example of colonialingualism in action. The interconnectedness of language and land was 

emphasized again, which contrasts with the findings from the critical discourse analysis, which 

suggested that the GBF did not recognize the importance of Indigenous languages. 

2.3.5 Importance of language in Indigenous knowledges 

After exploring the participants’ background, I guided the interview towards specific 

questions around language reclamation and conservation. Participants were asked to describe the 

role they think language plays in Indigenous knowledges. Language was frequently discussed as 

integral to understanding knowledge and people’s relationship to the land. This articulation of 

language being crucial to understanding knowledge was shared by Dr. Katrina-Ann R. 

Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira: 
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And so in order to understand the ways in which our kūpuna lived off the land and 

how they interacted with the land, their… ʻike kūpuna, their ancestral knowledge, 

it's embedded in the language. To quote them, to understand what they 

understood, even at a minuscule level, we have to be able to decode what they 

said. And language is that key to decoding it.  

Dr. Cormac Cleary’s sentiment also reflected the importance of language in understanding 

knowledge: 

And just the way the landscape is encoded and keeps memories of certain things 

that have moved on alive. I think to understand that, you need the language 

because these things are all descriptive. I think that kind of local knowledge, well, 

it's important for people’s livelihoods, but it's all refracted through the language.  

Ruairidh Maclean also touched on the knowledge in the names of the land, and highlighted how 

historical names can change as language transforms: 

But I think there’s a lot of knowledge to be had about what things are called. And 

also when you start to look historically, what things were called in the past, names 

may have changed because language has changed. I think there is a lot to be 

understood about nature and environment from the language that is and was 

spoken.  

Placenames 

In discussions about the importance of language in relation to Indigenous knowledges, 

and among other points raised in the interviews, placenames were specifically mentioned several 
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times. Ruairidh Maclean shared a resource that collated thousands of placenames that are 

significant to the natural environment: 

“Forgotten Woodlands,” I think it's called in English. And that was about Jake 

King; he's a real placename expert compared to me. He collected 15,000 place 

names related to trees, forests, and woods, and so on. And then mapped those 

names. It is very interesting work [that] helps us understand how the ecology was 

in the past. 

Ruairidh further went on to explain that this is an example of how understanding the 

language can enrich our understanding of the land, “[…] that's one of the things that 

Gàidhlig can do for us, they can tell us, if we understand its description of the landscape, 

what the ecology was at the time in past times.” Dr. Cormac Cleary also highlighted the 

ecological knowledge contained within placenames, and that: 

[...] the language is really important in it. I think the most obvious example really 

is the placenames fishers use. Again, other people have documented this 

beautifully. Places on the land have different names when you're on the sea. Those 

Gàidhlig names are descriptive, and they're used for navigation, or for knowing 

where particular fish stocks might be, and these kinds of things. 

Dr. Cleary’s description highlights how Gàidhlig placenames can hold unique ecological 

knowledge of a place. Similarly with regards to Hawaiʻi, Dr. Oliveira shared the 

importance of using the traditional placenames, “I think it shows respect for the language. 

It helps us; it enables us to quote our ancestors. It helps us to remember the knowledge 
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that's embedded in place. And it helps us to maintain what is uniquely Hawaiian.” Dr. 

Oliveira further shared that it also helps people honor where they are: 

There's something about distinctions of different places and cultures being 

different that's appealing, I think, to people who visit, but also for those of us who 

live in a place; it's the way we relate to the place. And so I think honoring that 

knowledge system and honoring the names that are given is a part of that memory. 

Dr. Oliveira’s words highlight the role of placenames in honoring ancestors who have come 

before and in enabling people to honor the knowledge of the place they live. 

Overall, all interviewees highlighted the integral role language plays in Indigenous 

knowledge. The discussions naturally touched on other relevant subjects such as placenames, 

which provided effective examples of how Indigenous languages encapsulate knowledges. 

Interview accounts articulate language as encoding knowledge and unlocking ecological 

knowledge. As a representation of institutional discourse, the GBF contrasts with the 

perspectives of the interviewees by failing to recognize the relationship between Indigenous 

languages and knowledges. 

2.3.6 Conservation’s approach to language reclamation 

Building on the discussions of language reclamation, I asked participants with experience 

with conservation organizations whether conservation overall considered language reclamation. 

Ruairidh Maclean noted that there has been a shift over time: 

It's not an automatic thing to happen, but it's not being derided anymore, so there 

are positive opportunities. And I think if we can promote Gàidhlig within the 
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context of conservation, I think it's generally a positive environment for it to 

operate, and it does get to a whole group of people who would never normally 

come into contact with the language or maybe who wouldn't even consider it. 

Ruairidh acknowledges that conservation may not necessarily proactively promote Gàidhlig, but 

that previous negative responses are a thing of the past. 

Dr. Cleary highlighted an important aspect about timelines of conservation projects and 

how that can impact language reclamation and people’s ability to learn and integrate the 

language: 

But then most of the conservation work that happens is short-term projects, and 

it's not done by those people who are based there, but it's done by people who are 

brought in for a short period of time. [...] And this was brought up to me as a 

problem by most people, not only for the relationship of the community, but also 

for the conservation itself. Because nature doesn’t operate on a project timeline… 

And, they didn't have time to learn Gàidhlig, so they didn't really have it, which 

meant that when they tried to integrate it, it was just always going to be an 

afterthought because there just wasn't time to do it properly. 

Dr. Cleary highlights how the impact of short-term conservation contracts extends beyond 

conservation outcomes to the community. This approach also limits new staff's ability to learn 

the language and begin using it in their work. In that regard, both nature conservation and 

language reclamation do not work on short-term timescales. Both require long-term investment 

from people committed to making a positive difference. With regard to what factors influence the 

decision for the language to be included, Dr. Cleary shared:  
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To get those projects funded, you have to say, “we're going to do something with 

Gàidhlig,” but it was always that kind of thing. “Just something with Gàidhlig.” It 

never felt very well integrated. And to my mind, it's an extractive relationship. 

Gàidhlig was used; this isn't to say the conservation workers in question are doing 

this on purpose, but it's just the structure they're operating in. And it forces them 

to use Gàidhlig as a bargaining chip or something… 

The description of “Gàidhlig as a bargaining chip” is eye-opening. It illustrates how the inclusion 

of a language may be for more performative reasons rather than structurally integrated. Dr. 

Cleary highlights that because Gàidhlig was considered an optional inclusion by some in 

conservation, the language was not included in a more cohesive way. 

Looking at conservation in Hawaiʻi, Dr. Kawika Winter highlights that misconceptions 

have impacted whether ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi is considered in conservation: 

That idea of “Hawaiians causing extinction” and “they're the last people we 

should involve in conservation,” was a pretty big barrier to making sure there was 

no Hawaiian language in conservation from the 80s, 90s, 2000s, 2010s. It's 40 

years of conservation. Finally, in the 2010s, we started actually breaking through, 

and getting Hawaiians in leadership positions and shifting the whole conservation 

conference to be around Hawaiian protocols and the Hawaiian language. But it's 

partially why I say conservation has been used as a tool of colonization. 

Dr. Kawika Winter refers to a myth that circulated based on several papers written mainly 

in the 1980s, that claimed that Kanaka Maoli hunted bird species to extinction. Such 

myths have recently been debunked (Harmon et al., 2026). However, as Dr. Winter 
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highlights, the impacts of such false beliefs inhibited the inclusion of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi in 

conservation for decades. Dr. Winter further discussed a critical element regarding how 

wider problems society faces today can be linked back to colonization: 

If you can take a step back from the intergenerational trauma and hold 

colonization in your hand, and look at it from a distance, you can see what it has 

done; it's severed relationships – severed our relationship between us and our 

ancestral lands and waters, between us and our language, between our families. 

Elaborating on this, Dr. Winter shared how biocultural restoration is a proactive approach 

to combat the colonial legacies: 

The whole language reclamation, especially in the realm of conservation, was all 

about taking a whole different tack to everything we're doing. This is what 

biocultural restoration is. I speak about biocultural restoration as an antidote to 

colonization, and this is going to heal all the severed relationships because there 

are some of us who think that the problems we face in our families and our 

communities in the world we live in today it's because of everything that 

happened. The reason why we have endangered species in the forest, the reason 

why our coral reefs are dying, the reason why we have substance abuse in our 

families and our communities – it's all the same reason, all the same reason. If we 

can tackle that route then maybe we can fix all these problems.  

Dr. Kawika Winter highlights that the impacts of colonization are widespread, but can be 

traced back to the same issue. When discussing people’s perceptions of including 

language in conservation, Dr. Winter shared: 
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Reductivism versus holism is a whole other way; Hawaiian language is a very 

holistic worldview. In conservation, when spoken in English, it is reductionist. 

And it kind of gets in these smaller and smaller realms. But when we're talking 

about conservation, we're only talking about this small little thing, but when we're 

speaking in Hawaiian, we're talking ‘āina. Mauka to makai. Everything.  

Dr. Winter emphasizes that a holistic approach to conservation is centered in the Indigenous 

language, which contrasts with a reductivist approach commonly seen when dominant languages 

are used. 

Discussing conservation’s role in Indigenous language reclamation provided key 

understandings about where outcomes have previously fallen short and opportunities to progress. 

Ruairidh highlighted that in the past, there was not necessarily a supportive environment for 

Gàidhlig to grow in conservation, but there have since been improvements. Dr. Cleary illustrated 

the need for conservation projects to have long-term investment to reach both conservation and 

language goals. Dr. Winter shared the benefit of biocultural restoration in challenging colonial 

legacies. Interview accounts which include discussions of biocultural restoration align more 

closely with multilingual approaches, which oppose the more colonialingual approach the GBF 

currently amplifies. 

2.3.7 Decision-making and leadership 

To understand decision-making around including language reclamation in conservation, I 

asked participants about their views on what factors may influence such decisions. Responses 

ranged widely and illuminated key reasons behind whether Indigenous languages were 
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considered in conservation. Ruairidh Maclean notes that “it's a long, slow process of just 

changing people's mindset” and that: 

When you say to people, “well, how about taking Gàidhlig on board because of 

what it provides for you?” Generally within conservation there's a positive 

attitude, but maybe it's not something they think of immediately. Just got to be 

presenting those opportunities to people and that perspective;  make sure the 

Gàidhlig is part of the narrative.  

Dr. Cormac Cleary, in response to what factors influence whether Gàidhlig is considered, 

said, “it's to do with manufacturing consent throughout Gàidhlig-speaking areas.” Dr. Cleary 

highlighted that, for conservation to secure funding or approval, they need to state that they will 

include Gàidhlig. He further shared that, “but it is that kind of institutionalization of the language 

that's driving it. Along with a few enthusiastic people who actually see the value of it.” So while 

there may have been a few individuals campaigning for Gàidhlig to be included, he largely saw 

that “institutionalization” was the driving force behind current decision-making. 

Dr. Kawika Winter highlighted the role of representation in leadership, “when you start 

getting Hawaiians in decision-making positions, you start having programs that have Hawaiian 

language in it; it's not rocket science.” He further highlighted the need for representation at all 

levels of decision-making: 

Hawaiians only at the bottom doesn't work; Hawaiians just at the top doesn't 

work; Hawaiians at the top and the bottom but not the middle doesn't work. At 

least not in the way that I want to see the world. So, we need top-to-bottom 

Hawaiian leadership involvement, not to say we're excluding anybody else. It's 
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always great to be infused with ideas from the outside, but to have entire sectors 

led by, in this sense, conservation led by people with saviorism complexes who 

are stuck in the scarcity mindset, that doesn't work for us.  

Several factors emerged from discussions around what influences decision-making 

regarding language reclamation in conservation. Ruairidh Maclean shared the importance of 

ensuring that Gàidhlig is included in discussions in conservation. Dr. Cormac Cleary highlighted 

that previously Gàidhlig was promoted in certain projects as a way of facilitating consent in 

Gàidhlig-speaking communities. Dr. Kawika Winter shared that simply appointing Indigenous 

leaders can instantly result in Indigenous languages being supported in conservation. Dr. Winter 

also explained the necessity of Indigenous representation at all levels of conservation 

management. The GBF aligned more with top-down leadership styles, missing the opportunity to 

elevate Indigenous leadership, which is highlighted in interview accounts as an effortless way for 

Indigenous languages to be considered in conservation. 

2.3.8 Colonialism 

Where appropriate in the conversation, I asked participants whether they thought 

colonialism has an impact on conservation. While seemingly a large and, in some ways, vague 

question, this question was purposefully left ambiguous to allow participants to freely interpret 

and discuss the topic as they wish. All three participants who were asked this confirmed that it 

does, and often with a clear resounding “yes.” Ruairidh Maclean highlighted the nuances with 

regard to colonialism globally and within Scotland: 
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Because colonialism is a big factor, isn't it, in many parts of the world, including 

in our own part of the world, when we were also colonists in other parts of the 

world. It's a very complex kind of relationship there. 

It is important to recognize the complexities of a country’s experience with colonialism, 

and that in some contexts there has been the experience of being both the colonizer and 

also the colonized. Ruairidh shared his experience of having lived in Australia and 

learned about the colonization there: 

[…] because the origins of Australia as a colony and the imposition of this official 

language on another part of the world [...] The way that those countries view the 

world would impinge upon people's thinking, more than how the Indigenous 

people viewed the land.  

Ruairidh’s articulation of “the imposition of this official language on another part of the world” 

is an example of how colonialingualism takes place, with the domination of a colonial language 

to the detriment of Indigenous or local languages. 

Dr. Cleary shared “it's extremely important to factor in the kind of coloniality of 

conservation” and “I think conservation and colonialism are totally inextricable from each 

other.” He continued by sharing an example of how colonial naming occurs: 

There are so many species in the world that are named after some white guy that 

found it or whatever, as opposed to local names for things, and just the entire way 

that the natural world is named, which is a prerequisite for its conservation. All of 

that rests on a colonial paradigm and a way of thinking about and classifying the 
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world. […] you see that in COP, and it's undeniable that the kind of maintenance 

of rainforest, etc. It's a new form of coloniality/colonisation.  

Dr. Cleary shared the importance of examining how colonialism may be embedded in 

knowledge systems: “that kind of question around colonial knowledge systems is really 

important there as well.” Dr. Cleary further explained, “[…] previous dispossession was 

led more by overt violence; I think it's more of an epistemic violence now that's being 

done against people, and scientific knowledge is the hegemony of that, is what's 

dispossessing people.” This highlights the real-life implications of epistemic violence. 

Dr. Kawika Winter shared in response to whether colonialism has an impact on 

conservation at present, “it has for years in Hawaiʻi since those papers got published.” Dr. Winter 

explained: 

It's been said, “why should we involve the Hawaiians in these decisions? They're 

the ones who cause the extinctions in the first place.” It's excluding Indigenous 

people, excluding Indigenous knowledge, and excluding Indigenous practice and 

how we engage in caring for our Islands… Yeah, that doesn't work.  

This ties into the earlier discussion of the papers that wrongly attributed the presence of Kanaka 

Maoli as the cause of native bird extinctions (Harmon et al., 2026). This contributed to Kanaka 

Maoli being excluded from conservation decision-making for decades, which had huge 

implications for how Indigenous knowledges and practices were considered. 

 

Land 
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I directly asked about land ownership if it felt appropriate in the conversation. Land 

ownership is integral to how decolonization takes place and who governs and manages land. 

Conservation, through either state/government or organizations, has acquired ownership of land 

in places. This facilitates management of the land as ownership allows greater control over 

decision-making, as Ruairidh Maclean shared: 

Where the people do control the land and where the language is still being 

spoken, then I think you have a better opportunity to develop the two things 

together. Because they ought not to be in competition with each other… 

While discussing people’s perceptions about including a language in conservation, Dr. 

Cormac Cleary raised an important issue that ties into views on land ownership. Sharing based 

on his experience working in South Uist, Dr. Cleary expressed: 

[…] that was very much at the top of lots of my interlocutors' minds as well. This 

whole thing about conservation as being a “new clearance.” That these are people 

who, lest we forget, not that long ago, were engaging in basically revolutions just 

to have security of tenure on their land, and the tenure that they do have is so hard 

won, and then that happens. Just mere decades later in the 20th century, nature 

conservation sort of appears, and it starts to peel back their freedom on their 

land… I totally understand where people are coming from when they see this as a 

new form of the same pattern of dispossession.  

Dr. Cormac Cleary highlights the revolutions that people fought to have rights to their 

land, yet not long after, nature conservation began to impinge on their land tenure. When 
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asked directly about the role of land ownership, Dr. Cleary discussed the relationship 

between conservationists and crofters: 

I think it has to do with a sort of polarisation thing. As I was talking about, how 

people perceive nature conservation as a form of dispossession on the land. On 

the one hand, nature conservationists really needed to step up their game to appeal 

to crofters, but I think on the other hand crofters were sort of used to quite hostile 

relationships with nature conservation. It's a broader, longer historical relationship 

that makes them feel like that's not for them. 

Dr. Cleary draws attention to the complicated relationship and history between nature 

conservation and crofters. He further highlighted what would need to be addressed: 

Because it's a historical relationship that goes back so long. And I think it's just 

about, again, this is the ugly head of project timelines coming up, that it's going to 

take decades to mend that relationship. And what it requires is consistency. What 

I've heard from lots of island communities is consistency in approach, in policy, in 

staffing. I think having people stay out and be based in these places is so 

important… 

Evidently, a concerted effort is needed to improve the relationship, and this must be developed 

over time. 

Dr. Kawika Winter explained that land ownership was an issue that could be approached 

in a certain way whilst still being mindful of sovereignty goals: 
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This is why a bunch of us have tried to sidestep the whole land ownership issue. 

Because this is a system that's imposed over us that we're not breaking out of 

anytime soon. […] by sidestepping the whole land ownership thing, it allowed the 

community to go in and just care for places, and that put them on a path of 

engaging in co-management. Which a lot of people, a lot of Hawaiians, don't 

agree with for a lot of fully legitimate reasons. Yes, we all agree [that] we want 

sovereignty, but at least those Elders that I was speaking about earlier, who taught 

me, a lot of them said, “it doesn't matter if we get sovereignty if we can't feed 

ourselves.” We gotta make sure while we still have Elders alive who know the 

traditions of taking care of the ‘āina and having the ‘āina feed us. That's what we 

need to focus on.  

Dr. Winter highlights that the pressing issues of food security and self-sufficiency to 

support livelihoods are a current focus. While working on practical issues that need to be 

addressed, the bigger picture can be a move towards sovereignty. 

Dominant language 

Participants were asked about what language they felt was dominant in conservation. In 

response, Ruairidh Maclean noted, “English, it's just such a dominant language. It dominates 

pretty much everything…” He further shared, “but we're not unique in that regard. I think that's 

the case in a lot of the world. Yeah, I'd say English is dominant in almost every aspect of public 

life.” He highlights that while it is the case that English has dominated in Scotland, that 

experience is shared globally. When asked what language currently dominates, Dr. Winter 

replied, “English, obviously. I mean, Hawaiian is coming back. But there are very few of us at 
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the leadership level in conservation who are fluent enough in Hawaiian to have an extended 

conversation.” Dr. Winter highlights that while English dominates, the Hawaiian language is 

resurging, but there is room for further fluency in conservation leadership. 

Types of knowledge regarded as important 

Participants were asked what type of knowledge is regarded as most important in 

conservation or decision-making. This question was open to interpretation, as it could be 

understood as what knowledge is most important to regard, or as what knowledge is currently 

regarded as most important, based on how it is promoted. The ambiguity of this question was 

reflected in the responses, as different viewpoints were highlighted. 

Ruairidh Maclean emphasizes that Gàidhlig provides rich insights, but it should be 

supported as it is integral to people’s lives: 

[…] somebody who's approaching things from the English language perspective,  

they can look at Gàidhlig and say, “what does Gàidhlig provide for us, why 

should I take an interest in [it], and what can it do for us?” And that's fair enough, 

because we do help to promote that point of view, that Gàidhlig can tell you 

things that you don't know otherwise, but there's another point of view as well. 

Gàidhlig should exist within its own context, in its own right, without regard to 

English or any other language. There's a group of people who speak it, and they 

shouldn't be forgotten in this whole thing; they're not just simply speaking the 

language to provide information for English speakers. They're speaking it because 

it's a valuable part of who they are and of Scotland as well.  
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There are those two things, and I wouldn't want the second one to be forgotten in 

our whole discussion because it's not just seeking a utilitarian language for 

English speakers to help them understand Scotland. [Gàidhlig] is also a language 

in its own right with its own value to its speakers.  

This is a key message to consider when discussing Indigenous languages: they must be protected 

for their own right and what that means for speakers. The focus should not be on what benefits 

are obtained from Indigenous languages, as that perpetuates a relationship of exploitation. 

Indigenous peoples have been subjected to exploitation for centuries under the thumb of 

colonialism, and a more equitable relationship needs to be fostered. 

Dr. Cormac Cleary highlighted what knowledge is deemed important based on how it is 

currently regarded: “[...] the obvious answer is scientific biological knowledge is absolutely 

top-pile. Very, very important in terms of what was valued.” This answer reflects the domination 

of Western scientific knowledge, which can marginalize other types of knowledges. Dr. Cleary 

further shared that: 

There was very much a desire to incorporate local knowledge and to engage local 

knowledge. But also a discomfort with that, in that, sometimes those are 

contradictory. [...] That's the real dilemma with people even who are really 

well-meaning and really do want to incorporate local knowledge. There [are] still 

people who have been trained within a scientific idiom, and they've been trained 

really to see the world as being objectively one way.  
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Dr. Cleary’s answer highlights that there can be an intention of wanting to support local 

knowledge, but that this can sometimes conflict with how they may have been educated to see 

the world through a Western scientific lens. 

Dr. Kawika Winter answered that, of course, Indigenous knowledge is the most important 

knowledge to consider in conservation; “Indigenous knowledge is place-based knowledge. There 

are external knowledge systems that can inform things. But when you treat those external 

knowledge systems as superior, it can mess up some things on a bunch of different levels.” 

Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira discussed how funding for 

language education varies and has faced recent cuts: 

Because of it being a world language, and yet, there are niches where we're able 

to find funding, but some of that is also drying up because of the current 

administration at the federal level. I don't think that we have dollar-for-dollar the 

same kind of investment, if that's how we're gonna measure this, dollar for dollar. 

Dr. Oliveira highlights that ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi currently does not receive equal investment 

compared to English. 

Terminology regarding the human-nature dichotomy 

While specific terminology was not directly asked about, it frequently arose in the 

discussions. One term that emerged a few times was “rewilding,” and there were discussions 

about whether it was an appropriate term. Dr. Cormac Cleary shared: 

But “rewilding,” I think, is very controversial in the Highlands and Islands, 

particularly. This might have changed now, but while I was doing my fieldwork, 
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really not that many people were talking about rewilding and certainly not the 

kind of people who were professionally working in conservation.  

From his experience, Dr. Cleary encountered few people who used the term “rewilding” even in 

the conservation sector. Ruairidh Maclean explained that many people did not relate to the term: 

I've never liked the term “rewilding,” but we're kind of stuck with it. But it is a 

term that many people feel diminishes their own presence on the landscape… It 

could also be just called a “linguistic zone.” Because it's a place for the language 

and culture. 

Ruairidh highlighted further that the cultural element should be celebrated and not 

forgotten: 

[…] in the Highlands, we're not just a place for nature. And we're not just a place 

for people; we're a place for nature and people together, living together side by 

side, interacting with each other. That's the whole power of the beauty of the land 

we live in. It's got that, and we ought to celebrate that, absolutely celebrate it, and 

not see the two things as conflicting in that area. 

This highlights how a term such as “rewilding” conjures up images of restoring nature without 

people, but this undermines the rich relationships people have with nature in these places. 

Ruairidh’s articulation directly ties into discussions about conservation’s problematic framing of 

the Highlands as wilderness, which removes people from the landscape (Adams & Mulligan, 

2012). This ties into discussions that illustrate the issue of a human-nature dichotomy, which is a 
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recurring dimension of colonialingualism. On the topic of human-nature dichotomy, Dr. Cormac 

Cleary shared an experience from his research in South Uist: 

And someone said to me once, “oh, honestly, it'd be better if there were just no 

people here.” That attitude is very alive. [...] And, the Islanders, they are people 

who are trying to make a living and exist in a place that is obviously hostile, to 

some extent essentially, but it's more that they're trying to exist under social 

conditions that have been created to make it difficult for them to live there. But 

there are still too many people working in the conservation sector who would 

prefer if rural people just didn't exist. 

Dr. Cleary articulates that Islanders are trying to sustain livelihoods despite social conditions 

which make it fundamentally challenging for them to do so. 

In a similar discussion of “rewilding”, Dr. Winter shared the problems surrounding the 

term of “wilderness”: 

The concept of “wilderness” is a major tool of colonization. Look at the National 

Park System. “The Wilderness Act,” have you ever read that thing? You should 

try to read that thing. That is textbook colonization right here. 

So, “nature,” “wilderness,” “wildlife” – taking a more Hawaiian way of thinking, 

we wouldn't use that word “wildlife.” You can call these things “Elderlife” 

because that's what they are in our worldview. They are Elders. But “wildlife” is 

something that is separate and not related to us. That's not founded in our cultural 

understanding of the world or science. Those words are important. Conservation 

programs that are shaped around the [words] “preservation of nature/preservation 
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of wilderness?” So, we're preserving this severed relationship is really what that's 

doing. I don't see how we're ever gonna get there. Not only are there social and 

environmental injustices that come from that, but think that through. [After] five 

generations of doing it like that, you're still going to go at this notion of humans 

are separate from nature? 

Dr. Winter articulates a key point about why using terminology in a dominant language 

impinges on Indigenous ontologies, and that using English terminologies was “not 

founded in our cultural understanding of the world or science.” Dr. Winter also 

highlighted that conservation programs focused on the “preservation of nature” are not 

grounded in Hawaiian ontologies of understanding the world. This ties into research 

emphasizing that such conservation programs are problematic, as they view humans 

separate from “Place,” whereas “Place-based stewardship” better supports Indigenous 

ontologies (Winter et al., 2021). 

Overall, while I directly asked about the role of colonialism in conservation today, the 

subject remained a frequent point of discussion throughout the interviews. This highlights its 

relevance in conversations around Indigenous language reclamation in conservation. Interview 

participants shared that English was a dominant language, and this experience was shared 

globally. Interview accounts also aligned more closely with ecocentrism, emphasizing that 

humans are a part of nature. In contrast, the critical discourse analysis of the GBF showed 

frequent framings aligned with colonialingualism. Much of this subsection ties into the 

exploration of colonialingualism in the GBF. 
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2.3.9 Challenges in language reclamation 

I asked participants about their perceptions of challenges in language reclamation, and 

specifically within conservation. A recurring issue raised by participants was the number and 

fluency of speakers. This highlights again that language reclamation should not be looked at in 

isolation, but across all aspects of life. More Indigenous language speakers in society would have 

a ripple effect, seen beyond conservation to other fields. Ruairidh Maclean shared his perception 

of current challenges: 

Just the state of language being so poor and so few people speaking it, obviously 

that's the biggest barrier. Once we get more fluent speakers on board and 

particularly young people who are taking more of an interest in the environment 

these days, then I think we'll be in a better place. […] also among the older, native 

speaking population in places like the islands, just the sense of lack of confidence 

in their identity, maybe in terms of the wider world. Maybe they're happy enough 

within their small family, or social groups within the community, and so on. But 

beyond that, they might tend to use English to speak, even to people who maybe 

are Gàidhlig speakers as well.  

Clearly, for Ruairidh Maclean, one of the most pressing areas to address is the number of 

fluent speakers of Gàidhlig. Increasing the number of fluent speakers within younger 

demographics would be particularly beneficial, as there is growing attention paid to the 

environment. Ruairidh highlighted that “we do need some more young people and feel 

that they've got the confidence and the ability to do things.” Confidence was also 

referenced in other demographics, as Ruairidh highlighted that some people lack 
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confidence in speaking Gàidhlig in the broader community and society. Native speakers 

often code-switch when talking to non-local people, which, for new speakers of a 

language, can reduce their ability to practice with native speakers. Code-switching has 

been documented in Hawaiian Pidgin, where speakers shifted their language depending 

on the social context (Higgins, 2010). This is a perpetuating cycle, as having more 

opportunities to speak the language would help new speakers reach fluency. 

Regarding the overall picture of Gàidhlig, Ruairidh Maclean highlighted that it 

takes a prolonged, concerted effort to combat the suppression of the language, “when 

you're dealing with a minority language that's been held down for a long time, it's a long 

slog to pick up people's consciousness and to get people speaking it.” Regarding 

implementing bilingual approaches in conservation, Ruairidh shared, “sometimes you 

have to battle a bit because if you're having a fully bilingual thing, you need a bigger 

sign. So it has cost implications and maybe some practicalities that are difficult.” 

Dr. Cormac Cleary highlighted that nature conservation and language reclamation face a 

shared issue: “one challenge that gets them both is capitalism. Just the way that economies are 

structured at the moment.” Dr. Cleary further explained that it also comes down to restrictive 

timescales: 

It's treating things that exist over a much longer timescale as though they are little 

business projects; that’s the subjection of culture and nature to a market logic. I 

think that's a big problem. That nothing has longevity in terms of the funding 

that's required, and things are expected to show results more quickly than they 

could possibly realistically be expected to. 
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Restrictive project timeframes were a recurring concern throughout the interviews. Dr. Cleary 

highlights an important point: approaching nature conservation and language reclamation from a 

market-based perspective is detrimental and does not support long-term planning. This has real 

implications for how projects are funded, and while short-term projects may be approved and 

carried out, they lack the consistency over time needed to make lasting change. 

Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira shared a practical challenge 

when it comes to securing teachers in language education, “I think it’s the combination of having 

enough teachers in immersion schools but also having that proficiency for them to be successful, 

because we can only be as proficient as the teachers who teach us, and it’s important.” The 

concept of proficiency is encountered again here, highlighting the continued need for the 

development of fluency in speakers. 

​ Overall, it is clear that there are practical challenges such as the number and proficiency 

of Indigenous language speakers. Amongst this, there is a need to build confidence in speakers in 

their ability to speak the language in different social environments. Capitalism was emphasized 

as a challenge to both language reclamation and nature conservation. This opposes the findings 

from the critical discourse analysis of the GBF, which found discursive patterns aligned more 

with market-based approaches to conservation. The dynamic between the interviewees elevating 

multilingualism versus the GBF aligning more with colonialingualism is evident. 

2.3.10 Perceived changes over time 

Towards the end of the interview, I shifted the questions towards more reflective 

perspectives. I asked participants if they think they have seen changes in language reclamation 

over time. Participants' overall perception was generally positive, and they felt that progress had 
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been made, with some important observations. Ruairidh Maclean highlighted the change in 

people’s perception of promoting Gàidhlig: 

Well, it's improved. The whole environment's improved. How much has come into 

the sort of numbers of people doing things or pounds of money being spent on 

things like that, I'm not so sure we've gone that far yet. But the attitudes have 

definitely improved, so when you mention Gàidhlig, in terms of conservation, to 

people who have no connection to the language, they see that in a positive light. 

Just a few years ago it would have been common [for] people to say, “oh, why do 

you want to bother with Gàidhlig?” I mean, I still occasionally come across that 

attitude. To be honest with you, when I mostly come across it, it's from 

native-born Highlanders who have still got that kind of old attitude that “oh, my 

parents told me it was a rubbish language.” And they carry this baggage with 

them, and that’s just the way it is. 

Ruairidh Maclean highlights that, overall, there has been a clear progression. He highlights that 

for some, however, the memory of being dissuaded from learning the native language is still very 

real and carries weight in their current perceptions of learning the language. 

Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira highlighted that there has been 

a recent increase: “I definitely see a resurgence, especially with Hawaiian immersion schools, 

with Kamehameha schools. Yeah, there's a marked increase.” However, Dr. Oliveira also 

highlights that this follows the initial decline from a few generations before: “I think that there 

are more people who are speaking Hawaiian now compared to when I was young. Of course, it's 

dipped since my great-grandparents' generation, where everyone was speaking Hawaiian.” 
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The discussions around perceived changes highlighted that there has been an 

overall improvement in the sphere of language reclamation, whilst there is room for 

improvement. This highlights the missed opportunity for the GBF to support Indigenous 

language reclamation, as the text only makes a single reference to Indigenous languages, 

but could benefit from fully considering the role of languages in discussions around 

Indigenous knowledges. 

2.3.11 Hopes for the future 

To bring the interviews to a positive close, I asked participants what they hoped to see in 

the future regarding language reclamation. I wanted to finish on a potentially uplifting note and 

to highlight important, tangible ideas for advancing Indigenous language reclamation. Responses 

ranged from having language champions within organizations, scientific education through 

minority languages, Indigenous-led and Indigenous-designed conservation, and increased 

fluency and mastery of Indigenous languages. Ruairidh Maclean highlighted a practical step that 

conservation could implement: 

I would like to see every conservation organisation, that's worth their salt, having 

a Gàidhlig champion. There's somebody, at least one person in the organisation, 

who has a remit to promote the language within the work of that organisation, and 

if it owns land, within the land that it owns and manages. And to be given a role 

that's recognised by the rest of the organisation. 

Ruairidh further explained that this would be progressed by increasing collaboration: 
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And then I think you can move things forward and maybe create a sort of network 

between organisations of the Gàidhlig champions. So they can work with each 

other, and they have some remits to operate outside their organisation, with other 

organisations to try and maximise the sort of effect they can have on the 

community and society, as a whole.  

This idea would have the benefits of ensuring representation of Indigenous language 

within the planning and execution of conservation projects, and by creating a network 

outside of conservation, it would help ensure that the work is included in the community 

and wider society. This ties into research highlighting the need for collaboration between 

groups to work together to improve conservation and how the CBD approaches key 

issues (Hutchinson et al., 2025).  

Dr. Cormac Cleary shared his hope for the future: 

This is totally blue-sky thinking, but I'd love to see more science education 

through the medium of minority languages. Because I think that's something that 

really reinforces the coloniality of conservation science, is that it's all done mainly 

[in] English, and that's a problem, but if these conversations can happen in other 

languages, well, first of all it can create a more meaningful dialogue, but also it's 

easier to say certain things in other languages, and other possibilities can emerge.  

I think within nature conservation, Gàidhlig is very much a language of aesthetics, 

and I think it would be interesting to see people engaging with it more as it can 

also express scientific information. It's not just a kind of fuzzy language for 

saying nice poetic things, but it can also be a language that is accurate.  
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Dr. Cleary further elaborated that: 

[...] They're objects of academic study, but I think that's maybe the issue: the 

language having more official status means that documents are being translated, 

but there are no forums where people are using those documents and speaking 

Gàidhlig around science. And that might be something that would be interesting 

to cultivate. 

Dr. Cleary highlights that simply increasing translation of texts into Gàidhlig is not 

enough in science; it needs to be discussed and shared in real conversations. He also 

highlighted that “publishing in minority languages is just not feasible for academics…” 

And that “we do need to have a shift in the way that we think about the economies of 

knowledge production.” 

Dr. Kawika Winter highlighted that “there's a difference between Indigenous-led 

conservation and Indigenous-designed conservation” and that: 

Indigenous-designed conservation, which is Indigenous people in positions of 

decision-making authority, designing programs in a way that matches our 

worldview. Quite often, there's going to be some fluency of Hawaiian language, 

those folks who will be really doing things in a real Hawaiian way. So, that's 

where we need to get to yet. 

Dr. Winter further shared the need for conservation to be both Indigenous-designed and 

Indigenous-led, and that this isn’t always the case:  
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There are growing programs out there like the one I'm managing now that are 

Indigenous-designed and Indigenous-led. But, for the most part, I think the core 

of it in the middle is still basically colonizer-designed conservation programs that 

are trying to do it right, and hiring Indigenous people to run those programs 

operating in Hawaiʻi. So they've been hiring Hawaiians. Awesome. I've been 

waiting to see whether or not they can actually shift things, or no matter what, 

they're stuck within the framework of colonizer thinking.  

The state of language skills was emphasized by Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola 

Nākoa Oliveira, and that this could be improved: 

I’d like to see us get to a place where maybe our language skills are better. 

Because we are reclaiming a certain standard, but it's nowhere near the standard 

of our kūpuna, who are fluent, who learned from an unbroken line of Native 

speakers. We definitely have been influenced by external forces outside of the 

Hawaiian cultural context. And that's evident in the way that we speak Hawaiian.  

Final key takeaways 

Based on Ruairidh Maclean’s previous work, which detailed a scoping exercise in which 

he listed recommendations for conservation to explore in relation to Gàidhlig, I asked him what 

he thinks the Gàidhlig voices would say:  

There are past Gàidhlig voices that we should listen to as well. Because they've 

gone from some of these communities. […] they might say, “Èist rium,” “Listen 

to me.” And “I have something to say,” but it comes back to what I was saying 

109 



 
earlier: these people have a value to the Gàidhlig-speaking community and they 

ought not to be forgotten. 

Ruairidh emphasizes that Gàidhlig speakers of the past and present should not be 

forgotten, and that they have valuable contributions that deserve attention in their own 

right. Ruairidh further shared that such voices can be found in many contexts: 

But there are voices, there are the place names, there are the stories, there are 

recordings, the stuff on “Tobar an Dualchais,” the local community groups, local 

heritage societies that have recordings. So, these are all voices, and these voices, 

even in a situation where nobody's speaking the language on a daily basis, you can 

still get some young people to learn the language.  

“Tobar an Dualchais” is a rich online repository of audio recordings which are centered around 

Scotland’s heritage (Tobar an Dualchais, n.d.). Ruairidh summarizes his view by sharing: 

I think that we could be in a better place, but we could also be in a worse place. 

So, I think we should try to be positive and work with people where we can and 

seek to just make things better. Use the environment and nature as part of our 

argument, and also enjoy it. Enjoy that wonderful relationship you have with the 

land through our language, which makes it a very positive thing to be living in 

Scotland today.  

The possibility for collaboration between linguistic minority communities was also highlighted 

by Ruairidh: 
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I would just say that one of the things I've always thought was important was this 

relationship between linguistic minority groups around the world. And I think we 

can learn a lot from each other, and we can really inspire each other. […] although 

you can take it in isolation, and you can say, “well, we are our own little group, 

and we want to preserve what we've got, and let's not bother with the rest of the 

world.” But I'd much prefer to take an internationalist view. And say, well, 

actually we're part of many, many people around the world who think they have 

something to contribute to the general world and don't want to be forgotten and 

don't want to, in this kind of post-colonial age, be just… artefacts of history. And 

we want to be part of a living future, and I think that's an important thing, and 

maybe we should be starting in Scotland with Gaelic and Scots. 

This internationalist approach aims to bring minority language groups together and create a 

space for communication to share what works well. Ruairidh also highlighted that there is a 

wealth of resources available for learners to utilize. He shares the work of his friend, the late Roy 

Wentworth, who created a dictionary in “the Gairloch dialect; he did it for his PhD.” Ruairidh 

shared one of his conversations with Roy Wentworth, explaining why Roy created the dictionary: 

He said, “what I want to be able to do is to have a resource for people in the 

future, when the attitudes change, and people decide they're going to love 

Gàidhlig instead of being less positive about it. That there'll be a whole group of 

people who'll pick this up, and they'll say, “let's become fluent once more in our 

local dialect,” and all the knowledge that it has.”  
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This highlights that there are many excellent resources for learners to access, and as attitudes 

towards language reclamation continue to improve, these can be embraced to enrich linguistic 

diversity. Such resources are invaluable as some minority and Indigenous languages face reduced 

dialectal diversity as language use declines (Korne & Leonard, 2017). 

Dr. Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira shared the importance of the 

language being grounded in everyday life, not limited to certain contexts:  

I think it's important for it to be everywhere. It's important for it to happen when 

you're washing clothes or washing dishes, so, yes, it's important for ʻāina, but I 

think for it to be a living language, it has to be everywhere, including on the 

ʻāina… 

This highlights that whilst it is important to strive for Indigenous language reclamation within 

conservation, it, of course, needs to be supported across all contexts. This is the goal of 

Indigenous language reclamation: to strive for the language to thrive in people’s lives. 

Overall, interview participants shared key positive ideas about their hopes for the future, 

highlighting several key opportunities for language reclamation to flourish and be supported by 

conservation. Ruairidh Maclean highlighted the potential for Indigenous language representation 

within all conservation organizations. This contrasts with the critical discourse analysis of the 

GBF, which found that the GBF did not advocate Indigenous languages. 

2.3.12 Summary 

The interviews provided rich insights into the discussion of Indigenous language 

reclamation and nature conservation. Each participant shared their perspectives on respective 
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languages and challenges they face. Such specific insights cannot be consolidated into a single 

brief summary, due to their unique and contextual nature. However, when taken together, the 

interview accounts highlight several patterns that emerged. Participants conveyed how integral 

Indigenous languages are in understanding Indigenous knowledges, a relationship which needs to 

be supported in conservation. Some participants shared their own experiences of experiencing 

discouragement in pursuing an Indigenous or minority language, highlighting the reality of 

stigmatization of languages. Interview participants also illuminated practical, actionable steps 

that conservation management could consider to help support Indigenous language reclamation. I 

further explore the interview topics in the discussion, with reference to the findings of the critical 

discourse analysis and the broader literature.  
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CHAPTER 3: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.1 Discussion of the CDA 

Looking at the discursive patterns identified through the CDA, the GBF aligned with all 

five analytical dimensions of colonialingualism rather than multilingualism. A colonialingual 

approach continues the subjugation and exploitation of nature and people. The GBF is developed 

by the CBD, under the jurisdiction of the UN, and 195 countries develop their own Biodiversity 

Action Plans based on it. Therefore, adhering to the goals and objectives of the GBF, the 

document’s importance shapes conservation discourse, and its global influence is significant 

(Hutchinson et al, 2025; Lehmann et al., 2025). Rather than simply critique the GBF, a key 

component of CDA is to share potential changes to discourse that can ultimately improve social 

realities (Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000; Fairclough, 2010). Below, I outline major 

recommendations to address colonialingualism that are developed in the CDA findings. 

First and foremost, an actionable step is for the GBF to fully support Indigenous 

languages. The sole reference to Indigenous languages in the GBF concerned a clear 

colonialingual approach rooted in monolingualism: “by developing material that can be 

translated into indigenous and local languages” (CBD, 2022, p.14). A more multilingual 

approach could instead consider “enabling Indigenous leaders to develop material to support the 

rich diversity of Indigenous and local languages.” Working within Indigenous languages better 

encapsulates Indigenous knowledge of the environment. For example, Indigenous words describe 

specific characteristics that cannot be described in English or in Eurocentric epistemologies 

(Mohamed et al., 2025; Rubis, 2020). Likewise, the colonialingual ideologies expressed, at 

present, in the GBF would be difficult to describe in some Indigenous languages, which are 
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situated within more multilingual logics. As Silva (2004) highlights when discussing translating 

Hawaiian into English, “much of that translation is unsatisfactory, however, because it is 

impossible to convey all of the cultural coding that English strips away, and equally impossible 

to avoid the Western cultural coding that English adds.” The GBF does not link Indigenous 

knowledges to Indigenous languages, which seems antithetical to a multilingual approach. This 

risks the GBF perhaps presenting as more performative than actively being supportive of 

Indigenous knowledges. The inclusion of Indigenous languages should be introduced early in the 

GBF, particularly around primary discussions of Indigenous knowledges. Such discussions could 

also consider using terminology such as “Indigenous science” to strengthen inclusion of 

Indigenous epistemologies (Rubis, 2020). Once the GBF has replaced monolingual framing with 

multilingual framing, it should strengthen the obligation expressed in statements regarding 

Indigenous languages. Rather than “developing material that can be translated into indigenous 

and local languages” (CBD, 2022, p.14), perhaps “parties must consult with respective 

Indigenous peoples and follow their leadership in developing material in their Indigenous 

languages.” Furthermore, the GBF works with 195 countries, and while this text is translated into 

several dominant languages, it would be expected that Indigenous languages should receive 

greater consideration. The GBF is officially only available in six languages recognized by the 

UN: Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian, and Spanish. The GBF could facilitate greater 

communication and dialogue by encouraging the respective Parties to work with Indigenous 

peoples within their countries to develop materials in Indigenous languages. The GBF could also 

officially release many more versions in different languages, as six languages do not reflect the 

linguistic diversity among the 195 Parties. How the GBF positions discussions of Indigenous 
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peoples is important as it ultimately impacts how Parties consider Indigenous rights, and how 

conservation practices impact Indigenous peoples (Reimerson, 2013). By proactively advocating 

for Indigenous languages alongside Indigenous knowledges, the GBF can implement an 

approach aligned more closely with multilingualism, which would strengthen the GBF’s ability 

to support Indigenous peoples. 

The GBF risks exacerbating unequal power dynamics and perpetuating colonial legacies 

by failing to hold Parties directly accountable. As colonialingualism includes colonial languages 

and colonial ideologies, this is an important factor to consider. The GBF leaves ambiguity about 

who the actors are, as agency is not clearly stated. Such ambiguity leaves open the possibility 

that responsibility is abdicated rather than embraced by those who should be accountable. 

Nominalization is frequently used regarding statements about targets. The GBF has been 

critiqued for its lack of detail regarding how the Global North will contribute to the financial 

costs of addressing the biodiversity crisis (Amos, 2025). Increasing agency in this regard would 

alleviate ambiguity about “who” is expected to do “what.” There is a real need to translate the 

ideas in the GBF into concrete, actionable steps which would allow for transformational 

processes to take place and better align with values (Hutchinson et al., 2025). The GBF attempts 

to promote ecocentrism and transepistemologies in some parts of the text, including mentions of 

“Mother-earth centric actions” (CBD, 2022, p.12), but these are unfortunately undermined by the 

disproportionate weight given to sections that promote human exceptionalism and white 

epistemological supremacy. This ambiguity dilutes positive messages and complicates the 

actionable steps (Hutchinson et al., 2025). Furthermore, the placement of discussions that 
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promote multilingual ideas could be improved so they are not listed last or treated as an 

afterthought. 

Another way the GBF can risk promoting a colonialingualism is by failing to consider 

distributive justice. Distributive justice aligns with a more multilingual approach as it ensures 

equitable resource allocation and considers a country’s positioning following exploitation of 

nature for economic benefit (Lehmann et al., 2025). The GBF introduces further ambiguity in its 

approach to the “biodiversity finance gap,” which is a crucial component to consider in relation 

to colonial legacies. The GBF does lay out an actual figure for closing the biodiversity finance 

gap, “to implement national biodiversity strategies and action plans, mobilizing at least $200 

billion per year by 2030” (CBD, 2022, p.12), which is novel for the CBD. However, this is yet to 

come to fruition. Rather than the funds going to the Parties that have contributed less to the 

biodiversity crisis, it appears that “middle-income countries” have benefited more, which runs 

counter to the principles of distributive justice (Lehmann et al., 2025). The Global Environment 

Facility (GEF) is a financial structure of the CBD that was established to address the lack of 

resources, which had previously been a stumbling block. However, current funding has not been 

sufficient, and the GEF has also been criticized due to the involvement of donor countries that 

provide funds (Amos, 2025; Lehmann et al., 2025). Unsurprisingly, without financial support, 

biodiversity initiatives have not met targets in recent years.  

The GBF could alter specific key terminology to instantly improve discussions around 

leadership. The GBF’s use of terminology such as “developed” or “least developed” countries 

asserts a hierarchy in which “developed” countries provide financial aid. Such terminology is 

complex and has been debated over the years (Adams & Mulligan, 2012), with some scholars 
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preferring the terms Global North/South (Santos, 2014). While the GBF does refer to countries 

as the Global North/South in one example, it uses the “development” terminology much more 

frequently. The GBF does not specify that “least developed countries” are economically less 

developed, which portrays an even wider judgment about "development" beyond economic 

status. The GBF’s framing, as is particularly evident in Target 19 as previously discussed, 

positions certain countries as charitable and more capable than others. An alternative framing 

would be for the GBF to recognize that it is the responsibility of the countries that contribute 

most to biodiversity loss, taking into account their imported drivers of biodiversity loss, and that 

they should therefore provide financial aid to address biodiversity declines (Lehmann et al., 

2025). Other research has highlighted the possibility of “distributive justice,” which recognizes 

common but differentiated responsibilities. Financial provisions are determined by whether the 

contributor or the beneficiary pays, by meeting human needs, or by the ability to pay (Lehmann 

et al., 2025). An approach founded in “distributive justice” would substantially improve the 

GBF’s framing of how Parties are expected to contribute to funding conservation. This shift 

would align the GBF with more equitable leadership, as reflected in a more multilingual 

approach, rather than reinforcing colonial ideologies of top-down leadership. 

Another key framing that could be improved centers around the GBF’s depiction of 

biodiversity as a resource to be “used.” Continually framing biodiversity as a resource to be 

“used” positions restoration as a human-exceptionalist approach. The GBF suggests that 

biodiversity is deemed worthwhile to restore as it is essential so that it can continue to be “used.” 

The GBF could instead highlight the intrinsic value of biodiversity, aligning with ecocentric 

values. Understandably, the question of sustainable development is important to address. 
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However, it should not be the sole reason for conserving biodiversity, as that is a different 

discussion and one that is much more relevant to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

Otherwise, it promotes a Western epistemological view that employs a market-based capitalist 

approach to conservation. 

On the topic of discussions around biodiversity, a key recommendation is a shift away 

from commodifying biodiversity as a solution to the biodiversity crisis. As Goal C stipulated that 

“monetary benefits” would be “substantially increased” (CBD, 2022, p.8), this suggests an 

approach aimed at maximizing economic gain from biodiversity. This framing positions the GBF 

as more market-based and capitalist than one that emphasizes nature's intrinsic value. Given that 

the GBF is a policy document designed to address the “biodiversity crisis,” it seems 

inappropriate to prioritize profit when biodiversity continues to decline. A move toward a more 

multilingual approach that centers the intrinsic value of biodiversity would be more morally just. 

This is particularly applicable when considering the past and current unequal distributions of 

such “benefits” from biodiversity, much of which have derived from previous exploitations of 

nature. The GBF promotes a market-based capitalist approach by recommending “stimulating 

innovative schemes such as payment for ecosystem services” (CBD, 2022, p.12). In turn, the 

GBF could move away from monetizing nature and instead invest in alternative conservation 

initiatives that focus on societal change. The GBF could place greater emphasis on the equitable 

sharing of such benefits, with greater weighting on non-monetary benefits. This ties in with the 

“beneficiary pays” approach described in “distributive justice” (Lehmann et al., 2025). A move 

away from commodifying biodiversity by the GBF may better halt the ongoing decline, given the 

failure to meet prior GBF goals (Lehmann et al., 2025). 
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Overall, certain terminology in the GBF aligns more with a colonialingual approach. 

Changing the language will rectify this and promote a multilingual approach, which produces 

more equitable outcomes for both biodiversity and people. 

3.2 Discussion of the Interviews 

I used the interviews to provide contextualized expert perspectives relevant to my second 

research question (how does colonialingualism impact language reclamation and conservation in 

Hawaiʻi and Scotland?) As colonialingualism is a relatively new term for describing how 

Indigenous languages are marginalized by dominant languages and colonial ideologies 

(Meighan, 2022a), I did not directly ask about colonialingualism but the key hallmarks of it. 

Interviewees shared personal accounts of language stigmatization and how Indigenous languages 

have been suppressed, which are experiences that can be largely attributed to colonialism’s 

attempt to subjugate Indigenous languages and cultures. Interview participants also expressed 

that colonialism does impact conservation today and shared more effective approaches to combat 

it, which aligned with multilingualism. 

Hawaiian Pidgin and Scots were referenced less often in the interviews than Gàidhlig for 

Scotland and ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi for Hawaiʻi, and this pattern aligns with the findings from the 

literature review. This occurrence may be surprising, as there are more Hawaiian Pidgin speakers 

in Hawaiʻi than speakers of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi (Marlow & Giles, 2008), and likewise that there are 

more Scots speakers than Gàidhlig speakers in Scotland (Scotland Census, 2022). I believe the 

reasons behind this could be an interplay of a few factors. Firstly, certain languages are spoken 

more widely in some parts of Scotland or Hawaiʻi, which can influence the social and 

educational settings in which they are spoken. For example, while Gàidhlig was spoken across 
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all of mainland Scotland, Scots was not as widely spoken across the Highlands or West Scotland 

(Matheson & Matheson, 2000). The interview participants I spoke to with experience in Scotland 

had specific backgrounds in the Western Isles and the Highlands, which reflects why Scots was 

not discussed as in-depth as Gàidhlig. Hawaiian Pidgin emerged as a creole language in the early 

20th century (Higgins, 2010), reflecting a different and much more recent history in comparison 

to the Indigenous language of ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi. Secondly, while all the aforementioned languages 

have faced discrimination and marginalization, current perceptions may target them differently. 

Scots and Hawaiian Pidgin may currently be subject to different stigmatization than Gàidhlig or 

ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi. Dr. Cormac Cleary articulated this, stating “it's working-class, often urban, 

communities that are speaking Scots,” which highlights that certain stigmas may target specific 

demographics. Such stigmatization needs to be challenged, and I discuss this point further in 3.5 

Recommendations. 

3.3 Comparative overview of CDA and interviews 

This section compares the CDA findings with the interview accounts to contextualize 

Indigenous language reclamation in conservation. It examines the five analytical dimensions of 

colonialingualism before discussing the study’s limitations and future research directions.  

Monolingualism vs multilingualism 

The results from the critical discourse analysis revealed that the GBF pays almost no 

attention to the role of Indigenous languages in discussions of Indigenous knowledges, whereas 

interview participants strongly highlighted its importance. The GBF’s single reference to 

Indigenous language was that the material can be translated into Indigenous and local languages. 
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Interview participants highlighted that Indigenous languages were the key to understanding 

Indigenous knowledges. The GBF references “Indigenous knowledge” nineteen times but fails to 

discuss Indigenous languages. Viewing Indigenous knowledges separately from languages 

contrasts with the views expressed by interview participants. As Dr. Katrina-Ann R. 

Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira expressed, “[...] ʻike kūpuna, their ancestral knowledge… 

It's embedded in the language.” This gap in the inclusion of Indigenous language reclamation in 

discussions of Indigenous knowledges in Western conservation was also evident in the literature 

review, where papers discussing “decolonizing” conservation made only a brief mention of 

language's role. The failure to include Indigenous language reclamation in discussions of 

Indigenous knowledges in the GBF is concerning, given the importance of language in 

understanding knowledge. This means that for the 195 Parties that have ratified the CBD, 

Indigenous language reclamation is not a mandatory part of the discussion, let alone 

implemented in management. The CBD can stipulate that Parties must consider Indigenous 

language reclamation by including clear, actionable steps in the GBF. Linguistic diversity is tied 

to sustainability, and efforts should be taken to ensure linguistic and biocultural diversity are 

supported alongside one another (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025). An Indigenous language 

encapsulates knowledge of the environment. There are words to describe specific characteristics 

that cannot be described in English (Nxele, 2026; Meighan, 2022a; Mohamed et al., 2025). The 

GBF must work to adopt a more multilingual approach that effectively recognizes the diversity 

of Indigenous languages and respects Indigenous knowledges. 
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Human exceptionalism vs ecocentrism 

Human exceptionalism was found to be a common discursive framing in the GBF, and it 

frequently arose in interviews as a view detrimental to humans and nature. The GBF consistently 

framed biodiversity in terms of the benefits it provides to humans, despite framing the problem 

as a biodiversity crisis. The GBF positions biodiversity as a resource to be “used,” albeit 

“wisely” or “sustainably.” Attempts to promote “Mother Earth centric actions” (CBD, 2022, 

p.12) were undermined by an overwhelming focus on ensuring that biodiversity continues to 

provide benefits to humans. The GBF fails to promote the intrinsic value of biodiversity, thereby 

hindering its adoption of a more ecocentric approach. Interview participants were not directly 

asked about human exceptionalism or ecocentrism; this topic emerged naturally in the 

conversation. Ruairidh Maclean articulated, “[...] in the Highlands, we're not just a place for 

nature. And we're not just a place for people; we're a place for nature and people together, living 

together side by side, interacting with each other.” This highlights the need to include both nature 

and people, and to treat them as a whole rather than as separate entities. Ruairidh’s perspective 

reflects certain points highlighted by scholars in which “place” is a key component within 

discussions of decolonial approaches in conservation, particularly in the Gàidhealtachd of 

Scotland. Toogood (2003) writes that “place does not become a particular issue until powerful 

forces, such as the legal, technical discourse of institutional conservation, represent place as 

natural space through a process of survey evaluation and designation” (p. 158). However, the 

GBF champions the continuation of preservationism, as seen in the 2030 vision: “ensure that by 

2030 at least 30 per cent of areas of degraded terrestrial, inland water, and marine and coastal 

ecosystems are under effective restoration” (CBD, 2022, p.12). In contrast, some interviewees 
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highlighted the problems with preservationist approaches. As Dr. Kawika Winter shared, 

“conservation programs that are shaped around the [words] “preservation of nature/preservation 

of wilderness?” So, we're preserving this severed relationship.” He further highlighted in 

response to this approach, “you're still going to go at this notion of humans are separate from 

nature?” Colonial ideologies frame the environment in an exploitative view, as a resource to be 

extracted. Learning and supporting Indigenous languages helps restore people’s connection with 

nature (Meighan, 2022a). An Indigenous lens incorporates relational values that highlight a close 

connection to nature. It also takes a more holistic approach and counteracts the human-nature 

dichotomy perpetuated in Western scientific discourse (Mohamed et al., 2025). The 30x30 target 

is one example of a quantitative goal, but these goals risk reproducing or exemplifying unequal 

power dynamics and top-level decision-making, which are Western (Hutchinson et al., 2025). 

The GBF has been criticized by Amos (2025) for framing biodiversity conservation “as a means 

of enabling the continued utilization of nature, rather than as an end in itself” (p. 135). Promoting 

ecocentrism values nature for its own sake, rather than its benefits to humans. This approach is 

not “anti-human” but centers the intrinsic importance of nature. Environmental justice is also 

social justice, and vice versa; as such, the rights of both should be amplified (Hutchinson et al., 

2025). 

White epistemological supremacy vs transepistemologies 

Despite referencing Indigenous knowledge several times, the GBF promotes white 

epistemological supremacy rather than transepistemologies, whereas interview participants 

highlight the importance of Indigenous knowledges. The GBF frames Western science as a 

resource of legitimacy by referencing decisions “based on science” (CBD, 2022, p.7 & 10) and 
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“many other scientific documents that provide ample evidence” (CBD, 2022, p.4). The GBF 

reinforces this positioning by closing the text in Section K on “Communication, education, 

awareness and uptake” and stating “raising awareness on the critical role of science, technology 

and innovation to strengthen scientific and technical capacities to monitor biodiversity” (CBD, 

2022, p.15). The positive evaluative language raises the perceived importance of the role of 

“science,” understood here as Western scientific epistemologies and omitting Indigenous 

epistemologies. In contrast, interview participants expressed the sacredness of Indigenous 

knowledges. As Dr. Kawika Winter expressed, “Indigenous knowledge is place-based 

knowledge. There are external knowledge systems that can inform things. But when you treat 

those external knowledge systems as superior, it can mess up some things on a bunch of different 

levels.” Such external knowledge systems can include Western scientific epistemologies, which 

are imposed upon much of the world, including non-Western cultures. Epistemological violence 

was also discussed as a current issue. As Dr. Cormac Cleary articulated, “ I think it's more of an 

epistemic violence now that's being done against people, and the scientific knowledge is the 

hegemony of that, is what's dispossessing people.” The GBF, in its role as institutional discourse 

in conservation, must recognize transepistemologies and work to address white epistemological 

supremacy, as this can shape how Parties approach knowledge production in conservation. 

Top-down leadership vs Indigenous leadership 

The GBF promotes top-down leadership through prioritizing input from the Global North 

and fails to elevate Indigenous leadership, which contrasts with the views of some interview 

participants. The GBF frames Indigenous peoples and local communities as “custodians of 

biodiversity and as partners in its conservation, restoration and sustainable use” (CBD, 2022, 
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p.5). This misses an opportunity to position Indigenous peoples as “leaders.” The interviews 

highlighted the importance of Indigenous-led and designed leadership. As Dr. Kawika Winter 

highlights, “Indigenous-designed conservation, which is Indigenous people in positions of 

decision-making authority, designing programs in a way that matches our worldview.” Without 

such representation in leadership, conservation programs risk perpetuating colonial legacies. This 

is a crucial consideration, given that the GBF promotes expanding protected areas to cover 30% 

of land and coastal areas, while research shows that two-thirds of the current global distribution 

of protected areas is in the Global South (Sène, 2023). Protected area management by 

non-Indigenous actors has resulted in violence against Indigenous peoples. There is clear 

evidence that Indigenous-led conservation, promoting self-governance, achieves conservation 

and climate outcomes (Sène, 2023). Tackling language loss needs to occur at all levels, from the 

bottom up and the top down, as this helps address inequalities that may be prevalent across 

scales (Korne & Leonard, 2017). This also ties in with interview accounts which frequently 

highlighted the need for language reclamation across all contexts. The GBF can modify its 

framing to address top-down leadership and instead elevate Indigenous leadership. 

Market-based capitalism vs biocultural and equitable sharing 

The GBF reinforces a market-based approach that promotes capitalism, in contrast to 

certain views expressed by interview participants. The GBF aligns more with capitalist goals by 

referring to the “monetary benefits” of biodiversity and presenting the solution as “payment for 

ecosystem services, green bonds, biodiversity offsets and credits” (CBD, 2022, p. 12). This 

framing of the commodification of nature as a solution to the biodiversity crisis contrasts with 

that of an interview participant, who sees it as a key challenge. Dr. Cormac Cleary highlighted 
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that both Indigenous language reclamation and nature conservation are united as “one challenge 

that gets them both is capitalism. Just the way that economies are structured at the moment.” The 

GBF currently promotes such “economies,” which seems counterproductive to the goals of 

conserving biodiversity. Recommending financial solutions to the biodiversity crisis places a 

price tag on nature, thereby furthering the goals of capitalism. Relying on carbon offsets or 

setting aside land (which often happens to be in the Global South) will perpetuate capitalism, and 

as such, injustices will continue, and the rights of Indigenous peoples will be negatively 

impacted (Sène, 2023). In addition, biodiversity loss is being driven by a rapidly growing 

economic system which relies on extracting nature for profit (Corson et al., 2025), which is a key 

issue the GBF must properly address.  

Overall, the critical discourse analysis of the GBF and the interviews highlighted 

fundamentally different approaches to Indigenous languages and conservation. At an institutional 

level, the GBF’s framings risk marginalizing Indigenous languages and portraying biodiversity 

through bureaucratic universals. Whereas, at an actor level, the lived experiences of participants 

clearly voiced language as integral to place and governance. This ties into other research which 

explores how actor and institutional power can be in conflict when their values diverge 

(Shackleton et al., 2023). This juxtaposition showcases that colonialingualism is not about the 

semantics of phrasing, but of whose worldviews structure conservation policy and management 

itself. 

3.4 Limitations 

This study may be considered limited by its interpretive research design, focus on a 

single key policy framework, and by the small number of expert interviews across two places. 
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My aim is not to distinguish broad generalizations, but to share conceptual and critical insight 

into how colonialingualism operates in conservation discourse and practice. Here, I share further 

about the limitations and recommendations for future research. 

My research design combined CDA of a key policy document with semi-structured 

expert interviews used to contextualize the findings. These qualitative methods support 

interpretive, argument-focused inquiry rather than statistical generalization (Wiesner, 2022). 

Rather than see this as a limitation, the interpretative research design enabled a close 

examination of how colonialingualism operates in conservation discourse. The qualitative 

methodology was also important in taking an approach aligned with decolonial and Indigenous 

lenses that aim to support participants' relationality (Smith, 1999). Other research may consider 

alternative approaches to examining colonialingualism in conservation. 

I focused my analysis on one key policy framework, and this decision was made mainly 

due to logistical and time constraints within the Master’s degree timeframe. Further research 

could explore how other critical policy documents could perpetuate colonialingualism and 

whether they are effectively supporting Indigenous language reclamation. The analysis of the 

GBF highlights the institutional discourse at play, but how the 195 Parties interpret it will be 

highly contextual, and their interpretation can be swayed by power relations of Parties 

(Reimerson, 2013). As such, further work could explore how colonialingualism may be 

incorporated into a Party’s National Biodiversity Action Plans, thereby shedding light on how 

institutional discourse translates into conservation action at the government level. Further work 

could then explore how organizations respond to this, as an indication of actors on the ground. 
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This would further illuminate how colonialingualism may be embedded in conservation 

discourse, from the overarching institutional levels to the actors. 

By examining the GBF as a representation of discourse at an institutional level and 

interviews at an actor level, my thesis examined the impacts of colonialingualism on two distinct 

levels in conservation. By combining these two methods, I believe the study enriched the 

discussion of how colonialingualism operates in conservation. There are, of course, a plethora of 

further contexts in which it would be useful to examine colonialingualism. Reflection on all 

levels of discourse, including within language work, is necessary to bring forth discernable 

change in decolonization (Phillipson & Meighan, 2025; Collins et al., 2021; Corbera et al., 

2024). My thesis serves as a start to addressing the gap in understanding the impacts of 

colonialingualism in conservation, as well as a call for widespread action at the individual, 

community, societal, and political levels. 

Lastly, I recognize that four interviews reflect a small number of participants. However, 

this study conducted interviews to contextualize the discussion of Indigenous language 

reclamation and nature conservation; the interviews should not be interpreted as representative of 

entire communities or groups of peoples. I aimed to listen and learn from people’s lived 

experiences, which is why I chose interviews over other methods. The purpose of the interviews 

was to gain a deeper understanding, rather than a statistical overview of how entire communities 

view certain topics. The discussions touched on personal subjects, and it would feel 

inappropriate to reduce such conversations to survey questionnaires. Researchers must be 

mindful of trauma that may surface in discussions in language work (Leonard, 2017). Another 

constraint of this study was that the interviews were conducted remotely. This was largely due to 
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financial, logistical, and time constraints to organize in-person interviews internationally. I 

recognize that online interviews have a distinct risk of losing some personal connection and 

rapport that can be better built in-person. I would recommend that, for any future work, in-person 

interactions be prioritized as much as possible. 

3.5 Recommendations 

The interviews provided key insights into how conservation can take actionable steps to 

more effectively include Indigenous language reclamation. Here, I emphasize some key ideas 

which could generate practical positive change. 

One of the key takeaways from the conversations with participants was the role of 

proficiency and the number of people who are fluent in an Indigenous language. This reinforces 

the fact that language reclamation will have wide-ranging effects on society. If more people in a 

population speak an Indigenous language, that language’s role in society will become 

increasingly visible. This highlights that supporting language reclamation in conservation is one 

aspect of a larger movement. It should not be viewed in isolation. It is how the field can better 

support decolonial methodologies and work to improve people’s connection to place, which 

Indigenous languages are so intimately connected to. Furthermore, a key challenge highlighted 

was the recruitment of teachers proficient in the target language. As Dr. Katrina-Ann R. 

Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira shared, it is “the combination of having enough teachers in 

immersion schools but also having that proficiency for them to be successful.” This challenge 

has also been encountered in Scotland. One reason Gàidhlig immersion schools were slow to be 

adopted in Scottish education in the 1980s was the difficulty of finding teachers capable of 

teaching in Gàidhlig (Matheson & Matheson, 2000). With regard to conservation, Ruairidh 
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Maclean shared a practical solution to consider: “there's somebody, at least one person in the 

organization, who has a remit to promote the language within the work of that organization, and 

if it owns land, within the land that it owns and manages.” This concept could be instrumental in 

ensuring Indigenous language advocacy across different spheres of conservation and potentially 

have ripple effects on how management incorporates Indigenous languages. 

A key point was emphasized regarding consistency being overlooked in conservation. Dr. 

Cormac Cleary noted that some issues in language reclamation and conservation stemmed from 

restrictive timelines, which affected staffing and outcomes. Dr. Cleary highlighted the need for 

consistency to address previous land dispossession and to restore relationships. Crofters' 

perception of conservation is shaped by a history of negative experiences. Dr. Cleary shared, “it's 

going to take decades to mend that relationship.” To address that, he stated it needs “consistency 

in approach, in policy, in staffing.” These points highlight the importance of building and 

strengthening the community. It makes sense that there may be some issues in relationships 

between conservation workers and the wider community, particularly those with careers tied to 

the land, such as crofters, if conservation personnel are constantly in a state of flux. It takes time 

to build community and trust. This discussion ties into the wider issues regarding parachute 

conservation. In small communities, such as rural or island communities, there can be a high 

turnover of conservation personnel. Parachute science primarily refers to personnel from the 

Global North conducting research in the Global South. However, it can also occur at different 

scales within a country when non-local personnel develop projects or operate in vastly different 

economic situations (Vos & Schwartz, 2022; Asase et al., 2021). One recommendation for 

Global North scientists is to build and maintain more meaningful long-term relationships with 
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Global South scientists, as collaborations are often short-lived or serve immediate research 

purposes rather than sustaining a greater investment (Asase et al., 2021). Some of this could be 

tackled by facilitating pathways for local individuals to pursue careers in conservation, and 

supporting this through education and training. It could also be partially addressed by reviewing 

lengths of contracts and considering options to increase staff retention and reduce reliance on 

seasonal contracts.  

Efforts must be made to ensure that Indigenous languages are properly considered, rather 

than seeming performative. Dr. Cormac Cleary highlighted, “to my mind, it's an extractive 

relationship. Gàidhlig was used” and that “it forces them to use Gàidhlig as a bargaining chip or 

something…” This emphasizes an important factor to consider when discussing the influences on 

Indigenous languages in conservation. Dr. Cleary also articulates a key point in this discussion: 

that it is “the structure they're operating in.” This “structure” is what conservation organizations 

could consider improving. When considering how resources are created for language 

reclamation, it is important that the process not be approached in an extractive way. Whilst 

funding may be available to support language reclamation in conservation, it should be 

considered mindfully. When it is seen as a key to accessing funding or as obligatory, it 

undermines the importance of including the language in its own right. This is evident from Dr. 

Cleary's observation that in such instances, it “never felt very well integrated.” It also ties into 

the previous point on consistency, and such funding should have more longevity than just 

facilitating short-term goals. Indigenous languages should be supported intrinsically, and 

conservation should work to create the conditions for reclamation to flourish. 
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Intergenerational trauma was highlighted in the interviews, and Western conservation 

should be cognizant of its social impact. Dr. Kawika Winter highlighted this important 

discussion: “if you can take a step back from the intergenerational trauma and hold colonization 

in your hand, and look at it from a distance.” The impacts of colonization and the harms that 

occurred have deep roots that are still being uncovered. Research has highlighted the 

wide-ranging health and social impacts that Kanaka Maoli endure due to colonialism (Salzer, 

2024). This includes historical trauma, which can be passed down intergenerationally (Pokhrel & 

Herzog, 2014). Dr. Kawika Winter shared a crucial point that colonization has “severed our 

relationship between us and our ancestral lands and waters, between us and our language, 

between our families.” This articulates how colonization has fractured some relationships. It also 

highlights the healing needed across many contexts and how they are all interconnected. Dr. 

Winter also shared that, “the reason why we have endangered species in the forest, the reason 

why our coral reefs are dying, the reason why we have substance abuse in our families and our 

communities. It's all the same reason.” This ties into the intergenerational trauma from 

colonization. The impacts of colonialism altered not only the natural environment, but also the 

social environment. This is emphasized in research that indicates Kanaka Maoli are more at risk 

of substance abuse, including alcohol, which was introduced by white European settlers to 

Hawaiʻi, and that elder family members pass on the habit of drinking alcohol as a coping 

mechanism to deal with historical trauma from colonialism (Greywolf et al., 2024). This 

highlights that colonialism’s impacts are multilayered and can be compounded. In discussions of 

decolonizing conservation, social impacts must be addressed, and conservation cannot be viewed 

in isolation. This raises an important point that language reclamation is a crucial step in the 
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decolonization process, which has huge impacts on the livelihoods of Indigenous peoples. As the 

impacts of colonialism aren’t just about the environment, the solutions to resolving it aren't 

either. Language reclamation is a key component in the healing process following colonialism. It 

is also important to note that while the process of language reclamation can be liberating for 

some, it may also be deeply painful for others as histories of “epistemic silences” can provoke 

complex emotions (Lane, 2023). The impacts of reclaiming a language are not just linguistic but 

also monumental in social terms. In discussions of language reclamation, decolonization must be 

supported in other ways, including the repatriation of land and self-governance. If decolonization 

enables land reclamation, but there are still restrictions in Indigenous languages being recognized 

and supported, then colonial legacies can still be perpetuated.  

Another concept highlighted in the discussion of language reclamation is the need to 

challenge stigmas surrounding widely spoken non-dominant languages. The discussion of 

attitudes towards Scots was highlighted by Dr. Cormac Cleary: “to romanticize the language and 

the culture of the urban working class is something that is not as easily done.” Scots has been 

subject to connotations of low social class, with preconceived notions regarding “vulgarity and 

lack of education and sophistication” (Matheson & Matheson, 2000, p. 73). Such stigmas can 

have long-lasting impacts on how individuals feel about speaking a language. As Ruairidh 

Maclean explained, confidence can be a challenge for some Gàidhlig speakers, “among the older, 

native speaking population in places like the islands, just the sense of lack of confidence in their 

identity…” Participants also highlighted experiences of stigma towards Hawaiian Pidgin. As Dr. 

Katrina-Ann R. Kapāʻanaokalāokeola Nākoa Oliveira noted, “it's definitely not something that 

was taught in school or even something that was desired, but I just learned it growing up.” Dr. 
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Kawika Winter shared, “if [we] ever were speaking Pidgin in the house, we would get a slap or 

some kind of scolding.” Participants highlighted that the language was discouraged in certain 

social settings, and this ties into the concept of “linguistic schizophrenia” regarding social 

perceptions of a minority language. Research has also reflected this, with accounts of Hawaiian 

Pidgin speakers varying their use of the language depending on the context, which can help them 

fit in or stand out (Higgins, 2010). Ruairidh Maclean also highlighted personal experiences of 

being discouraged from picking up Gàidhlig; being told, “oh, forget that, it’s just a dead and 

dying language. Just let it die and move on because English is the future.” In discussing how 

places can share similar experiences of the suppression of Indigenous languages by colonial 

forces, O’Rourke (2015) highlights that “learning the dominant language (and as such becoming 

“new speakers” of that language) was key to availing of these new opportunities and, in the 

process, speakers often decided to abandon their own language altogether” (p. 5). It is long 

overdue for social and educational conditions to make space for the celebration of Indigenous 

and minority languages. The interviews also highlighted that Scots was not really a topic of 

discussion in language reclamation within conservation. This was reflected in the literature 

review, which struggled to find resources on this matter. There is ample opportunity for 

conservation to consider minority languages, especially in places where there are more than one. 

International collaboration among minority language communities can foster positive 

knowledge exchange and help unite people through shared experiences in language reclamation. 

While colonialism has widespread impacts around the world, there are shared experiences of 

colonialism (Adams & Mulligan, 2012), and international collaboration can share effective steps 

in language reclamation. As Ruairidh Maclean highlights, “I would just say that one of the things 
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I've always thought was important was this relationship between linguistic minority groups 

around the world. And I think we can learn a lot from each other, and we can really inspire each 

other.” This sentiment is exactly what has inspired some places to consider language-immersion 

schools. Following in the footsteps of successful Māori immersion schools, ʻŌlelo Hawaiʻi 

language schools began to emerge, leading to a major reclamation of the language after previous 

declines. Alongside increasing the number of speakers, Hawaiian immersion schools also helped 

students connect with their culture by integrating cultural content into language education 

(McCarty, 2003). This is reflected in ‘Aha Pūnana Leo, as they state they are “closely tied to the 

Māori Kōhanga Reo movement in New Zealand. Indeed, the name Pūnana Leo, which is 

equivalent to the Māori term Kōhanga Reo, honors those connections and the inspiration 

provided by the Kōhanga Reo” (ʻAha Pūnana Leo, n.d.). This highlights that Indigenous and 

minority language communities can facilitate cross-cultural progress by sharing experiences and 

lessons in language reclamation. 

As a final key recommendation, Indigenous peoples need to be listened to and heard. As 

Meighan and Lin (2025) highlight in a call to action, “we must listen to ancestral stories, not as 

relics of the past but as roadmaps, guides, and ecological encyclopedias” (p. 6). This call was 

also emphasized by Ruairidh Maclean when he discussed the Gàidhlig voices of the past: “they 

might say, ‘Èist rium,’ ‘Listen to me.’ And ‘I have something to say.’” Ruairidh also stated that 

“these people have a value to the Gàidhlig-speaking community and they ought not to be 

forgotten.” This articulates a key recommendation in the discussion of Indigenous language 

reclamation: Indigenous people, both past and present, should be heard. Colonialism has 

marginalized such voices for too long, and reclamation will help to elevate them. 
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3.6 Conclusion 

This thesis aimed to examine the research gap in how conservation may perpetuate 

colonialingualism and to explore how it can instead support language reclamation as a key step 

towards applying decolonial methodologies. To understand conservation’s role as an institutional 

discourse and to assess the extent to which it may perpetuate colonialingualism, I conducted a 

critical discourse analysis of the Convention on Biological Diversity’s 2022 Kunming-Montreal 

Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) using colonialingualism as a conceptual framework 

(Meighan, 2022a). The analysis found discursive patterns aligned more with colonialingualism, 

including framings that promote monolingualism, human exceptionalism, white epistemological 

supremacy, top-down leadership, and market-based capitalism. I recommended changes to the 

framing and discourse to align the GBF with a multilingual approach. This key policy document 

was also found to omit Indigenous languages from discussions around Indigenous knowledges. I 

conducted four semi-structured interviews to contextualize the discussion and elevate the voices 

of individuals working to highlight language reclamation in Hawaiʻi and Scotland. The 

interviews elicited participants’ experiences and perspectives on language reclamation. Interview 

accounts frequently articulated the necessity of multilingual approaches to conservation, which 

contrast with the more colonialingual framings found throughout the GBF. Interviewees 

highlighted the importance of Indigenous languages as inseparable from Indigenous knowledges, 

which is a relationship that the GBF has currently failed to represent. I conclude with 

recommendations and highlight the need for Western conservation to support Indigenous 

language reclamation and address colonialingualism within its discourse. Amid discussions of 

the decolonization of Western conservation, it is crucial that the overarching aims of 
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decolonization are not forgotten. I want to draw attention to the importance of Indigenous 

language reclamation as a key step towards decolonization. This has been recognized in language 

work but has yet to be fully acknowledged in discussions of decolonial methodologies in 

Western conservation discourse. Indigenous language reclamation is part of the broader 

decolonization effort and should be supported alongside efforts to repatriate “Indigenous land 

and life” (Tuck & Yang, 2012, p. 21).  
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