Video-mediated dialogue for promoting equity in
protected area conservation
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Abstract Improving equity in the context of protected areas
conservation cannot be achieved in situations where people
have different capabilities to participate. Participatory video
has the potential to uncover hidden perspectives and world-
views and to build trustworthy, transparent and accountable
relationships between marginalized communities and exter-
nal agencies. We present findings from video-mediated dia-
logues between Indigenous peoples and decision makers
involved in the management of three protected areas in
Guyana. Participatory films created by Indigenous research-
ers in their communities were screened and discussed with
protected area managers. We recorded their responses and
presented them back to the communities. We show how the
video-mediated process provided a rich and contextualized
understanding of equity issues. It enabled recognition and
respect by protected area managers for Indigenous lived
experiences and the contribution of their values and
knowledge. For Indigenous peoples, the participatory
video process built confidence and critical reflection on
their own activities and responsibilities whilst allowing
them to challenge decision makers on issues of transpar-
ency, communication and accountability. We show that
equity is an evolving process and that different protected
areas with their differing histories and relationships with
Indigenous communities produce distinct outcomes over
time. Thus, promoting equity in protected areas and
conservation must be a long-term process, enabling partici-
pation and producing the conditions for regular, transpar-
ent and honest communications. Standardized indicators of
protected areas equity could be useful for reporting on
international targets, but video-mediated dialogue can
facilitate deeper understanding, greater representation and
a recognition of rights.
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Introduction

Conservation commonly involves multiple actors, orga-
nizations and worldviews. Local communities, repre-
sentative organizations, state agencies and NGOs can
together form a network of complex and cross-scalar rela-
tionships that govern and manage landscapes that have
both high biodiversity and cultural value (Berardi et al,
2015). Protected areas vary in terms of land ownership, man-
agement authority, functions and the use of resources, with
governance embedded within unique historical and cultural
contexts across multiple scales through institutions or rules,
norms and shared strategies (Ostrom, 2010; McGinnis,
2011). Nevertheless, the majority of protected areas are
managed through top-down, monocentric governance
structures; c. 90% of all reported protected areas are mana-
ged by state agencies, 6% by private parties and <1% by
communities (UNEP-WCMC et al., 2018). On the other
hand, polycentric governance, in which multiple organiza-
tional structures have overlapping decision making powers,
focuses on building self-governance from the bottom up,
with limited state interference (Ostrom, 2005, 2010). Yet,
realistically, protected areas governance needs a combin-
ation of top-down and bottom-up approaches (Jones,
2014; Jones & Long, 2021) that recognizes both the critical
contribution of communities and the role of the state, as
well as the ways in which the two can coevolve and adapt
through interaction and feedback.

It is recognized widely that only a small number of
protected areas are achieving their conservation objectives
in terms of effectiveness (the impact of management on
biodiversity outcomes) and equity (attention to social justice
issues; Dawson et al., 2018). The latter is important not only
in terms of rights but also because, although effectiveness
could be achievable in some cases with strong rule enforce-
ment, it could be undermined or resisted and lead to conflict
if people perceive unfairness, especially in the context of
limited resources and diverse stakeholders (Hirsch et al.,
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2011; Holmes, 2013). It is also important because there is
increasing recognition that nature is declining less rapidly
in lands owned, managed, used or occupied by Indigenous
peoples and local communities (Garnett et al., 2018; IPBES,
2019) and that the meaningful involvement of traditional
knowledge- and land-holders and more equitable sharing
of benefits can lead to better conservation outcomes
(Oldekop et al., 2015).

Three interlinked dimensions of equity have been pro-
posed that could be applied in any field of conservation or
development, namely recognition, procedure and distribu-
tion (Schreckenberg et al., 2016). Recognition focuses on ac-
knowledging, accepting and respecting the legitimacy of the
rights, values, interests and priorities of different actors, and
in the specific case of Indigenous peoples their rights, insti-
tutions and knowledge systems. Procedural equity is built
around decision making and on the inclusive and effective
participation of all relevant actors, and for Indigenous
peoples this includes free, prior and informed consent.
Distribution is about how costs, risks and benefits are
distributed between different actors and can be assessed
in terms of equality, social welfare, merit and need
(McDermott et al., 2013). These elements of equity are
framed by a social and political context or enabling condi-
tions, which include power dynamics, legal instruments,
statutory and customary laws and norms, and capacity to
participate effectively (Pascual et al., 2014). The principle
of participatory parity (Fraser, 2009) unites the above
dimensions of justice, underscoring that recognition and
procedural and distributional justice cannot be achieved
in situations where people have different capabilities to
participate.

Building trustworthy, transparent and accountable
relationships is a fundamental prerequisite for advancing
equity in the context of protected areas conservation.
How to do this in practice in contexts typified by inherently
unequal power dynamics requires innovative and long-
term approaches (Howard et al., 2018; Shaw et al., 2020).
Participatory video has been used to uncover overlooked
and hidden perspectives and to build new relationships and
social dynamics between marginalized communities and
external agencies (Shaw, 2015). It can contribute to agonistic
pluralism (a recognition of the unavoidable tensions between
perspectives) and maintaining rather than erasing difference
when working towards positive change (Mistry & Shaw,
2021).

In this paper we present findings from video-mediated
dialogues between Indigenous peoples and decision makers
involved in the management of three protected areas in
Guyana. Video-mediated dialogue is a two-way communi-
cation based on participatory videos produced by commu-
nities that are screened to decision makers, which then leads
to the development of a response video that is subsequent-
ly taken back to communities for feedback (which could

initiate another round of filming, screening and feedback;
Shaw, 2017; Mistry & Shaw, 2021). In participatory video,
groups or communities collectively plan, make, edit and
screen films for feedback through a series of iterations as a
means to drive social and political processes. Video-me-
diated dialogue involves fostering inclusive, collaborative
and responsive relations through participatory video pro-
cesses that connect marginalized people with decision
makers (Shaw, 2017). To date, most such examples have
been in the development field (e.g. Mistry & Shaw, 2021),
and to our knowledge video-mediated dialogue has not
been used in protected areas governance. In the context of
protected areas governance and equity, participatory video
could facilitate cross-scale linkages and provide a mechan-
ism for the inclusion of multiple perspectives, cooperation
and conflict resolution, and increase the accountability of
decision makers (Carlisle & Gruby, 2019).

Study area

Guyana has c. 85% forest cover, of which 8.4% is within
five protected areas of the National Protected Area System
and 13.9% is titled legally to Indigenous villages and
communities (Protected Areas Trust (Guyana), 2021). We
worked in three locations, each associated with a different
protected area: North Rupununi associated with the
Iwokrama Forest, South-Central Rupununi associated with
the Kanuku Mountains Protected Area, and Masakenari
associated with the Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area
(Fig. 1). The three protected areas are governed in distinct
ways, with multiple and sometimes overlapping actors and
varying levels of community authority: for the Iwokrama
Forest, communities have no authority but work with the
protected area under a memorandum of understanding
and collaborative agreement; for the Kanuku Mountains
Protected Area, communities have no authority but work
with the Protected Areas Commission under a memorandum
of understanding; and for the Kanashen Amerindian Pro-
tected Area, the community has full authority (Supplemen-
tary Material 1, Supplementary Table 1). The associated
Indigenous communities also have different histories of
colonization, land tenure, culture and self-organization.

Methods

As part of a larger study on the inclusion of traditional
knowledge in national conservation policies and practices
(Mistry et al., 2021), we worked directly and intensively with
eight Indigenous communities associated with the three pro-
tected areas through a participatory video process during
2017—2021 (Fig. 1). These were: Aranaputa, Apoteri, Fair
View and Rewa (Iwokrama Forest); Katoka, Marurawaunawa
and Parikwarinawa (Kanuku Mountains Protected Area); and

Oryx, 2023, 57(3), 325-334 © The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of Fauna & Flora International  doi:10.1017/50030605322000904

https://doi.org/10.1017/50030605322000904 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605322000904

4 Georgetown
e Fair View
}|T —1 Iwokrama
ZA Forest
[\ (N
[ ,l, P
[, g
& Annai ® Apoteri
®
Rewa
.Katoka
Kanuku
( Mountains
Protected
)/Parikwarinawa Area
/
\
| (]
| Marurawaunawa
\
\
\
\‘\
/
)
(
/ Masakenari
\_\,\I .
“
\‘“\
b Kanashen Amerindian .
b Protected Area i/ U
BRAZIL \. i;’
0 30 km \‘)\ f L
L

Fic. 1 Guyana, showing the locations of the communities that we
worked with in this study and the associated protected areas.

Masakenari (Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area). We used
our previous experiences in the use of participatory video with
Indigenous communities to inform our approach (Mistry &
Berardi, 2012; Mistry et al., 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016; Bignante
et al,, 2016), with senior community researchers (co-authors
on this paper) leading the process. Participatory videos were
focused on the challenges of managing and governing the
protected area, the contribution of traditional knowledge to
conservation and the impacts of changes in traditional
knowledge (Mistry et al., 2021). We aimed to explore how
participatory videos mediated the power relationships between
actors, whether and which justice issues were raised and acted
upon and whether video-mediated dialogue could contribute
towards equity in these protected areas.

Video-mediated dialogue for conservation

The participatory video process involved 5-6 days of
training community researchers in each village, followed
by participatory video planning work within the commu-
nity. Supported by the senior community researchers and
through an iterative process, we collected material through
filming and interviewing, followed by evaluation, basic edit-
ing and screening back to the community for feedback and
further input. Senior community researchers then compiled
the videos into one video per topic for each protected area,
and we screened drafts of these back to the communities
for final comments and changes and to obtain final consent
for sharing and distribution. We made separate videos with
the representative organizations: the North Rupununi
District Development Board and the Kanuku Mountains
Community Representative Group.

Decision maker screenings took place with the Iwokrama
International Centre that manages the Iwokrama Forest, the
Protected Areas Commission that manages the Kanuku
Mountains Protected Area and the Kanashen Amerindian
Protected Area Management Team that is the management
authority for the Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area. In
addition, we had the opportunity to screen the videos from
North Rupununi to the Ministry of Amerindian Affairs,
which oversees Indigenous issues throughout the country.
This process is outlined in Supplementary Material 2.

At the end of the screening event we made arrangements
to film responses of the participants to the community
videos through one-to-one interviews. We compiled these
interviews into one video and shared a draft with the parti-
cipants for feedback. We recorded this feedback and used it
to produce a final version of the video before its distribution
to the communities. We set up screenings in the eight com-
munities who worked on the videos and in some additional
villages participating in the larger project. We showed the
community videos first and then the response video from
the protected area authorities, with time allocated between
consecutive films for villagers to make comments, ask ques-
tions and provide feedback specifically on the content of the
videos. The whole process is illustrated in Fig. 2.

The data consist of the community videos, pre-screening
questionnaires, discussions during the screenings, response
videos and screenings back to the communities. The compiled
videos are publicly available and listed in Supplementary
Material 3.

We collected over 300 hours of footage, which was then
sorted, edited and transcribed. Our data analysis looked at
the emergence of dominant themes and narratives from
the written, visual and audio materials and how these
were received and modified by the local community. The
process involved assigning a large pool of preliminary
themes to images and narration and then analysing the
resulting spread and diversity of themes (Charmaz, 2006).
This was an iterative process as emerging themes evolved
and changed, often involving a reappraisal of film sections.
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Our results therefore report on the main themes that
emerged from the data through an adaptive and emergent
process of analysis (Reed & Peters, 2004) that focused on
recognizing and maintaining the unavoidable tensions be-
tween perspectives (Mistry & Shaw, 2021). Here we present
a set of overarching issues that encompass these themes,
namely recognition and respect for different values and
knowledge systems, reflection on self, challenging decision
makers and recognizing how equity evolves.

Ethical considerations

We followed the Right of Free, Prior and Informed Consent
processes stated in the 2007 United Nations Declaration on
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. We underwent a full eth-
ics review at Royal Holloway University of London, UK, and
in Guyana we obtained permission from the Environmental
Protection Agency, the Ministry of Amerindian Affairs and
each village council. The senior community researchers de-
veloped a visual consent form (outlining project details,
conditions of participation and intended output distribu-
tion) that we used in the communities and with the decision
makers. We negotiated and agreed upon the ownership,
storage and access to the video data at the start of the project.
Participants could request deletion of any video recordings
made of them, without requiring justification. Our regular
screenings of video material to individuals and within com-
munities aimed to ensure the highest standards of editing
ethics, representation and informed consent. This included
instances where confidentiality was a concern and where
content was represented in alternative forms such as photo-
graphs with a voiceover. We first broadcast the video footage

1-10 indicate the various stages, arrows
labelled A-D show the phases and other
arrows indicate multiple two-way
interactions.

within the contributor groups and then sought permission for
broadcasting to other stakeholder groups and for inclusion on-
line. All videos for which it was agreed that they would be made
available publicly are licensed under the Creative Commons
Attribution Non-Commercial No Derivatives protocol. This
stipulates that any distribution of original material will need
to have the original authors cited, the material cannot be
used for profit-making purposes and the material cannot be
modified/edited/remixed without the consent of the original
contributors.

Results

Recognition and respect for different values and
knowledge systems

Within the participatory videos, people overwhelmingly
portrayed Indigenous people as custodians of biodiversity
and communities as managing the protected areas through
their traditional knowledge (see Supplementary Table 2 for
the main themes arising from the community participatory
videos). When the videos were screened and shared within
communities and more widely between communities, peo-
ple supported and corroborated the content, particularly the
role of livelihood practices such as farming, hunting, fishing
and gathering in sustaining biodiversity, characterizing land
in their ‘own terms as lived, meaningful, ancestral and so-
cial’ (Lassila, 2018, p. 5).

People also expressed concerns regarding the decline of
Indigenous languages and traditional practices, which could
have implications not only for culture and livelihoods but
also for protected area effectiveness and equity (Dawson
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et al,, 2018). This was seen to be exacerbated by commercial
and/or illegal activities affecting the biodiversity that people
rely on, with fisheries being mentioned by many of the
storytellers. Nevertheless, community members proposed
a variety of interventions to enhance protected area govern-
ance and perceived equity, including recommendations for
improved outreach by protected area authorities, especially
related to boundaries, monitoring habitats for illegal activ-
ities whilst undertaking livelihood practices, establishing
checkpoints at key fishing locations and engaging youth in
protected areas governance. Many of these suggestions and
measures are within the power of the community to address
or can be addressed by the community with the help of out-
siders, indicating that communities are willing to take re-
sponsibilities and are open to cooperation that builds on
local customs and common interests.

Reflection on self

Participatory video projects generally begin in safe spaces
(Fraser, 1995) in which marginalized groups can build
agency and reframe experiences. In our case this began
with individuals telling their stories to community research-
ers, which we then grouped, edited and screened back to the
community for feedback. This process of watching and lis-
tening to their own views and those of others helped com-
munities to look inwards at themselves.

Community members realized that traditional knowl-
edge and land governance are declining, as exemplified by
the following statement:

As Amerindians within the community, we also need to look at re-
sponsibility to ensure that we continue to do sustainable activities
and should adhere to rules and regulation.

Many people talked about how new methods of fishing and
hunting were leading to overharvesting, how fewer young
people were speaking Indigenous languages and making
crafts, and about a loss of collectiveness that ensured com-
munity members cared for and helped each other, for ex-
ample in farming and village maintenance.

In developing relationships with external organizations
there needs to be time and space for within-community de-
liberation on strengths and challenges. Related to the capabil-
ity component of justice (Schlosberg, 2007), people need to
build the capacity and confidence to legitimize their own va-
lues and knowledge. This can lead to collective brainstorming
on solutions. During the participatory video process, people
came up with ways of addressing traditional knowledge and
protected area challenges, most of which could be implemen-
ted by communities themselves. This was commented on by a
Ministry of Amerindian Affairs official during the screening:
I was happy to see ... that communities feel that they can express

themselves honestly about how they feel about Iwokrama—including
the challenges—but also the fact that many solutions were also offered.

Video-mediated dialogue for conservation

It wasn’t just about what was going wrong but what was needed to
improve.
Recording and playback can assist people in standing back
from what has been said and reflecting more critically
through facilitated dialogue. For example, in the community
videos, there were multiple references to the deteriorated re-
lationship between the North Rupununi communities and
the Iwokrama International Centre. This was also high-
lighted by North Rupununi District Development Board
members:

. right now there is not much involvement within the board and
Iwokrama. Like the relationship or the partnership get boring. Like
when you married to a man and the man don’t want see you no

more ... that is how Iwokrama and the North Rupununi District
Development Board is today.

There was also a recognition of the Board’s own role in this:

Like I said before . .. we have become complacent, so it’s not only on
Iwokrama’s part—we also have to take some responsibility.

These two comments are addressed directly in the
Iwokrama response video:

I think X is right, we need to inject some more love and update this
relationship but it’s also a two-way street. I think Iwokrama takes a
lot of responsibility and there is a lot of expectation for Iwokrama to
go out and say this is what we are doing and to share, but I think X said
it as well, the North Rupununi District Development Board also needs
to hold up their end of the deal ... so consultation and relationship is
two-way—so I think that needs to be strengthened.

When we then screened the Iwokrama response video back
to the North Rupununi communities, people acknowledged
more strongly that there is a two-way relationship between
the protected area and the communities, and that both sides
need to take responsibility:

Like Mr. X [of the North Rupununi District Development Board] said,
it is not Iwokrama alone that we should blame, but some of the blame
falls on our community too. So as much as we are calling on Iwokrama
to rejuvenate all these activities, I think some of those is still with us,
and I will say 75% is with us.

This specific example of the video-mediated dialogue pro-
cess highlights that agonistic knowledge or a respect for di-
versity between adversaries (Mouffe, 2009) could arise in
the discussions after playback of these videos, and this
does not need to be recorded on video to be of value. It is
also apparent that time and active, strong facilitation are
needed to enable the agendas of participants to emerge
and for participants to move beyond superficial discussions
and reframe their experiences more critically.

Challenging decision makers

Becoming knowledge producers through participatory
video-making and utilizing presenter-audience conven-
tions during screenings to disrupt the status quo of who
speaks and who listens are understood to position margin-
alized groups more influentially than is usual (Shaw, 2012).
The community videos voiced the worries people had
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regarding the limited amount of information they received
about the protected areas, the lack of support for day-to-day
running and patrolling and the need for Indigenous people
to be at managerial levels within the protected area author-
ities and for good leadership from the protected areas.
Although there were some commonalities in topics raised
by the individual communities in each protected area, the
videos by representatives of the North Rupununi District
Development Board and the Kanuku Mountains Com-
munity Representative Group focused in particular on gov-
ernance. For example, Kanuku Mountains Community
Representative Group members emphasized their role as
co-managers of the protected area:
The Kanuku Mountains Community Representative Group is the co-
manager of the protected area, so whatever the Protected Areas
Commission is trying to implement, first they have to come to the
Kanuku Mountains Community Representative Group, communities

and leaders, to ask them if it’s a good initiative, if we agree with it.
They can’t do things on their own.

As hinted at by the following quote, land rights and owner-
ship of the protected area continue to be sources of tension:
From a people’s point of view, the protected area has been seen as a way
to have lands taken away from them. I think that still remains as a chal-

lenge because a lot of their extensions are in the protected area.
(Kanuku Mountains Community Representative Group video)

During the screening of the Kanuku Mountains Protected
Area and Kanuku Mountains Community Representative
Group videos, the Protected Areas Commission reiterated
at length that the protected area did not restrict communi-
ties from continuing to practice their livelihoods and utilize
resources within the protected area. However, it is clear
from the participatory video process that in the case of the
Kanuku Mountains Protected Area, many community
members believed that their lands had been taken away
from them and that greater clarification regarding the de-
marcation and establishment of the protected area was ne-
cessary to build trust with the communities.

A recurrent theme in the Kanuku Mountains Protected
Area videos was uncertainty regarding the management
structures of the protected area. Concerns were raised
regarding the yet to be officially formed Site Level
Management Committee, which was deemed at the com-
munity level to be essential for the management of the pro-
tected area. Yet from the Protected Areas Commission
perspective, the Site Level Management Committee played
a lesser role compared to the Kanuku Mountains
Community Representative Group:

The Site Level Management Committee has been mentioned alot and I
think there seems to be some misunderstanding as to its importance
in representation. The law makes room for its establishment and
that would include community representatives, but the Kanuku
Mountains Community Representative Group would be better at re-

presentation as they are the established persons already working on
the ground.

In the case of the Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area,
one of their concerns has been payment for rangers,

which comes through the Protected Areas Commission.
Payments were initially quarterly but are now half-yearly,
and these rangers become reluctant to carry out their du-
ties if their payments are delayed. Thus, although the
Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area Management
Team are the decision makers, they still need to work
with the Protected Areas Commission and tackle issues
when they arise. In this case of ranger payment, the
Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area Management
Team escalated the matter by reaching out directly to
the head of the Protected Areas Trust (the funding body
for protected areas) to help solve the matter (Kanashen
Amerindian Protected Area Management Team screen-
ing comments).

This issue of transparency, particularly regarding com-
munication and accountability, also came up regarding
benefit-sharing from protected areas. For example, mem-
bers of the North Rupununi District Development Board
questioned the Iwokrama International Centre on how the
forest user fee was being distributed:

... we are not getting the forest users fee ... to what we suppose to re-
ceive it. All what they are doing is sponsoring the board meeting which
I think is not fair.

The protected area authority saw this as a misunderstanding
and/or representing a lack of clarity amongst community
members, including North Rupununi District Development
Board members. Following the screening they issued a letter
to the North Rupununi District Development Board to ex-
plain the situation regarding this fee and how the support
funding for the North Rupununi District Development
Board from the Iwokrama International Centre did not
come from this fee but from their timber business and
other projects.

The above examples show that in building more
equitable relationships between communities and
decision makers there is a need to build awareness as a
basis for collaboration, in this case with protected area
authorities, and to provoke these audiences to think
critically by bringing challenging views and interpreta-
tions of reality into the wider governance space (Mistry
& Shaw, 2021). In our cases the majority of the decision
makers were open to listening, and the video-mediated
dialogue fostered political receptivity by bringing the
realities people face to these decision makers in a cred-
ible way. Nevertheless, there were instances when protect-
ed area managers became defensive of their actions
and responded negatively to Indigenous opinions and
perspectives, leading to later misunderstandings and
antagonistic behaviour. This highlights that some
decision makers could find it difficult to transcend their
expert status and could patronize the views of participants
or criticize them for their actions rather than recogniz-
ing their own lack of understanding of the realities faced
by marginalized peoples (Shaw, 2017).
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Recognizing how equity evolves

Although similar issues came up in the community videos
from all of the sites, they also revealed distinct narratives
regarding the evolving nature of equity at each protected
area as a result of differing histories and systems of gov-
ernance. For the Iwokrama Forest, this was a story of plenty
in the past and then a slow decline towards the present.
Communities highlighted the number of educational initia-
tives that took place in the past, including wildlife clubs aim-
ing to provide spaces for children to gain scientific and trad-
itional knowledge. These clubs and the development of
skills, achieved for example through ranger training, also
helped some young people towards careers in conservation
and ecotourism:

Many of the rangers who were trained in the first set are now
managers of Iwokrama, managing the forest operations of
Iwokrama, managing the tourism in Iwokrama. They became highly
skilled and highly recognized experts in protected area manage-

ment, forest ranging and tour guiding. (North Rupununi District
Development Board video)

Indigenous women also recognized the role of Iwokrama in
working towards gender equality:

They men .. . they are not keeping us down like before. First . . . all what
they want to give us is big belly, baby in our hands and we must stay

home all the time in spider web. Today it’s not like that! It is a changed
world! (North Rupununi District Development Board video)

Over time, however, a lack of resources and transparency
has led to a decreased level of engagement with the
communities:

The partnership between the North Rupununi District Development
Board and Iwokrama have kind of dipped as well. Because without
the financing, there was little projects on the ground with the commu-
nities, so they felt that they were not benefitting. Just because there was

no financing to do what it had done before. (North Rupununi District
Development Board video)

In addition, it became apparent that as a result of limited
outreach in recent times, many young people knew little
about the Iwokrama Forest as a protected area. This was ac-
knowledged in the Iwokrama response video:

The monitoring challenges have been highlighted; [lack of] communi-
cation—one of the ways we can look to improve some of these things
and also maybe some of the info that is not getting through to some of
the communities [is] by using more public awareness . . .also looking at

continued training, looking to get funds to try to bring back some of
the older programmes.

Although the Kanuku Mountains Protected Area was estab-
lished more recently, communities here were also unclear
regarding issues such as how the boundaries of the protected
area were established and how the governance structure
worked in practice. Cognizant of community concerns,
the Protected Areas Commission were clear on what was
needed:

We appreciate the views coming out of the video associated with
awareness—we have also known that this is an area we would need

to work on continuously. Persons’ understanding of the protected
area vary greatly—someone might understand what a protected area

Video-mediated dialogue for conservation

is but they may not embrace it, while others may not know what it
is. (Protected Areas Commission video screening comments)

It is clear that dealing with issues of equity is not a one-off
tick-box exercise but can change over time and in different
ways in different protected areas (Martin et al, 2015
Schreckenberg et al., 2016), as has happened in the 25-year
relationship between the North Rupununi Indigenous
communities and the Iwokrama International Centre.
This further highlights that video-mediated dialogue to
promote equity in protected areas and conservation must
be a long-term process enabling participation and produ-
cing the conditions for regular, transparent and honest
communications.

The responsibility for governing and managing
Kanashen as an Amerindian protected area lies with the
community of Masakenari themselves. The Protected
Areas Commission plays only an advisory and facilitation
role; it is up to the village council to set out the rules and
guidelines that community members have to follow. The
management plan for the protected area is used as a guide
and activities are planned on an evolving basis around it,
giving the village council more autonomy and the ability
to be responsive to changing situations. Nevertheless, the
Kanashen Amerindian Protected Area still looks to external
agencies to help support their activities, particularly the
Protected Areas Commission, as cited in their management
plan: ‘Of great importance to us is our partnership with the
Protected Areas Commission as the main partner in the man-
agement of our lands as part of the National Protected Areas
System.” (Kanashen Village, 2016, p. ii). This points to the
need for protected area authorities to provide supportive
and enabling environments within which local communities
can self-organize and act collectively, as has been highlighted
for nature reserves in China (Zhang et al., 2020).

The idea of building alliances between protected area ac-
tors and between neighbouring Indigenous groups was
mentioned several times in the videos:

It’s very important that these [Indigenous] organizations work hand in
hand because at the end of the day it’s the same Indigenous people that
we deal with, the issues are the same across. Working with NGOs like
the North Rupununi District Development Board and the Kanuku
Mountains Community Representative Group, they have different
partners and we can have support at different levels.

If the boards of these respective organisations [the North Rupununi
District Development Board, the Kanuku Mountains Community
Representative Group and the South Central Peoples Development
Organisation] can come together, sign formal agreements, we all

would be on the same page and we can share the work. (Kanuku
Mountains Community Representative Group video)

Thus there is potential to use the video-mediated dialogue
process over the longer term not only to convey the mul-
tiplicity of perspectives and experiences regarding each
protected area, but also to foster the collective agency
needed to drive social action and influence higher-level gov-
ernance responses (Shaw et al., 2020).
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Discussion

In our use of participatory video, following Rice & Miindel
(2018, p. 219), ‘we recognize that all accounts, whether writ-
ten, told, or imag(in)ed, are partial truths and that the truths
of aggrieved groups must be proliferated if we hope to create
a more just society’. Participatory video provides a means to
bring Indigenous stories or counter-narratives and unvoiced
interpretations to wider public attention, particularly where
people do not have the confidence, capacities, access or re-
sources to present them in person or if the communication
spaces do not enable them to be included meaningfully
(Mistry & Shaw, 2021). The governance of protected areas
involving marginalized groups, such as Indigenous and
local peoples, often reveals issues of inequity surrounding
the benefits, participation and inclusion of traditional
knowledge. Producing participatory videos that honour
lived experiences and recognize different identities, values,
knowledge systems and institutions has important implica-
tions for highlighting subjugated knowledge and providing
‘much-needed counter-narratives to the mainstream dis-
course. . .about the climate and social inequality... These
deeply grounded understandings, stories, and visions of
the problems and solutions are crucial to bringing about
the kinds of transformations necessary’ (Gobby & Gareau,
2018, p. 458-459).

There is still limited understanding and recognition of
how Indigenous knowledge, values and ontologies contrib-
ute to conservation (Martin et al., 2015). Many Indigenous
peoples’ worldviews are centred on nature, and as such
they view conservation success to be not only about main-
taining the physical environment but also about carefully
nurturing the values, stories and cultural obligations asso-
ciated with the landscape (Howitt, 2001; Larson et al.,
2006, 2020). With a history of oppression, appropriation
of land and resources and loss of culture, Indigenous peo-
ples have often been portrayed as backwards and lacking
in know-how, a framing that emphasizes difference and dys-
function (Walter, 2016, 2018). Disrupting these deficit nar-
ratives helps to shift the power dynamics that constrain
Indigenous influence in inequitable protected areas and bio-
diversity conservation contexts.

We have shown that through the video-mediated dia-
logue process Indigenous communities are able to express
their lived experiences to protected area decision makers
on their own terms, in their own words and according to
their own worldviews. The respect engendered for diversity
between supposed adversaries promotes the right of each
community member to defend their position, helps conflict
to be seen as a way to guard against the erasure of difference
and helps us to acknowledge that difference does not
prevent commitment to work towards and produce just out-
comes (Mouffe, 2009). Although not without its tensions
and participatory messiness (Mistry et al., 2014; Mistry &

Shaw, 2021), the video-mediated dialogue process enabled
Indigenous communities to challenge protected area man-
agers in a communication space where they could be included
meaningfully. This levelling up of participation allowed
Indigenous perceptions, concerns and knowledge to be
delivered directly to the decision makers whilst giving the
authorities the opportunity to share information about
management and planning, and attempt to resolve disputes
and misunderstandings.

Global biodiversity targets such as Aichi Target 11 of the
Convention on Biological Diversity on protected areas and
Target 18 on traditional knowledge and their successors in
the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework promote
equity and inclusion. But how do protected area managers
measure and improve equity in practice? A set of indicators
has been suggested to cover the core principles of social
equity in a protected area context and to report on targets
(Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017). However, Dawson et al. (2018,
p. 5) warn against the oversimplification and reliance on
standardized indicators for measuring equity and effective-
ness of protected areas, instead advocating that ‘a richer,
contextualized understanding of equity concerns gained
through exploration of local perceptions can contribute to
solutions that align equity with conservation effectiveness’.

We view video-mediated dialogue as a mechanism that
can help protected area managers to assess the distribution-
al, recognition and procedural elements of equity within
their monitoring processes whilst forming the basis of
building mutual trust and understanding and a participa-
tion towards fairness.
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