
Marine Policy 122 (2020) 104222

Available online 3 November 2020
0308-597X/© 2020 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Full length article 

Remaking ocean governance in Aotearoa New Zealand through 
boundary-crossing narratives about ecosystem-based management 

Erena Le Heron a,*, Richard Le Heron a, Lara Taylor b, Carolyn J. Lundquist c,d, 
Alison Greenaway b 

a Le Heron Leigh Consulting Limited, 14 Paragon Avenue, Beach Haven, Auckland 0626, New Zealand 
b Manaaki Whenua-Landcare Research, Private Bag 92170, Auckland Mail Centre, Auckland 1142, New Zealand 
c National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research, PO Box 11115, Hillcrest, Hamilton 3251, New Zealand 
d Institute of Marine Science, The University of Auckland, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142, New Zealand   

A R T I C L E  I N F O   

Keywords: 
Contested marine Spaces 
Indigenous knowledge 
Ecosystem-based management 
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A B S T R A C T   

Despite international advances in linking ecosystem knowledge and ecosystem-based management (EBM) 
frameworks, progress in Aotearoa New Zealand to develop holistic ocean management has been hesitant and 
slow. The paper explores ocean governance by combining enactive narratives and boundary-crossing thinking. 
Strategic use of narratives can energise different collective imaginaries for holistic ocean governance at various 
scales. The narrative resources developed steer towards place making approaches enabling connected and ho-
listic governance. This reflective paper revisits co-journeying and thought extensions, with the aim of supporting 
the reader to also think and do marine governance differently. We tell a story of co-creating narrative resources 
to show our navigation of the difficulties and learnings therein. We emphasise contextualising and development 
of narrative storylines, and the enactive workshop processes through which a distinctive bicultural, socio- 
scientific and grounded multi-media portfolio of narratives was produced. Five EBM narrative resources were 
circulated for review to gain feedback into how narratives as carriers of critical messages about marine gover-
nance practices might be received in different settings. We use boundary thinking to examine the translational 
possibilities and performative effects of deploying narratives. Feedback revealed deep tensions when reviewers 
assessed the narratives in terms of personal and professional positionings, and when reflecting on the social and 
collective work that EBM narratives provoke. The research provokes urgent recognition of the complexity of both 
the conception and practicalities of advancing holistic ocean governance, whilst also providing techniques for 
navigating these complexities.   

1. Introduction 

In 2019, the International Science Council (ISC) (representing sci-
ence and social sciences) published a detailed manifesto for creating 
“science as a global public good” [1]. This mission-oriented and 
evidence-promoting action plan outlines how science should be the 
primary driver for knowledge created to confront “the novel global 
ecology which is harmful to many natural processes that have sustained 
the Earth’s biosphere, atmosphere and hydrosphere, and that form the 
bedrock of human, economic and life support systems”. The document 
emphasises the search for improved and holistic understanding of global 
and local realities that identify “tractable pathways for sustainable and 

equitable development”. 
In the broad realm of ocean governance, ecosystem-based manage-

ment (EBM) [2,3] is seen by many interests as a rallying point towards 
meeting the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals that anchor 
the ISC document. However, in multi-use/user marine spaces there is a 
slow uptake of the ideas of science-based EBM [4], in part due to the 
failure of scientists to recognise their exclusive and socially detached 
treatment [5] of the EBM concept [6], as well as limited or no integra-
tion with indigenous knowledge and the United Nations Declaration of 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples [7]. A world panorama over ocean 
governance framings suggests that EBM is actually siloed and discon-
nected in and across ocean realms, countries, sectors and industries, 
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rural and urban communities, indigenous groups and publics, and so on 
[8]. In the face of planetary environmental concerns, this is inexplicable. 
This paper shows how, in the Aotearoa New Zealand (Aotearoa NZ) 
context, EBM as a purely science concept has been widely challenged, 
because science, scientists, and science institutions cannot operate in a 
vacuum separate from indigenous Māori knowledge and institutions, 
especially when EBM is the focus of a National ‘Science’ Challenge. Te 
Tiriti o Waitangi/The Treaty of Waitangi 18401 constitutes a partnership 
between Māori and the Crown, which in practice means that research 
and policymaking must engage with and enable te ao Māori (narrowly 
translated as Māori worldviews) and kaitiakitanga (narrowly translated 
as guardianship; for elaboration see [9,10]). The Aotearoa NZ experi-
ence gives rich evidence and insight into the generative and beneficial 
effects of widening the range of knowledge systems, expertise, and 
capability narrating environmental governance possibilities. 

The paper records the aspirational journey of co-creating boundary- 
crossing EBM narrative resources sensitised to many knowledge sources 
[11,12] to stimulate engagement and generate scrutiny of new ocean 
governance possibilities. Here we see ourselves in conversations with 
our Australian colleagues, i.e., [13,14]. The paper springs from a desire 
to energise wide discussion on the potentialities [15] of EBM as an 
opportunities-grounded approach to the framing of governance at 
different geographic and organisational scales. This research focus has 
several original dimensions. Foremost, Treaty partnership obligations 
are integral to co-creative initiatives, whether in institutional, business 
or research settings as well as in the public imagination. In contempo-
rary times this has seen Māori knowledge and scientific knowledge 
about EBM-like ideas in increasingly productive conversations; this has 
led to a multiplicity of place-based efforts that have shaped how EBM as 
a concept has been formulated, practised or resisted by multiple users 
and activities in or impacting on and across marine spaces.2 

In an effort to make sense of the EBM scene, the paper injects three 
distinctive lines of reasoning: it contextualises in Aotearoa NZ multiple 
parallel currents of EBM-like endeavours that already exist; conceptu-
alises EBM as opportunity-centred and place-based; and views EBM in 
Aotearoa NZ both as a product of many knowledge systems and as 
increasingly practical fusions of these. This overview establishes the 
setting in which an ambitious and pioneering narrative resource 
experiment was conceived. The paper explores how EBM might be 
developed through co-designed interventions aimed at releasing col-
lective imagining drawing on EBM-dedicated narratives. While socio- 
ecological knowledge has been greatly augmented through mission-led 
science that is integral to the country’s National Science Challenge 
platform of public funded research, the capacity to intervene to simul-
taneously neutralise or dismantle existing knowledge assumptions, old 
ideologies, and their supportive institutions and behaviours, is arguably 
only in its infancy. 

The paper’s specific narrative resource research agenda is informed 
by transdisciplinary bicultural [16–19], socio-theoretical [14,20], and 
socio-ecological knowledge [21,22] that has flourished in the National 
Science Challenge context. Our science is shaped by the politics of 
Aotearoa NZ, so our approach incorporates socio-scientific knowledge. 

This involves bringing holistic conceptions to the formulation of 
research. In the first instance knowledge interventions are seen as 
enactive, both shaped by wider social, cultural, political, administrative, 
ecological, and economic processes and always shaping the settings in 
which they are forged. The relational nature of knowledge and decision- 
making means context and agency are key.3 The approach resonates 
with the ISC and National Science Challenge concerns to produce 
knowledge for improved decision-making, but also poses questions, the 
answers to which we know little. First, if creating templates for making 
choices (decisions) is integral to a new generation of governance, how 
can regular and robust attention to boundary-making practices be 
incorporated? Second, although narratives can ‘work’ to entrench 
existing practices and interests, how can they also be used as catalysts 
for debate, shifts, displacement and change? 

Narratives are a powerful way to work towards different views of the 
future [50,83,84]. We have written a reflective piece as a deliberate 
mechanism to revisit the thinking and doing journey we experienced, 
with the aim of supporting the reader to also think and do marine 
governance differently. The structure of the paper is purposefully un-
usual; we narrate a story of co-creating the narrative resources to show 
how we navigated the difficulties and learnings therein. As such, we 
provide an extended introduction and theoretical discussion, and give 
attention to the methods and methodologies of creating the narrative 
resources. As part of this structure, the paper uses artefacts (presented 
here as tables and figures) as chronological signifiers of activities. These 
are material elements we produced which show departure or transi-
tional points enabling re-thinking and potentially the remaking of ho-
listic ocean governance. 

2. Aotearoa NZ marine context 

Aotearoa NZ is an island nation with the 4th largest Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone in the world. The nation is a signatory of the United Nations 
Convention for the Law of the Sea and has a range of obligations in the 
international sphere. Yet there is reluctance by the New Zealand gov-
ernment to provide leadership and strategically move towards holistic 
co-managed ocean governance [23]. The Treaty created a partnership 
with the Crown regarding the governance of natural resources and 
taonga (possessions and culturally valued objects).4 A key aspect of the 
Treaty is that Māori have the right to exercise rangatiratanga (authority) 
in the management of their natural resources, either through their own 
forms of governance or through joint-management regimes. The Crown 
has a mandate to protect this authority when introducing new laws and 
policy in order to ensure that Māori can fulfil their obligations as kaitiaki 
(guardians). Despite the Treaty’s significance, however, it has histori-
cally not been honoured in marine governance or management [24]. 
There is a hierarchy of privileged knowledge systems and values in post- 
colonial Aotearoa NZ, and Māori knowledge has long been constructed 
as something that sits outside the dominant management framework, 
implicitly reinforcing western knowledge as dominant, though this is 
slowly changing [25,26]. 

It is hardly surprising then that ocean governance lassitude should be 
an increasing object of insistent iwi (extended kinship group), public, 
and community disquiet and protest over recent decades, in sympathy 
with similar anxieties and frustrations elsewhere in the world. The 
concerns are many, widening, and deepening, all pointing to the 
degradation of marine ecosystems and spaces [27]. Calls for better ways 

1 hereafter referred to as ‘the Treaty’.  
2 In the Aotearoa NZ scene this has been evidenced through multiple complex 

participatory initiatives that engage with EBM-like ideas. See for example the 
following: Sea Change Tai Timu Tai Pari Marine Spatial Plan, see www.seachan 
ge.org.nz for the finalised marine spatial plan and details of its emergence; 
Integrated Kaipara Harbour Management Group (IKHMG), see www.kaiparaha 
rbour.net.nz for a comprehensive and interesting insight into IKHMG and the 
Kaipara Harbour; Gift Abel Tasman Beach, see www.facebook.com/saveatb for 
more on the campaign and further ongoing activity; Te Korowai Marine 
Guardians, see www.teamkorowai.org.nz for details on the Kaikoura (Te Tai-o- 
Marokura) Marine Management Bill as well as current activities; and Kiwis 
Against Seabed Mining (KASM), see www.kasm.org.nz for history and current 
involvement against seabed mining. 

3 Our attention to relational knowledge also shapes the way we use words, 
some of our phrasing and terminology will be unfamiliar to readers. We are 
trying to avoid re-inscribing relationships that do not serve our aspirations for 
the ocean; often we are attempting to make visible relationships that more 
familiar terms make invisible.  

4 Simplistic translations of Māori words are provided using www.ma 
oridictionary.co.nz. 
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of using science, mātauranga Māori (Māori knowledge systems), and 
other knowledges are also very prominent in discussions about changes 
to marine governance [28], such as considering the effect of cumulative 
and multiple stressors in ki uta ki tai [29,30] or mountains to sea con-
ceptions5 and climate change in management [8,21,31]. These holistic 
conceptions move away from a single-species approach to one that in-
corporates the spatial and temporal dynamics of ecological ecosystems 
[32]. 

There are also strongly held views that in Aotearoa NZ, ocean 
governance problems and dilemmas will remain intractable unless re-
lations between economy and environment are re-constituted, e.g., Issue 
3 in [27,33]. To assuage such concern, the government in 2014 estab-
lished 11 National Science Challenge funding platforms dedicated to 
creating a culture of mission-led science. The ocean was either a key or 
related target in three of these, but all Challenges had a primary focus, 
and were limited in their ability to consider connectivities and relations 
of processes across the spatial bounds of the Challenges. The Sustainable 
Seas National Science Challenge Ko Ngā Moana Whakauka (hereafter 
The Challenge) was conceived as a holistic package of research cogni-
sant of social, political, administrative, cultural, ecological, and eco-
nomic processes. The Challenge’s modus operandi is to enhance the use 
of Aotearoa NZ’s marine resources within environmental and biological 
constraints, with an emphasis on deploying EBM. Importantly EBM is a 
shared imaginary [34], bringing into tension individual action and 
collective effects, which are enacted in many different ways [35]. The 
Challenge has made a very distinctive commitment in international 
terms. The aim of the Challenge is that Aotearoa NZ’s marine environ-
ment should be understood, cared for and used wisely now and in the 
future. Nonetheless, as of 2019, EBM remains a tentative, impermanent, 
and inadequately grounded concept in the country [9]. This vagueness 
creates the opportunity for transformative change to happen but also 
means the status quo of an extractive growth-focused resource economy 
prevails. The basic work of connecting that is inherent to the ecosystem 
metaphor remains challenging. 

Around 45 social and interdisciplinary researchers and 180 bio-
physical and ecological science researchers were distributed over the 
Challenge’s 40 Phase 1 (2015–2019) research programs; 50 of these 
researchers identified as Māori. This unique complement of research 
expertise has developed mātauranga Māori and led to a gradual building 
of what we call here socio-theoretical and socio-ecological knowledge 
about marine spaces and the Aotearoa NZ marine scene. The orientation 
towards social processes of social scientists, scientists and Māori re-
searchers working in collaboration has given attention to developing 
holistic worldviews [36] and ‘whole of system’ understandings of 
context and agency and consideration of possible interventions or 
leverage points in system structures [14]. This is a radical departure 
from socially detached, problem-focused science, as it enables the na-
ture, dimensions and dynamics of what are seen as problems to be 
‘located’ in wider structures. Socio-theoretical knowledge particularly 
insists on identifying, following and understanding the role of relational 
or connected human and non-human agency responsible for problems 
and efforts to ameliorate them [37]. The disposition to follow what is 
happening, preferably as it happens, at the hands of knowledgeable 
actors, brings researchers closer to who is making what decisions, in 
whose interests, for what ends, and in relation to known and assumed 
risks and uncertainties. Following relational actors, including non- 
human actors in and across different contexts and activities, is a 
fundamental shift from ‘state of affairs’ science summaries to recognis-
ing and confronting politics and attendant power arrangements [38]. 

This in turn alters basic science conceptions, assumptions, and expec-
tations about the nature and potentialities of science-policy and public- 
science interactions. 

3. Ecosystem based management: a contested, uncodified 
concept 

Public advocacy in Aotearoa NZ in the last 10 years for changes in 
marine and coastal management has argued for planning to use longer 
term time frames, recognition of Māori kaitiakitanga practices and te ao 
Māori worldviews in marine and coastal governance and integration of 
multiple values in decision-making (social, economic, cultural, and 
environmental) [39]. Through this advocacy the metaphor of EBM has 
attracted interest and gained localised and wider leverage. Our mapping 
of the pathways through which the generic metaphor of EBM is circu-
lating Aotearoa NZ showed EBM does stand as a loose energising met-
aphor and it has populated a substantial number of pathways. This 
inventory work6 identified where the word appeared but not how it was 
used. So, while we know it is in wide circulation, the context, meaning 
and implications of use are not yet clear. 

The Challenge has emerged as a community of practice of collabo-
rating researchers focused on rendering explicit EBM principles, prac-
tices, and applications that have and are being collectively fashioned in 
Aotearoa NZ. From a series of workshops and conferences the Challenge 
community and Science Leadership Team (SLT) of the Challenge 
steadily gained insights into the complexities of EBM [40]. The codifi-
cation of EBM in heuristic form helped clarify what the priorities for 
EBM in Aotearoa NZ, at least in Challenge circles, should be and set the 
stage for a view of EBM as a set of interdependent and interacting 
principles. The principles shown in Fig. 1 form a sophisticated set of 
preliminary conceptual and operational targets. Each principle embeds 
crucial signals of collective direction and action. Taken as a holistic 
package, these principles are aspirational in laying out the socio- 
ecological scope of EBM, innovative in the recognition of place-based 
tailoring of EBM co-development, pioneering in foregrounding co- 
governance arrangements that begin with Crown-Treaty obligations, 
strategic because they present an assemblage of relatable dimensions, 
and operationally targeted through hints of multiple starting points. A 
review paper [40] exploring development of EBM principles for 
Aotearoa NZ concluded that all the dimensions prioritised in the figure 
might not be attainable in any marine space at any time, but that their 
pursuit was a defining feature of a living EBM aspiration. 

4. Narratives for boundary-crossing holistic ocean governance 

The research shows how extraordinarily complex the conception and 
practicalities of holistic ocean governance actually are. At the national 
level there are many challenges in doing holistic thinking and practice, 
including the prevalence of discrete studies and discrete conceptions of 
holistic ocean governance. We join others in exploring the bases of ho-
listic ocean governances [41–45], by combining enactive narratives and 
boundary thinking in our approaches to holistic ocean governance. 
Strategic use of narratives can help prompt the linking of different col-
lective imaginaries for holistic ocean governance at various scales. 

4.1. Pūrākau and narratives 

In both mātauranga Māori and socio-theoretical literature [9,46,47] 
metaphors such as EBM are regarded as concepts with the potentiality 
both to excite new thinking and disrupt conventional thought. Meta-
phors are thus goal-centric. Pūrākau [48,49] and narratives are story 
lines that convey, through multiple strategies of depiction and 5 A mountains to sea conception is being incorporated into central govern-

ment planning for fresh water and this is providing traction for its incorporation 
across environmental domains. https://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/fresh 
-water/fresh-water-report-2017-introductionto-our-fresh-water/ki-uta-ki-tai-% 
E2%80%93. 

6 With thanks to Florence Reynolds (Summer Research Assistant 2017, 
Manaaki Whenua-Landcare Research). 
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illustrative detail, how goals might be attained. They are translational, 
and the work of going from metaphor to narratives and framing narra-
tives done here takes ocean governance research in new directions. 
Pūrākau, indigenous storytelling in any setting, and narratives that arise 
provide an entry into conversations about ocean governance because 
they are stories told about collective action over resources in marine 
spaces, allowing for tensions between world views to be made apparent 
and negotiated.7 These stories have many generative dimensions and are 
a flexible tool for promoting engagement in ocean management (Fig. 2). 

Our exploration of narratives as a mechanism for enabling holistic 
ocean governance has much in common with scenario work. We see 
narratives and scenarios as complementary. They centre on assembling 
new possibilities, futures and future-making. This paper and the EBM 
narratives developed connect to scenarios but offer something very 
different. The narrative space engages with how might we begin to enact 
change now (an enactive theoretical perspective), through the process of 
anticipating the future – this subtle but important distinction empha-
sising thinking tactics and relationality was recognised early on in the 
project. 

The urgent need to enable holistic ocean governance required us to 
work directly with the power and politics of storytelling. The label (and 
practices) of narratives allowed us to support a wider suite of conver-
sations than would data driven imaginings of the world. Papers by 
Merrie, Pereira and colleagues [51,52] were starting points for the 
project, which we deliberately stretched in different directions, paral-
leling others in the literature [53–57]. Our narrative practice (depicted 
in Fig. 2) focused on connecting categories generated through scientific 
and policy making processes with other personalised and placed stories 
we encountered. 

4.2. Boundary-crossing and decolonising practices 

Insights from boundary work literature [58] have infused socio- 
cultural geography, sociology, indigenous and development studies, 
and, increasingly, the environmental governance arm of ecological 
research, and inspire our exploration of EBM narratives [59–62]. The 
most generic term, boundary objects, present themselves as something 

to be worked on and with, as representations-in-relation [63]. The concept 
of boundary objects, and their contribution to the potential translational 
possibilities and performative effects of narratives, help analyse and 
investigate the narrative resources, as they circulate and do social and 
collective work [64]. This perspective puts the spotlight on the proba-
bility that narratives will collide, how they collide and what sorts of 
reverberations they might lead to. This diverges from the idea that 
boundary work is about straddling divides, where the emphasis is on 
communication amongst accountable actors. We regard narratives not 
as a priori parts of existing frameworks to be placed in resolution. The 
narrative resources are not conceived of as ‘finished’, rather they have a 
relational agency that is engaging, and also potentially enactive as en-
counters with the circulating boundary objects (the narrative resources) 
change those involved. 

Boundary thinking contributes to efforts to decolonise research both 
in the creation of alternative and unconventional narrative resources 
and in the circulation and response to them[85-88]. Our ongoing cross- 
Tasman conversations about decolonising research approaches deep-
ened our thinking and approach.8 This informed our shift from trying to 
engage with a knowing audience to working with conversations between 
interest groups responding to the boundary objects bouncing in: 
Thinking like this is one way to begin decolonising research. Thinking of 
narratives and narrative resources as boundary objects meant we were 
able to circulate the resources and interrogate the replies in generative 
and useful ways. It became apparent (yet again) that boundary objects 
make boundary subjects. 

A first step in decolonising research practices is ‘narrative as prac-
tice’. By that we mean recognising that the stories we tell and how we 
tell them shapes our world, shapes how we act and shapes what futures 
are deemed possible. Secondly, we recognise indigenous ways of 
narrating the world. The five narratives do this more or less explicitly: 
some tell a Māori story by Māori (Fig. 4: Protect), others tell a story that 
narrates the reader into thinking about the world from a te ao Māori 
point of view (Fig. 4: Connect). Thirdly, our role in this research was to 
try to decolonise the idea of EBM. We rejected the notion of a single EBM 
model as a very colonising practice (see Fig. 1 for EBM principles 

Fig. 1. Sustainable Seas National Science Challenge EBM principles (March 2018).  

7 A more globalising example is provided by [50] J. Lubchenco, S.D. Gaines, 
A new narrative for the ocean, Science 364 (6444), 2019, 911. 

8 Kirsten Maclean’s visit in 2019 catalysed our work with boundary objects 
and boundary subjectivities. Senior Research Scientist (Human Geographer) 
CSIRO, Australia. 
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instead) and rather offered multiple narratives to explore EBM for ho-
listic ocean governance. 

A key tenet of a decolonising approach is to acknowledge that we 
‘don’t know what we don’t know’ and the necessity of paying attention. 
Boundary-crossing thinking and decolonising research approaches work 
together as new pathways are sought. The work discussed in this paper 
ties in with work being done by others in Aotearoa NZ. Maxwell and 
colleagues [65] extended discussion of marine co-management through 
the model of a waka tuarua or double-hulled canoe advocates for a 
framework that recognises multiple world views coming together for a 
shared purpose. This resonates with the co-creative approach taken to 
the EBM narratives – the need for holistic thinking, crossing boundaries, 
drawing together, remaining distinct. 

5. The project brief 

We present the original conception of the project to illustrate the 
evolution of the role of narratives in elucidating EBM concepts, ideol-
ogies and power dynamics. 

This project will support the Challenge SLT to develop the NZ-specific 
narratives about what the practice of EBM might look like in multiple 
contexts – both now and in the future – and how its uptake can be sup-
ported. Marine management continues to evolve in NZ through Māori 
initiatives, community-initiated projects, business innovations, marine 
spatial planning, and regional development programmes. Narratives of 
EBM-like marine management will assist in articulating to Māori and 
stakeholders, including the general public, what EBM might mean for 
them, and how they could be involved in future. The project will also 
explore options for new governance arrangements that could assist in the 
implementation of EBM. Narratives and governance scenarios will be 
shared widely using multiple media. 

(Co-developed abstract /project brief for contracted research, 
February 2018). 

The funding by the Challenge of a narrative project represented a 
logical extension of the conceptual advances relating to EBM in its 
research community. The opening paragraph of the project brief that 
states the agreement between the research organisation and the Chal-
lenge Board is unreservedly an Aotearoa NZ artefact. First, while EBM is 
an open idea, the brief indicates that EBM is sufficiently understood to 
feed into narrative development. It acknowledges through qualifying 
wording in every sentence the guidance and deliberately open- 
endedness of Fig. 1 (EBM principles). Second, the team made an early 
decision that tightly defining EBM was not the goal of their research; 
instead it was to focus on the need to tell multiple and diverse stories in 
order to articulate the complexity of EBM and EBM-aligned practices. Yet the 
project brief paragraph also contains contradictory elements, the most 
obvious being a science communication-type element, whereas the re-
alities of EBM and building EBM capacity and capability are far more 
complex than this single approach. Third, the project brief outlined 
several ambitious targets: not only to develop Aotearoa NZ specific 
narratives about what the practice of EBM might look like, but also to 
explore new governance arrangements to assist implementation; and 
finally share them widely. 

There is a long history of literature from Aotearoa NZ encouraging 
researchers to ‘kia tupato’ (be cautious) [17]. As we were encouraged to 
be politically astute, culturally safe, and reflective about insider/ 
outsider status, it is helpful to reflect on the underlying style of the brief. 
Is it science speaking exclusively and so self-authorising its knowledge; a 
sensitised science bringing together hitherto disparate threads of socio- 
ecological knowledge; science acknowledging and incorporating rele-
vant knowledge systems as outlined by different proponents; or science 
committing to co-development of contemporary interpretations of EBM- 
like activities relevant in the Aotearoa NZ context? The brief itself is 

Fig. 2. Why narratives? (Design credit: Aarti Wadwha, NIWA).  
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perhaps halfway along this continuum, but with enough flexibility that 
the team was able to take the narrative development towards pathways 
of co-development and co-learning. Unknown at the time was any real 
sense of the analytical or political spaces on which this brief touched. 
This was a co-learning experience for the team; it opened many nuances 
of behaviour and response to understanding as the project evolved to 
cope with demands. 

The initial project brief marks a starting point at which the EBM 
Narrative project’s aims and means were crystallised, which evolved 
over time as the project further explored the role of narratives in ocean 
governance. Taken as a whole, the narratives were aimed at ‘rattling the 
cages of discussion’ by sharing possible futures9 and alternative present- 
day practices, and thinking hard about how governance is part of the 
actualisation or blockages of EBM-like futures. 

6. Methodology part a: an experimental design 

The evolving project design drew on earlier research that showed 
that EBM-like ideas are widespread in investor, iwi, institutions, and 
legislation settings in the country, as well as emerging in insistent public 
concern at inaction at all levels over adopting EBM in marine spaces. 
Thinking of the EBM narrative project as an experiment facilitated brave 
decisions and risk-taking. Framing the project in this way acknowledged 
the unknown territory into which we were deliberately voyaging and 
allowed comfortableness with uncertainty and the possibility of nega-
tive feedback. 

The experiment was not designed as an exercise in communicating 
findings about EBM to target audiences. Rather it aimed to reveal how 
the narratives served as illustrations of future possibilities for ocean 
governance. We harnessed reactions of recipients to changes, new ac-
countabilities and responsibilities, personal threats, and transitions 
implied by the narratives. The experiment treated EBM at large as an 
actual site of social practice that was designed to follow and explore the 
interpretive impacts of five co-developed narrative resources distin-
guished by their novelty and focus on dimensions of EBM. This approach 
is holistic in scope, and stresses grappling with individual–collective 
interactions, respects contributing knowledge systems of multiple ac-
tors, and seeks to materialise governance framings that prioritise 
negotiating responsibly and making shared commitments. 

The practical development of the resources themselves followed a 
creative pathway (see Fig. 3): Foundation work included substantial 
research into the current shape and understanding of EBM in Aotearoa 
NZ; Narrative co-creation covers the development of themes, sentiments 
and main storylines. It also included two workshops and the writing, 
filming, development process; Narrative iteration and dissemination refers 
to the circulation of the EBM narrative resources within specific circles, 
iterative versions generated and final wider circulation seeking sub-
stantial and engaged feedback. 

Between Narrative co-creation and Narrative iteration and dissemina-
tion (Fig. 3) was a key space in which we posed questions about how we 
were to organise our thinking. The key points we kept in mind on the 
conceptual creative endeavour were a series of criteria against which we 
self-assessed. There was much debate about the importance of working 
with the key values identified:  

• Creative  
• Accessible  
• Multiple  
• Collaborative  
• Grounded  
• Generative 

Creativity was integral to the research process. Making narrative 
resources followed robust protocols, informed by graphic and video 
production standards as well as by previous narrative research and 
wider literature about the work of storytelling and story listening [48, 
67–69]. The narratives needed to be accessible to diverse groups, and 
this was partly achieved by semiotics and genre plus building from 
existing but not well-circulated narratives. People can see or feel 
themselves in at least one resource, and to achieve this we drew on 
Pūrākau and narratives already in circulation in some spheres of 
Aotearoa. We designed the resources to be used in the multiple contexts 
of research events and websites; policy-making processes, hui, wānanga, 
planning workshops plus the board meetings for councils and Māori 
enterprises. Each resource needed to show the co-production of 
knowledge across boundaries, i.e. across mātauranga Māori and Pākehā 
knowledge/science [70]. We were focused on making representations to 
co-learn with. The development of each resource required co-learning; 
the resources are not ‘finished’ [71]. Each resource also needed to 
show a break from methodological individualism. We were consciously 
and repeatedly engaging and creating with others [72]. Whilst the 
stories will resonate internationally, we made sure they were grounded 
by the experiences we’d heard from existing initiatives, the case studies. 
It is obvious the stories and resources came from Aotearoa NZ. Finally, 
we needed to tell a range of alternative futures – this had to be hopeful, 
resourceful – and generate possibilities for positive change and transi-
tions [14,73]. 

6.1. Research underpins the narrative resource storylines 

In creating the new narrative resources, we were aware of the need 
for reflexive awareness of frameworks that are already circulating in 
Aotearoa NZ. The findings of the Cross-Programme study (CP 1.2 Case 
study insights to inform the development of EBM narratives for NZ) were 
invaluable in this respect. This preparatory study examined the range of 
ways people are articulating key aspects of EBM-like initiatives and the 
processes required to manifest these. Thirteen initiatives that exhibited 
aspects of the Challenge’s principles for EBM were analysed and 
reviewed for themes that informed the development of storylines, dia-
logue, and characters for the EBM narrative resources. The research 
drew on interviews, document reviews, and public responses to an art- 
science installation.10 

This synthesis encourages a move from working with stories as 
research objects and modes of inquiry to stories as active potentially 
expansionary processes, “Since the act of storytelling and story-listening 
connects diverse stakeholders this work is designed to foster the imag-
inative forms of collaboration and place oriented collective action EBM 
requires” [74]. Narratives become part of moving out of business as 
usual to promulgating other possibilities. It became clear that a narrative 

9 The team was informed by previous work visioning nature’s futures, see 
[66] C.J. Lundquist, H.M. Pereira, R. Alkemade, E. den Belder, S. Carvalho 
Ribeiro, K. Davies, A. Greenaway, J. Hauck, S. Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, H. Kim, N. 
King, T. Lazarova, L. Pereira, G. Peterson, F. Ravera, T. van den Brink, A. 
Argumedo, C. Arida, D. Armenteras, A.G. Ausseil, B. Baptiste, J. Belanger, K. 
Bingham, A. Bowden-Kerby, M. Cao, J. Carino, P.A. van Damme, R. Devivo, F. 
Dickson, J.P. Dushimumuremyi, S. Ferrier, A. Flores-Díaz, M. Foley, J. Garcia 
Marquez, P. Giraldo-Perez, S. Greenhaigh, D.J. Hamilton, P. Hardison, G. Hicks, 
K. Hughey, R. Kahui-McConnell, G. Karuri-Sebina, M. De Kock, P. Leadley, F. 
Lemaitre, E. Maltseva, C.A. de Mattos Scaramuzza, M. Metwally, W. Nelson, H. 
Ngo, C. Neumann, C. Norrie, J. Perry, R. Quintana, V.E. Rodriguez Osuna, C. 
Roehrl, J. Seager, H. Sharpe, T. Shortland, P. Shulbaeva, U.R. Sumaila, Y. 
Takahashi, N. Titeux, S. Tiwari, C. Trisos, A. Ursache, A. Wheatley, D. Wilson, S. 
Wood, E. van Wyk, T.X. Yue, D. Zulfikar, M. Brake, D. Leigh, P. Lindgren- 
Streicher, Visions for nature and nature’s contributions to people for the 21st 
century, NIWA Science and Technology Series National Institute of Water & 
Atmospheric Research Ltd., Wellington, New Zealand, 2017, 123. 

10 For further details about the Oceans Mesh: Our Social Seas conversations 
see https://sustainableseaschallenge.co.nz/events/oceans-mesh-our-soci 
al-seas. 
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needs a mandate so it can be defended; that vision, values, and principles 
will be consistent and clearly expressed; that its collective ethos is visible 
through connections and relationships; and that it met minimum pro-
fessional standards in its production. 

Using the new and historical interview content, the case study ma-
terial was summarised across a suite of topics that indicate that any 
narrative is socially assembled. Any intended narrative needs to have a 
few ingredients if it is to have reasonable prospects of being taken 
seriously and withstand challenges to its authenticity. Activities already 

occurring in Aotearoa NZ embody many of the principles of EBM. Each 
initiative showed strength in a different combination of some or all the 
seven EBM principles [75]. This inventory proved a key artefact in the 
narrative resource development. It became increasingly clear to the 
team that the list of EBM-like initiatives highlighted the need for 
thinking at a larger scale. By mapping them the sparseness of current 
practice is thrown into relief compared with what is needed. Current 
EBM-like initiatives engender hope, yet the scale and urgency of the task 
revealed when they are mapped must not be underestimated – the task is 

Fig. 3. Overview of narrative creation pathway (Design credit: Aarti Wadwha, NIWA).  
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immense. A larger perspective and a larger scale response11 [10,76] are 
needed; for effective change to occur it must happen all around the 
country and not only at specific locations. 

7. Key shift: from targeting audiences to resourcing 
conversations 

In genuine co-creation engagements, which takes the enactment 
politics of doing research seriously, a project inevitably morphs and 
changes. Conversations among team members revealed an uncomfort-
ableness with the idea of ‘selling EBM’ to individual groups. There was a 
wariness about creating EBM narratives to satisfy or mollify recognised 
individual groups. This idea, bringing groups on board, implied for 
example, crafting a narrative to reassure the fishing industry that if they 
adopted EBM, they’d get xyz out of it (sustainable fisheries nurseries, a 
framework to protect business, etc.). However, this approach had 
practical implications: once enumerated there was an impractically 
large number of groups to address (commercial fishers, Māori fishing 
industries, recreational fishers, offshore fishers… and this is only in the 
‘fishing’ category). 

Crucially, the individual stories approach tends towards different 
stories for different groups without addressing collective issues. Creating 
narratives based on relational concepts, rather than who needs to be 
convinced (at any given time) was a stronger way forward. The two 
elements that really contributed to this shift were the sentiments or push 
factors (see Fig. 3) encountered in extensive earlier interviewing and the 
EBM principles (see Fig. 1). The team asked: what key sentiments or 
themes might prompt changes? In the Challenge itself, collective co- 
learning underpinned the elaboration of EBM principles. This had shif-
ted from trying to define and describe EBM in an a priori manner to 
offering guiding principles that illustrate different aspects. A similar 
shift in thinking occurred for the EBM narratives. They moved from 
individual stakeholder stories to convince industries to do EBM to a 
wider conceptual look at what EBM might mean in Aotearoa NZ. It was at 
this point that the themes and sentiments crystallised into five recognisable 
storylines that would have cross-sectoral appeal. 

The team deliberately repositioned their efforts in relation to current 
communication conventions dominating the organisations and many of 
the systems in which they work (Table 1). The table is our response, 
showing the struggles, contests, and shifts, and highlighting politics and 
power. Instead of thinking about definitions, we acknowledged that 
EBM keeps escaping codification, and structured the narrative resources 
to show a multiplicity of responses and possibilities. Instead of thinking 
about target audiences with which to communicate to, we prioritised 
conversations back and forth, aiming for mutual growth and co- 

learning. Instead of focusing on individual people and organisations, 
the narratives and resources were deliberately formulated to showcase 
non-human actors as part of the many human and non-human agents 
interacting together. These shifts of focus strengthened the resources 
greatly, allowing a diversity of stories to be told that drew on a range of 
important narratives. The notion of context as populated by people 
actively positioning themselves and others through story-telling was of 
huge relevance to the project. 

The narratives explicitly aimed to re-cast the terms of engagement (a 
practice central to Treaty-based research and kaupapa Māori research). 
A switch was made from an approach that targets specific audiences and 
generates advocating responses to an approach that resources conver-
sations and generates ‘around the table discussion’. This is a major 
positive change. Yet this change may not be evident to all. In this case, 
the risk of shifting stances includes reduced profile or invisibility. 
However, the new terms of engagement (resourcing a collective con-
versation) can assist in seeing other work and engagements beyond 
one’s usual scope. The new terms of engagement mean it is not solely 
about communicating. It is a fundamental shift to engagement, and a 
shift from targeted audience to narratives that will appeal across and 
resource a range of categories.12 

8. Methodology part B: Co-creation in workshops and teams 

The five narratives illustrating EBM priorities and principles were co- 
created in a unique co-learning process amongst diverse knowledge 
producers.13 A Writing workshop (November 2018) involving an 
extended complement of researchers asked key questions of partici-
pants. What is a narrative and why are we creating EBM narratives? 
What styles of narratives do we need? Who are they for? Whose voices, 
whose authorship, whose authority? What might be pathways for 
sharing the narratives? Reviewing responses to the narratives? The in-
structions to workshop participants included the advice that the narra-
tives were not to be sector-specific, rather each narrative would have 
relevance across most stakeholder groups. There was a commitment to 
ensure stakeholders at large should be able to place themselves within 
two or more of the narratives (in visualising what transitioning toward 
EBM will mean in terms of decision making, information needs, values 
that are at the forefront of the narrative, etc.). In this context, narratives 
then lead easily to derivation of aspects of governance that may need to 
change to allow these narratives or future visions to take place. 

The workshop produced outlines of five narratives elaborating what 
EBM might mean for various stakeholders. Writing teams were then 
assigned to progress each narrative. At this point there were to be five 
narratives developed with the intention of turning three of them into 
2–3-minute video clips. Later the decision was made to make the 
remaining two narratives into 2D resources. 

The writing retreat’s generative power for the narratives lay in the 
fluid, open and unsettled discussion which informed each narrative 
group but did not predetermine outcomes. This was a manifestly rela-
tional space deliberately created where boundaries shaping us, our work 

Table 1 
From definitions and individuals to multiplicity and relational thinking.  

From targeted 
narratives 

To narratives based on 
connections and relations 

What this shift allowed 

E.g. for 
commercial 
fishers 

E.g. sharing the ocean, targets 
a range of actors 

Experimentation 
Resourcing conversations 

Definitions Concepts that keep 
escaping codification 

Enabling multiplicity of stories 
and wider agency 

Target audiences Conversations sharing 
different perspectives and 
experiences 

Prioritising connections, 
relationality, and open 
opportunities 

Individuals and 
organisations 

Co-constitutive human and 
non-human actors and 
interactions 

Reimagining and reworking 
identity and relational agency 
of those involved  

11 Which is possible through current legislation. 

12 ‘To narratives based on connections and relations’: By explicitly naming our 
‘to’ and ‘from’ we are potentially making invisible that there were also other 
struggles. ‘From targeted narratives’: this was coming from the dominant voice 
where we were -– western science management. Though there were many steps 
undertaken to bring Māori into the project and process, western science man-
agement still has a powerful silencing effect. But, while it was the dominant 
voice, we understood it was contested, even within the Challenge SLT.  
13 Collective effort and cross -fertilisation between many people: multiple 

Māori researchers involved throughout and at different times, non-Māori, Di-
rector of the Challenge, team members, emerging researchers. There were 
tensions -– cultural, hierarchical, mana of place, power positionalities, per-
sonalities. Reworkings of relationships were happening in the moment. This all 
speaks to the commitment of the team for co-development and diversity of 
contribution. 
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and our creativity could be challenged. 
The Māori Fisheries Governance Wānanga (December 2018) 

addressed ways to ensure Treaty rights and interests regarding Māori 
fisheries were considered, what might be appropriate governance and 
management structures, and processes for implementation. Knowl-
edgeable Māori practitioners, managers, and researchers, responsible 
for ensuring Māori outcomes, were invited to the wānanga. The key 
questions asked were: Thinking of the future when your mokopuna are 
looking after our moana, how differently will be your mode of making 
decisions from the way you are today? What will it take to shift towards 
holistic management for future generations? What are you doing now to 
enable this future? 

9. The 5 EBM narrative resources 

At the heart of all the narrative resources was the overarching 

concept ki uta ki tai – from mountains to sea – used to frame the 
development of the narrative resources as five different aspects of ho-
listic ecosystem-based management. Fig. 4 details the emergence of each 
narrative from a single word ‘beacon’ (Care, Connect, Generate, Protect, 
Share) into a fully-fledged experimental narrative resource. The five 
draft multimedia resources consisted of three short videos, one poster, 
and one graphic novella. To quote the Manaaki Whenua – Landcare 
Research website (2019), 

This package of multi-media resources shares stories about different 
ways of achieving ecosystem-based management (EBM) in New 
Zealand. These stories are founded on real examples where New 
Zealanders have come together to manage their marine environment 
collaboratively. We show how EBM might come about and specif-
ically what governance of marine spaces might look like in the 
future. We are learning how best to share these stories. 

Ho
lis
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m
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Narra�ve Concept Resource Format Sample Co-creators 

Care: a human and 
non-human view of 
caring for a place 
 

A short graphic novel that tells the 
intertwined story of Oi the petrel 
and a woman named Grace. Taking 
place over 15 years, it shows 
abundance returning to a bay 
through ac�ve and collec�ve caring 
prac�ces. 

 

Erena Le Heron 
Robyn 
Kannemeyer 
Alison Greenaway
Carolyn Lundquist
Mary Brake 
(ar�st) 

Connect: ki uta ki tai, 
thinking connectedly 
across spa�al scales 
from mountains to sea 

This detailed poster outlines 
examples of the many EBM-like 
ini�a�ves occurring in Aotearoa NZ. 
It helps to think about connec�ons 
between land and sea; between 
cultures and knowledge systems; 
and between policy and prac�ce.   

Lara Taylor 
Alison Greenaway
Dave Leigh (ar�st)

Generate: asks what 
might be possible in 
livelihoods and 
economy in marine 
space 

A six min video featuring exis�ng 
examples of Blue Economy at work 
in Aotearoa NZ. The industry 
ini�a�ves are doing things 
differently and ac�ng in EBM-like 
ways.  

Richard Le Heron 
Nick Lewis 
Kelli Caldwell 
(video producer) 

Protect: rāhui 
(temporary ritual 
prohibi�on), a hapū 
(subtribe) ini�a�ve to 
restore abundance

A six min video filmed at Maitai Bay 
in Northland details the hapū story 
of deciding to implement a rāhui on 
a local beach to protect and restore 
diversity in the water. The video is 
fronted by a member of the hapū 
and is told from their perspec�ve.

Lara Taylor 
Whetu Rutene, 
Ngā� Kahu, 
Kaikōreo matua 
Ropata Ma�hews 
(video producer) 

Share: how can the 
ocean be shared? a 
view from the future

A five min video featuring a fisher 
person on a beach. Set 50 years in 
the future it reminisces about the 
changes of behaviour and a�tudes 
required to effectively share the 
ocean.

Carolyn Lundquist
Janet Stephenson
Alison Greenaway, 
Erena Le Heron 
Kelli Caldwell 
(video producer) 

Fig. 4. Five narrative resources enabling EBM in Aotearoa NZ (Available at www.sustainableseaschallenge.co.nz/EBMnarratives).  
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The resources (Fig. 4) were created for a world in flux, where key 
interests and stakeholders are already adjusting and changing in 
response to new realities and are actively repositioning themselves to 
cope with asset loss and turn it instead into opportunities. Part of the 
contribution of social science is that context is ‘alive’ with relational 
agents who may be thinking individually or with a vested interest. The 
EBM challenge is that it is instead a collective imaginary. The narrative 
resources were made in the realisation that wider conversation between 
relational agents needs to happen prior to the more detailed codification 
work that science will do. The resources enabling EBM narratives are 
intended to be illustrative and hope-full. The narratives are at heart 
governance stories at different scales. They name elements of what is 
there today, but also elements that ‘stretch’ EBM in the minds of 
interpreters. 

The narrative resources are boundary objects that act as catalysts for 
robust conversations and work across knowledges, te ao Māori and other 
ways of knowing – it was Treaty-oriented research. Post-settlement 
Aotearoa NZ demands developing with Māori researchers both co- 
understandings of context and co-creation of experimental design in 
marine spaces. One boundary on which we focused in the narrative 
creation was the meeting of te ao Māori and te ao Pākehā in shared 
spaces. We did not always succeed, however the resources and conver-
sations that they generated are the richer for this ethos. 

10. Circulation, feedback and revealed tensions 

After internal feedback from the Challenge’s governance and man-
agement groups, i.e. the Kāhui Māori, Stakeholder Panel and Science 
Leadership Team, the resources were circulated more widely; involve-
ment was sought from 100 participants from earlier case study initia-
tives. People from across a spectrum of roles in governance, 
management, and practice were invited to give their reactions to the 
narratives as plausible and workable imaginings of future ocean 
governance. Our invitation was simple, to “please review these re-
sources and to give us feedback on their key strengths and weaknesses”. 

The engagement with respondents took several forms: emails, tele-
phone conversations, semi-structured interviews, wānanga with the 
agenda of discussion being guided by the respondents. We received 36 
responses; 13 people (and one school class) spoke with us directly, the 
rest emailed comments. At the conclusion of the circulation stage we 
systematically critiqued the data/feedback generated and identified 
what we had not thought about earlier, things we’d forgotten along the 
way, and what this taught us about tensions and narratives in circula-
tion. Fig. 5 details key feedback themes from conversations with re-
spondents and the team’s reactions to the nature and content of dialogue 
associated with the feedback. 

The EBM narrative resources hit a nerve. Every participant who 
viewed them had much to say, whether positive or negative. No com-
ments implied that the resources were a waste of time, merely that they 
did not address the particular concerns of respondents well enough. 
Given the diversity of respondents from deeply situated positions in the 
marine context, this is a hugely positive finding. There is great appetite 
for agile and flexible guidance of this type. Conversation catalysts 
(boundary objects) do valuable work in creating the context for robust 
and necessary conversations. 

In particular, the narrative of loss in response to change of property 
allocation and private resource frameworks was dominant, and must be 
creatively recast in order to tackle reactionary Business as Usual 
response narratives to change. Business is in fact capably adapting to 
changing circumstances in the background, but for the most part will not 
do so in the public eye. For many, the risk and uncertainty over private/ 
individual loss is seen as more important than collective gain. These 
findings about the coupling of personal loss and contingent links to 
acknowledging community efforts are of immense importance in rec-
ognising that the current ocean governance research agenda is not well 
aligned to actual behavioural patterns and perceptions of structural 

conditions. Organisations already have the capabilities to change – they 
are able to handle this, and mission-led science could put less time and 
resource into responding to the tropes of business as usual. The feedback 
was a rich source of illustrations of the tensions of people adopting an 
individual perspective before they adopt a wider one. Although of 
course the story for Māori fisheries is more complicated than this, often 
articulating te ao Māori principles of collective ownership and decision- 
making. Through the process of creating and circulating the resources, 
we have brought to light the need to strategically address narratives of 
loss as part of the transition to new ocean governance. 

The narrative resources all generated debate over key matters of 
marine governance that Aotearoa NZ is currently facing. Numerous 
stylistic and some content changes were suggested, plus the advocacy of 
EBM was challenged. There was also a lot of support for the resources to 
be released without further changes, so they could be used immediately. 
The resources may be revised in the future and additional resources 
created. The review process itself enabled rich conversations about how 
change might be activated. The package as it stands remains attractive 
as a resource for policy makers, hapū, stakeholder organisations, and 
educators, and to support public conversations about holistic marine 
governance within ecosystem limits. 

11. Conclusions 

In Aotearoa NZ the need to engage with te ao Māori, concepts of 
kaitiakitanga and whanaungatanga, and systems based on tikanga and 
mātauranga Māori mean that aspirations for EBM must be examined, 
challenged, and experimented with. The notion of holistic management 
already exists in Aotearoa NZ, so the science community can engage 
with this and does not need to persuade stakeholders that it is a way 
forward. Working where there is already change happening is an op-
portunity – a key challenge is how to ground science in narratives 
generated from other parts of society. 

By creating narrative resources here, in Aotearoa NZ, the paper 
shows it is possible to engage with EBM-enabling context-specific nar-
ratives elsewhere. Aotearoa NZ is an example, not because it is excep-
tional, but because it is typical. Aotearoa NZ embodies similar structural 
issues and property rights and de/colonisation legacies as many other 
countries [77–79]. The relevance of the specific situatedness of Aotearoa 
NZ is that we are dealing with some issues that are still under the rug 
elsewhere – because indigenous knowledge is at the forefront of 
governance issues (legislation, Treaty obligations, settlements, co- 
governance etc), Aotearoa NZ has the chance to respond and lead. 

This research shows that to achieve mission-led science, stakeholder 
practices and discourses need to be tackled directly. Stakeholder posi-
tions and engagements with mission-led science must no longer be 
enabled to re-embed boundaries and divisions that work against the 
connections required to support ecosystem approaches. In order to 
achieve EBM in Aotearoa NZ, the Sustainable Seas Challenge will have to 
work actively to reposition its stakeholders as collective players in a 
dynamic system. This cannot be done by a representative approach to 
governing mission-led science. This work requires strategic, knowl-
edgeable design of the narratives with which the Challenge and its 
funding body invite stakeholders to engage. Furthermore, the call to 
collaborative decision making through spatial planning and similar 
negotiated approaches must strategically address power imbalances and 
the tactics used by those who gain most from the status quo. One of the 
specific challenges of engaging in EBM-like change is that while in-
dividuals might have subject-changing experiences, they often do not 
have the power to make the decisions needed, and the organisational 
structures get in the way. Equally, just because the CEOs see the light, if 
their skills of translating and engaging are insufficient the light will not 
filter down. 

The narrative resource project revealed some deeply entrenched 
boundaries and the mechanisms by which these are maintained. 
Through circulating the resources and gathering extensive feedback, we 
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Feedback themes from reviewers Authors’ reflec�ons on these responses 

Ways of knowing the ocean and its resource systems. The 
concern being both the descrip�ve dimensions of the 
narra�ve and the affec�ve resonances of the narra�ve 
structure, organisa�on and messages.  

A good start, each narra�ve was broadly understandable, 
grappled with key EBM dimensions, and intui�vely made 
sense.  

Kai�akitanga and EBM emphasising governance 
frameworks for natural resources in each narra�ve. 

Further work needed before hos�ng and promo�ng the 
argument and messages of the narra�ve resources 
effec�vely 

The narra�ves are immediately useable as contribu�ons 
to the Challenge agenda of reaching out to hapū, publics, 
communi�es, ins�tu�ons and investors.  

All resources could be shared ‘as is’; all could be improved 
further depending on plans for future use. 

Collisions over resource alloca�on arise when exis�ng If the narra�ves are to be used to promote debate about 
social arrangements are confronted with alterna�ve 
possibili�es; starkness of efforts by exis�ng interests to 
protect current distribu�onal pla�orms. This was a strong 
theme of Māori respondents. 

possibili�es for future governance, specifying management 
and governance op�ons need to be outlined and not shied 
away from. 

For those concerned with alloca�on issues, rights and 
responsibili�es were a logical coupling.  As a whole, these 
issues were linked into views about a ‘mountains to seas’ 
perspec�ves (see below). 

The trilogy of alloca�on-rights-responsibili�es means new 
knowledge needs to develop processes of co-engagement 
that priori�se nego�a�ng agreements and pathways to 
navigate into transi�ons  

Surprising key elements Our reflec�ons on unexpected findings 

Ways of knowing the ocean was a unifying theme of 
responses; though knowing was diverse and not unified. 
The resources spoke with a te ao Māori voice and 
highlighted the importance of knowing differently. 

Feedback affirmed the spirit of the narra�ve project. In a 
nutshell we were being told ‘you have put something 
valuable out there’. The complex echoes back we were 
hearing suggested we had provoked much deep thought. 

The feedback conversa�ons highlighted a narra�ve of loss. 
This finding was totally unexpected, though in retrospect 
completely understandable when alloca�on and future 
rights and responsibilities are factored in.  

This loss could be reworked into a narra�ve of 
redistribu�on, realloca�on, equity, rights and 
responsibility. The narra�ve of loss (indigenous, private 
sector) is a poli�cal stance from some. 

The tensions and pressure points that surfaced during 
exchanges indicate that the stories were important, they 
touched on sensi�ve points, and this was regarded in a 
posi�ve light. 

Poli�cs of knowledge – as social scien�sts (and scien�sts) 
we make visible what is ge�ng in the way. The narra�ves 
laid out alterna�ve knowledge and fresh possibili�es. 
Importantly, the narra�ves were not accusatory in their 
text and voice, rather they exposed the situated privileges 
enjoyed by many interests, a revela�on that prompted 
some sharp defensive responses.  

Entrenched and aggrieved responses were a composite of 
feeling personally affronted by the panorama of collec�ve 
concerns the narra�ves all presented. EBM is a collec�ve 
imaginary which puts into tension individual self-centred 
imaginaries. 

Urgency is required to re-conceptualise just sustainability, 
just transi�ons and just ocean governance in terms of fine-
grained categories such as recogni�onal, procedural and re-
distribu�onal jus�ce. 

Land/sea: the narra�ves performed brilliantly in 
encouraging the naming of Mountains to the Seas 
connec�vi�es and rela�ons as a paramount socio-
scien�fic fron�er for holistic knowledge genera�on in 
Aotearoa NZ.  

Those who viewed the resources were probably receiving 
an EBM narra�ve with their personal perspec�ves, 
prospects and posi�onings in mind in the first instance, and 
secondly from their ins�tu�onal/organisa�onal posi�oning. 
In receiving feedback to the narra�ve resources, what is of 
interest is the extent to which hints of collec�ve thinking 
starts to surface.  

Fig. 5. Summary of respondent views and authors’ interpretations of these responses.  
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were able to highlight what those benefiting from business as usual fear 
losing. The response was predictable, articulating again some of the 
deep divisions. We heard in the feedback that ‘research about gover-
nance was not science and should not be in a Science Challenge’ 
(evoking the age-old artificial split between science and social science, 
science and politics). We also heard that the ‘loss of existing rights 
through regulation needed to be compensated’, this evokes the age-old 
paradox of the so-called free market. 

What narrative will re-frame the privileged stories of potential loss? 
The dominance of this narrative was a crucial finding. It perhaps should 
not have taken us by surprise that this would be the key response to 
attempts to envision holistic ecosystem-based management. There is a 
strong need to tackle this and re-position, re-frame, and re-work this 
narrative into positive futures of opportunity. Perhaps a crafted narra-
tive resource that works with thinking about rights and responsibilities, 
privileges and equity and procedural justice is an answer. It cannot be 
ignored; the powerful (status quo) voices will continue to influence 
policy, and they and wider actors must be actively engaged with in order 
to shift narratives. 

The five EBM narrative resources each point in different ways to 
elements of remaking ocean governance. They are sufficiently different 
both from each other and from other conversation-provoking resources 
out there that they force an intellectual remapping of ocean governance. 
By resourcing conversations, we enabled new and different subject po-
sitions to be more visible (the characters that could and did act through 
the narratives, our environmental siblings). It is the nature of their di-
mensions, when put together, that represents a significant contribution 
and challenge to status quo conceptions. The paper contends that narra-
tives imagining different governance frameworks help connect mission-led 
science with their context. This is a brave and urgent knowledge 
intervention. 

The five narratives indicate multiple dimensions of what holistic 
ocean governance entails. Each narrative is unique, but also comple-
mentary. Each one acknowledges the need for collaboration, iwi inclu-
sion and doing economy differently. By existing and circulating, these 
narratives support conversations exploring deep-seated tensions be-
tween proprietary practices and collective effort. Unless a clever way is 
found of dealing with the intractable, what will change? The role of 
science and the socially-sensitised research practices of mission-led 
science is key here: practices need to be decolonising and flexible in 
order to move towards holistic ocean governance [80–82]. Today’s 
consensus focused, stakeholder driven, mission-led science won’t do it 
alone. What if the ocean spoke for itself and we all listened? 14 A shift 
towards the non-human existing for its own sake, and towards place-led 
approaches may lead us away from the usual entanglement of politics 
towards different yet possible holistic governance futures. 

It was an experimental journey. We created and circulated resources, 
then we took stock and assessed the complex echoes back, and re- 
engaged with literature to take the next steps (co-developed reflex-
ivity). As we began to frame the problematic of how you do a narrative 
intervention, things emerged that are not ordinarily talked about. This 
set up our process, and how we created and responded. The narratives 
set in motion the experiments of conversation, recasting how people can 
show up in a conversation about EBM. The feedback helped us assess 
what people are looking for and what might trigger people into other 
ways of thinking. The paper substantively demonstrates the value of 
developing a portfolio of holistic narrative resources. 

Methodologically, forcing the narrative boundary made it possible to 
have a closer look at the demands of holistic ocean governance. Unac-
knowledged and unknown interdependencies abound, and are levered 
apart by possessive property rights that continually obstruct collective 
efforts to retain, restore or make afresh new commons frameworks. The 
team included understandings of actively emergent social collectivities 
that are radically altering conceptions of community and commons. The 
narrative resources amounted to a test of receptivity to asking and 
answering collective questions and imagining collectively organised 
futures. 
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Science Challenge Ko Ngā Moana Whakauka, Manaaki Whenua – 
Landcare Research, Cawthron Institute and NIWA. We are beholden to 
all the artists, videographers, writers, researchers, and practitioners who 
helped create the multimedia resources and journal graphics and the 
generous contributions made at the writing workshop in November 
2018. We also acknowledge the contributions made by those who 
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