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SUMMARY 

 

This thesis explores the feral rewilding of wild boar in the Forest of Dean, England. 

Bringing together the generative concepts of ferality and bo(a)rderlands, I show 

how places, practices and politics have been multifariously churned by their 

(re)introduction. By undertaking an empirically rich ethnography and paying 

attention to a range of human-nonhuman relations, the fluid presence of wild boar, 

their agency, and the ways in which they blur spatial and moral (b)orders are 

brought to the fore. This contributes to critical literature on rewilding by, firstly, 

expanding its focus beyond the spaces of official practice and bringing it into 

conversation with matters relating to biosecurity, wildlife management and risk; 

and, secondly, by providing an embodied and emplaced piece of research. 

 

Working broadly with post-structural approaches that emphasise movement, 

practices and relationality, I show how the spatial-temporal rhythms of wild boar 

and their more-than-human relations generate a multiplicity of affective 

encounters and traces. For different human actors living in vicinity to wild boar, 

their sudden and unexpected presence disturb and reconfigure experiences of 

place, whilst for governing wildlife agencies they necessitate new practices of 

knowledge production and techniques of control. Both boar and humans alike are 

shown to ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏƻ-produce new, though 

not necessarily desired, relational spaces. These differing experiences, responses, 

practices and lives coalesce as a complex and contested local politics which 

generates discord with the mechanisms of national policy. Thinking with the 

concept of feral bo(a)rderlands helps draw attention to the messy and uncertain 

relations, heterogenous agencies and multiple knowledges that are bound up 

within rewilding events. While revealing the tensions that run through these, the 

thesis also suggests ways in which these can be productive. 
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1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Three bo(a)ring tales 

I am not unfamiliar with wild boar. Journeying to the point when I started this PhD 

had taken me along a path and through places where my life intersected with some 

of theirs. I have had several encounters in different continents and contexts, 

experiences which still linger as memories. A few of these had felt likely- fleeting 

moments whilst I carried out ecological fieldwork, tracking and camera trapping a 

range of mammals. Boar were not the focus of this research, but they were there in 

forests and grasslands as prominent presences- occasionally through embodied 

encounters, though more often through their conspicuous foraging traces and 

dung, or else as semi-digested matter found in carnivore scat. These experiences, I 

should emphasiseΣ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ƳŜ ŀƴȅ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ wild boar ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘΩ- there 

probably canΩǘ even be such a thing. This thesis begins with three less expected, 

intriguing incidents that often spring to mind whenever I think of earlier wild boar 

encounters. Though topographically removed from the UK, the setting of this 

thesis, they highlight important themes that run through human-wild boar relations 

more broadly. Whilst acknowledging the importance of specificity in research, they 

also show how narrative threads connect near and far-flung places, and their 

multispecies relations. 

 

Story One- Urban edgelands 

February 2004, Japan. I stepped off the plane into the jarringly cold concertina jet 

bridge, immediately ƛǊǊƛǘŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ Ƴȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘΩǎ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǿƛƴǘŜǊ ƘŀŘ ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘ ŜŀǊƭȅΦ 

From the subsiding international airport, I caught a bus to Nishinomiya, a city like 

many others in Kansai, part of the ceaseless conurbation that fills the lower Kinki 

plain and creeps up mountains until they become too steep. My friend had 
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arranged for a neighbour to meet me and when we do, he tells me, proudly, that 

Japan has four distinct seasons. Winter, he says, is always cold and dry. 

 

Within a couple of months, spring crept in and temperatures increased. Blossoms- 

first plum, then cherry- began to fluff gnarled trees lined along canalised river 

embankments and scattered through parks, where they would become central to 

annual hanami festivities. Near where I lived, the Shukugawa river runs down from 

the hills to the bay and this temporarily helps shape my life, offering a line through 

ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎΦ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩt take long, heading upstream, 

for the foothills of the Rokko massif to steepen and the expensive houses to 

increasingly mix with cedar forest.  

 

In this area I discover Kabutoyama, a charismatic, dome-shaped monadnock that 

bulges distinctly from the surrounding hills. Making my way up to the temple that 

sits high on its side and overlooks the chaotic urban landscape of Kansai Bay 

became a weekly rhythm. Not long after the blossoms had fallen from the trees and 

the drunken hanami parties finished for a year, an old friend of mine visits, and we 

decide to walk up to Kanno-ji temple and chew the cud. After an hour or so in warm 

spring sun, we take a different route down, descending some steep, winding roads 

where the forest cedes back to suburbia. As we walk through this hybrid hill-scape, 

something catches my eye. Startled, L ƎǊŀō Ƴȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘΩǎ ŀǊƳ ŀƴŘ point, silently. She 

stops, turns and yelps! The cluster of animals reply in panicked grunts, hooves 

pounding hard ground and bodies cracking through dry vegetation as they 

disappear. My friend turns to me, wide-eyed, ά²Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳŎƪ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅΚ!έ 

 

I had known there were wild boar on Rokko-san. In fact, they were a well-known 

attraction at its summit, lingering around for food from encounter-hungry tourists, 

but I ceǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƴŜŀǊŜǊ ƘƻƳŜΦ L ƘŀŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǎŜŜƴ wild 

boar in the ΨwildΩ before and had imagined such a moment would be more ΨnaturalΩ, 
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rather than disturbing a family- L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǎƻǳƴŘŜǊǎΩ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ 

point- as they rummaged around vegetative scrub in an urban edgeland. In my 

mind, tƘƛǎ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ they were supposed to be. But there they had been, 

breathing, feeding and snorting in a suburb, albeit one enmeshed with plants. 

However, there was something else; in the fleeting moment before my friend 

yelped and broke the silence, they had already been observing us, quietly and 

calmly. Though my friend and I were both shocked, the boar had seemed at ease 

and comfortable, emplaced in their surroundings until we burst their calm. 

 

Story Two- Village paths 

April 2014, Poland. Nestled on the Belarussian border, Bialowieza is a place of 

imagined pasts and futures. It is frequently represented as the finest remaining 

tract of primeval lowland forest in Europe, a haunting memory of a once wider and 

wilder European landscape that has been lost1. Its contemporary uniqueness, 

secured by the exclusionary hunting practices of a past tsar, centres on the ΨSpecial 

Protected AreaΩ (SPA) at its core. Access nowadays is still limited, though it is an 

experimental field-place for ecologists, forestry researchers and visitors with 

licenced guides, rather than aristocratic huntsmen. Despite its status, there is no 

artificial boundary that secures this space from the wider forest assemblage, just 

occasional policing by forestry officers, signs and natural borders. The SPA has been 

unmanaged for centuries and is, quite frankly, enchanting. A mosaic of oak, 

hornbeam, limes, and soggy alder-willow carr. Huge, mature wind-torn trees lean, 

lie and decay in soft soils and swamp. In spring and summer, flowers grow 

abundantly and the forest wafts with wild garlic. Faunal life is present all around; 

 
 

 

 

1 Schama (2004) has written about the landscape, history and memory of Bialowieza. 
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the multiple rhythms of woodpeckers, waves of birdsong and mammal signs: wolf 

scrapings, deer antlers rubbing on bark, and boar rooting in soil. 

 

At the time, I was working as a field assistant, tracking bison movements via radio 

telemetry and trialling camera trapping to identify individual lynx and estimate 

population. Winter snow is becoming increasingly sloshy, researchers tell me, and 

so the reliance on snow tracking to estimate populations of solitary carnivores is 

more difficult. One day, following the bleeps of bison collars into a spongy, wet 

woodland, a colleague and I spot a sounder of wild boar, perhaps 20m away in 

some open understorey. Mothers and young, heads burrowed in vegetation, 

occasionally touching one another, grunting, temporarily oblivious to our presence. 

We watch as they snuffle through the soil until their behaviour changes, seemingly 

more vigilant, snouts up, and then vanish into vegetation. We were sure they 

hadƴΩǘ seen us but, more likely, smelt our humanness amidst the plants and soils 

and become nervous. 

 

This experience felt completely different to that in Japan. It was not an urban 

periphery, but a complex and ecologically rich landscape layered with nonhuman 

life and autonomous growth. The forest, despite being regulated, felt ΨwildΩ, unruly, 

brimming with possibility, a place where one might imagine wild boar belong. And, 

yet, another encounter a few days later seems more significant. In the evening, 

walking in the dark from the research institute to my village accommodation, I am 

jolted from thoughts by a huge, grunting silhouette bursting from a bush metres in 

front of me. Seconds later, it is followed by anotherΧand anotherΧǇrobably five or 

six. My heart thumps as I stop, static and dazed, until they have gone. Unlike my 

experience in the forest, this is unnerving and, quite frankly, scary. They were too 

close, a disorientating sensation compounded by the near darkness. Gathering 

myself and continuing to walk home, I felt edgy, a feeling that remained whenever I 

trod the same path again at night. Among many thoughts, I wondered why ΨtheseΩ 

wild boar were not in the verdant, archetypal forest nearby, rather than snuffling in 
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village shrubbery. Once again, my assumptions about wild boar spaces jarred with 

the reality of their movements, behaviour and desires. 

 

Story Three- In the maize 

July 2015, Romania. I was working on another conservation project, one that 

involved walking day after day through the eastern Carpathians, primarily looking 

for wolf scat on long transects in valleys and along ridges. The mountains have 

steep valley slopes with deeply rutted forestry tracks from heavy forest machinery. 

Summer transhumance brings shepherds, their flocks and sheepdogs into the 

mountains, living alongside permanent nonhuman lives, including wolves and 

bears. Walking, we regularly pass raspberry scented bear splats and, occasionally, 

the putrid scat of wolves, precariously located on tussocks and rocks. Amongst 

other matter, these occasionally revealed the bone, skin and bristles of wild boar, 

another omnipresent actant in these mountain assemblages.  

 

We sleep in a cabin, up a valley and across a stream from some ruined buildings and 

structures that speak of a different economic time, perhaps one that was more 

ΨdomesticatedΩ. Once there had been a small village and community, though the 

inhabitants were encouraged to move due to regular flooding. Only one person 

remains, an old farmer, owner of a smallholding with some chickens, a tiny orchard 

and crops. He had refused to move, I am told, because the valley is part of who he 

is- it is his life. From him and us on opposite sides of the river, there are no more 

dwellings or settlements up the valley, just one or two rusted trailers that house 

seasonal foresters. 

 

One night, I am startled upright in my bed. I hear something. And again. Two 

gunshots, then a third, followed by some strangled cries. Perturbed, my colleagues 

and I go downstairs and peer through the darkness ǘƻ 5ƛƳƛǘǊƛΩǎ ŦŀǊƳ, a light faintly 

flickering. Silence. The following day, we go over and are relieved to see him at his 



6 
 

door. Pre-empting questions, he tells us irritably it was wild boar that had pushed 

through his tired old fence and were devouring his maize, again. They have, he says, 

acquired bad habits. Shooting in the dark, Dimitri presumed he had missed all the 

animals, so expects they will return. Though annoyed with the unruly wild boar, 

Dimitri is also frustrated with the local hunting association who are expected to 

manage the animals to minimise such events. Most striking for me, however, was 

that in a forested, mountain valley with barely any hard, human borders, wild boar 

had a taste for one of the few places that was specifically not for them, in spite of 

its lethal risk. 

 

These personal anecdotes introduce different situations where I have encountered 

wild boar and where wild boar have encountered me2. Moreover, they provide 

fragments of broader narratives in locations where human-wild boar relations have 

been long-standing and persistent, unlike in the UK. Though different contexts, 

these offer openings to some of the key themes and tensions running through this 

thesis. Firstly, they describe experiences that hint at the different sensory worlds 

inhabited by humans and wild boar, distinctions that can make for lively encounters 

occurring within complex material-semiotic landscapes. Secondly, they speak of 

wild boar inside or at the edges of spaces that might ordinarily be understood as for 

humans- a city suburb, a village and a farmstead. All of these, however, were in 

proximity to what might commonly be understood as ΨnaturalΩ ƻǊ ΨǿƛƭŘΩ habitats- 

large expanses of forest with limited human presence. The wild boar in these 

 
 

 

 

2 Here, it is interesting to highlight that taxonomically speaking these stories speak about different 
ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ !ǎƛŀΣ Ψ9ǳǊŀǎƛŀƴ ǿƛƭŘ ōƻŀǊΩ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ Sus scrofa. However, wild 
boar in Japan have variously been classified as Sus scrofa leucomystax, a subspecies; or else Sus 
leucomystax, a distinct species (Gongora et al, 2018). Changing technological advances have meant 
ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ ΨǿƛƭŘ ōƻŀǊΩ is, according to Linnaean classification systems, is uncertain and 
ambiguous. This appears to be one way in which they defy the neatness of categories. 
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stories, therefore, appear to blur human boundary-making practices with their 

fluid, more-than-human topologies. In so doing, they also expose the ambiguity and 

tension of binary categories used to (b)order and organise space and life., and the 

power asymmetries of doing so. 

 

For Dimitri and the residents near Kabutoyama and Bialowieza, the kinds of events 

described are not entirely unusual nor unexpected. Whilst for me they persist as 

lingering and affective memories, for others it is likely they would have been more 

mundane and long-since forgotten. Wild boar are historic cohabitants and there is 

familiarity with their charismatic presence and behaviour. Indeed, negotiating 

space with large, mobile mammals is part of rural life, for these locations are also 

inhabited by bears (Japan, Romania), wolves (Poland, Romania) and bison (Poland), 

amongst others. That said, interspecies relations in these locations are not 

necessarily smooth and convivial. Rather, they can bring insecurity and vulnerability 

to humans and nonhumans alike, whilst also generating tensions between different 

knowledge practices and discourse. Perhaps, and at the risk of scaling up my own 

experiences, their vividness partially reflects the conspicuous absence of large 

mammals from the British Isles, deer excepted, most of which were extirpated as 

humans went about securing space and transforming the landscape. Interspecies 

encounters, and even their possibility, disappeared too. So, what happens when 

and where these ghostly absences become present again? How does a relatively 

benignant, British countryside change as it becomes reanimated, wilder and less 

certain? What does it mean if now unfamiliar cohabitants (re)appear and become 

more commonplace? What tensions might emerge as these animals reconfigure 

space, multispecies assemblages and problematise spatial and moral (b)orders? 
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How is such insecurity governed? This thesis, then, presents a fragment of the story 

of (re)introduced ΨboarΩ in England3. 

 

1.2 (Re)introducing UK boar 

Until the 1980s, boar had been dis-located from the British Isles for multiple 

centuries (Goulding 2003). Around this time, ecologically destructive EU agricultural 

policies meant grants were shifted to encourage the diversification of farms and 

engagement ƛƴ ΨǳƴŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜǎΩ (Ilbery 1991). Amongst these included 

ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǊŀǊŜ ōǊŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǾŜƭ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪΣ ŀ ǎƘƛŦǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ΨǿƛƭŘƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳ ǎǇŀŎŜ 

and introduced a range of incongruous animals to the UK, such as llamas, bison and 

ostriches, as well as some that were more uncanny, namely, boar (Booth 1995). As 

they returned to farms, almost contiguously, they began eluding them. From 

1982/83-2009/10, there were 36 ΨrecordedΩ incidents of boar escaping or being 

released in England (Figure 1) (Wilson 2014). These unsanctioned and unexpected 

events occurred through multiple, relational agencies: sometimes accidentally due 

to meagre farm infrastructure and inclement weather; at other times through 

furtive, intentional releases by activists and farmers; or else during numerous other, 

vaguely documented circumstances (Goulding 2003; Wilson 2014).  

 
 

 

 

3 IŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘǿƻ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǘƻ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅΦ CǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻƴǿŀǊŘǎ L ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ΨōƻŀǊΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƴŀƳŜ ΨǿƛƭŘ ōƻŀǊΩΦ CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘ ƳƻǊŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ 
such as wild/wildness, feral/ferality, hybridity/purƛǘȅ ŜǘŎΦ wŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨōƻŀǊΩΣ L ŦŜŜƭΣ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
ambiguity bound up in these ontological debates which is an important theme in this thesis. 
{ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ΨōƻŀǊΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ Ƙƻǿ L ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ them with 
my supervisors. There is, of course, a gendered element to the term. Therefore, when I refer to 
ΨōƻŀǊΩ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΣ L ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎƻǿΩ όǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎύ ƻǊ ΨƳŀƭŜ ōƻŀǊΩ 
when distinguishing individuals. 
 
Furthermore, I use brackets througƘƻǳǘ ŦƻǊ ΨόǊŜύƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢ƘƛǎΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŜ 
ontological ambiguity of boar, their contemporary origins, and whether they are a returning or 
newly arriving population of animals. 
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Figure 1- Reports of boar in England from 1989 to 2010 to Natural England (or previous 

incarnations): circles were ground-truthed, triangles were not. (from Wilson, 2014) 

 

Government research in the late 90s and early 00s investigating their unsanctioned 

(re)introduction also spawned a light flurry of academic literature outlining their 

ΨpresenceΩ and ΨstatusΩ in southern England (Goulding et al. 2003; Wilson 2003). 

These studies reported several distinct breeding populations persisting in woods 

within agricultural landscapes where boar sometimes rooted in grasslands and 

cereal fields (Goulding et al. 1998; Wilson 2004). Additionally, they highlighted how 

press stories had represented boar as a risk to British rural space and threatened 

hazardous, bio-insecure futures (Goulding and Roper 2002). TheǎŜ ΨŦǊŜŜ-ƭƛǾƛƴƎΩ ōoar 

also stirred ethical questions: they were ƻƴŎŜ άǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ Ŧŀǳƴŀέ and could 

potentially άōŜŎƻƳŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƛǎŜŘέ (Goulding et al. 2003, p. 15ς16), though were of 

ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ άƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ (Goulding 2001. p. 245; see also Goulding 2004). Much 

like those I had encountered elsewhere, these unofficially (re)introduced boar 
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appeared to unsettle understandings of nonhuman belonging as they made rural 

space appear increasingly fluid and messy. 

 

This limited work prompts questions about the current situation. Whilst many wild 

populations have been fleeting and short-lived i.e. they were shot by farmers or 

recaptured, other populations have persisted for multiple boar generations, 

notably, in Kent/East Sussex, West Dorset and the Forest of Dean (Wilson 2014). 

The incremental emergence of small, isolated populations prompted a public 

consultation by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) in 

2006 (DEFRA 2006) and an Action Plan for their management in 2008 (DEFRA 2008). 

As boar have become a lingering and, in places, more visible presence, national and 

local media stories have increasingly reported affective multispecies encounters; 

interest and advocacy groups have formed to disseminate information and 

pressurise governing authoritiesΩ over management strategies4; and rural 

stakeholder organisations have voiced concerns about their risky presence. Though 

(re)introduced boar appear to have become increasingly divisive, controversial, and 

embroiled in various social-political tensions, to date there has been a lack of social 

science engagement with their unsanctioned return (see hΩaŀƘƻƴȅ нлмтΤ 

hΩaŀƘƻƴȅ 2020). Notably, this has left outstanding questions about the ways they 

have been making and reconfiguring places; the multiple knowledges and practices 

that have contested their arrival; and the governance strategies that have unfolded 

to (b)order their presence.  

 
 

 

 

4 The British Wild Boar Organisation (www.britishwildboar.org.uk) was the project of Martin 
Goulding who worked for the government on early boar research, set up a consultancy and 
authored some articles/commentaries on wild boar; Friends of the boar is a local advocacy group in 
the Forest of Dean (http://friendsoftheboar.blogspot.com/). Both groups, judging from their 
dormant websites and personal communications, seem inactive now. More recently, whilst 
completing my thesis another group, https://theboaringtruth.org/homeΣ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǘ ǳǇ ōȅ ΨǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ 
ƭƻǾŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴƛǎǘǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 5ŜŀƴΦ 

http://www.britishwildboar.org.uk/
http://friendsoftheboar.blogspot.com/
https://theboaringtruth.org/home
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To help examine boar politics in England, this thesis engages with a range of 

literature. Discussion, however, is primarily grounded through two prominent 

conceptual framings of contemporary human-nonhuman relations, namely, 

ΨrewildingΩ and ΨbiosecurityΩ. Buller (2008) suggests these offer Ψcompeting 

philosophies of natureΩ, whilst, similarly, Lorimer and Driessen (2013) understand 

them as distinct άmodes of modern ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴ ōƛƻǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎέ (p. 251). Though the 

principle concerns of biosecurity might, at times, converge with those of Ψorthodox 

conservationΩ, agriculture and forestry, rewilding proposes a more radical and 

uncertain ontology of wildlife (Lorimer 2015). Thinking through the friction of these 

two frames thus offers a path to help begin making sense of the challenges, 

tensions and ambiguities surrounding the unsanctioned (re)introduction of boar in 

England. 

 

1.2.1  (Re)wilding 

Over the last couple of decades, there has been a growing shift towards 

conservation strategies that promise to reconfigure human-nonhuman relations, 

revitalise ailing social-ecological systems and redress the damage of (past) human 

practices. In Europe, άa ǉǳƛŜǘ ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ (Taylor 2013, p. 1) of scattered ecological 

restoration and species (re)introduction projects has gradually congealed into a 

more tangible and visible rewilding event, garnering public interest (see Monbiot 

2014), giving rise to national and international advocacy charities (Jepson 2016; 

Sandom and Wynne-Jones 2019) and capturing the attention of policy makers. The 

diversity of this gathering of different theories, practices and contexts under the 

single moniker rewilding (Sandom et al. 2013a; Lorimer et al. 2015; Pettorelli et al. 

2019) has troubled some scholars who suggest it hinders the long-standing 

objectives and coherence of conservation discourse and practices (Jørgensen 2015; 

Rubenstein and Rubenstein 2016; Hayward et al. 2019). In contrast, such 

heterogeneity is argued to reflect the varying, contingent environments within 

which rewilding is situated (Svenning et al. 2016; Gammon 2018; Sandom and 
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Wynne-Jones 2019). It is, in other words, relational and reflexive (Prior and Ward 

2016). 

 

Though diverse, rewilding practices might be broadly characterised as performing: 

process[es] of (re)introducing or restoring wild organisms and/or 

ecological processes to ecosystems where such organisms and processes 

ŀǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŀǊŜ ΨŘȅǎŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭΩέ (Prior and Brady 2017, p.34)5 

This understanding of nonhuman nature as processual has emerged from evolving 

ecological knowledges that have highlighted the fluid and dynamic 

interconnectedness of ecosystems (Lindenmayer et al. 2008; Manning et al. 2009). 

These have problematised earlier assumptions that ecological stability and balance 

is desirable, and disturbance and flux are problematic (Wallington et al. 2005). 

Critically, rewilding is argued to be distinguishable from other forms of ecological 

restoration in its foregrounding of more-than-human ΨŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎŜƭŦ-

sustŜƴŀƴŎŜΩ, whether at ecosystem, species or individual scales (Prior and Ward 

2016). In other words, the objective is to (gradually) reduce human intervention 

and, ǿƘŜǊŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ƻǇŜƴ ǳǇ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ άŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎ ōƛƻǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŀōƛƻǘƛŎ 

agents and prƻŎŜǎǎŜǎέ ǘƻ άŎƻ-ǇǊƻŘǳŎώŜϐΧǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦǳǘǳǊŜǎέ (ibid, p. 133-

134). Such ontological change not only necessitates the (re)creation of άŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘ 

ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴώǎϐέ (Lorimer et al. 2015, p. 44) allowing for multiple 

ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ (Hodgetts 2018), but would also appear to challenge and 

unsettle established human-nonhuman relations and modes of (b)ordering wild life.  

 

 
 

 

 

5 An increasing number of papers offer definitions and typologies of rewilding, often highlighting the 
distinction between active and passive, and European and North American forms. See, for example, 
Jørgensen (2015), Gammon (2018) and Pettorelli et al. (2019). 
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Whereas historic species (re)introductions have frequently been carried out to 

replete declining populations based on their intrinsic and cultural value, 

emphasising ecological functionality and relational processes assumes a different 

set of logics regarding nonhuman belonging (Lorimer and Driessen 2013, 2014, 

2016; Seddon et al. 2014; Svenning et al. 2016). Species understood as ΨkeystoneΩΣ 

those which significantly alter trophic cascades and propagate multi-scalar, multi-

directional ecological effects; ŀƴŘ ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎΩ, those which drive change 

through disturbance, have become increasingly valued by ecologists (Sandom et al. 

2013a). The types of species (re)introduced varies in relation to geographical 

location and social-ecological context (Lorimer et al. 2015; Svenning et al. 2016). In 

the European context, the general focus has been on (re)establishing locally 

extirpated or surrogate herbivores- Heck cattle (as replacements for extinct 

aurochs), bison, horses, beavers- to instigate naturalistic grazing pressures and 

disturb habitats6.  

 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ΨǿƛƭŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘǎΩ, replete with uncertainty (Lorimer and Driessen 

2014), however, engender debates around conceptions of wildness, naturalness 

and nonhuman autonomy; the ways these materially and aesthetically manifest; 

and their relationship to the culturally situated politics of spatial-temporal 

belonging (Lorimer and Driessen 2013; Hourdequin and Havlick 2016; Prior and 

Brady 2017; DeSilvey and Bartolini 2018; Vasile 2018; Ward 2019). Rewilding has 

provoked and churned longstanding, multidisciplinary discussions about what, 

where and why certain species and ecologies are (de)valued (Philo and Wilbert 

2000b; Buller 2004; Hobbs et al. 2006; Cassidy and Mullin 2007; Warren 2007; 

Hobbs et al. 2009; Simberloff 2015). These issues gather pertinence at a time when 

 
 

 

 

6 The websites for prominent rewilding charities in Britain (https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/) 
and Europe (https://rewildingeurope.com/) list various exemplar projects. 

https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/
https://rewildingeurope.com/
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human-nonhuman relations are rapidly changing, not just in relation to 

conservation initiatives that deliberately disrupt past and future imaginaries, but 

amidst the wider context of the Anthropocene (Collard et al. 2015; Lorimer 2015). 

 

Though a steadily growing body of critical social science work has addressed the 

changing spatial-temporal and moral politics of sanctioned (re)introductions 

(Lorimer and Driessen 2013; DeSilvey and Bartolini 2018; Vasile 2018), habitat 

management (Prior and Brady 2017; Wynne-Jones et al 2018; Sandom et al. 2019) 

and practitioner understandings of wildness (Deary and Warren 2017; 2018), less 

attention has been paid to the unsanctioned or spontaneous rewilding occurring 

beyond the formalised spaces and mechanisms of conservation practice (Buller 

2008; Drenthen 2016). As Hearn et al. (2014) note, rewilding ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ άŀ 

ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭƭȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜǎέ όp. 54), but 

something that also happens unintentionally, unofficially, and through processes of 

regeneration, succession and recolonization. ¢ƘŜǎŜ άǳƴǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘώǎϐέ 

(ibid, p. 61) are evidenced throughout continental Europe, where widespread rural 

depopulation and abandoned pastoral landscapes have facilitated what might be 

teǊƳŜŘ ΨǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǊŜǿƛƭŘƛƴƎΩ, as once carefully managed landscapes de-domesticate 

(Navarro and Pereira 2015; Pettorelli et al. 2019). Though some of these evolving 

landscapes have been appropriated into rewilding initiatives (Jepson 2016; Lorimer 

and Driessen 2016), including experiments (re)introducing bison (Vasile 2018), 

horses (DeSilvey and Bartolini 2018) and bears (Knight 2016), they have also 

facilitated the resurgence of extant charismatic fauna, such as wolves (Buller 2008; 

Boitani and Linnell 2015; Knight 2017) and various ungulates, including boar (Hearn 

et al. 2014). Rewilding, whether ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΣ άƛǎ ŀƴ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΩ ƻŦ 
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ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ (Buller 2008, p. 1589)7 and the emergent, immanent 

potential of nonhuman life (Lorimer, 2015). 

 

Importantly, this faunal and ŦƭƻǊŀƭ ǊŜǎǳǊƎŜƴŎŜΣ ƻǊ Ψŀǳǘƻ-ǊŜǿƛƭŘƛƴƎΩ in Tsing's (2017) 

words, does not merely emerge from the temporal ruptures of distant, once 

domesticated landscapes, but also from amidst or in proximity to places where 

humans and their practices are still dominant. In other words, understanding 

rewilding, and its corollaries wildness and wildlife, as relational processes and lively 

ΨŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ, as opposed to territorialised human practices, shifts emphasis to 

the immanent potential for nonhumans to exert agency as part of entangled, 

interconnected naturecultures (Lorimer 2015; see also Whatmore 2002). Rather 

than cleaving humans and nonhumans apart, rewilding might conceivably bring 

them closer together as nonhumans, exerting various degrees of autonomy and 

difference, shift the spatial-temporalities of their human and nonhuman relations 

(Collard et al. 2015; Prior and Ward 2016; DeSilvey and Bartolini 2018; Vannini and 

Vannini 2019; Ward 2019). Whilst acting through such relational autonomy might 

be celebrated, it can also trouble hegemonic perceptions about the (un)acceptable 

presence, behaviour and mobilities of wild lives. Wildness, or, rather, ferality, 

therefore, potentially blurs moral and spatial boundaries between domestic/wild 

and natural/cultural space, generating tensions and churning a range of biological 

and ontological insecurities (Buller 2008; Lorimer and Driessen 2013; Crowley et al. 

2017b; Knight 2017). 

 

1.2.2 Securing 

 
 

 

 

7 Buller cites Hinchliffe and Bingham (2008). 
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At its simplest, biosecurity practices are concerned with άmaking life safeέ from the 

vulnerability and multiplicity of relations (Bingham et al. 2008, p. 1528). More 

specifically, it describes άǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊol of unruly biological 

ƳŀǘǘŜǊΣ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƳƛŎǊƻōŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǊǳǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎέ (Barker 

et al. 2013, p. 5). Though the objectives of biosecurity are not necessarily new- 

enabling life and its continuity has always been a vital matter- its contemporary 

forms are frequently diverse assemblages of άƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎΣ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎΣ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ 

and institutionǎέ (Braun 2013, p. 45). These heterogenous gatherings reflect social-

political concerns over the velocity and geographic extent which ΨbiothreatsΩ might 

travel in the modern world (Bingham et al. 2008; Barker 2015) and the complex, 

relational situations from which they might emerge as threatening (Hinchliffe et al. 

2016). As worlds appear more interconnected and, consequently, precarious, 

governing authorities increasingly outline frameworks of intervention. One such 

example is the 2018 UK Government ΨBiological Security StrategyΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ covers 

άǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ¦Y ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪǎ όǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ 

significant disease outbreaks) whether these arise ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅΣ ƻǊ ώǘƘǊƻǳƎƘϐΧan 

ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜΧ ƻǊ ŀ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘŜ ŀǘǘŀŎƪ. These risks could affect humans, animals 

or plantsέόǇ. 9)8.  

 

Biosecuring life is an ongoing, processual ordering and regulating of ever-emergent, 

risky lives (Hinchliffe and Bingham 2008). Primarily, it is spatially enacted through a 

variety of boundary-making and (b)ordering practices, whether the territorialisation 

of sites and places, or else the bodies of lively, mobile organisms it seeks to govern 

(Barker 2015; Braun 2013; Buller, 2013; Enticott 2008; Hinchliffe et al. 2016). 

 
 

 

 

8 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file
/730213/2018_UK_Biological_Security_Strategy.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/730213/2018_UK_Biological_Security_Strategy.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/730213/2018_UK_Biological_Security_Strategy.pdf
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Regulating such ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭƛƴŜǎΩ, therefore, often relies upon the ontological and 

material separation of the desirable from undesirable, the ordered from the 

disordered (Hinchliffe et al. 2013). Multiple subjects are commonly framed as at 

risk, notably agricultural and food production systems; human populations; and 

natural environments and biodiversity (Bingham et al. 2008; Buller 2008; Hinchliffe 

and Bingham 2008; Collard 2012; Outhwaite 2013; Enticott 2014a; Hinchliffe et al. 

2016).  

 

Much research has followed viral and bacterial pathogens along topological 

networks and through their heterogenous assemblages which include larger forms 

of nonhuman life, such as birds (Hinchliffe and Lavau 2013; Wilbert 2006) or sheep 

(Donaldson and Wood, 2004; Law and Mol, 2008), often as hosts, vectors or 

vulnerable recipients. However, the material practices of security also focus on 

more visible biothreats, whether άƛƴŦŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ of Ψƴƻƴ-ƴŀǘƛǾŜΩ flora (Barker 2008, p. 

1600) and fauna (Lavau 2011; Lien and Law 2011), or the άalmost visceralέ risks 

presented by large carnivores (Buller 2008, p. 1583; see also Collard 2012). In the 

case of the latter, this alters the scale and understanding of security, from virtual 

economies and nonhuman populations to a concern for the individual health, 

ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ άƻƴǘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎέ of humans (ibid, p. 1583). Biosecurity 

here entangles with orthodox conservation practices and ethics which rely on a 

range of spatial and moral (b)orders and logics to organise life. Categories such as 

native-alien, invasive, wild-domestic-feral become part of security strategies to 

classify ontological belonging and ecological security (Donaldson and Kymlicka 

2011; Fall 2013; Palmer 2010). 

 

 

 

1.3 Feral bo(a)rderlands and feral rewilding 
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Decolonising the focus of rewilding from human-initiated spatial practices to 

include more uncoordinated and spontaneous relational processes provides a 

useful frame to consider contemporary boar politics. Globally, boar are classified by 

ǘƘŜ L¦/b ŀǎ ƻŦ άƭŜŀǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέ (Oliver and Leus 2008, p. 1) and throughout their 

ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜΩ 9ǳǊŀǎƛŀƴ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ in places where they have been introduced over 

the last 500 years, their populations are steadily growing and geographies 

expanding (Massei et al. 2015; Keuling et al. 2017). Boar are creative, problem-

solving and reflexive (Morelle et al. 2015) and their flourishing has been facilitated 

by an admixture of biological, ecological, environmental and political constituents 

(Bieber and Ruf 2005; Vetter et al. 2015). As their abundance increases and 

geographies broaden, they have increasingly been framed as a security concern. 

Boar, as biothreat, cause ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ΨŘŀƳŀƎŜΩΣ generate risky encounters with 

recreationalists and drivers, and host infectious diseases (Barrios-Garcia and Ballari, 

2012; Massei and Genov, 2004; Massei et al, 2011; Schley and Roper, 2003). In 

ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǊŀƴƎŜΩΣ ΨŦŜǊŀƭΩ ōƻŀǊκǇƛƎǎ ŀǊŜ perceived as damaging local 

ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊƛƴƎ ŜƴŘŜƳƛŎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊΣ Ψƴƻƴ-natiǾŜΩ 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ΨƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ (McClure et al. 2015; Seward et al. 2004; Snow et 

al. 2017). Human-boar relations, therefore, are complex and appear increasingly 

problematic, something reflected in their growing interest for social scientists 

(Hearn et al. 2014; Frank et al. 2015; Keuling et al. 2016; Storie and Bell 2017). 

 

So, how does this relate to UK boar? As a once ubiquitous nonhuman presence, 

they have been ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέ9 candidates for (re)introduction 

according to the ecological objectives of rewilding practices. That is, their 

ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎΩ potentially creates mosaics of disturbance and 

 
 

 

 

9 https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/rewilding/reintroductions/wild-boar  

https://www.rewildingbritain.org.uk/rewilding/reintroductions/wild-boar
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regeneration within woodland and grassland habitats which regenerate and 

revitalise soil ecologies (Sandom et al, 2013a, 2013b). Moreover, it is also argued 

there is a moral imperative for their (re)introduction, along with other extirpated 

species, based upon their historic presence and human-initiated disappearance 

from the British Isles (Leaper et al. 1999; Goulding 2003; Monbiot 2014). And yet, as 

already noted, despite the gathering academic and practitioner interest in 

formalised rewilding events, the way in which the unsanctioned (re)introduction of 

boar has unfolded socially, politically and ecologically has received very little 

academic attention. This thesis, therefore, contributes both to knowledge 

surrounding human-boar relations, particularly those in the UK, as well as to work 

widening rewilding discourse beyond prescribed human practices to probe its more 

emergent, spontaneous, processual and relational elements.  

 

In 2008, the DEFRA Action Plan underlined unofficially (re)introduced boar were to 

be understood as ΨŦŜǊŀƭΩ (DEFRA 2008). For this reason, I have conceptualised this as 

an example of Ψferal rewildingΩ, a frame deliberately imbued with political 

implications όhΩaŀƘƻƴȅ, 2020). Simplistically, this highlights their normative, 

political categorisation and distinguishes their unsanctioned (re)introduction from 

official rewilding practices. However, ferality is an ambiguous category that reflects 

disorder, mess and undermines the ΨpurificationΩ of modern worlds (Latour 1993; 

Haraway 2008). Feral rewilding foregrounds the ethical-political implications and 

messy contestations that might encompass unofficial, emergent rewilding events. 

Not only does it foreground the blurring of spatial and moral boundaries, but it also 

reflects how pre-existing, multispecies relations are unsettled by unfamiliar,  

(re)introduced cohabitants. An emphasis on ferality, therefore, highlights the 

relational autonomy and agential capacities of more-than-human actors to work 

within and beyond human boundary-making practices. 

 

The feral rewilding of UK boar shows how realities are complex and messy (Law and 

Mol 2002; Law 2004; Murdoch 2006; Hinchliffe 2007). Rather than a simple and 
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singular story, their (re)introduction ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ άƳǳƭǘƛǇƭƛŎƛǘƛŜǎέ όLaw and Mol 2002, p. 

7); boar themselves, the places they inhabit and the (bio)politics encompassing 

their presence induce countervailing modes of ordering, ethics and logics. 

Sometimes these are complementary, at other times they jar uncomfortably. Boar 

are heuristic, problematising hegemonic human-nonhuman relations and practices 

of wildlife conservation and management, often arranged through closed systems 

of classification, categorisation or simplified scalings and (b)orders.  

 

To help make sense of the feral rewilding of boar, this thesis works with the 

concept of ΨborderlandsΩ. Citing Sassen's (2008) ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ άƳŀǊƪŜŘ 

by the intersection of multiple spatio-ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ώŘƛǎϐƻǊŘŜǊǎέ όǇ. 392), Hinchliffe et al. 

(2013) consider borderlands to be:  

spaces in the making...where borders are continually being restated 

through the juxtaposition of different elements, some close up, others 

folded in from afar, detached and re-embedded in ways that give rise to 

new and novel arrangements through different types of engagement (p. 

537). 

Such spaces are constituted of a range of  human-nonhuman elements, rhythms 

and logics that intermingle topologically, topographically and with differing 

intensities. Whereas Hinchliffe et al. explicitly interrogate ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǘǊŀ-ŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ 

of disease security, this thesis conceptualises the messiness, ambiguity and 

precarity of feral rewilding more inclusively. It is interested in how these 

bo(a)rderlands emerge and are made through different meanings, ontologies, 

spaces, places, multispecies relations and heterogenous practices. And, how logics 

and experiences of (dis)order are practiced, (re)produced and negotiated. 

Importantly, ŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘƛŜǎΩΣ the thesis pays attention to how spatial-

temporal relations and atmospheres άflow and churnέ (Law and Mol 2002, p. 11).  
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However, while they might signify spaces of tension and strain, borderlands can 

also be conceptually generative. More than merely descriptors, they are 

performative and reflexive, opening up possibilities for recombinant research and 

heterogenous knowledges to better make sense of complex social worlds (Wolch 

and Emel 1998; Strathern 2004; Hinchliffe et al. 2013; Hinchliffe et al. 2016; Enticott 

2017). Whilst material borderlands unsettle spatial-temporal relations, discursive 

borderlands can blur disciplinary boundaries. Such hybridity seems particularly 

important for rewilding, which brings together and unsettles different biopolitics, 

philosophies and ontologies of nature (Buller 2008; Lorimer and Driessen 2013; 

Lorimer 2015). Here, then, connections can be made to work from a range of 

literature which has increasingly paid attention to the fraught ΨƘuman dimensionsΩ 

of Ψconservation conflictsΩ (Woodroffe et al. 2005; Redpath et al. 2013; Baynham-

Herd et al. 2018), the political ecologies of wildlife management (Adams and 

Mulligan 2003; Barua 2014a; Srinivasan and Kasturirangan 2017; Evans and Adams 

2018) and the geographies of environmental knowledge ΨŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŜǎΩ (Crowley et 

al 2017; Maye et al. 2014; Sandover et al. 2018; Whatmore. 2009).  

 

Though not always couched in such terms, much of this work converges through an 

interest in exploring complex human-nonhuman entanglements, as well as the 

power dynamics involved in organising nonhuman life and making and 

disseminating knowledge. Furthermore, they show how political matters both 

emerge and gather around more-than-human actants, as well as become bound up 

in wider political tensions. The feral bo(a)rderlands and rewilding explored in this 

thesis, thus, contribute to this borderland literature and show how (re)introduced 

species and rewilding unsettle and (re)form the arrangement, production and 

organisation of space. Importantly, it does so by paying attention to the specific 

materialities and emplaced nature of these, as well as to the broader discursive 

debates at hand. 

 

1.4 Researching Feral Bo(a)rderlands 
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If feral UK bo(a)rderlands are uncertain and disorderly, it is important for a research 

methodology to reflect this. Rather than simplifying through ordered accounts or 

definitive typologies, it is important to try and find alternative modes of relating, 

gathering things together and attending to more-than-human matters  (Law and 

Mol 2002; Law 2004; Tsing 2015; van Dooren et al. 2016). Lƴ [ŀǿ ŀƴŘ aƻƭΩǎ  (2002) 

words, ά[d]ŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƻǇŜƴέ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀl, as compƭŜȄƛǘƛŜǎ άŀǊŜ 

ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜΣ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜΣ ǳƴǘŀƳŜŘέ (p. 16). Indeed, thinking with 

ferality throughout this thesis is a reminder that relations, places, practices and 

politics are always unsettled, incomplete and shifting. Feral bo(a)rderlands, 

therefore, probably necessitate ΨŦŜǊŀƭ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΩ. Conceived akin to other 

approaches ΨŘƛŀƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎΩ (Hinchliffe et al. 2016) and ΨǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎΩ (Barua 2014a; Lien 

2015; Crowley et al. 2017b) the topological and topographical relations between 

humans, nonhumans and their environments, my methodological approach sought 

to connect lives, species, places and politics together.  

 

Following the relational politics of feral UK bo(a)rderlands was challenging, partly 

due to the lack of pre-existing research and the importance, therefore, of keeping 

things open. Moreover, I particularly wanted to address and build on a lack of 

engagement with the situated, embodied, quotidian and material aspects 

connecting rewilding, biosecurity and place. Therefore, to contribute to other 

descriptively rich work in more-than-human and animal geographies (see Buller 

2013a; Philo and Wilbert 2000; Whatmore 2006), Science and Technology Studies 

(STS) (Abram and Lien 2011; Law and Lien 2013) and other multispecies studies 

(Kirksey and Helmreich 2010; Tsing 2015; van Dooren et al. 2016), my ΨŦŜǊŀƭ 

ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΩ was ethnographic, a Ψǎƭƻǿ ƳŜǘƘƻŘΩ (Law and Singleton 2013) that 

required and allowed time and space.  

 

This, primarily, was situated within one geographical locality, the Forest of Dean. 

Located between the Severn and Wye rivers on the southern end of the English-

Welsh border, it is one of the largest forests in southern England and has a distinct 



23 
 

cultural landscape. According to official accounts, the local ΨŦŜǊŀƭΩ boar population 

originally spawned from a farm to the north of the forest, near Ross-on-Wye, from 

where 30 boar escaped in the late 90s (DEFRA 2008; Stannard, 2011). This group, 

surviving and breeding mainly in small patches of woodland surrounded by 

farmland, persisted until another event, in 2004, when 60 boar were released to 

the west of the forest, near Staunton, in mysterious circumstances that were never 

resolved; no owner nor culprit was identified by authorities. At a time that pre-

dated policy, these two groups were left alone and, eventually, established as single 

population in the main forest several years later. Since these two events, over the 

last couple of decades it is officially estimated the Forest of Dean boar population 

has since grown to 1635 in 2018/2019, the largest in the UK (Gill and Waeber 2019).  

 

Undertaking an ethnography in the Forest of Dean enabled me to explore the 

different actions, practices, materialities and mobilities that are entangled with and 

make up boar assemblages. However, I also followed connections flowing to, from 

and through this location to bring this specificity into relation with wider political 

ecologies. Carrying out a slow piece of research was important as there is very little 

social science research into boar in the UK, let alone of a qualitative nature, and I 

was not entirely sure what I was looking for. Beyond the representations of UK 

bo(a)rderlands I had gleaned from news stories, boar felt somewhat elusive. I 

wanted to track these in as many ways as I could, physically and discursively, to get 

closer to understanding the affective nature of their (re)introduction, and the ways 

in which boar, people and politics have negotiated their arrival. Therefore, my feral 

methodology involved a breadth of evolving methods- animal tracking and camera 

trapping; observations of daily life and formal meetings; mobile and static 

interviews; and document analysis. By interweaving these different techniques, I 

hoped that the flowing, churning complexity of boar relations would emerge. 

Following this deductive and grounded research methodology, my research 

questions also evolved in response to different themes and data that emerged both 

in relation to the specificities of the Forest of Dean, as well as conversations and 

knowledge gaps surrounding boar, rewilding and biosecurity more broadly.  
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More formally, my research aims to: 

To explore how (re)introduced boar as a mode of feral rewilding are re-configuring 

social landscapes and human-nonhuman relations. 

 

Literature on rewilding has tended to focus on the spaces and nonhuman lives 

prescribed within conservation practice. This thesis, however, asks whether and in 

what ways feral rewilding, as an unsanctioned or unanticipated event, brings new 

spatial, temporal and moral relations. By providing an empirically rich study of 

some of the human-nonhuman entanglements that make up the Forest of Dean, 

the research reveals the relational and contingent nature of the places, practices 

and politics that co-constitute feral bo(a)rderlands. The thesis seeks to address 

three main research questions.             

                                                                                                                                                                      

1- Have (re)introduced boar reconfigured pre-existing relations, rhythms and 

understandings of place? 

The growing discussions around rewilding and (re)introducing species often 

overlook the situated, everyday performances that entangle humans and 

nonhuman lives. To understand how the presence of (re)introduced boar has 

altered the material and affective co-constitution of place, I first focus on some of 

the different lives that inhabit the Forest of Dean. How do seasonal changes in boar 

mobilities and behaviours bring new possibilities of encounter? How might this 

change the aesthetic landscape and atmospheres of risk? How do different actors 

experience and negotiate these? 

 

2- How have government wildlife agencies sought to know and secure the presence 

of boar? 
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This question addresses the way officially produced knowledges and practices, 

frequently the means through which relationships with wildlife are mediated, have 

unfolded in relation to boar. I seek to understand how socio-technological 

assemblages have formed around unfamiliar, (re)introduced boar. What kinds of 

knowledge and practices are assembled to make boar a political matter? How do 

knowledges of boar and their lively assemblages interrelate with practices of 

regulation? How might the relational agencies of the more-than-human world 

affect wildlife management, field-working, and the ability to produce knowledge of 

wildlife?  

 

3- How have strategies and modes of governance been implemented and 

contested? 

(Re)introduced boar in the British countryside offer a new material and discursive 

wildlife politics in the UK. This question asks how policy has framed their presence 

and how it is expected to be governed? How has responsibility and authority been 

shared, embraced and avoided. When and where is governance most problematic? 

To what extent is this contested and which voices might be included or excluded? I 

seek to understand how national politics is enacted and connects to the local and 

long-standing social-political relations of the Forest of Dean. 

 

1.5 Thesis Outline 

The thesis is arranged around eight subsequent chapters. First, in Chapters 2, 3 and 

4, I consider and bring together a range of literature to provide further background 

to the thesis and to form a conceptual and theoretical frame for the research. This 

literature is multidisciplinary and drawn from ecology, conservation science, more-

than-human geography and anthropology. These chapters outline the key themes 

that run through the thesis and build an argument that deepens spatial-temporal 

understandings of the relationship between rewilding, biosecurity and the politics 

of place. Chapter 5 centres on the methodological approach to data collection, how 
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and where this was undertaken. It offers a story of my research, the methods 

applied and some of the contingencies of fieldwork. Additionally, by introducing the 

Forest of Dean, it helps lay out some of the complexities and contestations that 

follow. 

 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 focus on the research questions outlined above, as well as the 

overarching conceptual themes that thread through the thesis. They provide rich 

descriptions of the unfolding lives, practices and politics entangled with boar. 

Chapter 6 considers how the multiple lives and performances that co-constitute the 

Forest of Dean are affected by (re)introduced boar. Following seasonal 

temporalities, this chapter explores how the agential capacities of boar generate 

new and reconfigure pre-existing relationships with place, highlighting how living 

with unfamiliar nonhuman co-habitants might be simultaneously affirming and 

unsettling. Chapter 7, similarly, engages with a diversity of material relations and 

focuses on the ways in which governing agencies have made boar a political matter 

and, subsequently, a security concern. It considers how practices of regulation and 

monitoring have evolved and become closely interrelated. It also reveals how boar 

generate new spatial relations and connections between the Forest of Dean and 

other UK locations. Finally, Chapter 8 addresses how boar policy and governance 

has emerged and been implemented in response to their unsanctioned wild 

presence. The chapter primarily focuses on the developing situation of boar in the 

Forest of Dean, and ways different organisations, groups and individuals have been 

involved in enacting and contesting strategies of governance. It shows how 

different logics and ontologies of boar become in embroiled in broader tensions 

relating to local politics. 

 

To conclude, chapter 9 summarises these findings and brings together the key 

themes to consider how multiple uncertainties surrounding the unsanctioned 

(re)introduction of boar have contributed to a contested, feral bo(a)rderland. It 

ends by considering the complex relationship between feral rewilding, biosecurity 
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and wildlife governance, the broader implications of this research, and possible 

futures paths of exploration.
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2 

(B)ORDERING WILDLIFE I: MULTISPECIES RELATIONS 

 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter continues the theme of the opening stories in Chapter 1 by considering 

further the ways humans and boar are entangled in one anotherΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ. It begins by 

conceptualising human-nonhuman relations through post-structural approaches 

that, broadly speaking, unsettle binary ontologies and emphasise the 

connectedness of naturecultures. In particular, it considers two ways in which 

nonhumans have been conceptualised; as companions and monsters. The chapter 

then moves on to pay attention to boar specifically, drawing on a range of research 

that, firstly, highlights historic symbiotic relationships between boar, humans and 

pigs, before discussing research and knowledge of boar presence and ecologies in 

contemporary Europe. Rather than suggesting that wider happenings can be neatly 

scaled down to the UK or, more specifically, the Forest of Dean, the chapter intends 

to contextualise the thesis within a wider temporal and spatial frame. By paying 

attention to stories speaking of human-boar closeness and inter/intra-action 

elsewhere, the chapter provides important context when later considering their 

relations, place, as well as ontological discussions about purity and belonging. 

 

2.2 Relational life 

Contemporary human-nonhuman relations are increasingly framed within the 

context of the Anthropocene, a concept eroding binary distinctions between nature 

and culture and inferring humans are inherently bound up with nonhuman worlds 
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(Castree 2014a; Lorimer 2015)10. The Anthropocene, therefore, άǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ 

expand[s] and radically undermine[s] conventional notions of agency and 

ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ (Johnson et al. 2015, p. 444, emphasis in original). Theoretically, it 

has provided space for a convergence between the natural and social sciences by 

άcollapse[ing]Χthe age-old humanist distinction between natural history and 

ƘǳƳŀƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅέ (Chakrabarty 2009, p. 201). It is thus a boundary event in more 

ways than one (Haraway 2015), unveiling the myth of an external, separate and 

singular Nature and potentially opening ways for a more Ψmulti-naturalΩ politics 

inclusive of difference, connectedness, uncertainty and materiality (Latour 2004b; 

Lorimer 2012). Within the social sciences and humanities, the Anthropocene has 

been used conceptually to frame questions about the ways our responsibilities, 

ethics of care and modes of ordering life ought change if humans are more 

implicitly tied to the insecurity of nonhuman existence (Van Dooren 2014; Braun 

2015; Lorimer 2015; Head 2016; Rutherford 2018). Relatedly, and of more 

relevance to boar, it also provokes different questions about how humans should 

live with and regulate proliferate and unruly life whose flourishing in Anthropocene 

conditions generates insecurities and uncertainty (Barker et al. 2013). 

 

This critical work has emerged from longstanding developments in post-structural, 

(post) actor-network and vitalist, bio-social theories that have sought to dissolve 

binary nature-culture ontologies and, instead, frame worlds as relational (Latour 

2005; Murdoch 2006; Coole and Frost 2010; Ingold 2011). This has laid foundations 

for researchers to increasingly pay attention to the material, more-than-human and 

animal agencies that co-constitute realities (Emel et al. 2002; Whatmore 2006 

 
 

 

 

10 Rather than digress into its complexities, I would point the reader towards stimulating literature 
debating its semantics (Haraway, 2015; Malm and Hornborg, 2014; Moore, 2017) and temporalities 
(Gibbard and Walker 2014; Lewis and Maslin 2015). 
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Hinchliffe 2007; J Lorimer 2012; Buller 2013a). Though these theoretical approaches 

differ, taken broadly they propose messy worlds comprising of dynamic 

assemblages of humans, animate and inanimate nonhumans, technologies, 

artefacts and institutions which exist through multiple temporal and spatial 

contexts (Law 2004; Murdoch 2006). Life is made up of heterogenous relations, 

άƳƛȄǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴέ (Law 2004, 

p. 3). Similarly, time and space iǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ άƴƻǘ ǇǊŜ-ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎΧόōǳǘύ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƛƴƎ 

continual construction exactly through the agency of things encountering each 

other in more or less organized circulaǘƛƻƴǎΧŀ Ŏƻ-ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘƛƴƎǎέ (Thrift 

2009, p. 96). 

 

Just as collective life and timespace are made up of multiple relations that shape 

character, individual forms- animals (including humans) and plants- are also more 

than merely bound objects or, in ThriftΩǎ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ άŦƭŜǎƘ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ by an envelope 

ƻŦ ǎƪƛƴέ (ibid, p. 103). Rather, they are complex assemblages oŦ άƻǘƘŜǊ ΨŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩ 

ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΧŎƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŜǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳέ όƛōƛŘ, p. 103). Importantly, these are not merely the biological 

entities we ordinarily associate with a body- limbs, organs, blood, tissues, leaves, 

roots etc- but also other living entities, such as microbes, bacteria and viruses 

(Hinchliffe 2007). ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ΨƛƴǘŜǊ-ŀŎǘΩ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΣ 

ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ΨƛƴǘǊŀ-ŀŎǘΩΣ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǎƛŘŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ όIƛƴŎƘƭƛŦŦŜ Ŝǘ ŀl. 2016). 

As opposed to being static and bound, therefore, it is more appropriate to think of 

animals (and plants) as άŜǾŜǊ-ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǿǘƘέ ǘƘŀǘ 

progress in relation to external and internal factors (Ingold 2011b, p. 8). Thinking of 

lives as ΨbecomingΩ instead of ΨbeingΩ, therefore, emphasises the primacy of both 

movement and inter-connection. This maps with relational approaches more 

broadly which emphasise άƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ŀƴŘΧtravelling 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŦƛȄŜŘ ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ōŜƭƻƴƎƛƴƎέ (Thrift 2009, p. 99). Internal and external 

movements and processes, therefore, allow all animals and plants, to exert agency 

and affect others: 
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[F]rom the primary somatic movement of the heartbeat, respiration and 

circulation, from other movements which collectively become the animal 

όƘǳƳŀƴ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜύΧŀƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ώōǳǘϐ 

an achievement that, in motion, is constantly changing, never fixed, and 

in response to, the ever-shifting and chaotic surrounding world and its 

affordances. (Buller 2012, p. 142) 

 

These multifarious ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƻǊ ΨƭƛƴŜǎ ƻŦ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎΩΣ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜr, giving the 

impression of bordered things rather than complex, creative processes in motion, 

congealing pasts, presents and potential futures (Deleuze et al. 2004; Ingold 2011). 

Ingold (2008a) suggests these άƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜέ have been explained 

ŀǿŀȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ άōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴέ (p. 10), turning organisms into ΨobjectsΩ 

within a world, rather than as subjects that co-produce worlds (see also Hinchliffe 

2007; Haraway 2008; Buller 2013a). This has produced an ontology reducing 

nonhumans to pre-existing and singular entities that merely ΨoccupyΩ worlds, as 

opposed to humans who are understood as ΨinhabitingΩ them, a distinction critical 

to the ways nonhumans have been ordered and regulated through modern 

conservation and biosecurity practices (as explored in Chapter 3). 

 

Considering individual and collective life as processual, spontaneous and emergent 

offers a way to think about how organisms- in the case of thesis, humans, boar and 

other nonhumans- are interrelated. This might be through proximate, emplaced 

encounters or more general spatial co-habitation. Tsing (2013) refers to this 

constant concurrence of embodied difference ŀǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƳƻǊŜ-than-human 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛǘȅέ όǇ. 27) that makes up the world. This is diverse and co-produces different 

types of relations:  

[P]lants, animals, and non-living matter may co-evolve and produce 

opportunities and constraints for one another through all manner of 

relations including co-operation, symbiosis, parasitism, co-habitation, 

opportunism as well as competition. (Hinchliffe 2007, p. 25)  
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Humans are, in Haraway's (2016) words, άǊŜƭŜƴǘƭŜǎǎƭȅ becoming-ǿƛǘƘέ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀƭƭȅ άƛƴ-ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊέ (p. 12). Though verbal language and rationality has been 

used to ontologically border humans and nonhumans, embodiment, gestures, 

movement, emotion and affect mean multispecies intersubjectivities are performed 

through a άǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŜŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦƭŜǎƘȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŀƭƛǘȅέ(Buller 2012, p. 140). These 

are mutual, aesthetic achievements based on somatic sensations and aesthetic 

connections, rather than unidirectional, anthropocentric relations steered entirely 

by intellectual meaning (Johnston 2008). Understanding life in such a way not only 

suggests the need for more ethical engagements with nonhuman species, but also 

to pay attention to intra-species differences amongst individual and groups (see 

Bear 2011a; Hinchliffe et al. 2005a; J Lorimer. 2010; Nygren and Jokinen 2013). 

 

To help consider such relationality in the context of humans and boar, here I briefly 

pay attention to several important concepts commonly evoked in multispecies 

studies. As the thesis progresses, these are useful in helping connect relational 

thinking with the tensions surrounding rewilding, (re)introductions and biosecurity. 

Firstly, Haraway (2003) has proposed that many nonhumans exist as άŎƻƳǇŀƴƛƻƴ 

speciesέΣ ŀ Ŏategory she suggests is άmore heterogenousΧǘƘŀƴ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛƻƴ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎέ 

(p. 15) and gives space for the άƭŜǎǎ ǎƘŀǇŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŀƳōǳƴŎǘƛƻǳǎέ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ Ŏƻ-

existence (Haraway 2008, p. 99). Interspecies relationships are framed as co-

constituted, co-evolved, collaborative and existing through complex material-

semiotic formations (Haraway, 2004). Though never settled and always requiring 

effort, certain companionly relations- ƴƻǘŀōƭȅΣ ƛƴ IŀǊŀǿŀȅΩǎ ŎŀǎŜ, humans and dogs-

reveal the possibilities of interspecies conviviality. This is not based exclusively upon 

human domination over others, but diffused through mutually beneficial, affective 

arrangements that bring different forms of life and ways of knowing together. A 

range of work has been conceptualised through such a lens, from more obvious pet 

and livestock relations (Brown and Dilley 2012; Maurstad et al. 2013; Power 2008) 

to less likely co-habitants, such as fungi (Tsing 2012) and elephants (Lorimer 2010b).  
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Though companionly entanglements are often tense and require interspecies 

reflexivity, the concept has been questioned for insufficiently addressing 

problematic and dysfunctional relations (Lorimer and Driessen 2013). By being 

rooted in the affirmative potential of actual encounters, it appears to insufficiently 

address the affective capacities of virtual and imagined encounters, as well as 

inter/intra-actions with the unfamiliar and unknown. Many interspecies relations 

are risky, unsettle identities and perhaps justifiably ought be treated with concern, 

distance and non-companionship, rather than embraced (Lorimer and Davies, 

2010). As Ginn et al. (2014) explain, while companionship is one way in which 

animal geography ŀƴŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ άǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜ Ŏƻ-

ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΣ ǾƛǘŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ΨōŜƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘΩέΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

prudent about how difficult it is to share with nonhuman others, άǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

creatures are awkward, when togetherness is difficult, when vulnerability is in the 

ƳŀƪƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƛǎ ŀǘ ƘŀƴŘέ όǇ. 114). 

 

There has, therefore, also been a concurrent interest in the more ΨmonstrousΩ side 

of relations, ones that differ from but are not necessarily incompatible with 

companionship. Indeed, such relations are multiple. Monsters, Swanson et al. 

(2017) ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘΣ ŀǊŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ άǿƻƴŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǎȅƳōƛƻǎƛǎέ whilst also 

embodying άǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘƛƻƴέ όǇ. M2). They exist through close 

entanglements with others, companions of varying forms but ones bringing 

uncertainty, danger and risk. These might manifest through human intervention 

and attempts to order other lives, or else influence ecologies in more autonomous,  

intra-agential and insidious ways. For example, altering animal genetics; purifying 

landscapes ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ΨǇŜǎǘΩ eradication; simplifying ecosystems; or else moving lives 

from one place to another, can have monstrous consequences (Hinchliffe and 

Bingham 2009; Davies 2013; Dixon and Ruddick 2013; Lorimer and Driessen 2013). 

In Lorimer and Driessen's (2013) words: 
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 [T]he monstrosity and hybridity of monsters is (therefore) not 

ƻƴǘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀōƭŜΧōǳǘ ŀƴ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ particular orderings of 

normality and difference. Monsters are monstrous for crossing 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΧǎǘǊŀŘŘƭƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƎǊƻǳǇƛƴƎǎΧōȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ŀǎ ōȅ 

endangering the cultural order through which we make sense of the 

world. (p. 251) 

 

Monsters are categorically complex, crossing human boundary-making practices 

and bringing disorder to systems that simplify the modern world. The monstrous 

and feral, as described in Chapters 3 and 4, share similarities. Importantly, different 

ontologies make monsters in diverse ways. TƘŜȅ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ άǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŎŀƭ 

ŀƴƻƳŀƭȅΣ ŀǎ ŀōƧŜŎǘ ŦƻǊŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǊƛǎƪȅκǇǊƻƳƛǎǎƻǊȅ ΨŀǊǊƛǾŀƴǘΩέ όƛōƛŘΣ p. 251). 

Monsters, therefore, are multiplicities, simultaneously biologically and ontologically 

threatening, as well as charismatic (Dixon 2013; Lorimer and Driessen 2013). 

Kristeva (1982) explains the abject, the monstrous, as that άǿƘŀǘ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōǎ identity, 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ƻǊŘŜǊΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎΣ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǊǳƭŜǎέ όǇ. 4). By 

destabilising and permeating (b)orders, these awkward multispecies relations 

reflect the ways in which humans unintentionally generate their own risks by 

creating (b)orders, as much as the agential animals that unsettle them (see Lorimer 

and Driessen, 2013; Rutherford, 2018). 

 

By introducing life as relational and considering two ways in which nonhumans 

have been conceptualised, I have provided a background to many of the discussions 

that follow not only in this chapter, but the thesis more broadly. From here, the 

following subsection turns attention more specifically to human-boar relations and 

considers how they have co-evolved and co-existed with one another.  

 

2.3 Human-bo(a)rderlands 
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This subsection is broad in spatial-temporal scale and deals with boar at a coarse 

species-scale, the commonplace Ψontological cutΩ used to order wildlife (Lorimer 

2015). Addressing animals at such an ontological scale risks is often criticised for 

discounting nonhuman difference and complexity. Though individuals and their 

multi-scalar ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ άalways multiple, multiplying their forms and 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (van Dooren et al. 2016, p.1; see also Bear 2011; Johnson 2015; 

Forsyth 2017), it is also argued ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ άǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ-making 

ǘƻƻƭέ (Kirksey 2015b, p.758). Using a range of literature that has emerged from 

recent developments in zooarchaeology and genomic research, from here I show 

that spatial and moral relations with boar, historically, have been far more complex 

than simple classifications might suggest. I show that boundaries between wildness 

and domesticity are messy, an important theme evoked in discussions around boar 

belonging and their rewilding. 

 

2.3.1  Historic relations 

Though this thesis focuses on ΨwildΩ boar, understanding their contemporary human 

relations benefits from a brief consideration of domestication. Theories of 

domestication are diverse, with traditional interpretations storying a unidirectional 

process enacted through human agency and exceptionalism (Russell 2002). For 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ άƘǳƳŀƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΧƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƳŀǎǘŜǊȅ ƻŦΧώƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴϐ ōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŦƻƻŘ 

ǎǳǇǇƭȅέ (Clutton-Brock 2002, p26). Regarding pigs/boar, Evin et al (2017) suggest 

άǘƘŜ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǇƛƎ ƛǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭs to have been ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀǘŜŘέ, in line 

with their description that domestication describes how άŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ 

ƳƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ƴŜǿ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ōȅ Ƴŀƴέ όǇ. 39). Boar 

(and other nonhumans) are framed as passive objects tamed for human utility. 

However, recent work has increasingly rethought and questioned such 

unidirectional agency, instead framing relations through more symbiotic, 

multispecies entanglements (Russell 2002; Cassidy and Mullin 2007; Tsing 2012; 

Head 2014). As Lien (2015) suggests, domestication should be understood as a 
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άǘǿƻ-ǿŀȅ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎέ as opposed to ƻƴŜ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ƻŦ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴ άŎƻƴtrol and 

ŎƻƴŦƛƴŜƳŜƴǘέ όǇ. 3).  

 

Rather than isolated moments of capture and control, domestication events are 

multiple and drawn out processes. Vigne (2010) suggests these have varying 

intensities of mutuality and might move backwards and forwards through stages of 

anthropophily; commensalism; control in the wild; control of captive animals; 

extensive and intensive breeding; and the potential becoming of pets. These 

relationships intensify and de-intensify, or else stabilise and destabilise. Zeder 

(2012) suggests specific circumstances mean animals have domesticated along 

different paths based upon mutually inclusive commensal relations, hunter-prey 

relations, or else through more specific means. Genomics and zooarchaeology 

suggest human-pig-boar assemblages co-evolved through composite commensal-

prey relations (White 2011; Zeder 2012). This occurred as spatial movements 

overlapped and boar either consumed food and human refuse in settled 

communities, or else foraged for similar resources in proximity to humans (Watson 

2004)11. Simultaneously, they might have been a prey species, though one managed 

selectively. Essig (2015) lucidly describes this symbiotic inter/intra-activity: 

[Pigs] became domestic through their relationship not with humans as 

hunters but rather with humans as villagersΧ.it was a more intimate 

relationship, involving everyone who lived in ǘƻǿƴΧ¢ƘŜȅ ŎƭŜŀƴŜŘ ǳǇ 

waste that accumulated in each village they occupied: dead animals, 

 
 

 

 

11 Rather more speculatively, Watson (2004) suggests the first locations of boar-pig domestication 
coincided with the first known fermentation of foods and alcohol, inferring that this might have 
attracted boar. This brings to mind Barua's (2014b) work on Ψvolatile ecologiesΩ and ways alcohol 
becomes a ΨǾƛǘŀƭΩ actant in human-elephant conflict in rural India. 
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rotten food, and human faeŎŜǎΧ[they] possessed alchemical powers, 

transforming garbage into [human] food. (p. 40-41) 

 

Generally, it is accepted that pig-boar domestication occurred around 8-10,000 

years ago (Evin et al. 2017) and was multi-sited, occurring independently in China, 

Anatolia and variously in South-East Asia (Larson et al. 2005). This was a convoluted 

and long-winded process of co-evolution, involving multiple movements of 

domesticated pigs through landscapes without pre-existing domesticated animals, 

and the regular intermingling of wild and domestic animals (Frantz et al. 2016; 

Larson and Burger 2013). Furthermore, domestication unfolded differently in 

Europe and Asia, something reflected in the greater genetic diversity of domestic 

Asian pigs than those in Europe (Frantz et al. 2016). Records suggest Asian pigs 

were segregated and penned at an earlier stage in their evolution, increasing both 

genetic diversity and morphological differences (White 2011). On the other hand, 

husbandry practices in Europe allowed (semi-)domesticated herds to move 

relatively autonomously through woodland for seasonal forage, whilst co-habiting 

and interbreeding with wild(er) boar. Indeed, wild and domestic animals in Europe 

were morphologically similar until around 300 years ago, at which point Chinese 

domestic pig breeds were imported, leading to enclosed farming practices and 

segregated populations (White 2011).  

 

Drawing things together, it seems human-pig-boar relations in Europe have 

historically been marked by shared topologies and almost constant proximity, 

histories άƭƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ ȊƻƴŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŜǎŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇέ (Van Dooren 2016, p.204). 

Phylogenetic maps, however, also show numerous gaps, suggesting localised 

extinctions, most likely from excessive hunting or extermination (Frantz et al. 2016). 

Relations, therefore, appear complex, continually άǳƴǎŜǘǘƭŜŘ ƳƛȄǘǳǊŜ[s]έ fluxing 

through mutualism, commensality and parasitism (Tsing 2012, p. 143). These might 

ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǿƪǿŀǊŘΣ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ΨƳƻƴǎǘǊƻǳǎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΩ 

between humans, pigs and boar. Critically, these intimate entanglements are not 
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defined purely by human agency, but by the creative, processual actions and 

capacities of boar. Unlike many animals who inhabit different habitats and 

ecological niches to humans, or who might actively avoid their presence, boar 

appear to have been able to co-habit and adapt to human presence. This generates 

two significant points. Firstly, that ontological separations between ΨǿƛƭŘΩ boar and 

ΨŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀǘŜΩ ǇƛƎǎ are unstable due to their continual intermingling and are, 

seemingly, a relatively modern concern (in Europe). Secondly, it also problematises 

the ways in which humans have progressively enacted (b)ordering practices and 

territorialised space (see Murdoch 2006), the issues of which are raised 

subsequently with regards to contemporaneous human-boar relations. 

 

2.3.2 Contemporary relations 

This subsection addresses contemporary boar bio-geographies and develops the 

introduction made in Chapter 1. While the last subsection drew from the genetic 

and archaeological sciences, here I lean more on work from ecology and 

conservation biology and, once again, consider the situation at a broad species 

scale. 

 

As noted previously, boar are classified by the L¦/b ŀǎ άƭŜŀǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέ due to their 

άǿƛŘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ ŀōǳƴŘŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƻƭŜǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎέ (Oliver and Leus 2008, p. 1). Unlike the wild ancestors of many 

domesticated species they have neither been pushed to extinction, as with aurochs, 

nor merely hang on as endangered or vulnerable species, such as mouflon. Boar are 

present on all continents except Antarctica, a result of their own relational 

autonomy and their translocation by European colonialists to the Americas, 

Australasia and globally scattered islands (Melletti and Meijaard 2017). Boar, along 

with humans, were important co-colonisers. Over the last 50-60 years in their 
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ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜΩ ǊŀƴƎŜ (See figure 2)12, they have also been (re)introduced to places they 

were temporally extirpated, whether intentionally by hunters, such as in northern 

Italy (Hearn et al. 2014), or else through accidental escapes and deliberate releases 

from captivity, including in the UK, Denmark and other localities (Putman et al. 

2011; Keuling et al. 2017).  

 

Figure 2- Geographical distribution of boar (yellow= extant presence; purple= (re)introduced 

presence) (from Oliver and Leus 2008) 

 
 

 

 

12 ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΩ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŦǳǊǘƘŜr in Chapter 3. 
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As with other species of wildlife (and expanded upon in Chapter 3), boar monitoring 

and surveying is predominantly data driven and carried out at a population scale 

(Boonman-Berson et al. 2018). Statistics suggest these and their geographies have 

expanded significantly over the last fifty years throughout their native and 

introduced ranges13. Massei et al. (2015) suggest this is due to a combination of 

factors, including species-specific biological factors (very high reproductive output 

and dispersal potential); lack of large predators; reforestation; deliberate releases 

for sport hunting; supplementary feeding; habitat alteration due to human 

activities and mild winters (p. 2). Boar success, it appears, is related to a complex 

assemblage of factors. Their behavioural ecologies, capacity to live in proximity to 

humans and ability to adapt to wider environmental changes caused by 

anthropogenic influences intra-act in ways beneficial to their species scale success.  

 

Firstly, boar are able to inhabit a range of ecological habitats, including semi-arid 

environments, marshlands, grasslands, as well as temperate forests and tropical 

rainforests (Oliver and Leus 2008). Unlike many other artiodactyls, they are not 

ruminants and evolved to become omnivorous foragers, rather than herbivorous 

specialists (Schley and Roper 2003; Ballari and Barrios-García 2014). By combining 

browsing and grazing, underground foraging and rooting, and predation, boar are 

able to move through a range of habitats and take advantage of the presence of a 

diverse array of lifeforms: seeds, fruits, leaves, stems, grasses, bulbs, tubers, roots, 

rhizomes, fungi, earthworms, insects, small mammals, amphibians, reptiles, birds 

eggs, bird chicks; as well as carrion (Massei and Genov 2004; Keuling et al. 2017). 

The abundance and frequency with which different things appear in their diet 

depends upon seasonal factors and the ecological assemblages present, though it 

 
 

 

 

13 see Keuling et al. (2017) for an extensive summary 
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appears they generally prefer plant over animal matter (Ballari and Barrios-García 

2014).  

 

Critically, boar are also drawn to agricultural spaces and crops which, firstly, provide 

easily accessible, highly-calorific food sources, particularly in summer-autumn when 

they are most nutritional and, secondly, offer shelter and cover within human 

proximity (Keuling et al. 2008a; Morelle and Lejeune 2015; Morelle et al. 2016). 

Furthermore, changing agricultural practices are believed to have been 

advantageous to boar, notably, a continent-wide increase and extension of maize 

farming over the last few decades which grows rapidly and appears desirable to 

their tastes (Keuling et al. 2017). In addition, the reduction of seasonally fallow field 

spaces as agriculture has intensified also means crop landscapes provide an almost 

permanent, easily obtainable source of food. The consequences of boar presence in 

spaces demarked for agriculture are multiple and a primary driver in social-political 

ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΩ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ and responsibility for managing 

boar (Frank 2015; Keuling et al. 2017; Storie and Bell 2017). This, primarily, relates 

to boar foraging, or the ΨƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΩ ƻŦ ΨŘŀƳŀƎŜΩ όaŀǎǎŜƛ et al. 2011), on crops, 

however, increasingly, biosecurity concerns are gathering around disease 

transmission between domestic pigs and boar, notably African Swine Fever (EFSA 

2014; More 2018). 

 

The capacity to consume different foods and exploit farming trends couples with 

another, important biological trait, namely, that female fertility is onset by body 

weight rather than age (Frauendorf et al. 2016). This means abundant food sources 

allow juveniles to gain weight more rapidly, ensuring not only their own survival but 

also earlier sexual maturity. Moreover, it appears boar adapt their reproductivity, 

according to the seasonal and annual availability of critical pulsed resources such as 

beech and oak mast. When these are limited, juveniles prioritise their own survival 

over reproduction, though adults tend to reproduce at similar rates (Bieber and Ruf 

2005). Such ΨelasticityΩ, in scientific parlance, means boar can benefit from 
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favourable environmental conditions and adapt when they deplete, leading to 

fluctuating but persistent, self-sustaining populations. This reflexive relationship 

with their environment is given extra significance as climate change has intensified, 

leading to milder winters and damper conditions throughout Europe (Vetter et al. 

2015). Increasingly clement weather improves boar health and juvenile survival 

(and thus reproductivity), while also escalating the frequency of beech and acorn 

mast years, meaning important food sources fluctuate less14.  

 

This regular supply of forest food, vital in autumn-winter, extensive farming and 

continual cultivation of highly nutritional crops and more benign weather has 

generated ideal conditions within which boar have flourished at a population scale 

(Keuling et al. 2017; Melis et al. 2006). However, as noted in Chapter 1 and 

explored further in Chapter 3, a further alteration to boar environments has given 

them space to succeed. That is, changing political ecologies and economies have 

spurred rural depopulation, afforestation and urbanisation in parts of Europe, 

altering species assemblages, ecosystems and human-nonhuman relations (Beilin et 

al. 2014). This has given many species space to growΣ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ΨǊŜǎǳǊƎŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ 

rewild beyond the constraints of historic human practices (Navarro and Pereira 

2012; Helmer et al. 2015). Boar appear to have benefitted from a diminishing in the 

vigilance with which rural borders were once regulated and cultural practices 

maintained through hunting, allowing them to exert more agency, co-produce new 

spaces and alter relations where humans are still physically present (Hearn et al. 

2014; Storie and Bell 2017).  

 
 

 

 

14 Interestingly, correlations between milder climates and growing boar populations reflect past 
changes in their range and population, which have similarly fluctuated according to temperature and 
resultant habitat change (Groenen et al. 2012).  
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This chapter has introduced some of the conceptual underpinnings of the thesis. 

Firstly, it showed how relational thinking has helped foreground the agency of 

nonhumans and the ways in which they and humans are imbricated ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 

lives, before considering how human-boar histories reflect such entanglements. 

Though speaking through an uncomfortably broad continental and species scale, 

the chapter has shown how boar appear synanthropic rather than anthrophobic, 

leading to a variety of evolving relations with humans, at times companionly, at 

other times as monstrous. Processual human-bo(a)rderlands are tense and 

increasingly complex as wider ecological and political changes nurture an 

environment within which boar are able to flourish. Thinking about this unfolding 

situation beyond the UK helps foreground the uncertainties of cohabiting with boar 

elsewhere, and the ways in which they unsettle simplistic spatial, genetic and moral 

(b)orders.
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3 

(B)ORDERING WILDLIFE II: MANAGING WILDLIFE 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Whereas Chapter 2 introduced relational theories to help conceptualise historic and 

contemporary human-boar relations, this chapter pays attention to the ways in 

which humans have sought to govern wildlife more broadly and considers how 

three dominant strategies- orthodox conservation, biosecurity and rewilding- offer 

contrasting ontologies of wildlife (Adams 2017; Buller 2013b; Lorimer 2015; Lorimer 

and Driessen 2013). These draw together a range of political techniques, 

technologies and skillsets that converge and diverge according to context, and are 

bound up with differing political, economic, legal and moral (b)orders. Whilst 

orthodox conservation and biosecurity seem to overlap, at times, rather neatly, 

rewilding on the other hand appears more transgressive. Carried out through a 

range of practices, we might understand these varying techniques of wildlife 

governance not as entirely distinct modes of ordering life, but as a multiplicity that 

co-exist in tension (Hodgetts 2018; Lorimer 2015).  

 

Increasingly, these sets of practices have been considered through various 

Foucauldian formulations of ΨbiopowerΩ, ΨbiopoliticsΩ and ΨgovernmentalityΩ, 

concepts that became progressively interrelated in his works (Elden 2007; 

Rutherford and Rutherford 2013). Though Foucault primarily spoke about humans, 

increasingly his work has been used to think through power relations between 

humans and nonhumans (Rabinow and Rose 2006; Biermann and Mansfield 2014; 

Hodgetts 2018). Foucault suggested pre-modern, western societies were governed 

ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴ ƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ άǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ 

ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŀǘƘέ ƻǊΣ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘs, the right to take life or let live (Foucault, 1981, 

cited in Rabinow and Rose 2006, p. 196). However, as societies liberalised and 
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economies diversified, there was a shift towards ΨbiopowerΩ which promoted the 

άǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ƭƛŦŜ ƻǊ Řƛǎŀƭƭƻǿ ƛǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ŘŜŀǘƘέ (ibid, p. 196). Foucault 

understood biopower as primarily exercised through two means; as anatamo-

political interventions on individual bodies and bio-political interventions 

conducted at a collective scale. Whilst some ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ CƻǳŎŀǳƭǘΩǎ 

description of this transition portrayed it as a clean, totalising and linear shift, the 

reality, Rutherford (2007) suggests, is that these forms of power have always been 

partial and incomplete. Power is multiple, with sovereign forms persisting alongside 

modes of biopower. Relatedly, differing governmentalities and governance 

arrangements are also never completely settled, particularly in neoliberal times, but 

always in process as they struggle to maintain and attain authority.  

 

Conservation and biosecurity have, historically, been enacted through a range of 

boundary-making practices and (b)orders that place and space wildlife. Whilst 

sovereign power, bio-power and biopolitics offer interesting overarching frames 

through which to situate modes of governance and management, my interest is 

also in the ΨpracticesΩ ǘƘŀǘ help make and shape realities, therefore it is useful to 

lean on literature from STS (Mol 1998; Law 2004). In particular, thinking with Law's 

(1994) proffering of the various Ψmodes of orderingΩ that constitute political 

techniques and social organisation is a useful way to consider the breadth of 

practices that make up conservation, biosecurity and rewilding. Though orders 

might be imposed through broader political structures and philosophies, they are 

also practised and, Law suggests, gain significance through the material realities of 

their conduct and the extent to which they cohere with other praxis. The levels of 

coherence or, perhaps more importantly, noncoherence, between different orders, 

practices, entities and ontologies, and whether these can be adequately articulated 

between one another, influences whether they are successful or not (Law et al. 

2014; Law 2004). Following on, conservation and biosecurity might be understood 

as relying upon various modes of (b)ordering that seek to spatially, temporally and 

ontologically arrange nonhuman life and human-nonhuman relations (Hinchliffe 

2007). 
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From here, this chapter introduces these modes of (b)ordering life and the ways in 

which their different ontologies and practices complement and contest one 

another. This is important as these ΨƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴ ōƛƻǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΩ ό[ƻǊƛƳŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

Driessen 2013) and their associated practices encompass key ways in which wildlife 

broadly and, more specifically, boar are ΨƳŀŘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΩ politically and ethically (see 

Hinchliffe and Whatmore 2006). 

 

3.2 Fixing through borderlines 

3.2.1 Conserving life 

Western, post-enlightenment binary ontologies separating nature and culture, 

rationality and irrationality, purity and impurity legitimised a human mastery and 

precedence over the nonhuman world (Latour 1993; Plumwood 1993). This 

contributed to a bifurcated nature that both facilitated the untrammelled 

exploitation of natural resources for human utility, and, in the 1800s, influenced a 

range of antithetical social and romantic iconographies that exulted nonhuman 

nature as a spectacle of inherent and essential beauty (Ditt and Rafferty 1996; 

Adams 2003)Φ tǊƛǎǘƛƴŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ άǘƘŜ ΨǳƴǎǇƻƛƭǘΩ ƻǘƘŜǊέ 

became imagined as wilderness in North America and parts of Europe, whilst in the 

UK (and other parts of Europe) it was an idȅƭƭ άŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭƛŎǎΣ ŎǳǎǘƻƳǎ ŀƴŘ 

ƳȅǎǘŜǊȅέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌǳral countryside (Macnaghten and Urry 1998). A perception that 

urban environments and industrialisation were increasingly corrosive, impure and 

imperialising, was mirrored by sentimenǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǇǊƛǎǘƛƴŜΣ ǾƛǊǘǳƻǳǎΣ ǿƛǎŜέ ƴŀǘǳǊŜǎ 

needed protection from the threat of modernity (Ditt and Rafferty 1996, p. 4; for 

further discussion on conservation histories, see also Adams 1996, 2003; 

Macnaghten and Urry 1998).  

 

The Ψorthodox approachΩ to conservation (Lorimer 2015) slowly emerged through 

an admixture of social movements, policy interventions and evolving practices from 
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the late 19th Century and throughout the 20th Century as a means of rationally 

ordering the relationship between society-nature (Sutton 2004). In its current form, 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ άŎƻƳǇƭex assemblages of theories, 

technologies, laws, territories and practices from past eras with different politics 

ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέ όLorimer, 2012, p. 606). Though speaking generally is risky due to its 

multiple biopolitics and modes of practice (Hodgetts 2017), broadly speaking 

orthodox conservation has been applied through a diverse array of (b)ordering and 

classificatory logics, principal among which has been territorialising spaces into 

which nature can be fixed, conceptually and practically, and made an object of 

governance (Hinchliffe 2007; Lorimer 2015; Adams 2017). 

 

The power of conservation practices has been exerted through two kinds of 

territorial spacings. Firstly, by (b)ordering land- possibly as nature reserves, 

protected areas, conservation zones- to contribute to a spatial imaginary of where 

nature is or ought to be. These have been founded on an equilibrium account of 

ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻƴŎŜƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ ŀ ƘƻƳŜƻǎǘŀǘƛŎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜΧbalanced, and 

ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƭŜέ (Lorimer 2015, p. 78) made of established habitats and communities 

which can be controlled and stabilised. Hodgetts (2017) describes these reserves as 

practices of Ψplace-makingΩ, ones that Bowker (2005) claims are primarily interested 

in άǊŜƴŘŜǊ(ing) the present etŜǊƴŀƭέ (p112)15, the ΨpresentΩ in most cases (in the UK 

at least) being a pre-modern notion of nature and landscape which is orderly rather 

than eventful. Secondly, conservation (b)orders nonhuman bodies and their 

conditions, setting boundaries about what different species are, and how different 

organisms and humans are allowed to interact: who can move, kill, transform or 

care for others (Adams, 2017).  

 
 

 

 

15 Hinchliffe (2008) uses and paraphrases this term frequently, and it is from this paper that I take it. 
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A key political technique that emerged in the late 20th Century and complemented 

the administration and monitoring of landscapes and species was the notion of 

ΨbiodiversityΩ. Centring on Linnaean taxonomy to help classify Ψnonhuman 

differenceΩ at a species scale, it has become the pre-eminent principle through 

which to perform conservation practice by quantifying and valuing nature through a 

calculatory means, despite uncertainties over its classificatory techniques and how 

it should be measured (Takacs 1996; Gaston 1998; Bowker 2000b; Lorimer 2007b). 

This system emphasises how scientific advancements in molecular knowledges have 

been used to rank species, communities and populations in relation to genetic 

heritage and purity. Linnaean taxonomy underpins many global conservation 

classifications, such as Endangered Species Lists (Braverman 2014b) and UK 

Biodiversity Action Plans (Lorimer 2015), which serve to order and value species 

according to a range of logics, including rarity, charisma and cultural significance. 

Biodiversity as a concept converged with older forms of biogeographical and 

biopolitical (b)ordering, which included separating species into native and non-

native, rare or proliferate, and pure-impure binaries (Head et al 2014; Hinchliffe 

2007; Lorimer 2015). 

 

Through their employment of a range of practices, technologies and knowledges, 

conservation practitioners have been described as άŎǳǊŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜέ (Verma et 

al 2016, p. 77), implementing a range of bio and anatamo-political techniques- 

species lists, surveillance of rare species and populations, statistical monitoring- to 

foster desirable life and make it live (Biermann and Mansfield 2014; Braverman 

2014b; Srinivasan 2014; Lorimer 2015). Though some argue conservation is an 

attempt to establish a utopic άǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛǾŜΣ ƭŀǿƭƛƪŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ (Bowker 2000b p. 

745) through imperialising, technocratic archives and surveys  (see Takacs 1996; 

Youatt 2008), Chapter 4 considers how monitoring and surveillance in practice are 

incomplete and messy, unsettling hegemonic, scientific epistemologies that seek to 

represent nonhuman life (Hinchliffe 2007; Lorimer 2015). 
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3.2.2 Securing life 

Chapter 1 briefly introduced biosecurity as ongoing practices of securing life and 

making it safe (Barker et al. 2013; Bingham et al 2008a). With a focus on unruly 

matter(s), biopolitical governance regimes and discourse have frequently focused 

on the protection and health of "indigenous biota, agricultural assemblages and 

human(s)" (Barker et al. 2013, p. 5). The United Nations Food and Agricultural 

Organisation (FAO) ΨōƛƻǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǘƻƻƭƪƛǘΩ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ōƛƻǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀǎ: 

a strategic and integrated approach to analyzing and managing risks to the 

ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΧ ŀ ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ sustainability of 

agriculture, and wide-ranging aspects of public health and protection of the 

ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέ (cited by Outhwaite 2013, p. 

81). 

 Arguably, then, we might understand conservation as entangled with modes of 

biosecurity that seek to preserve and protect biodiversity from external risks. As 

noted earlier, within biosecurity literature these risks are frequently disease 

related, but also include the regulation and control of other forms of life, including 

plants and animals perceived as biologically and ontologically threatening, including 

boar. 

 

Like conservation, orthodox biosecurity is a fundamentally territorial practice 

seeking to make space safe and secure the health of its populations. A long-

standing principle has been to order and standardise, or purify, Euclidean space and 

ensure that its various borders are firm and closed (Enticott 2008b; Hinchliffe and 

Bingham 2008). Protecting valuable life- whether livestock, crops, endangered 

species- therefore, involves άŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊΣ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜΣ and/or halt the 

movements of various (other) ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜέ (Bingham et al. 2008). Hinchliffe et al 

(2013a) suggest historic biosecurity practices have been enacted through 

ΨborderlinesΩ which emphasise techniques of bio-exclusion and bio-containment. 

Borderlines are part of a preventative approach relying on barriers to eliminate, or 
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at least minimise, the possibilities of contact between desirable and undesirable 

lives or, in Foucauldian terms, the normal and pathological (Murdoch and Ward 

1997). Whereas practices of biodiversity conservation might be understood as 

ΨinclusionaryΩ and creating borders to stabilise life within a place, biosecurity might 

be seen as ΨexclusionaryΩ and creating borders to keep things out. 

 

The borderlines used to arrange and separate life are multiple. For example, these 

might be physical boundaries that attempt to separate agricultural spaces from the 

outside (Enticott 2008b); sets of practices that seek to regulate unwanted disease 

flows between different farms and farm stock (Law 2006); or else fencing to enclose 

wildlife within protected, conservation areas (Evans and Adams 2016). Separation, 

therefore, is carried out through material arrangements that might seek to keep 

certain things ΨinΩ or ΨoutΩ. Furthermore, securing life is clearly not only about 

bordering space to make some lives live, as strategies of biopower infer, but about 

enacting sovereign power through, in Crowley et al's (2018) terms, various Ψmodes 

of killingΩΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ΨŎǳƭƭƛƴƎΩ. In the UK, culling might be performed to, 

amongst other examples, control invasive or non-native species, such as grey 

squirrels or parakeets (Crowley et al. 2018; 2019); prevent the spread of contagious 

disease between infected domesticated animals, such as sheep with Foot and 

Mouth (Law 2006; Law and Mol 2008); limit interspecies contact between wild and 

domestic animals, such as badgers and cattle (Maye et al. 2014); or else control 

overabundant ungulates threatening forestry (Dandy et al. 2012).  

 

Another key aspect of these biosecurity approaches, once again shared with 

orthodox conservation, is the importance of accumulated statistics and maps as a 

way of informing risk and the spatial-temporalities of likely events (Hinchliffe et al. 

2013). Risk, then, is understood as manageable based on a logic of calculation that 

gives a sense of predictability to territory and its populations, making it appear 

knowable, a critical technique of biopolitical governance (Murdoch 2006b). This is 

grounded in a belief that futures can be secured through historical records, and that 



51 
 

άŀǊŎƘƛǾŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǘōǊŜŀƪǎΧώŎŀƴ ƘŜƭǇϐ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎέ (Lakoff 2008, p. 40). Such a calculatory politics helps ramify 

borders that not only say what and where is secure or insecure, but also quantify 

security and potential insecurity.  

 

3.2.3 Organising space and life 

We can understand these spatial arrangements and (b)orders as techniques of 

territorialisation that fit with broader political strategies of calculating, monitoring 

and regulating public and private space (Murdoch 2006b; Murdoch and Ward 

1997). Territory is an interest of governŀƴŎŜΣ άŀ ǊŜƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ 

ƻŦ ΨǎǇŀŎŜΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΥ ƻǿƴŜŘΣ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘΣ ƳŀǇǇŜŘΣ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘΣ ōƻǊŘŜǊŜŘ 

ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘέ (Elden 2010, p. 578). Territories are performative, shaped by and 

shaping continual transformations in regimes of governance. However, they work 

and manifest in different ways. One way in which we might understand the 

organisation of these previously described forms of conservation, security and their 

spatial binding of life is through what Mol and Law (1994) refer to as ΨregionsΩ, 

ǿƘŜǊŜ άƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ clustered together and boundaries are drawn around each 

ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊέ όǇ. 643). Organising space regionally requires a series of political, ethical 

and practical decisions to be made about where boundaries lie, and what is allowed 

or desired to be inside and out. wŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƳŀƪŜ άǎǇŀŎŜ όƛǎύ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜΦ bŜŀǘ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΣ 

no overlap. Here or there, each place is located at one side of a boundary. It is thus 

ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ΨƛƴǎƛŘŜΩ ƻǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ΨƻǳǘǎƛŘŜΩ ŀǊŜ ŎǊŜŀted. What is similar is close. What is 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜέ όǇ. 647). Regional spaces, therefore, organise and bind life 

and its processes topographically, άǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎ[ing] difference and encourag[ing] 

ǳƴƛŦƻǊƳ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜƳέ (Bear and Eden 2008, p. 490). 

 

Importantly, whilst regionalised conservation and biosecurity regimes focus on 

(b)ordering Euclidian spaces, they also govern through ΨnetworkΩ topologies. These 

are gatherings of heterogenous entities- machines, datasets, places, people- which 

have well defined relations and connect different regions. Network spaces are less 
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ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƳƻǊŜ άǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛƻǘƛŎ 

patternǎώǎϐέ (Mol and Law 1994, p. 649). Networks can cross boundaries, 

ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ άsimilar set[s] of elements and similar 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƳέ (ibid, p. 649, emphasis in original), giving them a sense of 

closeness and ΨfoldingΩ regional surfaces. Regions become connected through these 

networks and modes of (b)ordering- biodiversity, species, disease, ecological 

condition- which also enable knowledges of their constituents. 

 

A similar, related way of understanding this kind of spatial organisation, is through 

Deleuze and Guattari's (2004) concept of ΨstriatedΩ space and territorialisation. As 

with regionalisation, this is space enacted through the assignment of things to 

locations and co-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜǎΣ άŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŎƻŘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΧŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ 

ŘƛŀƎǊŀƳέ (Bear 2013, p. 25, citing Doel 1996)Φ ! ŎƭŀǎǎƛŎ ǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜ ƻŦ άώaϐŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ-

by-ǎǘǊƛŀǘƛƻƴέΣ ƛƴ .ŜŀǊΩǎ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƛǎ άǿƘŜǊŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘǊŀǿƴ ƻƴ ƳŀǇǎ ǘƻ 

determine where certain activities may or may ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜέ όǇ. 35). But both 

regionalisation and striation are more diverse than this and occur in multiple ways. 

Beyond two-dimensional spatial topographies and (b)orders, Bear explains, they 

also occur through the classifications of different animals or the modes of ordering 

their presence. They are, then, about territorialising, conserving and policing. But 

how successful are these structured ways of organising and spatialising life, and to 

what extent have these classifications performed as wished? 

 

3.3 Fluidity and borderlands 

3.3.1 Changing conservation borders 

These previously described strategies are part of what has been termed a 

ΨŘŜŦŜƴǎƛǾŜΩ (Taylor 2013) ΨǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴƛǎǘΩ (Adams 2003) ƻǊ ΨŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎǘΩ 

(Lorimer 2015; Jepson 2016) regime of conservation. These have, in specific cases, 

been successful and legal frameworks and practical interventions have protected a 

range of endangered species and habitats. However, though the number of global 
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and localised protected species lists and biodiversity inventories have increased 

(Braverman 2014b), alongside an expansion in the number and coverage of 

protected areas (Juffe-Bignoli et al. 2014), these long-standing regulatory 

mechanisms of conservation appear to have struggled to fulfil their goals. 

Important habitats have continued to degrade or disappear, species gone extinct 

and biodiversity diminished (Dirzo et al. 2014; Seddon et al. 2014; Svenning et al. 

2016). As importantly, the ethico-political applications of these have appeared 

increasingly at odds with evolving understandings of justice. Not only have they 

been founded on debatable spatial and ontological divisions, but their practices 

have been seen as excluding and imperialising vulnerable voices and presences, 

whether human or nonhuman (Adams. 2016; Büscher et al. 2012). 

 

These developments have highlighted the precarity caused by isolating protected 

species in preserved spaces, or else prioritising certain lives over others, within the 

potentially deleterious, multifarious effects of the Anthropocene. Regions of 

conservation interest, whether protected areas or individual animal bodies, have 

been constricted by intensifying agricultural landscapes, exploitation of natural 

resources, and the strict, sovereign policing of lively security risks that transgress 

boundaries (Adams et al. 2014; Jepson 2016; Taylor 2013). Orthodox conservation 

and its prescriptive approach to calculating, assessing and (b)ordering the places 

and lives of ecological compositions appear somewhat retrograde (Jepson. 2015), 

and the policing of boundaries and transgressive species excessive. At a time when 

Anthropocene threats are multiple, heterogenous and virtual, merely being reactive 

to a range of actualised external threats has not been entirely sufficient for 

conservation to succeed (Lorimer 2015). 

 

As the problematic nature of conservation borderlines have grown ever apparent 

over recent decades, developing knowledges have also informed new ecologies 

underlining the importance of not just spatial areas and size, but also ecological and 

structural connectivities and edge effects (Crooks and Sanjayan 2006; Hodgson et 
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al. 2011; Lindenmayer et al. 2008; Manning et al. 2009). These have emphasised 

and provided evidence for landscape-scale conservation approaches and ecological 

restoration schemes that promote ecosystems and connectedness, as much if not 

more than the intrinsic values of particular species and spaces (Bullock et al. 2011; 

Hobbs et al. 2009; Jordan and Lubick 2011; Norris 2012). Critically, from the 1980s, 

UK and European policy shifted strategies and initiated changes to partially re-

couple nature-cultures (Adams et al. 2014). These evolving practices and 

knowledges are not merely theoretical, but contribute to an ontological political 

ƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ άchallenges the modern scienceςpolitics settlement, where natural 

science speaks for a stable, objective Natureέ (Lorimer 2012, p. 593). 

 

Throughout Europe, conservation policy has increasingly promoted a multi-scalar 

strategy that still values (b)ordered spaces and subjects, but is opening to the 

broader sensibilities of ecological and landscape health16. Zimmerer (2000) talks of 

άǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛǾŜ ƴŜǿ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŜǎΧόƻŦ ŀύ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ōƻƻƳέ όǇ. 356) in the 90s, 

aspects of which promoted Agri-environment schemes (AES) within farming 

landscapes and habitat (re)creation, occasionally enforced upon multiple 

landowners, to spread environmentally beneficial management techniques more 

broadly (Adams et al. 2014; Merckx and Pereira 2015). Conservation practices and 

their biogeographies thus expanded and diversified (Ladle and Whittaker 2011), 

initiating practices and policies that might allow for increased movement and 

fluidity, as well as fluxing and non-equilibrium more-than-human relations that 

have been hitherto constricted by the (b)ordering of nature (Manning et al. 2009; 

 
 

 

 

16 In the UK, such trends are reflected in various consultation reports and policy papers, such as 
aŀƪƛƴƎ {ǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ bŀǘǳǊŜΥ ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ όLawton et al, 2010); The Natural 
Choice: securing the value of nature (DEFRA, 2011b); Biodiversity 2020: a strategy ŦƻǊ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
wildlife and ecosystem services (DEFRA. 2011a); as well as the Millennium Ecosystems Assessment 
(2005). 
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Zimmerer 2000). To adapt appropriately, therefore, conservation and wildlife 

governance has been undergoing a continual re-territorialisation (Adams et al. 

2014). And yet, although there have been isolated successes, the broader 

achievements of AES schemes and other landscape strategies have appeared 

ambiguous at best (Kleijn et al. 2006; Kleijn and Sutherland 2003), enacted as they 

have through a persistently compositionalist approach to valuing, calculating and 

monitoring wildlife within the restrictions of a privatised and fragmented modern 

landscape replete with (b)orders and boundaries (Lorimer 2015). 

 

3.3.2 Changing security borders 

As much as strategies and knowledges of conservation have evolved, so too have 

those of biosecurity. Orthodox approaches relying on strict bordering principles to 

prevent and minimise the threats of risky life have proven only partially effective, as 

shown by the number of disease outbreaks in agriculture and the growing 

mobilisations of wild species to new locations (Barker et al. 2013; Braun 2013). 

{Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ άǇǊŜŎŀǊƛƻǳǎΣ ŀƳōƛǾŀƭŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴǘέ (Enticott 2008b) in 

the midst of multiple and complex flows of life through heterogenous spaces. 

Attempts to purify space might, for example, create sinks for further forms of 

pathogenic life (Law 2006) or else initiate perturbation effects that further mobilise 

the risky lives subjected to control (Enticott 2008a). In particular, whereas orthodox 

modes of management enacted through borderlines and sovereign control have 

been performed in relation to visible and immediately recognisable threats, 

contemporary biosecurity regimes are increasingly entangled with the multi-scalar 

uncertainties and complexities of an increasingly interconnected and mobilized 

world (Barker 2015; Hinchliffe and Lavau 2013). Biosecurity, in Braun's (2007) 

words, is thus an increaǎƛƴƎƭȅ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΧǊŜŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊƛƴƎΧǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ όǘƘŜƛǊύ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΧǿŜŘώŘƛƴƎϐ ōƛƻǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

ƎŜƻǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎέ όǇ. 23).  
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A key aspect of evolving biosecurity practices and regimes has been the need to 

negotiate a balance between acknowledging the relational nature of social 

organisation and, indeed, life itself, whilst minimising risk. Healthy ecologies and 

lives, whether wild or domesticate, need to be connected to others, whilst 

contemporary (neo)liberal economies are based on flows of commodities and 

trade. In Foucault's (2007) terms, biopolitical modes of governance have, therefore, 

ōŜŎƻƳŜ άŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻf organising circulation, eliminating its dangerous elements, 

making a division between good and bad circulation, and maximising the good 

ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ŘƛƳƛƴƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ōŀŘέ (p. 18). In this context, biosecurity practices 

need to simultaneously facilitate and regulate these movements. However, 

separating desirable movements and halting risky ones, and determining how much 

movement is safe, is epistemologically challenging (Barker 2015). More than just 

separating good and bad, or the normal and pathological- two over-simplistic 

binaries-, biosecurity practices are increasingly concerned with tackling the complex 

entanglements of unruly biologies and ecologies. In other words, they are 

frequently ŀōƻǳǘ άǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƭƛŦŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΧ[of] too much 

lifeΧώǘƘŜϐ fear that continually incubating within life are threats to life. As such, life 

must be secured against life.έ (Braun 2013 p.48, emphasis in original).  

 

Surveillance and monitoring are integral aspects of security practices, and aim to 

άǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ virus ƻǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳΧǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ΨǎƛƭŜƴǘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘΩ 

ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜŎǘƛƻƴέ (Barker 2015, p. 360). Surveillance technologies and techniques, 

therefore, need to be aware of ƭƛŦŜΩǎ ŦƭǳƛŘity and immanence, not just the inter-

actions and external associations between things, but also their intra-actions and 

internal associations (Barker 2015; Hinchliffe et al. 2016). Biothreats are multiple 

and might be visible, stable and conspicuous, such as large charismatic animals; 

microbial, mutable and discreet, such as viruses; or else both. The growing 

awareness of these multi-scalar associations, compositions and assemblages has 

both aided, and been aided by, the Ψmolecularization of lifeΩ (Braun 2007). By 

reorganizing the concerns of biosecurity and the types of surveillance it seeks to 
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enact, it increasingly addresses both the permeability of physical boundaries within 

landscapes, as well as individual bodies. 

 

The multiplicity of bio-threats has significant implications for understandings of 

space. Whereas some might be framed through their topographies and, thus, 

become a concern due to their spatial ΨextensionΩ, others are topological matters 

that emerge through spatial ΨintensionΩ (Hinchliffe et al. 2013). That is, their threat 

comes from the intensification of the human-nonhuman entanglements, and the 

heterogenous, more-than-human environments within which they are situated. 

Therefore, whereas the former focuses on where threats might be, the latter 

focuses on density of relations within an assemblage from which threats might 

emerge. 

 

The possibility of risks emerging unexpectedly from assemblages, as opposed to 

always being extant, transforms contemporary security ontologies. Rather than 

focusing purely on ΨactualΩ and ΨpresentΩ threats as with orthodox approaches, 

these are increasingly mixed with the ΨvirtualΩ and Ψpotentially presentΩ (Braun 2013; 

Hinchliffe et al. 2016). There is, therefore, a concern with multiple present-future 

timespaces as the possibility of nascent and emergent threats and future 

uncertainties increasingly spur anticipatory modes of governance relying on 

practices of Ψpre-emptionΩ and ΨpreparednessΩ (Anderson 2010; Hinchliffe and 

Bingham 2008). Braun (2013), following the work of Massumi (2009), describes how 

contemporary security regimes frame the world as ǊŜǇƭŜǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ άincipient 

eventsΧώwhich] ƛƴŎǳōŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀǎ ŀ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘŜέ, thus collapsing 

actual and virtual worlds together and making them άinseparableέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 51). 

Through preparedness, governing regimes plan for what comes after inevitable 

events by producing logistical protocols and practices that order lives, things and 

information that operate to Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ άǘƘŜ ōƛƻǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƭƛŦŜ ǘƻ 

flourish in the face of the unexpected threats that the same, or similar, networks 

Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊǘƘέ όibid p. 53). On the other hand, pre-emptive approaches exert 
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power by preventing events from occurring and ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άconditions of 

ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜέ, thereby ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ άŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜǎέ (ibid p. 53, emphasis in 

original). ¢ƘƛǎΣ .Ǌŀǳƴ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎΣ ŜƴŀŎǘǎ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ άƻƴǘƻǇƻǿŜǊέ όǇ. 52) whereby 

interventions seek to ensure certain futures and realities over others. Summarily, it 

seems strategies of governance do not merely act and intervene in what ΨisΩ a 

threat or predict what ΨwillΩ happen, but also what ΨcouldΩ happen.  

 

Importantly, shifts in the spatial-temporalities of biosecurity practices are partial, 

reflecting CƻǳŎŀǳƭǘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴ ǘƻ ōƛƻǇƻǿŜǊΦ Along 

with theoretical changes, their practical implementation is embedded with 

tensions. Notably, to maximise control, effective practices ought be flexible enough 

to adapt to biological indeterminacy and the uncertainty of assemblages, whilst be 

tight enough to enact security (Bingham et al. 2008b; Hinchliffe et al 2013b). 

According to Hinchliffe and Bingham (2008), άǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ of control 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΧǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ƛƴǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ όǇ. 

мрпуύέΦ Political techniques- technologies, everyday practices, policies- bound up in 

security regimes need to be pliable to reflect the complex entanglements and 

connectedness of the contemporary world. Success, in other words, hinges on 

flexibility and adaption to the world within which they are situated.  

 

Rather than smoothly functioning processes, biosecurity practices are always 

diverse, heterogenous and contingent gatherings of practices and actants. Whilst 

diverse knowledge practices and ontologies are sometimes successfully assembled 

together to aid security, as in an example of avian flu (Hinchliffe and Lavau 2013), 

frequently practices conducted in the open are subject to a range of unexpected, 

place-specific interactions and interferences that challenge the objectives of 

regulation (Hinchliffe and Bingham 2008). Official biosecurity protocols and 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ΨŘƛǎǘŀƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ōǊƻŀŘΣ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ-scale knowledges 

ǘƘŀǘ Ǌǳƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ΨǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜΩ, experiential knowledges held by actors 

expected to adhere to prescribed management guidelines, such as farmers involved 
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in bovine tuberculosis (bTB) controversies (Enticott 2008a). Or else, biosecurity 

strategists struggle to understand the culturally-rooted belief systems that appear 

to have contradictory attitudes the spaces of biosecurity prescriptions and 

negotiations surrounding risky wildlife, such a badgers (Enticott 2008b). Various 

ΨƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎΩΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎΣ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ǊŜƭƛŀƴǘ ǳǇƻƴ ŀƴ 

openness to confusion, concession, adaptation and accommodation (Hinchliffe and 

Bingham 2009). 

 

3.3.3 Disorganising space and life 

Section 3.2 considered how orthodox conservation and preventative security 

approaches have been organised through (b)orders and classifications that 

regionalise and striate space. However, applying a fixed, preventative and 

topographic framework to manage nonhuman life has proven inadequate in 

protecting both the interests of humans and vulnerable wild lives. This appears to 

be because the relations between species and their environments, the ways in 

which they move and are both affected by and affect others is far more complex 

than such regimes might have allowed. Realities are messier, more contingent and 

diverse than arrangements simplifying space and life can allow. Whereas orthodox 

strategies have been defined by (b)orders that restrict, suppress and presume 

stability, practices approaches to wildlife management are evolving and 

reconsidering spatial relations.  

 

Whereas regions and networks have definitive connections and create boundaries 

to stabilise and govern spaces by differentiating between insides and outsides, 

ecologies transform and shift. In Mol and Law's (1994) terminology, they can be 

understood as ΨfluidΩ, ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ άinvariant trŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴώǎϐέΣ comprising of 

άƳƛȄǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀŘƛŜƴǘǎέΣ ƛƴǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ άŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜ ώŀƴŘϐ 

ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜ ƛŦ ǎƻƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳŘŘŜƴƭȅ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊέ όǇ. 658-659, 

emphasis in original). Within fluid spaces, Mol and Law explain, boundaries are not 

necessarily clear, their objects and subjects not always known or judiciously defined 
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and, importantly, the distinctions between the normal and pathological is not 

absolute. Rather, this might be understood through gradients, rather than distinct 

thresholds or (b)orders. Life overflows its surroundings and the ways in which 

regions try to organise it. Whereas both regions and networks need to flatten 

difference to standardise space, they behave in unpredictable ways that make fixed 

and connected networks unstable or redundant. Identities, similarities and 

differences are blurred. Whereas regions create boundaries that gather known 

things together and the objects of networks are reliant on one another to make 

ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŦƭǳƛŘǎ ƘŀǾŜ άƴƻ ΨƻōƭƛƎŀǘƻǊȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜΩΤ ƴƻ ǇƭŀŎŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

everything else has to file; no panopticon; no centre of translation; which means 

that every individual eƭŜƳŜƴǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǎǳǇŜǊŦƭǳƻǳǎέ όǇ. 661, emphasis in original). 

Fluid mixtures of things, then, are dynamic and relatively instable. 

 

The struggles of orthodox, bordering approaches to conservation and biosecurity 

are in part due to the fluidities of bodies, lives, spaces and their relations. Regions 

and networks might appear too rigid and reliant on connections and similarities, 

whereas life flows. In Ingold's (2008) words, the world more broadly should be 

understood as a fluid space or a meshwork, άŀ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŀōƭŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ōǳǘ ƻŦ 

ƛƴǘŜǊǿƻǾŜƴ ƭƛƴŜǎΧώŀϐ ȊƻƴŜ ƻŦ ŀŘƳƛȄǘǳǊŜ ǿƘŜǊe the substances of the earth mingle 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ώƻŦϐ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƛƴŜΧŜŀŎƘ ǎǳŎƘ ƭƛƴŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǎ ōǳǘ ƻƴŜ ǎǘǊŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƛǎǎǳŜ 

ƻŦ ƭƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘέ όǇ. 10). Human and 

nonhuman life and the environments or landscapes they inhabit are fluid and in 

relation, both inter/intra-acting. As opposed to network thinking and hybridity 

which suggest pre-existing entities coming together, meshworks and fluid spaces 

highlight entanglements of things which are not distinct but emerge from their 

multiple and complex intra/inter-actions. 

 

Importantly, Mol and Law (1994) emphasise that different topologies of space co-

exist and interact as a multiplicity rather than through a singular or uni-form. This 

might be within a set of knowledge practices, or else where modes of ordering, 
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perhaps exerted through regions or networks, encounter fluid realities (Bear and 

Eden 2008). This is likewise the case with ΨstriatedΩ and ΨsmoothΩ space which might 

simultaneously co-occur with varying degrees of tension (Bear 2013). Whereas 

striated space is about territorialising, organising bound entities, coordinating 

points and excluding, smooth space emphasises lines of life, movements and their 

trajectories. It is, therefore, dynamic and potentially deterritorialising, an immanent 

space of possibility. Rather than being rigidly dualistic, these two spatial forms mix 

and arŜ άŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻ-ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅΣ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜέ όǇ. 25). Assemblages, then, 

are akin to collectives of regional, network and fluid space, gatherings of 

heterogenous entities that fold space and time, but are replete with tensions as 

various actants cohere and disperse, territorialise and deterritorialise, and 

permanently flux. 

 

3.4 Rewilding 

From developing ecological knowledges and a broader confluence between science, 

practice and society (Jepson 2016), rewilding has emerged as a new ontology of 

wildlife conservation and human-nonhuman relations (Lorimer 2015). As shown in 

Figure 3, rewilding as a practice exists as a multiple, enacted differently according 

to biogeographical and cultural contexts (Jørgensen 2015; see also Gammon 2018; 

Lorimer et al. 2015). Such diversity has been a source of contention, as earlier 

noted in Chapter 1, with some critics uncertain over whether it, firstly, offers a set 

of techniques that cohere and coalesce into a distinguishable discourse (Jørgensen 

2015) and, secondly, whether it is distinct from long-standing techniques of 

ecological restoration and not just an undesirable, terminological distraction from 

incremental advances in conservation (Hayward et al. 2019). On the other hand, the 

heterogenous nature of rewilding practices is argued to be a reflection of the 

complex and contingent social-ecological assemblages within which nonhuman life 

is present and wildlife conservation performed (Lorimer 2015; Prior and Brady 

2017; Gammon 2018). 
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REWILDING DEFINITION REFERENCE TIME GEOGRAPHY 

Cores, corridors, carnivores Up to 4000 BP, but most are 

within last 200yrs 

North America 

Pleistocene Rewilding 13000 BP North America 

Island taxon replacement 16-17th Century, depending on 

island 

Islands 

Landscape through species 

reintroduction 

Before species extirpation Europe 

Productive land abandonment Up to Neolithic c.6000 BP Europe 

Releasing captive-bred species to 

wild 

When captive population created any 

Figure 3- From Jorgensen (2015) 

 

This multiplicity and the key points of divergence are summarised in Figure 3. 

Firstly, rewilding as a variant of orthodox conservation evolved in North America 

with a conceptual emphasis on protected ΨcoreΩ areas, ΨcorridorΩ connectivity and 

the (re)introduction of once persecuted, locally extirpated carnivores (Soule and 

Noss 1998). Conceived at a large scale, this was bound up with culturally situated, 

North American ideals of restoring ŀ ΨǿƛƭŘŜǊƴŜǎǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

destructive impacts of European settlers on nonhuman nature (Jorgensen, 2015). In 

Europe, on the other hand, species (re)introductions have been more diverse and 

covered a range of extinct and locally extirpated taxa, notably herbivorous 

mammals, seen as important to pre-agricultural landscapes dominated by mosaics 

of wood pasture and forest (Vera 2000). Furthermore, as Figure 3 outlines, these 

are underpinned by different temporal-spatial scales and conceptions of ideal 

human-nonhuman interactions. For example, at one extreme are provocative 

Pleistocene proposals referencing ecologies prior to Neolithic settlement and 

domestication; whilst at the other are projects (re)introducing species locally 

extirpated during 20th Century modernity (Jorgensen, 2015; Lorimer et al, 2015; 

Pettorelli et al, 2019). 
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However divergently conceived, different ontologies of rewilding commonly value 

(re)introductions for facilitating and re-initiating some of the complex ecological 

interactions and trophic cascades critical to healthy and diverse ecosystems 

increasingly diminished during the Anthropocene (Lorimer 2015; Svenning et al. 

2016). Amongst other benefits, large carnivores can control overly abundant 

ungulates; increased carrion can broaden food webs; increased faeces and bones 

spur symbiotic, parasitic and commensal invertebrate webs; reintroduced 

herbivorous species can help increase diversity through patchy grazing, tree-felling 

and soil disturbance (Sandom et al. 2012); while broader biogeochemical cycling 

and even climatic changes may occur (Svenning et al. 2016). The ecological 

arguments for assisting multi-scalar, multi-temporal trophic cascades are numerous 

and bring the biopolitics of rewilding close to those of biosecurity, framed as a 

partial solution to the precarity of the Anthropocene and social-ecological futures. 

From orthodox conservation to rewilding: 

[T]he function of protection shifts as natural and semi-natural spaces are 

redefined. No longer [as] refuges from change, but rather instruments in 

the management of change and security. (Buller 2013b p. 184) 

 

Alongside ecological functioning, another key feature of rewilding praxis is an 

emphasis on nonhuman autonomy (Arts et al. 2016; Drenthen 2016; Prior and 

Ward 2016; DeSilvey and Bartolini 2018; Ward 2019). This might be through the 

relational agencies of individuals and wild species, or else through a desire άǘƻ 

reduce the need for perpetual anthropogenic intervention, resulting in a naturally 

regulated, ecologically functioning and wilder landscŀǇŜέ όSandom et al. 2013 p. 

433). Similarly, Svenning et al. (2016) emphasise the restoration of natural 

processes and promotion of ecosystems άthat maintain biodiversity with little or no 

ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ όǇ. 1). This, it is argued, is key to 

distinguishing rewilding from other forms of ecological restoration, where projects 

allowing for more fluid ecologies are premised on a need for continued, long-term 

intervention.  
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The promotion of non-intervention and autonomy, however, has proved 

contentious and they have become bound up in ethical debates surrounding 

ΨwildnessΩ and modernist imaginaries of ΨwildernessΩ (Arts et al. 2016; Bauer et al. 

2009; Jørgensen 2015). This, critics argue, problematises rewilding for dissociating 

humans from nonhuman nature and perpetuating the belief that an intrinsic, wild 

Other persists where and when humans are absent. Though support for such 

critique might be found in some models of North American rewilding, as highlighted 

ŀǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ōȅ WƻǊƎŜƴǎŜƴΩǎ όнлмрύ ǘȅǇƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ о, in Europe such conflation 

of ΨwildernessΩ with ΨwildnessΩ appears erroneous (Prior and Ward 2016; Ward 

2019). Rather than reflecting a desire to erase humans from an essential wild, non-

intervention infers that space and time is given for nonhuman relations and 

processes to flourish without perpetual human control. Furthermore, rather than 

pure categories, wildness and autonomy are framed as relational and exerted to 

differing degrees according to specific circumstances (DeSilvey and Bartolini 2018; 

Vannini and Vannini 2019). This, therefore, offers a distinct ontology to orthodox 

conservation which, according to Bowker (2000), portrays άƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ essentially 

only possible through human mediationέ (p. 644). On the contrary, rewilding is 

framed as possible through multiple scales, intensities and vicinities of human 

involvement (Prior and Brady 2017). It focuses, therefore, on the multifarious ways 

in which humans are part of vital and recalcitrant naturecultures, rather than aside 

a singular, separate ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ entity (Lorimer and Driessen 2016). 

 

A final aspect of rewilding to consider is its potential shifting of conservation 

temporalities and timescales of nonhuman belonging. Closely related to debates 

over wilderness and human absence, critics suggest it proposes a ΨreturnΩ to 

something that has been lost, whether past habitats or particular modes of human-

nonhuman relations (Jørgensen 2015; Hayward et al. 2019). This is rooted in a 

nostalgic and historic gaze, a view drawn from the evocative and romantic 

literature of enthusiastic advocates (see Monbiot 2014) and more provocative 

proposals for de-extinction (Adams 2016; Donlan 2014; Donlan et al. 2006). Indeed, 



65 
 

this is often the case in ecological restoration projects which outwardly seek to 

recreate past historic states. Relatedly, Lorimer and Driessen (2016) suggest 

rewilding can be driven by enchantment, myth, and the possibility of encounters to 

reconnect people with wild(er) landscapes. However, using an historic lens to guide 

human-nonhuman relations would appear more complex than a naïve nostalgia.  

Though many European rewilding practices seek to look beyond the pre-modern 

agricultural landscape used as a baseline by orthodox conservation, as highlighted 

in Figure 3, this ought not be confused with mimicry (Lorimer and Driessen 2016; 

Prior and Ward 2016). Rather, rewilding is described as future orientated, with the 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎƛǘȅέ ƻǳǘǿŜƛƎƘŜŘ ōȅ άŘŜǎƛǊŜŘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǿƛƭŘ 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎέ (Prior and Brady 2017 p. 10), or else used to help άŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 

ŦǳǘǳǊŜǎέ (Lorimer and Driessen 2016, p. 3). By engaging with multiple past 

temporalities, it ǇǊƻōŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ άŘƛǾŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέ (J Lorimer 

2015, p. 181).  

 

Critically, while much academic focused has been on formalised practices, as 

Chapter 1 outlined rewilding is thoroughly entangled within broader political 

ecologies and changing global economies. Throughout much of rural Europe over 

the last half-century anthropogenic control and interventions in marginal spaces 

have decreased. Low-intensive agricultural practices have decreased as productivity 

has increased in intensive ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘ ΨŀōŀƴŘƻƴƳŜƴǘΩ όōȅ ƘǳƳŀƴǎύ 

and rural depopulation (Navarro and Pereira 2015). Once productive agricultural 

land has transformed and been recolonised by wild fauna and flora, facilitating 

opportunities for policy-makers and practitioners to oversee the άǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ 

management of ecological succession by reducing human control of landscapes 

(Navarro and Pereira 2012, p. 10).  

 

Under such circumstances, rewilding is less about instigating and curating wildness 

than following the emergent and spontaneous happenings of wild lives themselves 

(Prior and Brady 2017; Buller 2008; Drenthen 2015). These 



66 
 

shifting political ecologies and social-cultural changes have allowed certain taxa and 

species to flourish, including resurgent large carnivores (Boitani and Linnell 2015) 

and abundant ungulates, like boar (Hearn et al. 2014). Frequently, ΨpassiveΩ 

rewilding is discussed through the context of remote and large-scale de-

domesticating rural landscapes. Distance, as commented earlier, need not be a 

precursor for wildness. Rather, events of what Tsing (2017) refers to as άŀǳǘƻ-

ǊŜǿƛƭŘƛƴƎέ (p. 6) occur in and can transform places of human disturbance, including 

άƴƻƴ-ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŜŘƎŜ ǎǇŀŎŜǎέ (ibid, p. 9), post-agricultural and post-disaster 

landscapes, and, indeed, urban developments. Through the affective interactions, 

ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ άŀuto-rewildersέΣ άŦŜǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎέ όƛōƛŘ, p. 9) can 

unravel away from or beyond the control of humans. The focus of auto-rewilding, 

for Tsing, is less the opportunities for conservation practice and stewardship, but 

more the ethical foregrounding of nonhuman agency and multispecies 

entanglements within relational space, particularly those ignored by orthodox 

conservation or commonly incorporated into the biosecurity regimes.  

 

3.5 Valuing and belonging 

Rewilding and (re)introductions, whether intentional or otherwise, potentially 

reconfigure understandings of naturality, biodiversity and biosecurity. This 

subsection considers three ways in which nonhuman life has frequently been 

(b)ordered and classified according intrinsic value, indigeneity and wildness, , and 

the shifting ecological politics around these classifications and categories (Crowley 

et al. 2017; Lavau 2011). These have produced various boundaries and logics that 

police and regulate difference and sought to minimise risk, ones that might be 

unsettled by the vitalist potential of rewilding ontologies. 

 

3.5.1 Intrinsic and relational value 

Earlier sections have highlighted how orthodox conservation has been practiced 

through the logics of biodiversity which Ψcuts upΩ the nonhuman world into 

particular Ψontological unitsΩ (Braverman 2014a; Lorimer 2015). This classifies them 
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hierarchically, a biopolitical endeavour based on scientific logic systems and 

knowledge practices (Bowker 2005; Braverman 2014b). Value is found in the 

diversity of species that make up various compositions of life, according to long-

standing conceptions of static ecological communities, assemblages and habitats. 

(B)ordered thus, Nature appears Ψpre-constitutedΩ, rather than emergent, with 

conservation practices shaped as consequences of what already ΨisΩ, as opposed to 

relational and culturally situated modes of governance (Hinchliffe and Whatmore 

2006). Such thinking is grounded in an ethics promoting the intrinsic value of some 

species, often elevating rarity and distinct ecological compositions as points to be 

protected, a paradox that necessitates prior decline and loss (Braverman 2015; 

Jepson 2016). Value, therefore, is found in making distinctions between different 

forms of life, and defending these through bio- and thanato-political interventions 

(Biermann and Mansfield 2014). 

 

Rewilding ontologies, on the other hand, ask questions about the fundamental 

importance of taxonomic distinction and composition as a way of organising 

ecological health. Though certainly not abandoning threatened and rare life, value 

is attributed and assessed more through its ecological functioning, affects and 

relations with other species and processes (Lorimer and Driessen 2016; Sandom et 

al. 2013; Svenning et al. 2016). (Re)introducing and translocating species under the 

premise of rewilding is primarily undertaken with the objective of altering broader, 

ecological interactions, as much as it might be for the intrinsic value of species 

themselves. In Lorimer's (2016) ǿƻǊŘǎΣ άό[ύƻŎŀƭ ŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŘȅǎŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴέ όǇ. 47). Rewilding, therefore, places an elevated value upon 

ΨkeystoneΩ species, a label applied to life that shapes and influences ecologies and 

ecosystems in excess of their biological quantity and proximate affect (Simberloff 

1998). Keystone species, often seen as Ψecological engineersΩ, cross taxa and might 

include ungulates, carnivores, crustaceans and molluscs. In Europe, rewilding 

projects have introduced species such as bison, beavers, de-domesticated Heck 
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cattle, de-domesticated horses (Lorimer et al. 2015) whilst in the UK, lynx, wolves 

and boar are amongst those proposed as part of a wild(er) future (Monbiot 2014)17.  

 

However, this appears to raise several problems. Firstly, orthodox conservation has 

been critiqued for promoting a speciesism based on rarity, charisma and a range of 

other spatial and moral orders, in contrast to rewilding which initially appears to 

offer a broader ecological perspective (Lorimer 2015). However, this raises 

concerns that ŎƘŀǊƛǎƳŀǘƛŎ ΨkeystoneΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ might become prioritised, whether 

intentionally or otherwise, over others (Soule and Noss 1998). Indeed, whilst a 

system valuing wider processes might allow many species and ecosystems to 

flourish, others could suffer as ecological relations shift (Navarro and Pereira, 

2012). This, it would seem, brings a certain risk and insecurity. For example, more 

specialist species that flourish in highly biodiverse, low-intensity farmed landscapes 

might decline as changing management benefits colonising generalists (Merckx and 

Pereira 2015; Navarro and Pereira 2012). Furthermore, keystone species might only 

be beneficial at particular spatial-temporal coordinates of certain ecological 

assemblages, a subtlety often overlooked by (re)introduction advocates (Mills et al. 

1993). However, it is also argued that when considered at large, landscape scales, 

rewilding may in fact display higher biodiversity than in individual subsystems 

(Carver 2007; Merckx and Pereira 2014). Understanding value through such 

categories is, therefore, an ethical matter that raises questions about how and for 

which species humans ought care for if there is what conservationists might term a 

ΨǘǊŀŘŜ-ƻŦŦΩ (Dempsey 2015). Furthermore, it raises questions about how we might 

understand and value the spatial-temporal scales of more-than-human interactions 

and processes. 

 
 

 

 

17 See also rewildingbritain.org.uk for a list of possible species (re)introductions in the UK. 
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This is also a policy concern. Orthodox conservation is primarily centred on an 

άƻǊŘŜǊƭȅ ōƛƻƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅέ ŀƴŘ monitored through a systematic άŀǳŘƛǘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜέ of 

(inter)national biodiversity targets and prescribed visions relating to individual 

species and habitats (Jepson 2016 p. 12). This synthesises with a range of 

monitoring and surveillance techniques that function to gather data in ways that 

correlate with an epistemology based on affirming presence, absence and 

composition (Bowker 2000b; Hinchliffe 2007). An ontological shift towards a 

stochastic, uncertain and fluid wildlife confronts policies founded on facts, 

certainties and quantifiable data (Bowker 2000b). Minimising intervention and 

emphasising unfolding and emergent processes, therefore, becomes problematic 

for longstanding regulatory and governance regimes administered at both local and 

international scales. Indeed, the frequently referenced rewilding project at 

Oostervaarderplaasen (OVP) in the Netherlands encounters tensions between its 

flexible, processual management strategy and external biodiversity targets, 

alongside several other legislative friction relating to welfare and biosecurity policy 

(Lorimer 2016b). In practice, rather than being fatally incoherent, managers have 

sought to adapt to the άŀǎŎŜƴŘŀƴǘ ǇǊŜƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴΧǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘȅ 

of system forms to create space for systemic properties- like resilience, abundance 

and coƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέ όƛōƛŘ, p. 48). Therefore, it is proposed one way of dealing with the 

uncertainty of open-ended trophic cascades and emergent ecological assemblages, 

is to ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ƪŜȅǎǘƻƴŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǎ ΨƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎŜǎΩ (Soule and Noss 1998) and rewilding 

as multi-scalar and multi-ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ΨǿƛƭŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘǎΩ (Lorimer and Driessen 2014). 

 

3.5.2 Native, non-native and invasiveness 

Various subsections have reiterated how animals have been simplified into 

classifications which frame belonging through a range of culturally situated 

practices and rely on spatial, moral and biological logics (Head et al. 2014). Key 

amongst these has been the labelling of species through a ΨnativeΩ and Ψnon-

nativeΩ/ΩalienΩ species binary reliant on historic biogeographic markers to 
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distinguish between spatial normality and abnormality. Native species might be 

descriōŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ άƘŀǾŜ evolved in a given area or that arrived there by 

natural means (through range expansion ), without the intentional or accidental 

intervention of humans from an area where they are nativeέ (Richardson et al. 

2011, p. 416), inferring that humans are ΨunnaturalΩ and separate to nature (Smout 

2003; Warren 2007). To bring clarity to the vagueness of such definitions, 

practitioners and policymakŜǊǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ άǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎέ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 

spatial boundaries (Head and Muir 2004, p. 202). For example, in the UK, biotic 

nativeness is frequently related to the retreat of the pre-Holocene ice-age, whilst in 

Australia it is seen as the arrival of British colonisers in 1770 or 1788 (Head 2012). 

Such a logic relies on the regionalisation, or striation, of both space and time to 

make sense of what life is expected to be where. Nativeness as naturalness is, 

therefore, an important aspect of conservationist culture (Lavau 2011). 

 

In contrast, non-native or alien species hŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ άώT]hose whose 

presence in a region is attributable to human actions that enabled them to 

overcome fundamental biogeographical barriersέ(Richardson et al. 2011, p. 415). 

However, the significance of non-nativeness is often closely related to discourses 

around another category, that of ΨinvasiveΩ species. Whereas (non-)nativeness 

relates to the spatial-temporal (b)ordering of ecological assemblages, invasiveness 

relates more to the affective behaviours of non-native species, and their potential 

to:  

sustain self-replacing population over several life cycles, produce 

reproductive offspring, often in very large numbers at considerable 

distances from the parent and/or site of introduction, and have potential 

to spread over long distances (ibid p. 415).  

A growing literature has highlighted the continuing bio-threat of invasive, non-

native species and their effects on ecological, agricultural, economic security 

(Pimentel et al. 2001; Pimentel et al. 2005; Simberloff 2013a). This mode of sorting 

has been important to conservation and biosecurity practices which have enacted 
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various borderline practices to prevent the introduction pathways for diseases, 

viruses, animals and plants believed to threaten the health of domestic and wild 

fauna and flora (Outhwaite 2013). 

 

Debates over the relevance of nativeness to ecological health have increased as 

various nonhuman lives have (been) mobilised and firmly established in locations 

incongruous to their orthodox placings (Simberloff 2015). For many 

conservationists, adhering to and policing historic boundaries is still seen as vital for 

ecological security against potentially proliferate life. Whilst not all non-native 

species are identified as invasive, concerns surround the possible ΨǘƛƳŜ ƭŀƎǎΩ 

between arrival, apparent dormancy and sudden escalations in an emerging harm 

(Simberloff 2013). Containing and regulating non-native species is perceived as 

necessary to prevent indiscernible and subtle environmental changes apexing as 

άinvasion cliffόǎύέ (Davis 2009) and resulting in Ψinvasional meltdownΩ (Simberloff 

and Von Holle 1999). Caution around deliberate (re)introductions- already 

identified as a key practice of rewilding- is therefore motivated by the catastrophic 

results of many past events, both deliberate and accidental, that have eliminated 

species, altered ecosystems and facilitated extirpations (Atchison 2015; Seddon et 

al. 2014; Simberloff 2013a). Consequently, official translocations and 

(re)introductions are overseen by strict international and national policies (IUCN 

2000; IUCN/SSC 2013; DEFRA 2015), though even planned (re)introductions often 

have unintended consequences (Simberloff 2013). These might relate to lax 

regulations and monitoring; the complex and unknowable webs of relations 

which (re)introduced species might affect and, importantly, the different cultural 

landscapes within which they are emplaced. 

 

Despite the valid ecological concerns, (b)ordering life through a logic of (non-) 

nativeness is ethically problematic and frequently based upon άƳŜŀƴƛƴƎƭŜǎǎΣ 

arbitrary and indefensibleέ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭ-spatial thresholds (Warren 2007 p. 433). 

Rather than being a neutral, asocial classification, it is arguably rooted in culturally 
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embedded άŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ƳƻǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎέ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ όƛōƛŘ Ǉ. 430) factors. 

These might carry uncomfortable associations with social-political concepts such as 

nation and territory, and identity biopolitics which seek to purify and exclude 

others (Atchison 2015; Biermann and Mansfield 2014; Head et al 2014; Gibbs et al 

2015). Likewise, the violent and discriminative militaristic language of invasion is 

argued to have άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 

meaningέ (Sagoff 2005 p. 229). Rather than an entirely value-free empirical science, 

ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻŦ άǎǿŀǊƳƛƴƎΣ invading, foreign, and out-of-control 

ƴŀǘǳǊŜǎέ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘŜǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ and generates new social-political fears around order 

and control (Fall 2013 p. 71). In contrast, by focussing on ecological capacities and 

relations, rewilding potentially reconfigures orthodox frames of spatial-temporal 

belonging (Sandom et al. 2013). If (re)introduced species behave and interact in an 

unthreatening relational manner, then such (b)orders, thresholds and aesthetics 

become reworked and softened (Lorimer and Driessen 2014). Indeed, such thinking 

coincides with pragmatic discussions about ΨnovelΩ and hybrid ecosystems and the 

need for flexibility amidst broader ecological transformations (Hobbs et al. 2009). 

 

3.5.3 Wildness, ferality and purity 

If rewilding is a diverse continuum of practices and processes, it is necessary to 

consider how ΨwildnessΩ is understood and performed. As discussed earlier in 

subsection 3.4 and later in 4.2, this has commonly been associated with the 

imaginary of wilderness, or similar spatialised conceptions founded on exteriority 

and used to label lives and assemblages perceived to άƭƛŜώǎϐ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜΧόǘƘŜύ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ 

ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀŎƘέ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ άŎƻƴŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘώƛƴƎϐ ǘhe 

ƳŀǊƎƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘέ (Whatmore and Thorne 1998, p. 435). 

These species and spaces, sometimes simultaneously understood as risky and at 

risk, might become the subjects of orthodox conservation and biosecurity practices. 

Such spatialised frames ŀƭǎƻ ŘǊŀǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ 

origin oǊ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ōƛǊǘƘέ (Lavau 2011, pp. 54ς55) of individuals or species become 

prescient in informing wildness. 
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As well as spatial modes of (b)ordering, wild and domestic species have historically 

been classified through morphological and physiological traits. Developments in 

biotechnology have meant that difference is increasingly framed genetically, a shift 

ǘƘŀǘ άƭƻŎŀǘŜǎ ǿƛƭŘƴŜǎǎ Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǎΩέ ό[ƛŜƴ нлмр, p. 9; see also Fredriksen 2015; 

Lorimer and Driessen 2011). The focus on genetic difference rather than processes 

ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΣ [ƛŜƴ ŀǊƎǳŜǎΣ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŀ άǎƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾƛŎŜΧώǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ 

ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǾŀƭǳŜΧƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎȅ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƴŜǎǎΧώŀƴŘϐ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜ ǇǊŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ψworth looking ŀŦǘŜǊΩ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘέ όǇ. 9). Genetic 

technologies, then, have generated new ways to enact and practise hierarchies 

between species in the name of biodiversity conservation. Even though inter-

species/sub-species gene flow is far more common and messier than previously 

thought among both plants and animals (Mallet 2005), for many conservation 

biologists introgression between native/non-native species or wild-feral-domestic 

species is a source of concern. As pure species become threatened or vulnerable to 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΣ  άƛƳǇǳǊŜ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ōǳǘ ŀǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ 

ƛǘέ όBiermann and Mansfield 2014, p. 266). 

 

Through their genealogical study of Heck cattle, Lorimer and Driessen (2016) 

highlight how wildness within rewilding practices might be evoked as a 

multiplicity18. Firstly, through the ΨfunctionalΩ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎŀǘǘƭŜΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǎ άŀ 

ǘǊŀƴǎŎŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŦƻǊƳ ƻǊ ƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 9); secondly, in opposition to 

domestication; and, thirdly, as the potential for their independent and regenerative 

qualities as opposed to the maintenance of permanent, primitive states. In practice, 

 
 

 

 

18 Heck cattle are a back-bred bovid introduced to OVP and commonly used as part of Rewilding 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ (re)introduction projects. 
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this means that traditionally Ψnon-wildΩ, or Ψde-domesticatedΩ surrogate species, are 

as valued as more aesthetically congruous ones fitting orthodox understandings of 

landscape and ecology. This multiplicity of wildness and the ways in which it is co-

produced through heterogenous human-nonhuman networks and assemblages, 

therefore, might be better understood, according to as άŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ 

spun between people and animals, plants and soils, documents and 

ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎΧǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƭǳƛŘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέ όWhatmore 

and Thorne 1998, p. 437). Such an understanding gives space for more 

άǇǊƻƳƛǎŎǳƻǳǎ ǘƻǇƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ Řynamic and 

transient, ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛǾŜ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅέ ŜƳŜǊƎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ άŀ ŎƻƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƭƛōƛŘƛƴŀƭ 

ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ŦƻǊŎŜǎέΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜǎέ όƛōƛŘ Ǉ. 437). 

 

Whilst rewilding might offer new framings of wildness as relational and sometimes 

proximate, it consequently reframes ethics around ferality and hybridity. Feral 

animals traditionally occupy a transient place between the domestic and wild, 

ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ άŎǳǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ōŜƛƴƎǎΣ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǿƛƭŘ ƴƻǊ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ǘŀƳŜΣ άƛƴ-

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴέ ŀƴƛƳŀƭs that often utilise άƛƴ-ōŜǘǿŜŜƴέ ǎǇŀŎŜǎέ (Philo and Wilbert 2000a, 

p. 20). Whilst they tend to occupy liminal and ambiguous physical and 

ethical spaces, their presence is frequently represented as undesirable (Palmer 

2010). However, as with wildness, ferality exerts as a multiple, flexibly applied 

according to cultural and geographic contexts, sometimes used synonymously with 

non-native and invasive species, though more generally to categorise nonhumans 

that have escaped from domestic environments and ΨcontrolΩ (Gibbs et al. 2015; 

Robin 2017).  

 

Why some species become defined as feral and others not appears relative to 

context and might relate to the extent to which they άōŜŎƻƳŜ ǿƻǾŜƴ ƛƴǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ 

intoΧǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ (Robin 2017 p. 105). Within the biopolitical frames of orthodox 

conservation and biosecurity, feral and hybrid species threaten the logics of 
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biodiversity, purity and knowable risk. However, for nonhumans themselves, their 

hybrid nature often allows them to adapt, flourish and succeed, despite the violent 

regimes of control they are subjected to, such as wildcat-domestic cat hybrids 

(Fredriksen 2016) and coywolves (Rutherford 2018). Though these might be 

understood as άƴƻǾŜƭ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǾŜƭ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎέ όibid, p. 213), they also reflect 

genetic, phenotypic or aesthetic ambiguities that become troubling not only for 

conservation and biosecurity practices, but also cultural and social ones, a point 

discussed further in Chapter 4. 

 

This chapter has sought to consider how rewilding biopolitics might unsettle 

orthodox modes of ordering, arranging and valuing life and space by pre-existing 

regimes of nonhuman governance. It considered how such strategies of 

organisation, notably conservation and biosecurity, are themselves diverse, 

multiple and incorporate a range of dynamic and evolving knowledge practices and 

logics. These are not clean and smooth transitions from one set of practices and 

philosophies to another, but entangle, overlap and interrelate in a variety of ways 

relevant to social, cultural and ecological context. Similarly, different regulatory 

regimes converge and diverge, sometimes tessellating neatly at other times more 

awkwardly. Practices, if understood as assemblages of heterogenous entities, are 

constantly in tension, negotiation and flux, variously coherent and noncoherent, 

and are dependent on the ways in which different human and nonhuman agencies 

hang together. 

 



76 
 

4 

TOWARDS FERAL BO(A)RDERLANDS 

 

4.1 Introduction 

Whereas Chapter 3 introduced the multiple biopolitics and modes of ordering 

associated with orthodox conservation, biosecurity and rewilding, this chapter uses 

literature from human geography and the social sciences to help build a framework 

for feral bo(a)rderlands in the UK and further introduce key concepts explored in 

the empirical chapters. Initially, the chapter once more looks at the historic context 

of boar, this time in the UK, before considering how the contemporary situation of 

boar transitioning from farmed to wild, or feral, species might be framed as Ψferal 

rewildingΩΦ It then goes on to discuss a range of critical work that, firstly, considers 

how the concept of place is useful when understanding the spatial-temporal 

relations between humans and nonhumans, as well as the multiple agencies and 

affects that influence these. Secondly, it looks at literature that has critically 

engaged with the practices of field sciences and ecology and the role they play in 

the different, biopolitical modes of ordering discussed in Chapter 3. Finally, the 

chapter pays attention to the ways in which contemporary strategies of governance 

have been addressed, and the features that appear key to better understanding the 

challenges of living with and governing (re)introduced boar. 

 

4.2 (Re)introducing UK bo(a)rderlands 

This subsection returns to boar and considers their historic presence and politics in 

ǘƘŜ ¦YΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ΨŦŜǊŀƭ ǊŜǿƛƭŘƛƴƎΩ and 

considering how the generative concept of borderlands is useful to consider 

human-boar entanglements in the Forest of Dean. 
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4.2.1  Historic bo(a)rderlands 

The UK has been boar-less for multiple centuries though they are, to use the 

ubiquitous mode of ordering, a ΨnativeΩ species. Archaeological records suggest 

boar were omnipresent from the early Pleistocene, through various inter-glacial 

periods, to medieval times (Yalden 1999). In Mesolithic British lowlands, boar were 

most likely abundant throughout a mosaic of habitats and appear to have been an 

important food source for nomadic people (Albarella 2010). Their presence in fossil 

records, however, becomes increasingly elusive during the Neolithic period, a time 

when human populations grew and spread, and relationships with domesticated, 

companion species intensified. Chapter 2 outlined how boar and humans had at 

various times existed in close commensal-prey entanglements, but around this time 

extensive lowland forest areas were cleared for settlements and sheep-walks, 

potentially making anthrophillic creatures such as boar a problem and potential 

risk (Yalden 1999; Wiseman 2000).  

   

By medieval times, far from being a fluid, open landscape, Britain was a striated 

landscape of territories and borders. Only fragments of wildwood remained, and 

those of expanse were demarked as ΨforestΩ, a legal designation rather than 

ecological descriptor, that bordered places of resource and amenity exclusively for 

the aristocracy (Rackham 2000). Within these, populations of ΨgameΩ were 

documented and protected for hunting whilst illicit poaching was governed by 

brutal punishment, including death (Thomson 2010). Boar would most likely have 

moved through these forest borders, though archaeological records suggest they 

had virtually disappeared from the wider countryside and, by the late 13th Century, 

seem to have eventually vanished from royal forests, too (Yalden 1999; Albarella 

2010). The reasons are speculative, with Rackham (2000) suggesting the sustained, 

incremental loss of lowland UK woodland being the root. Wiseman (2000), 

contrastingly, suggests the swelling economic value of these diminishing forest 

resources led to stricter regulations on both domestic pigs, through restricted 

pannage seasons, and boar, through more intense hunting, due to their threat to 
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woodland regeneration and charcoal production. A further possibility, once more 

echoing the discussion in Chapter 2, is that up until the 18th Century both domestic 

pigs and boar were physiologically similar and most likely roamed woodlands 

together. They were, in effect, cohabiting, intermingling and, most likely, 

interbreeding. As with elsewhere in Europe, the boundaries between domestic and 

wild animals would have been messy and relatively uncertain, thus, making 

distinctions between the two Ψunwanted and impracticalΩ (Wiseman 2000; Albarella 

2010; White 2011). 

   

Whilst historic human-boar relations have often been represented through the 

violent imageries of noble game hunting and sport, their everyday relations appear 

to have been fraught with tension and insecurity. This becomes apparent in 

sporadic accounts of (re)introductions to enclosures and estates in the 16th-18th 

Centuries after their likely ΨwildΩ extirpation. These often tell similar stories of 

(re)introduced boar, or άǿƛƭŘŜ swineέΣ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜƴŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎ 

captured or άŘŜǎǘǊƻȅŜŘέ due to their transgressions into agricultural, urban and 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨƘǳƳŀƴΩ ǎǇŀŎŜǎ (Rackham 2000, p. 37; see also Goulding 2003; Gow 2002; 

Yalden 1999; Yamamoto 2017).  

 

These historic accounts highlight several political tensions that appear ubiquitous 

throughout past and contemporary human-boar relations, as described in Chapter 

2. Firstly, they once more highlight the frequently proximate co-existence of boar 

and humans. Secondly, and relatedly, they show boar have always been a territorial 

matter and subjected to different legislative and political techniques of control. 

Though humans have sought to order boar in different spaces, boar agency and 

their autonomous movements have consistently challenged the borders between 

settlements, agricultural land and ΨwildΩ spaces. Boar, it appears, have always been 

a problematic and risky companion. Thirdly, these accounts also show that human-

boar relations have generally been violent, and often based upon sovereign modes 

of governance and control. .ƻŀǊΣ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜŜƴ ΨƪƛƭƭŀōƭŜΩΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ 
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ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƎŀƳŜΩ ƻǊ ΨǇŜǎǘΩΦ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ they also show that tracing boar extirpation 

from the UK ΨwildΩ is complicated by their historic entanglements with domestic 

pigs and their occasional (re)introductions to game estates and enclosed woodland 

(Albarella 2010). In other words, boar appear to have always been ambiguous and 

ontologically uncertain. They have, it seems, always been monstrous. 

 

4.2.2 Feral rewilding 

As Chapter 1 introduced, from the late 1970s and into the 1980s, changing 

agricultural landscapes and rural economies (Ilbery, 1991) encouraged the 

(re)introduction of boar as an unfamiliar, wilder farm animal (Booth 1995). The first 

farms, located in southern England, acquired boar from zoological collections, 

notably the Zoological Society for London (ZSL), and kept them in mixed 

intensive/extensive systems. Primarily, this involved penning breeding males and 

allowing sows and their litters larger and more comforting spaces. As boar farming 

grew in popularity, by the mid-late 80s, further animals had been imported from 

Denmark and Sweden where boar of German and Eastern-European origins were 

commonly kept on shooting estates. These boar were selected due to their large 

ǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ άƘƛƎƘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ ό.ƻƻǘƘ мффрΣ ǇΦ нпсύΣ ǘƘǳǎΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 

of meat and minimalising their biosecurity risk. Concurrently, husbandry also 

evolved and by the early 90s, a time at which there were estimated to be around 40 

farms, most boar were bred extensively, primarily on grassland. 

 

The origins of farmed boar, once again, highlights their ambiguous status. Those in 

the UK, it appears, have descended from animals kept in varying modes of captivity 

and with differing ontologies of care, whether zoos, farms or shooting estates 

(Wilson, 2014). This ambiguity is further reflected in the ways in which boar might 

be slaughtered in the UK. Whereas, initially, boar were classified with domestic pigs 

and, thus, were exclusively slaughtered in abattoirs, during the 90s policy changed 

and commercially farmed boar, as with deer, were legally allowed to be field 

slaughtered by an appropriate firearm and licence holder (Booth 1995). 
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Furthermore, such legislative changes around the killing of boar have also played a 

part in diversifying the commercial context of their captivity. Whereas early farms 

were specifically set up to provide alternative forms of meat, humane field 

slaughter has contributed to an increase in the number of shooting estates where 

ōƻŀǊ ŀǊŜ ŦŀǊƳŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƎŀƳŜΩ ό{ǿŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ нлмоύΦ Though boar from such enterprises still 

contribute to the human food chain, particularly at a local and personal scale, their 

presence is economically driven by the production of ΨǎǇƻǊǘΩ rather than meat. 

 

Prior to the mid-80s, farmed boar were not specifically covered by any legislation, 

at which point their growing popularity contributed to their named inclusion in a 

Modification Order to the Dangerous Wild Animals Act 1976 (DWAA), a policy 

regulating ownership of a range of exotic species from large mammals to small 

reptiles19. Principally, the DWAA requires owners to apply for licences from local 

authorities who grant approval if applications satisfy requirements. In addition to 

the DWAA, boar were somewhat vaguely covered by the Wildlife and Countryside 

Act 1981 (WCA), a piece of legislation constituting another part of a regulatory, 

ōƛƻǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΦ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ мп ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²/! ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ άǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ 

ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ  

άΧƛŦ ŀƴȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜǎ ƻǊ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƻ ŜǎŎŀǇŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭŘ ŀƴȅ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

(a) is of a kind which is not ordinarily resident in and is not a regular visitor 

to Great Britain in a wild state; or, (b) is included in Part I of Schedule 9, he 

ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ Ǝǳƛƭǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƻŦŦŜƴŎŜέΦ20 

tŀǊǘ L ƻŦ {ŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ ф ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ пн ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ άŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭŘέΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 

species such as coypu, parakeets and grey squirrels, all of whose presence in the 

 
 

 

 

19 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1984/1111/made 
20 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1981/69 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1984/1111/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1981/69
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British countryside has been contentious and much debated (Matless et al. 2005; 

Crowley et al. 2018; 2019. Though it was inferred boar were covered as they were 

ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ΨƻǊŘƛƴŀǊƛƭȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘe UK, there was no specific reference to their 

presence until 2010.  

 

Theoretically, these two pieces of legislation ought to have prevented, or at least 

minimised, the risk of captive boar escaping farms and shooting estates. However, 

almost as soon as boar ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǎŜŎǳǊŜΩ agricultural spaces, reports 

show they were finding ways out (Goulding 2003; Wilson 2014). As Figure 1 

(Chapter 1, page 9) highlights, government agencies recorded numerous incidents 

ƻŦ ΨǿƛƭŘΩ ōƻŀǊ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘǊƻugh the 90s and 00s. Importantly, 

throughout much of this period there was no official government policy on boar 

existing in a wild state, though increasing populations persisted, self-sustaining and 

autonomous. Despite government agencies beginning to carry out research in the 

late 90s (Goulding et al. 1998; Wilson, 2005), legislatively they turned a blind eye to 

the presence of boar. 

 

This changed In 2008 when, in response to their increasing visibility in certain 

locations, notably the Forest of Dean, DEFRA published their ΨCŜǊŀƭ ǿƛƭŘ ōƻŀǊ ƛƴ 

Englandέ ŀction plan (DEFRA 2006; 2008). This followed earlier research and a 

public consultation which had proposed three scales of intervention in future boar 

presence: 1) no management; 2) a proactive government led national eradication; 

or 3) regional management to address concerns. In conclusion, the Action Plan 

followed scenario 3, stating:  

primary responsibility for feral wild boar management lies with local 

communities and individual landowners. However, Government will help 

facilitate this regional management through the provision of advice and 

guidance. (DEFRA 2008, p. 1) 
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Furthermore, though they were previously considered to be a native species, boar 

were formally classified as feral, a political technique that would help facilitate their 

regulation. This decision was strengthened by additional legislation in the form of 

The Infrastructure Act 2015, which amended Part I of Schedule 9 in the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act (WCA), and specifically named boar, along with beaver, as ΨŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ 

ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΩ21. These changes show how boar, as a species, have 

gradually undergone an ongoing, spatial-political transition, from being legitimate, 

captive animals, to iƭƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ΨǿƛƭŘΩ ƻƴŜǎΦ 

 

As rural fauna is changed through deliberate (re)introductions, ecologies, human-

nonhuman relations, and systems of (b)ordering are potentially reconfigured. Buller 

(2004) asks what happens: 

ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƛƭŘΩ ŎǊŜŜǇǎ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǎŜŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ 

that is the European Countryside, when familiar rural areas become home 

again, at least for some people, to a renewed un-domesticated animalia? 

(p. 133). 

Though intentional rewilding projects might pay attention to some, if not all, of 

these matters, perhaps overlooked are the ways in which (re)introduced species 

might (re)produce and re-construct ruralities more broadly- the way they function, 

their aesthetics, assemblages and modes of governance. The return of boar, then, 

as an event of ΨŦŜǊŀƭ ǊŜǿƛƭŘƛƴƎΩΣ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀƴ ΨǳƴƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǿƛƭŘ 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘΩ (Hearn et al. 2014), of the ways humans and (re)introduced species 

might be thrust together. Though there are similarities with other, out-of-practice 

 
 

 

 

21 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/7/part/4  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/7/part/4
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occurrences of ΨspontaneousΩ or Ψauto-rewildingΩ, feral rewilding might be 

distinguishable in several ways.  

 

Being categorised as feral is not merely a normative process but is also 

performative, making feral rewilding an inherently and overtly political concern. 

Ferality underlines how nonhuman lives can transgress physical and moral (b)orders 

and unsettle understandings of social-ecological belonging, desirability and 

ordering (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011; Palmer 2010). Yoon (2017) describes how 

ferality άŜǾƻƪŜǎ ƭƛƳƛƴŀƭΣ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜΣ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜƭy abject 

connotationsέΣ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ desires actions άto correct, neuter, 

or even exterminate ecological and politicŀƭ ƻǳǘŎŀǎǘǎέ όǇ. 136). Alternatively, 

Rutherford (2018) suggests it is descriptive of the ways in which humans and 

nonhumans interact, disturb and encounter one another through difference. 

Ferality, therefore, is ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ άǎȅƴƻƴȅƳ ŦƻǊ ǎȅƳōƛƻǎƛǎΣ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŜƴǘŀƴƎƭƛƴƎ 

multiple actors in a messy and unending negotiationΧferality is risky. It shreds 

ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƻƭŀǘŜǎ ƭƛƳƛǘǎέ όǇ. 217). 

 

Feral rewilding can be generative. Firstly, normatively, it is a means through which 

to highlight rewilding is a relational achievement that is inherently social, involving 

multiple human and nonhuman actants to differing degrees, whether as active or 

passive agents. Relatedly, by reiterating that humans and nonhumans alike act with 

agency and autonomy, it reflects that both are vulnerable through their 

relationality. Feral rewilding as a concept, therefore, emphasises the precarity of 

both being and living with wild, risky, awkward and monstrous Others. 

Furthermore, feral rewilding specifically relates to nonhumans that were historically 

present in a locality but were consequently extirpated. As such life is 

(re)introduced, they unsettle social-politics, cultural landscapes, and bring the 

messy and complex nature of realities to the fore.  
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Living with feral species is about living with disorder and, therefore, feral rewilding 

potentially leads to destabilised, disturbed and noncoherent assemblages of 

practices that reveal the contingency of relational worlds. Consequently, they 

simultaneously necessitate multiple responses and adaptations, a require that can 

be productive. According to Rutherford (2018), ferality ƻŦŦŜǊǎ άŀ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ όŀƴŘ ǇƻŜǘƛŎǎύ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǾƛǾƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇŀƛǊέ όǇ. 217). Likewise, 

Haraway (2008a) also suggests άōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦŜǊŀƭ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ- and invites- becoming 

ǿƻǊƭŘƭȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŜƴǘŀƴƎƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŘƻΦ ΨCŜǊŀƭΩ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 

ƴŀƳŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴǘ ΨōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘΩ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎέ όǇ. 281). Therefore, 

exploring the implications of ferality, not only its discursive politics, but also its 

material relations, is an important way of understanding how different lives are 

ŜƴǘŀƴƎƭŜŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŜmporary worlds. 

 

4.2.3 Feral Bo(a)rderlands 

Following on from the generative potential of feral rewilding, thinking conceptually 

through feral bo(a)rderlands requires paying attention to different ways of living, 

knowing, performing and ordering boar, and the ways ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŜǎ of 

ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩ (Buller, 2008; Thompson, 2004)- conservation, biosecurity, feral rewilding- 

converge. Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨōƛƻǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎΩΣ (Hinchliffe et al. 2013) 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ΨǎŀŦŜ ƭƛŦŜΩ 

possible. Firstly, understanding the limitations of knowledge and being open to 

uncertainty; secondly, acknowledging the multiple circulations and beings that may 

also interact in heterogenous assemblages; and, thirdly, the ability of management 

and survey to bring together different practices, observations and knowledges, 

both formal and informal. Essentially, successfully living with emergent and 

immanent life requires an openness to difference which, in turn, requires a 

multiplicity of practices. This emphasis on the necessity of integrated knowledge 

practices reflects other literature that similarly highlights the need for 

interdisciplinary, borderland research to better address issues embedded in 

complex human-ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ΨŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŜǎΩ (Whatmore 
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2009). Interdisciplinary, borderland research is seen as critical in addressing 

ΨŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎΩΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ŀǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀǎ 

the natural sciences which, to date, tend to receive more funding and policy 

attention (Baynham-Herd et al. 2018; Gutiérrez et al. 2016; Pooley et al. 2017), 

whilst Enticott (2017) has similarly emphasised the need for qualitative research in 

veterinary biosecurity practices.  

 

As well as a need to try to open up social complexity, borderland research is about 

finding ways to do and live differently (Law, 2004). It is, therefore, about ethics, 

politics and addressing multiple borders, not just intellectual ones, but also 

ontological ones relating to humans and nonhumans. In the case of feral rewilding, 

it is important to ask who or what benefits and loses from the unfamiliar and 

uncanny presence of boar? Who currently answers this question, how, and based 

on what criteria? Who ought to answer it, along with where boar belong, and if 

ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƻƴƎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΚ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ΨǿƘŀǘΩ is 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ΨǿƘƻΩ (Hinchliffe 2007; see also Law 2004; Mol 2002) 

and to bring in material, faunal and floral worlds (Buller 2013a; Head et al. 2014; 

Whatmore 2006). One might ask to what extent can dynamic and diverse life 

flourish in ways that does not compromise the health, sentience or affirmative 

agencies of others? Or, how we can better know the lives of others and live with 

them? According to van Dooren et al. (2016)Σ άƛǘ Ƴŀtters which questions we ask, 

which modes of inquiry we adopt, which practices of mediation, performance, 

making and translation we employ- ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ǿŜ ǘŜƭƭέ όǇΦ ммύΦ 

 

If boar have been difficult historic companions in the UK and are bound up in 

complex contemporary controversies in Europe due to their persistent 

transgressions and churning of (b)orders, the question is what are the implications 

of their feral rewilding in the UK? How are they destabilising existing and co-

constructing new understandings of place, nature and belonging? What kind of 

social relations are they (re)making and how are these being negotiated by human-
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nonhuman cohabitants? What kind of political techniques, legislative and 

technological interventions have been implemented to regulate and intervene in 

their presence? To help consider these questions, the chapter now turns to four 

bodies of literature than can better help understand feral bo(a)rderlands: place, 

mobilities, scientific knowledge production and governance. These provide 

important ways through which to contextualise biosecurity and rewilding biopolitics 

within cultural landscapes. 

 

4.3 Locating Animals 

4.3.1 Space and Places 

Decentring humans, unpacking the myth of a singular nature and enlivening the 

ways in which different worlds are shaped has encouraged work within animal and 

more-than-human geographies to explore how άŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ 

collectively, materially and semiotically, metaphorically and politically, rationally 

ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅέ (Buller 2013a, p. 3). This is vital as, in Philo and Wilbert's (2000) 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ άƘǳƳŀƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜŜƴΣ ŜƴƳŜǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

with animals to the extent that the latter, the animals, are undoubtedly constitutive 

ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ǎƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǿŀȅǎέ όǇ. 3). These relations are complex and 

embedded with a multitude of power dynamics, ethics, material-semiotics, and are 

situated within the transient spacetimes of place and landscape.  

 

Philo and Wilbert (2000) identify two primary means through which the spatial-

temporalities of animal geographies and their human relations can be conceived. 

CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜ ΨŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ŀǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƻǊȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎέ όƛōƛŘΣ 

p. 6) humans have devised to identify, position and (b)order the presence of 

animals. These conceptual placings, employing a range of temporal, spatial, 

ecological, biological and aesthetic logics as described in Chapter 3Σ άŦƛȄώƛƴƎϐ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ 

in a series of abstrŀŎǘ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΧŎƭŜŀǾŜŘ ŀǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎȅ ǘƛƳŜ-space contexts, or 

ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǾŜ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 6-7). 
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Classificatory schemes organising nonhuman life, such as those underpinning 

orthodox conservation, frequently perpetuate imaginaries that locate animal lives 

on a spatial-moral continuum collocating civilisation, proximity, society and 

domestication; in contrast to spatial wilderness, embodied wildness, distance and 

nature (Buller 2004; Emel et al. 2002; Philo and Wilbert 2000). Desiring certain 

forms of life in certain spaces has thus allocated urban settlements their home-

dwelling domesticated companions; the countryside its relatively tamed livestock; 

and wild-land its ǳƴǘŀƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ Ǌƛǎƪȅ ΨǿƛƭŘΩ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΦ {ƻƳŜ companion species and 

individuals, such as livestock and pets, become included through their utility, 

placidity or mutualistic capacities, whilst others become excluded and deemed 

inappropriate, perhaps marginalised as pests or vermin (Buller 2004). 

 

Human orderings and conceptions of animal spaces, however, are often illusionary 

and the άŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ limitations (and inherent porosity) of pre-fixed categories and 

ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέ consistently unsettled (Buller 2013, p. 234). Rigid classifications and 

orders are problematic, unreflective of the messiness and heterogeneity of life, nor 

the relational agencies of nonhumans to co-produce and configure space. Philo and 

Wilbert (2000), therefore, also offer an alternative concept, ΨōŜŀǎǘƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ. This 

foregrounds the liveliness, creativity and embodied becomings of animals which are 

άǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛƴƎΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŜǾŜƴ ǊŜǎƛǎǘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘǎΧΦŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ 

ΨōŜŀǎǘƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ōŜŀǎǘƭȅ ǿŀȅǎΣ ŜƴŘǎΣ ŘƻƛƴƎǎΣ Ƨƻȅǎ ŀƴŘ 

ǎǳŦŦŜǊƛƴƎǎέ όǇ. 13). Paying due attention to the movements, interactions, places and 

ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭΣ ŀǎ tƘƛƭƻ όмффуύ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ άŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ 

animals as animals: as beings with their own lives, needs, and (perhaps) self-

awarenesses, rather than merely as entities to be trapped, counted, mapped, and 

ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘέ όǇ. 54 emphasis in originalύΦ !ǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨōŜŀǎǘƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΩΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ƛǎ 

one of ethics. 

 

! ǊƛŎƘ ǾŜƛƴ ƻŦ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ΨŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ 

(b)orders have been consistently undermined by the beastly behaviours of animals 
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themselves, and debates about the multispecies power relations defining animals 

as Ψin/out-of-placeΩ. A key spatial ordering of nonhuman belonging has been along a 

rural-urban axis. Framing these as diametrically opposed appears problematic, 

however. Firstly, as already emphasised in Chapters 2 and 3, relational thinking has 

explained space as topological, heterogenous, networked and fluid in ways that 

destabilises the definitude of such a border (Massey 2005; Murdoch 2006a; 

Whatmore 2002). Secondly, imaginaries of urban environments make them places 

of people, rather than wildlife. This persists despite research paying increasing 

ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ άƳƻǊŜ-than-ƘǳƳŀƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŜǎέ ό.Ǌŀǳƴ нллрΣ Ǉ. 635), the 

ΨŀƴƛƳŀ ǳǊōƛǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǿŀȅǎ άǘƘŜ ōǊŜŀǘƘΣ ƭƛŦŜΣ ǎƻǳƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƛǊƛǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΧƛǎ 

ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƭƛŦŜ ŦƻǊƳǎέ (Wolch 2002, p. 721). In 

contrast, the countryside has often been considered ƛǘǎ άŦŀǳƴƛǎǘƛŎ Ŧƻƛƭέ ό.ǳƭƭŜǊ нлмоΣ 

p. 235). However, as much as urban spaces, rural locations are diverse and complex, 

replete with (b)orders and regulations that make certain nonhumans appropriate 

and inappropriate according to specific rural formations and patterns (Jones 2006). 

 

Porous borders and animal agencies mean wild lives move in ways that destabilise, 

transgress and resist the allotted spaces within which they might be conserved or 

secured (Philo and Wilbert 2000a). Such mobility highlights how humans and 

nonhumans become intimately intertwined, both historically and in increasingly 

complex ways in the Anthropocene. Whilst humans have tended to emplace ΨwildΩ 

animals in rural spaces, many animals construct their own places within urban 

locations and are synurbic. Some, like pigeons, have adapted to urban 

environments and persisted for centuries (Jerolmack 2008) whilst other, as in the 

case of possums, have rapidly adapted as local urban environments have expanded 

and developed (Power 2009). Flying foxes displaced from their symbiotic forest 

places and by rural persecution have settled in towns and become ΨurbanitesΩ (Rose 

2010), likewise, white ibis have migrated to artificial urban lakes as their own 

historic habitats have disappeared (McKiernan and Instone 2015). While some 

animal inhabitants are highly visible in co-producing more-than-human urban 
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spaces and cause tensions, such as macaques (Barua and Sinha 2017), others, like 

water voles, are less so (Hinchliffe et al. 2005). 

 

hŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ άΩōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘΩ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 

which humans and free anƛƳŀƭǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǎǇŀŎŜέ (Wolch et al. 2002, p. 188). Arguably, 

this may include the aforementioned syn-urbanites that successfully and 

ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘ ŀ άǘǊŀƴǎ-ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǎǘŀǘǳǎέ (Buller 2013, p. 239). However, it also 

covers those that move and inhabit space in more unpredictable, transient and 

liminal ways. These might ōŜ ŘƛǎŎǊŜŜǘ άǎƘŀŘƻǿ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴώǎϐΧǎǇŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ǇƘȅƭƻƎŜƴŜǘƛŎ ǎŎŀƭŜέ (Wolch et al. 1995, p. 736), or else charismatic and visible 

creatures that confront humans and potentially destabilise constructions of space. 

Inhabiting or moving through borderlands, edges and marginal spaces in proximity 

to humans frequently leads to a multiplicity of material encounters and contested, 

discursive landscapes. Numerous studies have focused on animal movements 

across rural-urban interfaces and in the context of expanding urban environments, 

for example, Yeo and Neo (2010) have paid attention to macaques on forest-urban 

borderlands, whilst cougars (Collard 2012; Gullo et al. 1998) and coyotes (Blue and 

Alexander 2015) in urban peripheries have been variously documented.  

 

Importantly, it is not just metropolitan borderlands where animals move through 

porous boundaries and reconfigure space, but also within rural landscapes 

themselves. For example, elephants moving through villages, agricultural land and 

protected areas (Barua 2014a; Barua 2014b; de Silva and Srinivasan 2019); badgers 

moving in and out of farms (Cassidy 2015; Enticott 2008a); or else wolves entering 

alpine pastures (Buller 2008). Some wild, transboundary species become accepted 

as companions, fitting with human ideals perhaps on account of their benignity or 

lack of threat. For example, Whale and Ginn (2017) have shown how sparrows have 

become a part of human worlds to the point where their decline and absence might 

ōŜ ΨƳƻǳǊƴŜŘΩΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǊŜǾƛƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ represented as 

monstrous, such as rats (Clayton 2019).  



90 
 

 

However, it is important qualify these generalisations. Firstly, the place of animals 

within complex, Ψmoral landscapesΩ fluxes in relation to transient spatial-temporal 

contexts (Buller 2008; Matless et al. 2005). Indeed, all species are entangled in 

complex human relations which flow and churn, possibly shifting through periods of 

admiration, protection, respect, extermination and revulsion. Various accounts 

speak of how the moral status of red kites (Brettell 2016), elephants (Lorimer, 

2010), ospreys (Garlick 2018), pigeons (Haraway 2008b), wolves (Buller 2008; Lopez 

1978) and otters (Matless et al. 2005), amongst other species, have shifted through 

time and place. What many of these species share in rural locations, however, is 

that there has been a shift from being unwanted, undesirable and the target of 

eradication; to wanted, desirable and protected. Through the discourse of 

conservation, many species have been rehabilitated as άǎȅƳōƻƭƛŎ ƘŜǊŀƭŘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǿƭȅ 

reinvigorated naturalityέ (Buller 2008, p. 1587). A sense that rural faunal 

assemblages have become too domesticated, evolving beliefs in the authenticity 

and iconography of wildlife and concern over environmental degradations, has 

given space for ŀ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜŘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƭŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩέ 

(Buller 2004 p. 137). Many species have been brought in from a distanced place of 

myth and legend, to one of scientific and popular appreciation. Such transition can 

be witnessed through the emergence of multiple forms of conservation discussed in 

Chapter 3. 

 

However, the second qualification is that this is not an absolute change, but a 

partial one. Therefore, whilst nonhuman ontologies, or ΨǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩ, are 

evolving, they are also in competition with alternative understandings of wildlife 

(Thompson 2004; Buller 2008). Celebrating wildness can generate bio- and 

ontological insecurity, leading to social conflicts between different groups, publics 

and individuals holding divergent beliefs, values and worldviews (Redpath et al. 

2015; 2013). Whilst certain imaginaries of rural areas and their άŦŀǳƴƛǎǘƛŎ ƛŎƻƴǎέ 

might be changing (Buller 2004 p. 133), they come up against others which are 

embedded in particular conceptions of identity, morality and nature (Bell 1994; 
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Enticott 2003), or else narratives of nature that demand control (Maye et al. 2014). 

The material-semiotic presence of nonhumans and the extent to which people think 

they belong is thus frequently tied to deeper, long-standing political matters, 

contested moral geographies and contrasting frames of knowledge. This has been 

highlighted through studies on animals with a long-term, cultural presence in 

particular spaces, such as debates on fox-hunting in the UK (Woods 1998; 

Milbourne 2003), spotted owl conservation in the Pacific-Northwest (Proctor and 

Pincetl 1996), as well as resurgent presences such as recolonising wolves in the 

French Alps (Buller 2008), and unofficially (re)introduced beavers in the UK 

(Crowley et al. 2017).  

 

4.3.2 Movements and mobilities 

So far, the thesis has at various points explored how humans and nonhumans are 

interconnected, as well as the ways (b)orders and spaces appear increasingly 

unstable in the contemporary world. This subsection considers the concept of place 

and how this relates to movement and rhythm. As outlined in Chapter 2, theorising 

all animals, whether human or nonhuman, as movements and evolving lines of 

growth is one possible way to emphasise their entangled agencies and, 

consequently, their capacity to co-produce places. When considered in this manner, 

it opens ways in which to consider how (re)introduced species alter places and 

establish a suite of affective and material relations steeped in unfamiliar spatial-

temporal movements, something which has been relatively overlooked by work on 

(re)introductions. 

 

The concept of place is ubiquitous but often vague, a reflection of its simple 

vernacular usage but complex underpinnings (Cresswell 2015). Rather than fixed 

and bound cartographic entities, relational thinking frames places as dynamic 

spatial-temporal configurations of humans, nonhumans, technologies and ideas, 

amongst other factors. They are both material and discursively shaped, actual and 

virtual. Amin and Thrift (2002) ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜȅ άŀǊŜ ōŜǎǘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦ ƴƻǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ 
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ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀǎ ƳƻƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊΣ ƴƻǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎΩΣ ŦƛȄŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ōǳǘ ŀǎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΤ ǘǿƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƭǳȄŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴέ όǇ. 30). Similarly, 

Massey (2005) argues that if we are to understand humans and nonhumans- 

whether living bodies or geological formations- as dynamic and transient 

becomings, then places are merely points άǿƘŜǊŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƳŜŜǘ ǳǇ ƻǊ 

form configurations, conjunctions of trajectories which have their own 

ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀƭƛǘƛŜǎέ όǇ. 139). tƭŀŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ άŘƻ ƴƻǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ŀǎ ƻŎŎǳǊέ (Ingold 

2008b, p. 13, emphasis in original).  

 

Cresswell (2015) draws on the concept of assemblages to help understand the 

relational nature of place. Citing De Landa (2006), he explains how assemblages 

ought be thought of as contingent formations άǿƘƻǎŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘǎέ όǇ. 5), with meaning established through the fluxing of 

different entities. If relations alter or parts are removed or added, rather than cease 

they ŀƭǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ƴŜǿ άǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǿƘƻƭŜǎέ όibid, p. 5). When reforming places as 

assemblages, it is important to attend to two important axes. One of these 

connects άexpressive ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜέ, or meaningful and cultural entities, with άmaterial 

ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜέ, such as the locale and physical landscape (ibid, p. 54). The other axis 

relates to forces of άcoherenceέ and άruptureέ, or territorializing and 

deterritorialising forces (ibid, p. 54). These inter/intra-agential forces mean an 

άŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛȊŜ ƛǘǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

components forcing it to change or even transforming it into a different 

assemblage. In fact, one and the same component may participate in both 

processes by exerciǎƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎŜǘǎ ƻŦ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎέ (ibid, p. 54). 

 

These countervailing forces offer an important way to think through the tensions 

between transient, dynamic life, and traditional notions of place and landscape that 

often propose permanence and stability. Key to understanding place, it seems, are 

the diverse movements, mobilities and affective relations that might cluster 

together in permanent motion (Seamon 1980; Wylie 2007; Ingold 2011).  
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Wunderlich (2010) suggests it ought to be conceived as ΨǇƭŀŎŜ temporalityΩ, or άa 

sense of time that is place-ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎέ όǇ. 46) and gives locations distinctive spatial-

temporal feelings and aesthetic formations. Here, aesthetics are not understood as 

detached and distanced evaluations of quality, but are based upon sensual 

experiences, affective intersubjectivities and performative engagement. These 

might be experienced twofold; firstly, as repetitive, continuous and unconsciously 

experienced routines; and, secondly, as vivid and distinct moments that, together, 

contribute to the sensory and aesthetic experience of everyday life.  

 

As critical as the familiar and repetitive, however, are the ways in which repetitions 

interact with less regular occurrences. Much literature on mobilities has been 

influenced by the work of Lefebvre (2004), ǿƘƻ Ǉƻǎƛǘǎ άώE]verywhere where there is 

interaction between a place, a time, and an expenditure of energy, there 

is ǊƘȅǘƘƳέ (p. 15, emphasis in original). These rhythms are diverse, and might be 

diurnal, circadian, weekly, seasonal or even more irregular (Edensor 2010a; 

Wunderlich 2010). Such weavings of diverse and heterogenous movements, 

rhythms and temporalities have been termed, variously, Ψpolyrhythmic ensemble[s]Ω 

(Crang 2001)Σ ΨǇƭŀŎŜ ōŀƭƭŜǘώǎϐΩ (Seamon 1980) and Ψpolyphonic assemblagesΩ (Tsing 

2015). These offer similar ways of conceiving the spatial-temporal milieus of the 

multiple routines, habits, movements and sensuous practices that might flow 

through or from a situated location. Importantly, these are not just isolated and 

local, but part of broader assemblages of life, technologies, mobilities and 

information which connect multiple places together (Massey 2005).  

 

Places, then, are shaped by the ways particular rhythms coalesce or else form 

aesthetic patterns that are recognisable. Ingold (2008) describes them as not just 

ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ άalong turns into movement 

ŀǊƻǳƴŘέ (p. 13 emphasis in original). Like the lives that co-constitute them, though 

they are always becoming, they can give the illusion of stability and intransience: 
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άƳŀƴȅ ǊƘȅǘƘƳǎ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅΧ regular routines and slower 

processes of change mesh with the relative brevity of the human lifespan 

to provide some sense of stability όǇоύΧa multitude of habits, schedules 

and routines that lend to iǘ ŀƴ ƻƴǘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅέ 

(Edensor 2010a).  

 

Place and everyday life are performative. Constantly reaffirming practices, the 

άŘŀƛƭȅ ǊƘȅǘƘƳǎ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎΧŜȄǇŜŎǘόƛƴƎύ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ƻƴ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ǳǇΧƘŜƭǇόƛƴƎύ 

ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜƭȅ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘέ (Thrift 2009, p. 102), generate a continual άǇƭŀŎŜ-

ōƛƴŘƛƴƎέ as opposed to ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ άǇƭŀŎŜ-ōƻǳƴŘέ (Ingold 2008b, p. 13). 

ΨOntological predictabilityΩ and ΨsecurityΩ, therefore, might be found in familiar 

choreographies of movements and lives that appear to conform and synchronise 

according to the expectations of individuals, thus allowing social collectives to 

function in relation to their constituent parts. Linking the present, past and future, 

they are multi-temporal and also co-constituted with shared and individually 

ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ΨƳŜƳƻǊȅ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭƛƴƪ ǇǳōƭƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΣ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

homes, everyday day rhythms and deeper temporalities, all of which give meanings 

to practices and physical locations (Jones 2011). Memory itself also has rhythms 

and cycles, and functions througƘ άŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳƻŘŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ it is carefully 

orchestrated or floods over us, whether it is felt to inhabit commonplace actions, 

treasured ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻǊ ŘƛǎŎŀǊŘŜŘ ƎƻƻŘǎέ (Lorimer 2007a, p. 6). 

 

However, the immanence of life and its emergent possibilities mean there are 

tensions between repetition and regularity, and the dynamic and vital (Edensor 

2010a). Even though places are contingent and open-ended, habits and routines 

can become too settled into eurythmic, or stable, states, becoming unreflexive to 

change or disruption. This leads to what Lefebvre (2004) refers to as arrhythmia, a 

kind of pathological, abnormal and disruptive state caused by irregular and 

unexpected patterns that have negative consequences. Therefore, though 

άƘŀǊƳƻƴȅ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǎƻƴŀƴŎŜέ (Tsing 2015, p. 157) are both a normal part of the multi-
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temporalities of assemblages, sometimes these might become too disruptive and 

churn feelings of (in)stability.  

 

If, in Thrift's (2009) ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ άŦŀōǊƛŎέ ƻŦ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛŦŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ άŜȄǘǊŀƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ 

ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘέ όǇ. 97) of things, elements, bodies and technologies that continually 

come together and interact in different ways, it is important to pay attention to 

more-than-human rhythms. Situated within climactic atmospheres and weather 

patterns, human ƭƛǾŜǎ άŀǊŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭƭȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ǿƻǾŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƘȅǘƘƳƛŎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 

the environment- of day and night, sun and moon, winds and tides, vegetative 

ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎŀȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ƎƻƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎέ (Ingold 2012, 

p. 77)Φ tŀȅƛƴƎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƛƴǘŜǊŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ǊƘȅǘƘƳƛŎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊέ organisms 

display (Adam 1995, p. 128), researchers have been able to explore different modes 

of living. However, whilst this is common in ecological and biological sciences, 

through work on phenology, symbiosis and other interrelations, this is still fairly 

limited within social sciences. While work focuses on the relational rhythms and 

more-than-assemblages of various companion species such as horses, dogs and 

cows (Evans and Franklin 2010; Haraway 2008b; Holloway and Morris 2007), 

anglers and fish (Bear and Eden 2011) and ecological fieldworkers όhΩaŀƘƻƴȅ et al. 

2018), there is little that pays attention to the choreographies of wildlife and 

humans.  

 

Discussion on movement and rhythm also emphasises the critical role of 

embodiment in contributing to the co-production and formation of place. In 

Ingold's (2000) words, meaningful experience emerges from encounters with:  

real-world creatures, endowed with powers of feeling and autonomous 

action whose characteristic behaviours, temperaments, and sensibilities 

ƻƴŜ ƎŜǘǎ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ǇǊactical dealings 

with them (p. 643).  
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The capacity to Ψget to knowΩ through experience underlines the importance of 

agency and the affective capacities of different actants to influence encounters, 

atmospheres and social assemblages. According to Anderson (2011), affect is the 

άunformed and unstructured intensities that, although not necessarily experienced 

by or possessed by a subject, correspond to the passage from bodily state to 

another and are therefore analysable in terms of their effectsέ (p. 8). It is, 

therefore, άŀƴ ƛƳǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŦƻǊŎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

between bodies which results in an increase or decrease in ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ŀŎǘέ 

(Thrift 2009, p. 104). Affect might be experienced through an array of haptic, aural, 

olfactory, ocular and even gustatory triggers. Touch, sound, smell, sight and tastes 

are all potentially bound up in embodied engagements between (animal) subjects 

and their environments. 

 

To further understand interspecies encounters and intersubjective affects, Lorimer 

(2007) develops the concept of Ψnonhuman charismaΩ which he arranges into 

overlapping ecological, aesthetic and corporeal forms. The charisma of organisms, 

Lorimer explains, ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŀ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴ 

entity or process that determine its perceptions by humans and its subsequent 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέ όƛōƛŘΣ p. 915). Rather than being about essential properties, or 

ΨŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎΩΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ it is understood as άǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎΧŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳΩǎ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŜŀƭ 

ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΧŀƴŘ ōȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƛǘ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎέ όǇ. 927). Whereas ecological 

charisma relates to the specific physical and behavioural characteristics of 

nonhumans that make them detectable to human senses, aesthetic and corporeal 

charisma describe the impacts of appearance, sensory engagement and visceral 

encounter. Depending on the nature of this charisma, different species induce a 

ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎΤ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜΣ ΨŀǿŜ-ǎƻƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀǿŜ-ŦǳƭƭΩΤ 

endearment and disgust; attraction and fear. 
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Importantly, the affective nature and composition of encounters is affected by 

more than just charisma. Firstly, movement matters. Rather than being static, 

multispecies encounters have different forms, directions, trajectories and velocities 

of motion (Bull 2011). Trotting, running, stalking, diving, flying, swooping, crawling, 

slithering, circling, herding, migrating. Furthermore, encounters are never merely 

between two things but occur within wider contexts of place and a complex milieu 

of interrelations that co-produce emergent affective experiences (Thrift 2009). 

Finally, though there is a tendency to focus on the future-present,  Jones (2011) 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άώ²ϐŜ ŀǊe conglomerations of past everyday experiences, including 

their spatial textures and affective registersέ όǇ. 1, emphasis in original). Memory, 

Jones is keen to stress, is a key component of living and encountering others, 

feeding into present-future trajectories, encounters and ways in which we 

negotiate space. 

 

This subsection has provided part of a conceptual frame through which to consider 

how the (re)introduction of boar might affect and alter pre-existing relations in the 

Forest of Dean, as well as offer ways in which to foreground the agency of boar 

within a textured, rhythmic cultural landscape. 

 

4.4 Scientific knowledge practices 

Having considered the significance of space, place and mobilities, this subsection 

considers the role of formalised knowledge practices i.e. science, in mediating 

human relations with the nonhuman world. More specifically, it considers literature 

that explores how such knowledge is produced through complex assemblages of 

sites, technologies and bodies, which are often held together by unspoken and 

unseen experiences and skills. 
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Late-modern, neo-liberal modes of political organisation have been arranged 

around a need to know territory, what it consists of and how these should be 

governed, whilst not necessarily needing to control these directly (Murdoch and 

Ward 1997). As discussed in Chapter 3 through the biopolitical frames of 

conservation and biosecurity, an integral aspect of (b)ordering territory is through 

ΨexpertiseΩ, measurement, quantification and calculated administration. Thus, 

ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘΩ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ άƳŀƪŜ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴŎŜ ƛƴǾƛǎƛōƭŜέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 

308) to both policy makers and the public, generating particular knowledges that 

can circulate widely in the public realm and gather forms of authority (Latour 1999). 

Statistical representations of nature and wildlife and the practices that produce 

them are employed by various actors involved governing nature, including the state 

and NGOs. This simplifies complex and unique multi-natural realities, ecosystems 

and processes to digestible information palatable for politics (Lorimer 2015). 

 

Nature, as a singular entity, has been made knowable, represented and mediated 

through various scientific knowledge practices and assemblages, thus facilitating its 

regulation and management (Latour 1993). Though the modernist binary alluded 

politics represented humans and scientific knowledge was responsible for 

objectively translating the nonhuman world, rather than being free of values and 

ΨfoundΩ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ made and performed through historically specific, culturally 

situated practices (Castree and Braun 1998). Scientific practices are bound up with 

values and interests that reflect the practices that enact their knowledge and the 

societies within which they take shape (Pickering 1992; Latour 1993). According to 

Latour (2004), this makes it impossible for science and politics to work separately. 

Rather than distinct epistemologies, Ψpolitics-with-scienceΩ works on the same 

entities. The instruments and practices of science allow the body politic to 

understand some of the entities for which it needs to account, and politics 

facilitates a way through which these multiple entities might be collated, graded 

and (b)ordered to enable the functioning composition of the world. Facts and 

values cannot be distinctly separated. Therefore, the epistemologies used to 

represent nonhumans are, themselves, a political act. 
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An important aspect of scientific assemblages are instruments, technologies and 

other equipment, whether it be in the laboratory or the field sciences. Latour 

(2011) refers to the ΨinscriptionΩ and Ψtranslation devicesΩ, Ψimmutable mobilesΩ and 

Ψcalculation centresΩ that help make the nonhuman world accessible and 

comprehensible to scientists who can then circulate such references (Latour 1999). 

These technologies, therefore, have a critical political role, for they: 

allow faraway phenomena to be ΨcapturedΩ by the ceƴǘǊŜΧǘƘǳǎ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ 

ΨŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩΧǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜΧLƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ ǇŜǊƳƛǘ 

those who consistently remain at the centre to become easily familiar with 

distant entities, events and places [bestowing] the ability to dominate 

many places and many times (Murdoch 1997, pp. 741ς742).  

Technologies allow different worlds to be circulated through space and are 

frequently used to support and empower the knowledge claims of key actors 

handling them. Importantly, they also allow scientific practices themselves to 

translocate and be mobilised from one situation to another, giving further 

legitimacy to the knowledges produced through notions of validity and reliability. 

 

As shown through the multi-disciplinary literature used in this thesis (see Chapter 

2), technological advances have dramatically changed human awareness of 

nonhuman lives and been increasingly integrated into complex monitoring 

assemblages which serve a multitude of regulatory conservation and security 

purposes (Adams 2017; Verma et al. 2017). Developments in radio and GPS 

technologies have enhanced spatial-temporal understandings of animal mobilities, 

giving rise to the discipline of movement ecology and making life ΨtrackableΩ 

(Benson 2016), whilst genomics are now able to trace genetic histories and 

genealogies (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2015). Making animals trackable, therefore, is 

performed through different scales of vicinity and intimacy. For example, some 

technologies, such as GPS tagging birds (Whitney 2014), turtles (Srinivasan 2014), 

and radio-tracking elephants (Barua 2014) require direct bodily interventions and 
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human-subject proximity. Others, such as ultrasonic bat detection (Mason and 

Hope 2014), necessitate certain degrees of spatial proximity but not direct, tactile 

encounters. Furthermore, remote technologies such as drones monitor and survey 

without the need for proximate interspecies relationships and immediate human 

intervention (Anderson and Gaston 2013). 

 

Such technologies and their associated practices all facilitate the monitoring of 

individual animals through space and time, translations that become bound up in 

the politics and territorialisation of space. The gathering accumulation of statistical 

and digital data has also informed an increasing role for algorithms and calculation 

in conserving and securing nonhuman life (Adams 2017). As computers facilitate a 

new biopolitics of monitoring through modelling, the collation of data, databases 

and practices of scaling have gained prescience, requiring multiple ontological 

decisions and forms of boundary-making (Turnhout and Boonman-Berson 2011). 

Many of these technological developments weave threads through conservation 

and discourses of biosecurity, both practically and epistemologically (Benson 2010), 

and are tied to the modes of ordering and valuing life discussed in subsection 3.5. 

 

Critically, however, technologies alone do not objectively and autonomously 

produce conservation and biosecurity knowledges. Rather, they are components of 

complex, heterogenous assemblages, imbricated and situated within human 

performances in more-than-human worlds. Furthermore, though scientific 

procedures, including ecological field sciences, are often portrayed as stable, 

transferable and replicable, practically, they are contingent and subjective. As 

Lorimer (2012) explains, thinking with multi-natural ontologies rather than a 

ǎƛƴƎǳƭŀǊ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ άώ{ϐcience in general and conservation in particular are 

presented not as disembodied and dispassionate observation but as a skilled, 

affective and multisensory ecology oŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǎŜǎέ όǇ. 599). Eden (2008), studying 

forestry practices, describes ΨǘƘŜ fieldΩ as a άshared spaceέ ǘƘŀǘ άŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎe 

workers to exploit the uncertainty, heterogeneity, and discretion in environmental 
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science and management more readily than do other spaces, rendering these 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǘƘŀƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎέ όǇ. 1018). Likewise, Waterton (2002), 

discussing different methods for vegetation surveying and classification, found such 

practices require experienced practitioners and a continual re-negotiation and re-

ordering of knowledges. However, rather than inherently problematic, these 

uncertainties become integral and άƻǇŜƴ ƭƛƴƪǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ōŜƛƴƎ 

ƳŀŘŜέΦ CƛŜld practices and spaces, therefore, are not standardised normative 

systems, but ŀǊŜ άǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

conditioningΧŜƴǾƛǎŀƎƛƴƎǎΧŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǇŀŎŜǎέ (p. 190-193). Similarly, 

Lorimer (2007) emphasises the performative aspects of ecological monitoring and 

ways it is άŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭage of people, 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎέ όǇ. 553). 

 

The affective and intersubjective relations and atmospheres of ecological work have 

also been increasingly explored by critical research. Candea's (2010) work on 

meerkats, focussing on human-nonhuman bodily interactions and corporeality, 

challenges the representation of scientific practices as άǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŘŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

Řƛǎǘŀƴǘέ όǇ. 253). Rather, he frames such ethology as a cultivaǘŜŘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊǇŀǘƛŜƴŎŜΩ 

between humans and subjects. Likewise, Alcayna-Stevens' (2016) research on 

tropical forest researchers reveals how bodies and the field environment are 

άǎǳŦŦǳǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎέ όǇ. 850) rather than neutrality. They are, in other words, 

places that become learnt through affective engagements and interaction. 

Lorimer's (2008) work on corncrake surveying and census probes the complex 

system of multispecies negotiations which emphasise how άōƻŘȅΣ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭέ  

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άǇƭŀŎŜ-ōƻǳƴŘ ŀŎǘ ƻŦ άōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎέ (p. 327) are critical to translating 

nonhuman life. Arguing that field sciences, outwardly at least, seek to oppress the 

subjective researcher, he contrastingly describes scientific processes as an intimate 

ŀƴŘ άŘŜŜǇƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ (p. 384) assemblage of different skills, affective capacities 

and encounters with nonhuman charisma. Fieldworkers and their subjectivities, 

therefore, are critical Ψtool[s] of researchΩΣ bound up within sociotechnological 
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assemblages, rather ΨdisembodiedΩ entities (Despret 2013) or mere human-

nonhuman Ψinterface[s]Ω (Latour 2004a).  

 

Multispecies work, therefore, requires researchers to make themselves ΨavailableΩ 

through the process of ΨattunementΩ to nonhuman difference (Despret 2004). 

5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ΨǎƻƳŀǘƛŎ ǎŜƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ όDǊŜŜƴƘƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ wƻŜΣ нлмлύ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ 

care and empathy learnt through encounter. However, a significant challenge can 

be establishing knowledge of elusive nonhumans, those of άǎƪǳƭƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǾƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέ 

(Lorimer 2008, p. 382). Hinchliffe (2008) describes the uncertainty of practices 

making rare species, such as black redstart, present, partly due to the alternative, 

nonhuman Ψspace-timesΩ they inhabit. Being reflexive to such nonhuman difference 

into fieldwork, Hinchliffe et al. (2005) suggest, requires alternative ways of ΨreadingΩ 

presence and incorporating nonhuman knowledge into systems of translation. This 

might involve attuning to the tracks, traces and trails of nonhumans, such as water 

ǾƻƭŜǎΣ ƻǊ ǿƻƭǾŜǎ όhΩaŀƘƻƴȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмтύΦ  

 

This subsection has considered the role of data, technology, affect and skill in 

conservation and security assemblages and the production of their associated 

knowledges. However, such assemblages are often coalitions of diverse, material 

practices, frequently informed by multiple ontologies which are spatially and 

temporally situated (see Mol 2002). To help understand the way in which these 

become coherent and successful, they might be understood as Ψontological 

choreographƛŜǎΩ involving άǘƘŜ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŎƻƻǊŘƛnatiƻƴέ ƻǊ άŘŜŦǘƭȅ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ 

ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎέ (Thompson 2005, p. 8; see also Law and Lien 2013; Lorimer 

2015). Techniques, knowledges and socialities which άmight appear to be an 

undifferentiated hybrid messέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 8) or ontologically distinct are brought 

together innovatively in places and situations for things to happen. Importantly, 

choreographic coordination has two key aspectsΣ άǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŦǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘe 

caƭƛōǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 9). The first of these is spatial and relates to the 

configurations and ways in which the properties, processes or capacities of one 
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entity are coordinated to work with another to make something possible. The 

second engages with the multiple temporalities that might flow through these 

entities, for example, biological cycles or linear, structured orderings of working 

days, weeks or years. Successful practices and knowledges thus rely on 

choreographies that emphasise spatial-temporal coordination and the active 

seeking of ways in which to bring things together.  

 

Due to the heterogeneity of these factors, as with any gatherings and assemblages, 

ŎƘƻǊŜƻƎǊŀǇƘŜŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ άǇǊŜŎŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴέ (Law and Lien 

2013, p. 365). This complexity is often overlooked by formalised scientific narratives 

that, in Law's (2004) terms, ignore the ΨhinterlandΩ of bodies, technologies, affects 

and more-than-human environments described above. Science, as with any social 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ƛǎ ƳŜǎǎȅ ŀƴŘ άŜƳŜǊƎŜǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ masses of little overlapping and 

variabƭȅ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ (Law and Singleton 2013, p. 15, emphasis in original).  

 

This subsection explored literature that helps consider the role of scientific 

practices in producing official translations of boar in UK bo(a)rderlands. By paying 

attention to the bodies, inanimate materialities, technological devices and 

atmospheres gathered together, it has shown that such knowledge is often the 

results of a contingent and precarious endeavour. Furthermore, it has also shown 

that these might rely upon carefully choreographed spatial-temporal relations. 

 

4.5 Participating and governance 

Finally, this subsection turns its attention to the ways in which contemporary 

governmentalities have arranged and distributed authority, responsibility and 

power. This is important to help contemplate how the politics of feral rewilding has 

been arranged, and to help understand the ways in which different actors are 

assembled within regimes of governance. 
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Governmentality is a nebulous concept that describes the ways in which different 

tactics, rationalities and technologies are thought of and made practicable in the 

regulation and organisation of territories (Collier 2009). In the UK, the end of the 

20th Century was characterised by a neoliberalised de-scaling of the state 

which broadened participation in policy making and demanded a more co-

ordinated delivery, often through private and public partnerships (Woods and 

Goodwin 2003). Such a change is described through the concept of governance, 

referring to a governing style which blurs the boundaries between and within public 

and private sectors, generating Ψself-organising, interorganisational networksΩ that 

often align with markets, and existing hierarchies of power and control (Rhodes 

1996). Rather than being a form of government, governance might be understood 

as an alternative mode through which society is governed and governs through 

changing conditions, relations and orders. These are increasingly conducted 

άbeyond-the-stateέ and through άinstitutional or quasi-institutional arrangements 

of private, civil societal and state actorsέ (Swyngedouw 2006, p. 1991). These state-

civil society relationships have been reorganised threefold. Firstly, by externalising 

state functions through deregulation and privatisation; secondly, by delegating 

regulation to higher levels of governance; and thirdly, by delegating responsibility 

to localised governance arrangements, organisation and practices. Therefore, 

decentralisation can be seen as creating a vertical as well as horizontal distribution 

of responsibility, or a simultaneously Ψmulti-levelΩ and Ψmulti-actorΩ strategy of 

organisation. 

 

Where once state institutions tended to define and organise Nature(s), 

environmental and wildlife policy has increasingly relied upon deliberative and 

participatory approaches towards governance and policy implementation (Crowley 

et al. 2017; Owens 2000)Φ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƘŀǎΣ ǘƘǳǎΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭy become one of 

funding, facilitation, negotiation and legislation, with responsibility spread through 

a range of actors, a key trait of neoliberalism (Adams et al. 2014). This has led to a 
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multiplicity of shifting strategies, discursive claims and sets of power relations 

running through conservation practices, including rewilding (Arts et al. 2014; Dinnie 

et al. 2015). Similarly, in many countries matters of biosecurity are also spread 

across multiple agencies and organisations. In the UK, a ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƻǊ 

ΨǎŜŎǘƻǊŀƭΩ regulatory biosecurity framework has emerged, primarily evolving 

through a history of diverse interventions in agriculture, primarily in the name of 

livestock health (Donaldson 2013). Responsibility has been diffused and increasingly 

placed upon veterinary scientists and practitioners who have become located at 

the centre of government policy, as well as farmers and other landowners expected 

to enact border securities and implement best practice protocols (Enticott et al. 

2011). Alongside these, a broad range of government affiliated bodies are involved 

in steering wildlife conservation and biosecurity policy, as well as engaging local 

authorities and various contracted experts in regulation (Donaldson 2013). 

 

Such multi-actor, stakeholder led strategising is often portrayed as facilitating a 

democratic, participatory, pluralist and deliberative approach to political decision-

making. However, in practice, this might not necessarily come to bare. Indeed, 

Keulartz (2009) ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ά[T]he inclusion of an ever-growing group of stakeholders 

with different and often diverging interests, ideas, views, and values will more often 

than not lead to conflicts over the future of nature and the landscapeέ όǇ. 446). 

Rather than entirely replacing the state, governance becomes a hybrid political 

form that might simultaneously create new but affirm old political choreographies. 

The inclusion of new social groups and actors potentially diminishes the position of 

others, whilst already powerful ones might consolidate their position, and 

marginalised ones become further excluded (Arts et al. 2014; Swyngedouw 2006). 

Though multi-actor arrangements are often formed through the ambitious 

discourse of horizontal, non-hierarchical interactions, access to decision-making, 

and organised inclusion of stakeholders there are frequently tensions over 

inclusion, openness and disempowerment in practice. Though governance regimes 

emphasise the nascent authority and responsibility of communities and 

publics (such as groups, partnerships etc), this might not necessarily empower 
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them. On the contrary, loosely coded or insufficiently enacted regulatory frames 

Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ άƴŜǿ ŎƻƴǎǘŜƭƭŀtion[s] of governance articulated via a proliferating 

maze of opaque networks, fuzzy institutional arrangements, ill-identified 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέ (Swyngedouw 

2006, p. 2000). Amidst such messy enactments, decision-making can lack clarity, as 

found by Arts et al. (2014) when looking at species (re)introduction procedures in 

Scotland. 

 

Uncertain political processes and accountability can mean ultimate responsibility 

for the consequences of risk events becomes unclear (Woods and Goodwin 2003). 

In the case of biosecurity practices, devolved responsibilities mean both governing 

collectives and their actions rely upon reactive, fragmented and inefficient 

measures (Donaldson 2013; Outhwaite 2013). For example, in identifying the issue 

of dissipated responsibility in the governance of bTB measures, Enticott and 

Franklin (2009) suggest there is ŀƴ Ψƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾƻƛŘΩ ŀǊƛǎing when there is no 

longer a singular (state) actor driving decision-making, nor taking responsibility for 

the consequences of situations and actions22. Donaldson (2013) suggests such 

occurrences might be because multi-actor collectives essentially regulate ΨǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ 

ǊƛǎƪǎΩ and those that take responsibility open themselves up to Ψƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ risksΩ. 

These are understood as άǘhe reputational, operational and financial costs that an 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƻǿƴǎΩ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪ Ƴǳǎǘ ŦŀŎŜ ƛƴ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪέ όǇ. 68). Taking responsibility appears to have more repercussions than 

avoiding it, particularly in circumstances where there are financial implications of 

doing so, as much as reputational ones. Importantly, however, institutional voids 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ŦƻǊŜŎƭƻǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ practices, but may allow new knowledges and 

 
 

 

 

22 ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ Ψƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾƻƛŘΩ ƛǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ Hajer (2003). 
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logics to emerge, forming new sets of relations and assemblages (Enticott and 

Franklin 2009). 

 

A final, related aspect of this shift from a top-down form of government towards a 

more inclusive strategy of governance lies in conceptions of publics and 

communities. Firstly, while environmental policy often talks in general terms and 

evokes collectives through language such as Ψcommunity engagementΩ and Ψpublic 

participationΩ, such terms often lack clarity (Eden 2016). Within complex 

governance arrangements, tƘŜ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎΩ can become an άŜƳǇǘȅ 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŜǊώǎϐΧƛƴǘǊƛƴǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎέ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊǊȅƛƴƎ άƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ empirical 

ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴǘǎέ (Welsh and Wynne 2013, p. 9). Rather than a homogenous group 

differentiated by the simple socio-demographic categories often applied in politics- 

age, gender, class etc- the public is multiple, άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΧǾŀǊȅώƛƴƎϐ 

ōȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀŎŜέ ό9ŘŜƴ нлмсΣ Ǉ. 1). Likewise, communities, particularly 

in rural contexts, are misconstrued as culturally static and socially homogenous, 

rather than replete with diversity, conflicting identities and networked relations 

(see Bell 1994; Macnaghten and Urry 1998; Murdoch et al. 2003). Multiple 

environmental publics and communities, Eden (2016) argues, are distinguishable 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ψenvironmental ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ-semiotic 

associations through which they are formed. Importantly, these performative 

routines aƴŘ Ƙŀōƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦƭŜȄƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭŜΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ άŘƛŦŦŜǊent worlds come 

into being and environmental publics themselves are re-made, re-imagined and re-

ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘέΣ ŀǎ ŘƻŜǎ their environmental engagement (Eden 2016, p. 4). These 

multiple and transient practices inform a multiplicity of nature(s), environment(s) 

and, by association, wildlife (Macnaghten and Urry 1998; Hinchliffe 2007; Lorimer 

2015).  

 

This complexity of publics, communities and the promise of participation makes 

multi-actor governance challenging to justly enact. It is also performative, both 

contributing and responding to social-ecological conflicts and risk politics in 
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multifarious ways. Firstly, and continuing the point above, Irwin (2006) suggests 

vague conceptions of collectives contribute to policy rhetoric promoting the 

άpursǳƛǘ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎέ όp. 315) when this is both unachievable and 

ǳƴŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ƭƛŦŜΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ άflexible construction of public 

ǘŀƭƪέ όƛōƛŘΣ p. 314, emphasis in original) and the fact some actors always have 

άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέ όǇ. 316) that defines key terms such as consultation, 

dialogue and engagement mean these are flexibly interpreted and embedded with 

power inequalities specific to the political context.  

 

The desire, or its façade, for consensus relates to classical frames of public 

participation and deliberation (Callon 1999). These are often steeped in the belief 

that governance controversies can be related, firstly, to public Ψknowledge deficitsΩ 

όǘƘŜ ΨtǳōƭƛŎ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ aƻŘŜƭΩύΤ ǎŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƻ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ΨdistrustΩ of expertise and 

authorities; and, thirdly, to a Ψlack of representationΩ όǘƘŜ ΨtǳōƭƛŎ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭΩύΣ 

each of which decision-makers tend to address through an emphasis on better 

education, engagement, transparency and openness (see also Irwin 2001; Irwin 

2006). These, Callon (1999) suggests, perpetuate both boundaries and hierarchies 

between expert and lay knowledges, whether through complete exclusion or partial 

negotiation. 

 

However, whilst tensions emerge when collectives are simplified and homogenised, 

they might also be apparent when governing partnerships ΨdoΩ recognise difference 

and heterogeneity. This is because imaginaries of what publics are and how they 

think or behave are frequently prevalent (Welsh and Wynne 2013). For example, 

political controversies, including those relating to science and bound up in 

biosecurity and conservation matters, are frequently reduced to narratives that 

reduce knowledges to oppositional epistemologies produced either by experts, 

such as scientists, and lay people (Wynne 1992; Wynne 1996; Eden 1998). These 

might oversimplify publics into groups that wholly approve or disapprove of official 

(scientific) discourse, thus ignoring the fluidity ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ōƻǳƴŘ ǳǇ ƛƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
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worldviews, as well as their complex range of affective and emotional responses, 

such as ambivalence, frustration, alienation and resignation (Welsh and Wynne 

2013).  

 

Furthermore, these imagined binary publics might be constructed as either 

positive- useful, responsible and representative- and thus included in partnerships; 

or else negative- disruptive, irrational, extreme and self-interested- and 

consequently excluded from debates (Irwin 2006; Eden 2016). These issues 

highlight an important paradox surrounding the performativity of governance 

regimes, namely, that they can foster a discourse of inclusion and dialogue in 

decision-making, whilst simultaneously ostracising certain collectives that appear 

threatening and non-compliant with hegemonic politics (Welsh and Wynne 2013). 

TƘŜǎŜ ΨōŀŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎǎΩ, for example, ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ άόLύinstitutional 

ōƭƛƴŘƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀŎƛǘ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 542) and other 

accepted expert knowledges, and are thus perceived to ŀŎǘ ŀǎ άƛƴŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎέ ǘƻ 

governance (ibid, p. 552). This relates to a further common oversight by decision-

makers that, much like knowledge fluidities, publics too are fluid (Eden 2016). This 

means mobilised publics and social movements, whether portrayed as good or bad, 

are not distinct from silent, immobilised majorities, but are interwoven within 

them, problematising the ways in which participation, inclusion and exclusion are 

enacted. 

 

This subsection provides an overview of literature which is important to help 

understand the ways in which feral bo(a)rderlands might be arranged politically, 

and the possible issues that might arise in relation to strategies of governing 

(re)introduced boar. 

 

4.6 Researching feral bo(a)rderlands 
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Feral bo(a)rderlands are points of friction, uncertainty, negotiation and difference. 

They are, potentially, unsettling and disconcerting. Literature has shown how boar 

have been closely interrelated with humans historically, monstrous companions 

whose relationship has churned and flowed, sped and slowed, distanced and 

neared in different ways through multiple locations. Contemporary relations 

beyond the UK appear increasingly fraught as human-boar lives have come closer 

together through a variety of embodied and topological arrangements replete with 

uncertainties, encounters and circulations of unruly, commensal lives. Living with 

boar, it seems, is not about knowing there are animals Ψout thereΩ, but negotiating 

their presence Ψin hereΩ, perhaps at proximity. As chapter 2 suggested, boar and 

their relations often appear monstrous, but what about in the UK where they have 

only recently appeared? 

 

This thesis seeks to address several gaps in literature, particularly the lack of in-

depth, qualitative research into both boar and rewilding. Firstly, though some work 

has touched on the risks of living with boar, there is very little that pays attention to 

the materialities of sharing space and living with boar on a quotidian basis. Beyond 

statistics and decontextualised accounts of potential risks and encounters, it is 

important to understand how different lives come together, in what kind of 

circumstances, and with what affective dimensions? Understanding this requires an 

attentiveness to the mobilities and behaviours of not only boar, but also the other 

lives, materials and things with which they co-produce space- plants, animals, soils, 

humans, vehicles etc- and coalesce together as meaning embedded places. 

Furthermore, this also involves drawing out the temporal relations of place, as 

discussed in subsection 4.1, a critical yet under-discussed facet of human-

nonhuman relations. 

 

Secondly, this thesis is interested in exploring the practices of science and the role it 

plays in monitoring, surveying and regulating boar. However, whilst this contributes 
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to the literature cited in subsection 4.2, to date there is virtually no critical work 

that considers how such practices emerge and evolve in relation to (re)introduced 

(feral) species. It is important to understand the kinds of socio-technological 

assemblages that are required as new lives emerge and need to be made known or 

regulated, and how various logics are applied according to evolving understandings 

of risk and threat? Unpacking the ways in which these processes occur can help 

better understand how ontologies of rewilding and biosecurity interact with the 

contingencies of field science and management, especially when their subjects are 

not well known nor easily traceable. 

 

Finally, the thesis is interested in the ways in which policy and publics emerge and 

are practised in the context of awkward species. The case of boar offers an 

opportunity to understand how different and diverse actors, sometimes with 

historically and culturally embedded relations, are gathered by unexpected events 

and required to govern and enact policy. Importantly, such matters are interwoven 

with issues surrounding the multiple spatio-temporal choreographies, mobilities, 

(b)orders and boundaries that make up worlds. Furthermore, these issues 

encourage ontological questions relating to belonging: who or what belongs; where 

and how might things belong; and who decides? Such questions relate more 

broadly to ones of political inclusion and exclusion, for humans and nonhumans 

alike. These are prescient questions critical to rewilding, both in and out of practice, 

and need to be situated within specific situations, places and landscapes. 

 

This chapter has introduced some of the key literature that helps consider the feral 

rewilding of unofficially (re)introduced boar in the UK. Furthermore, it has set up 

the theoretical and conceptual framework for what I have called Ψferal 

bo(a)rderlandsΩ and the main structure through which my empirical chapters are 

arranged to address my research questions.  
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5 

FERAL METHODOLOGY 

  

5.1 Introduction 

The previous chapters used a range of literature to identify key themes running 

through UK bo(a)rderlands. Here, I turn to the methodological approach I followed 

to draw these out. As outlined previously, there is a paucity of qualitative social 

research looking at the everyday realities of living with and governing 

(re)introduced boar, and rewilding more broadly. This chapter, therefore, 

introduces what I think of as a Ψferal methodologyΩ, a term that reflects the 

uncertainty of boar presence, my position as a researcher, as well as the process of 

multispecies research more generally. CŜǊŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƭƛƳƛƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ΨōŜǘǿƛȄǘ ŀƴŘ 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴΩΣ ŀƴŘ ōƭǳǊǊƛƴƎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΦ Lǘ enacts borderlands, often 

generating different sets of relations- some convivial, some tense and awkward. 

Understanding research in this way, therefore, helps foreground its messy and 

contingent nature. The chapter first addresses my decision to undertake an 

ethnography, before then introducing and expanding on its location in the Forest of 

Dean. I then discuss the various methods I employed, before finally reflecting on 

some of the issues surrounding my positionality. 

 

5.2 Mess and method 

5.2.1 Choosing ethnography 

Methods are political and reflect ontological and epistemological outlooks (Taylor 

2012). With this in mind, rather than trying to know and simplify the world, this 

research was grounded in a belief that realities are messy and indeterminate, too 

textured to fully capture, comprehend, witness and articulate (Law and Mol 2002). 

To be sensitive to such uncertainties, my research sought to foreground the 
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complexity of feral rewilding. This meant carrying out a methodology that would 

not only attend to discourse around boar, but also their embodied and material 

more-than-human relations. UK bo(a)rderlands, after all, are co-constituted of 

heterogenous lives, practices, places, histories and power relations. 

 

Keen to avoid foreclosure, I undertook an ethnographic methodology, a strategy 

Lewis and Russell (2011) suggest is inherently reflexive and suited ǘƻ άdeal with 

complex, fluid contexts and their emergent and unanticipated issuesέ (p. 409).  

Rather than assuming ǘƘŜ άsecurity of pre-conceived analyǘƛŎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎέ (Nimmo 

2011, p113) to uncover an unqualified truth, grounded approaches to ethnography 

emphasise the discovery of άinter-subjective truthsέ (Crang and Cook 2007, p. 11, 

emphasis in original). Such an approach required me to be reflexive about concepts 

of data- what it is, what it means and how it might guide research- leading to a 

continual, inductive-deductive interplay (Crang and Cook 2007; LeCompte and 

Schensul 1999). In practice, therefore, my ethnography was a multi-directional and 

interactive-reactive flow between fieldwork, analysis, categories and concepts 

(Charmaz 2006; Crang and Cook 2007). 

 

Grounded, ethnographic approaches take many forms and offer opportunities for 

flexibility and experimentation. In Law's words (2004a) they άƻǇŜƴ[ing] space for 

the indefiniteΧarticulat[e] a sense of the world as an unformed but generative flux 

of forces ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (p. 6-7). This felt important for my research, not only 

ontologically, but because recent empirical research into UK bo(a)rderlands and 

feral rewilding is relatively sparse. In such circumstances, Jones' (2015) comments 

on the value of άƘŀǇƘŀȊŀǊŘ ώƛƴǎǘƛƴŎǘƛǾŜϐ ƳŜǘƘƻŘέΣ seemed apposite, for άfollowing 

ƻƴŜΩǎ ƴƻǎŜ όŀǎ ŀ ŘƻƎ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŜƴǘύ ƛǎ the only way to make real progressΧώǘϐhe 
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systematic soon loses the scenǘ όƻŦ ƭƛŦŜύέ όǇ. 6, parentheses in original) 23. This 

chimes with Tsing's (2012) description of ΨŦƻǊŀƎƛƴƎΩ as an inclusive and attentive 

activity that uncovers and nurtures. Such a research process, however, does not 

mean there is no methodological forethought, however, but that finding what feels 

appropriate for a given context emerges subjectively, reflexively and is based upon 

the accumulation of knowledge and experience. Instinctively following scents and 

foraging, therefore, offered a way, in Ingold's (2011a) words, to άfollow what is 

going on, trac[e] the multiple trŀƛƭǎ ƻŦ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŜŀŘέ (p. 11, 

emphasis in original). 

 

5.2.2 More-than-human subjects 

Finding ways to follow the material and discursive geographies of boar relations 

and ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ άΩǊŜŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘΩ ƳŜǎǎƛƴŜǎǎέ (Law, 2004a, p. 14), required a 

novel assemblage of methods. Traditionally, ethnography has centred on the long-

ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ΨƛŘŜŀƭΩ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ and supplemented this with various field 

techniques, such as note-taking, interviews and audio-visual recordings (Falzon, 

2009, p. 1). However, ethnographic methodologies and techniques have diversified 

in response to changing theoretical and conceptual interests, including materiality, 

affect and emotion, interconnectedness and mobility (Sheller and Urry 2006; Falzon 

2009; Pink 2009; Vannini 2015).  

 

This is especially important as research has increasingly paid attention to 

multispecies geographies and their relational agencies. This has guided 

ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ άƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜΣ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜǎƻƳŜΣ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǎǎȅέ (Buller 

 
 

 

 

23 Jones reworks this concept from Sebald's (2007) description of critical writing. 
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2015, p. 376). For my ethnography, I intended to explore the tensions between 

Ψboar ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψboar placesΩ, to paraphrase Philo and Wilbert (2000a). Whilst 

research into the spacing and ordering of animals has garnered attention, less has 

been paid to the lived realities, lively geographies and place-making of animals 

(Buller 2015; Hodgetts and Lorimer 2015; Barua and Sinha 2017). Such historical 

neglect has been due to a range of ontological, epistemological and methodological 

challenges. Recent years, however, have seen a growth in multispecies work 

suggesting innovative ways of attending to more-than-human worlds (see Buller 

2015; Hodgetts and Lorimer 2015; Kirksey and Helmreich 2010; van Dooren et al. 

2016; van Dooren and Rose 2016). The motivation behind such work is usually to 

broaden ethical and political engagements with nonhuman subjects (as opposed to 

objects), probe categories and orders, and experiment with ways of ΨƴƻǘƛŎƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ 

being ΨŀǘǘŜƴǘƛǾŜΩ ǘƻ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴs (van Dooren et al. 2016).  

 

Carrying out my ethnography, I sought to contribute to approaches that 

increasingly inhabit interdisciplinary borderlands by bringing methods from the 

natural and social sciences together. Numerous studies have deployed ethological 

observations of companion species (Brown and Dilley 2012; Haraway 2008) and 

wild ones (Lorimer 2010a; Lorimer 2010c; McKiernan and Instone 2015; Barua and 

Sinha 2017) ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǇŜ ƻŦ άŀŦŦƻǊŘώƛƴƎϐ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ engagement 

ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻƴƘǳƳŀƴ ƭƛŦŜǿƻǊƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎέ (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2015 p. 3). 

Other ethological inspired work has been less encounter focussed and been 

mediated through archival and political discourse (Lorimer 2006; Dempsey 2010; 

Garlick 2018). Alternatively, social researchers have also engaged with ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨƭŀȅΩ knowledge practices to offer alternative insights into nonhuman worlds 

(Lorimer 2008; Tsing 2010; Candea 2013a). Whilst acknowledging the genuine 

ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƻŦ ΨŎŜƴǘǊƛƴƎΩ nonhumans (see Hodgetts and Lorimer 2015; Bear et al. 

2017), I felt it was important to find ways in which I could provide a livelier and 

more ethical account of boar worlds. 
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5.3 Ψ¢ƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩ 

5.3.1 Entering ΨǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩ 

My initial plan was to carry out a Ψmulti-sited ethnographyΩ (Falzon 2009) focussing 

on two or three locations where boar are known to be present in the UK. This 

would have allowed me to follow the topological threads linking separate feral 

bo(a)rderlands and consider how their constitution varies. However, following 

Crang and Cook's (2007) suggestion to explore ΨǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΩ Ŝŀrly, my intentions 

quickly changed. I decided to visit the Forest of Dean, the closest location to Cardiff 

University and Bristol (where I live), to try and ΨŎŀǘŎƘ ǎŎŜƴǘΩ of boar-related 

happenings.  

 

Figure 4- Map of my route to the Dean. This was my initial journey, and one I made multiple times 

throughout my research. Occasionally I took alternative routes. Other times I intended to but found 

myself absently driving on the same, familiar roads. 

 

Boar have been present in the core area of the Dean since around 2006 (Stannard 

2011). As discussed in Chapter 1, the population is said to have formed from two 

distinct groups. The first, numbering around 30 individuals, are reported to have 
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escaped from a farm north of the forest in the late 90s, though people I speak to 

tell me the farmer went bankrupt and deliberately let them out. The second was a 

ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ сл ΨŘǳƳǇŜŘΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ west of the forest, on Forestry Commission land, in 

2004 (Stannard 2011). This occurred when there were no longer any known boar 

farms in the area, and their arrival has remained a mystery, though rumours 

abound about their origins: another bankrupt farmer; someone perturbed by 

heightened biosecurity measures post-foot and mouth; or else someone keen on 

hunting. 

 

Arriving in the forest in winter 2015/16, I almost immediately began to sense their 

omnipresence. As outlined in Chapter 1, I had encountered boar and their traces 

before, and in the Dean they were conspicuous. Occasional patches of upturned soil 

on the verges of the road entering the forest intensified as I drove through the 

forest proper. At the Speech House car park, just in front of the nose of my van, leaf 

litter had been disturbed and soil exposed: boar were certainly around. I changed 

into my boots, picked up a walking guide and wandered, taking photos and 

nervously approaching several strangers in the forest. The paths were muddy and 

partially rooted by boar. Explaining my project to two dog walkers, one of them 

ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ άƘƻǿ ƭƻƴƎ ƘŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ƎƻǘΚέΦ Later, I spoke to another walker who 

tells meΣ άǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊ are a problem, but so are Ƴŀƴȅ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΧthe sheepΧthe 

poachingΧthe politicians are useless. Not just about the boar around hereΗέ. These 

and other conversations underlined the messy situation. Boar, quite literally, were 

messy creatures with visible traces, though they were also elusive. Though I ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 

see any as I walked around on this recce, their mention appeared to evoke an 

admixture of feelings, generating both affective responses and ambivalence. It also 

seemed they could not be easily separated from other local matters, concerns and 

practices. Boar politics in the Dean seemed too complex to only briefly confront.  

 

This was further reflected in news stories I had been following leading up to and 

from the commencement of my PhD, an indirect way of tracking the tensions of the 
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Dean at a distance. Various national and local papers reported stories about the 

current status of Forestry Commission management practices24Τ άǊǳƛƴŜŘ ƭŀǿƴǎέ 

ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ άŦŜǊŀƭ ǇƛƎǎέ25Τ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƭŜŀǊƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎέ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ōƻŀǊ26 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ άΩƛƎƴƻǊƛƴƎΩ ōƻŀǊ ŘŀƳŀƎŜέ27; and poachers 

nailing a boars head to a tree28. The comment sections of two local papers, The 

Forester and Forest of Dean and Wye Valley Review, also regularly circulated the 

feelings of people who liked and loathed boar, or else found fault with local 

authorities and governing agencies. These were often heated, emotional and spoke 

of affective boar experiences. The place and politics of the Dean appeared, in some 

ways, to be feral like its new inhabitants. 

 

An essential aspect of ethnographic accounts is, in Willis and Trondman's (2002) 

words, to follow the uniqueness of ordinary, embodied practices and their άΩ[t]his-

nessΩ and Ψlived-out-nessΩέ (p. 394). This connects intimate experiences to wider 

patterns, forms, discourses, practices and histories which performatively create the 

uncertain άeddies and the ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ Ŧƭƻǿǎέ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ όƛōƛŘ Ǉ. 395). 

 
 

 

 

24 άWild boar numbers on the rise despite cull in the Forest of DeanέΣ ¢ƘŜ DǳŀǊŘƛŀƴΣ нпκлтκнлмрΣ 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/24/wild-boar-numbers-rise-despite-
cull-forest-of-dean 
ά.ƻŀǊ Ŏǳƭƭ Ψƻƴ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩέΣ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 5ean and Wye Valley Review, 14/01/2016, 

http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101635&headline=Boar%20cull%20%E2
%80%98on%20target%E2%80%99&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2016 
25 ά²ƛƭŘ ōƻŀǊ ǊƛǇ ǳǇ ŀ ƳŀƴƛŎǳǊŜŘ ƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭ ƭŀǿƴέΣ ¢ƘŜ 5ŀƛƭȅ 9ȄǇǊŜǎǎΣ лпκммκнлмрΣ 
https://www.express.co.uk/news/nature/617020/Wild-boar-manicured-lawn-hospital-uk-news 
26 άWƻƘƴ ŎƭŜŀƴǎ ǳǇέΣ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 5Ŝŀƴ ŀƴŘ ²ȅŜ ±ŀƭƭŜȅ wŜǾƛŜǿΣ мнκлнκнлмсΣ 

http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101754&headline=John%20cleans%20up
&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2016 
27 άCƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ΨƛƎƴƻǊƛƴƎΩ ōƻŀǊ ŘŀƳŀƎŜέΣ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 5Ŝŀƴ ŀƴŘ ²ȅŜ ±ŀƭƭŜȅ wŜǾƛŜǿΣ лпκммκнлмрΣ 

http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101279&headline=Forestry%20%E2%80
%98ignoring%E2%80%99%20boar%20damage&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2015 
28 ά.ƻŀǊΩǎ ƘŜŀŘ ƴŀƛƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǘǊŜŜέΣ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 5Ŝŀƴ ŀƴŘ ²ȅŜ ±ŀƭƭŜȅ wŜǾiew, 30/09/2016, 
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=753&headline=Boar%E2%80%99s%20head%20nai
led%20to%20a%20tree&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2015 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/24/wild-boar-numbers-rise-despite-cull-forest-of-dean
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/jul/24/wild-boar-numbers-rise-despite-cull-forest-of-dean
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101635&headline=Boar%20cull%20%E2%80%98on%20target%E2%80%99&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2016
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101635&headline=Boar%20cull%20%E2%80%98on%20target%E2%80%99&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2016
https://www.express.co.uk/news/nature/617020/Wild-boar-manicured-lawn-hospital-uk-news
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101754&headline=John%20cleans%20up&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2016
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101754&headline=John%20cleans%20up&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2016
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101279&headline=Forestry%20%E2%80%98ignoring%E2%80%99%20boar%20damage&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2015
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=101279&headline=Forestry%20%E2%80%98ignoring%E2%80%99%20boar%20damage&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2015
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=753&headline=Boar%E2%80%99s%20head%20nailed%20to%20a%20tree&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2015
http://www.theforestreview.co.uk/article.cfm?id=753&headline=Boar%E2%80%99s%20head%20nailed%20to%20a%20tree&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2015
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My infant sense of the Dean and its entangled politics made multi-sited fieldwork 

seem too broad. It made sense for me to stay put, spread roots and inhabit the 

Dean. This, however, was not motivated by a belief that spending prolonged time in 

the Dean would impart a single truth about feral rewilding Ψƻǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩ  (see hΩwŜƛƭƭȅ 

2005; Candea 2007; Falzon 2009). Rather, it was a decision based on pragmatic, 

logistical and ethical factors. Firstly, I wanted to address the lack of textured, 

qualitative research that engages with the material, quotidian co-becomings of 

(re)introduced species, something which would take time. Secondly, I was keen to 

explore ways of getting to know boar and their relations. The Dean, where boar 

have the largest and most visible presence, seemed to offer the most immediate 

possibility to do so.  

 

Deciding that my fieldwork would predominantly take place in the Dean was, 

therefore, ŀ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ άa framing cut out of a seamless ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ (Candea 2007, 

p. 171). In other words, I would generate some necessary boundaries to help 

emplace my research and partially reduce ǘƘŜ ΨtyrannyΩ ƻŦ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ŦƛŜƭŘǿƻǊƪ 

locations. Importantly, however, these field boundaries needed to be porous and 

ambiguous (Dewsbury and Naylor 2002). They would not preclude me from tracking 

relations further afield as data emerged, events unfolded, and opportunities arose. 

Indeed, though my main observational fieldwork would centre around the Dean, 

my research was multi-sited insofar as I understood the Ψfield siteΩ to be more than 

just a single geographical co-ordinate, and more a process or gathering (Candea 

2013b). Keeping boundaries fluid was vital to understand these fluid 

bo(a)rderlands. 

 

5.3.2 Placing ΨǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩ 

So far, I have talked of the Dean and shown where it ƛǎΣ ōǳǘ L ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎŀƛŘ 

ΨwhatΩ it is. This is difficult for the Dean is, like all places, multiple. Not only its 

cultural, physical and moral landscape, but also its geographical boundaries (see 
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Figure 5). As I began to spend time there, from autumn 2016, I was confused by 

people using the term in a flexible way.  

 

Figure 5- Map depicting the different boundaries of the Forest of Dean 

 

Firstly, at its broadest, it refers to the local District Council demarcations which 

includes low-lying, marshy agricultural land in the Severn vale to the south; the 

higher altitude woodland managed by the Forestry Commission in the centre; and 
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more fertile agricultural land to the north. Generally speaking, this closely follows 

the administrative boundaries established in Norman times when the region was 

first designated as a Ψwƻȅŀƭ CƻǊŜǎǘΩ (Forestry Commission 2014). The term ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘΩ, it 

is important to note, is also ambiguous. Historically, it did not equate to woodland 

ōǳǘΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊΣ ǿŀǎ ŀ άƭŜƎŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀ ƳƻƴŀǊŎƘ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ keep deer and 

ƳŀƪŜ άώŦϐƻǊŜǎǘ ƭŀǿǎέ όwŀŎƪƘŀƳ нлллΣ Ǉ. 234). They were not just areas of woodland 

or wood-pasture, but also heathland, moorland and grassland. Accordingly, 

Rackham suggests they would be better understood ŀǎ άǇƭŀŎŜώǎϐ ƻŦ ŘŜŜǊ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 

of tǊŜŜǎέ όƛōƛŘΣ Ǉ. 62). This historic understanding, however, faded through the 17th-

19th centuries as plantations became increasingly valuable for industry and war, the 

value and presence of deer diminished, ŀƴŘ ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘǎΩ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

homogenous. 

 

Another, more commonly referenced geography is the ΨIundred of St.BriavelsΩ, 

referring to a collection of parishes historically clustered and bound together during 

Norman administration in the 12th Century (Forestry Commission 2014). It has a 

much smaller geography than the District Council and mostly covers the higher 

plateau between the Severn and Wye rivers. The Hundred was overseen by ΨForest 

±ŜǊŘŜǊŜǊǎΩ, judicial officers who protected the rights of the King and governed the 

local inhabitants who were given common rights29. Lǘ ƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ άƳƻǊŜ 

ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 5Ŝŀƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƳŜǎ 

Ƴƻǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ άŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴŀtural heritage of the aǊŜŀέ όƛōƛŘΣ ǇΦ рύΦ This boundary 

seems to reflect commonplace, local understandings of the Dean. Its contemporary 

 
 

 

 

29 The Verderers are still present today and hold court regularly in Speech House. Their 
contemporary role is mostly symbolic, but they are still perceived as having a moral authority and 
voice. Occasionally, they become involved in political matters related to the forest, mostly through 
carefully worded press releases. The Forestry Commission Deputy Surveyor attends meetings to 
inform them of management, and the Verderers are still required to ratify certain legal matters. 
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significance is still high as those born in ΨǘƘŜ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘΩ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜrstood as ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘŜǊǎΩ 

and have rights to ΨŦǊŜŜ-mineΩ and common livestock, declining though still 

persistent activities seen as integral to ǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩǎ cultural character (Hands off our 

Forest 2011). This identity is a common way through which many residents of the 

Dean establish belonging and local knowledge, a point regularly evoked during 

conversations in the field. 

 

! ŦƛƴŀƭΣ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ǎǳōǎǳƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ CƻǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ 

5ŜŀƴΩΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ (FC) since 

1919 and, in many regards, the one that fits the external imaginary of the Dean. The 

geographical history of this area is too messy to detail thoroughly, with numerous 

legal Acts and decrees enacted over the last 500-1000 years30. A useful place to 

start, however, is the 1600s, when the financially depleted Crown began a 

programme reforming Royal Forests to generate additional income by enclosing 

much of the land, increasing the production of geological and woodland resources, 

and selling tracts off to private landowners. Over the following couple of centuries, 

the Dean became increasingly deforested as timber was both exported out, or else 

used to fuel the now burgeoning mines, quarries, iron and charcoal smelts. Despite 

the enclosures, however, the population in the Dean had increased as forest laws 

were ignored by authorities and people moved in to settle in illegal dwellings and 

work the industry. Sporadic riots were sparked and quelled when authorities did 

seek to enforce enclosures, leading to Parliament to intervene in land sales.  

 
 

 

 

30 I summarise several books by local authors, and reports which tend to reference them. Accounts 
by Nicholls (1858), Nisbet (1906) and Hart (1971) meticulously outline Dean history. Documents 
published by government agencies and campaign groups detail these and additionally describe the 
5ŜŀƴΩǎ ΨŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΩΦ {ŜŜ The Countryside Agency (2005), Small and Stoertz (2006), Hands off our 
Forest (2011), Forestry Commission (2014). 
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By 1802, with much of the Dean by now deforested, Lord Nelson recommended the 

Crown undertake a large-scale afforestation project to provide timber, mostly oak, 

for Navy ship-building, leading to the Dean Forest (Timber) Act in 1808. Over the 

following couple of decades much of what is now the current statutory forest was 

enclosed, once again stirring a series of riots in 1831 when locals destroyed many of 

the fences and walls which had excluded them from where they had been squatting 

and grazing sheep through their common rights. These riots, the leaders of which 

were convicted and sent to Australia, led to the Dean Forest Act of 1831, ordering 

the permanent demarcation of the forest boundaries and outlining the rights of 

local foresters.  

 

The current statutory forest is textured with these histories and they contribute to 

a rich, multifaceted cultural landscape. A core woodland is ringed with a haphazard 

spattering of dwellings and towns, some of which thread along roads inside. The 

large-scale industry that steadily built up through the 19th Century and provided 

labour in collieries and ironworks declined and slowly disappeared in the 20th 

Century. This left the Dean deprived economically and with high levels of 

unemployment that persist to this day. Here and there, a few quarries are still 

licenced to operate, leaving large geological scars where they dig out Carboniferous 

Pennant Stone. Likewise, some small freemines still function, ramshackle set-ups 

built from corrugated iron and girders that persist more for cultural importance 

than economic gain. Otherwise, this history remains through formally recognised 

ΨƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΩ; crumbling bridges, railway tunnels and smelts; or strange 

geological topographies now overgrown and rewilded by nonhuman life. 

 

As well as the dynamic industrial history, the Dean has fluxed ecologically. As noted, 

its past has been pocked by periods of intense deforestation and afforestation and 

it has been managed for commercial forestry for centuries. Currently, it is a 

patchwork of semi-mature broadleaf stands of oak and beech, interspersed with 
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dense plantations of spruce and fir planted by the Forestry Commission in the years 

since World War II and managed on rotation. In steeper stream troughs and gulleys, 

shrubs and smaller tree species grow in a less orderly and more haphazard fashion. 

Though there are some patches of woodland encircled by stock fencing to exclude 

deer, the forest is otherwise open, engendering a close entanglement of 

settlements and woodland, and ambiguous boundaries between human-nonhuman 

space.  

 

Figure 6- Map of the Statutory Forest from 1958. It is interesting as it shows the locations of forest 

waste between Forestry Commission enclosures. (From Hands of our Forest, 2011) 
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¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōƭǳǊǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ΨŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǿŀǎǘŜΩ- the land outside the historic 

enclosures- that edge settlements and roads, creating liminal grassland and scrub 

zones historically grazed by sheep (see Figure 6). The legacy of sheep in the forest 

comes from the settlers several hundred years ago who were given common rights 

by the Forest Verderers. These rights still persist, as do a handful of ΨōŀŘƎŜǊǎΩ31 who 

exercise this right to herd and heft and continue, as with the freeminers, an 

important practice of the cultural landscape. The sheep roam freely, feeding in 

amongst the tree stands; walking along and sleeping in roads; depositing droppings 

on pavements; and nibbling grasses and flowers on verges and in gardens. Their 

current numbers, however, are far less than prior to the 2001 Foot and Mouth 

crisis, when 6-8000 animals were transported to the central forest and burnt in 

pyres, an event that is still etched in the memory of many locals. The sheep were 

seen as fundamental actant in the Dean ecology, maintaining grasslands and 

embodying its multispecies identity. 

 

tŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŦƻǊƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻƴŎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ 

isolated geographical location situated between the Rivers Wye and Severn. It is a 

geographic borderland, something that has helped consolidate a relatively distinct 

cultural identity. However, like any cultural landscape, the Dean, it seems, is 

constantly in tension and transition (Wylie 2007). Its contemporary territories, 

aesthetics and social-politics are the continuation of its dynamic history and the 

living and dying legacies of hunting, industry, forestry and farming. It is into this 

complex and emergent landscape that, firstly, boar (re)appeared, and, secondly, I 

arrived. 

 
 

 

 

31 ! ΨōŀŘƎŜǊΩ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƴŀƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƴ ǿƘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀȊŜ ǎƘŜŜǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΦ 
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Figure 7- Series of photos from the Dean showing (clockwise from top left) forest sheep; a freemine; a 

view looking east over the Severn Vale; and a view from New Fancy in the centre of the forest. 

 

5.3.3 wŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ΨǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩ 

Here is a good place to comment on terminology, anonymity and ethics. Crang and 

Cook (2007) describe the latter as twofold. Firstly, they are ǘƘŜ άōǊƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ ŦƛȄŜŘ 

ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ όǇ. 31) that shape proposals and plans, such as those I was required to 

ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ǘƘƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ CƻǊƳΩ L ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨSchool Ethics CommitteeΩ 

ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ άƳŜǎǎƛŜǊΣ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎΣ ƛƳǇǳǊŜέ 

(ibid, p. 32) ethics that are continually updated and emerge through research, often 

requiring decisions that are uncertain or flexible. One of these was how I would 

refer to locations and participants. Throughout Chapters 6-9, I commonly use two 

ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ΨǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΩ, in ways that reflect their general usage by 

participants. When I use the former, it is to reference the woodland, grassland and 
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heathland areas that might commonly be understood as ΨnaturalΩ. On the other 

hand, I use the Dean more broadly to refer to the wider landscape entangling Ψthe 

forestΩ, the surrounding settlements and land beyond. The Dean is interpreted 

fluidly, though generally ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƪƛƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άIǳƴŘǊŜŘ ƻŦ {ǘΦ.ǊƛŀǾŜƭǎέ (outlined in 

Figure 5). Rarely do I refer to the larger District Council region, unless discussing 

local politics.  

 

Ethnographic research is rightfully cautious about revealing the locality and 

participants of studies (see Bell 1994). Research is άƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭέ (Crang and 

Cook 2007, p. 26) and bound up in issues relating to power and knowledge, the 

effects of which might have profound implications on communities, places, 

participants (whether human or nonhuman) and researchers. ΨaŀǎƪƛƴƎΩ by using 

pseudonyms is a common practice to protect identities and ensure that research 

does not have harmful results (Jerolmack and Murphy 2017). However, regarding 

Ψthe DeanΩ, for several reasons it seemed unnecessary and undesirable to use a 

locational pseudonym to conceal this broader site of research. Firstly, an increasing 

national interest in the political debates surrounding boar and the visceral nature of 

these would preclude any genuine attempt to mask location. Relatedly, my interest 

was not just boar, but also the ways their (re)introduction might have altered pre-

existing relationships with place. Therefore, the continual rhythms and spatial-

temporalities of lives, practices and policies that co-constitute the Dean are not 

merely a ΨhinterlandΩ (Law 2004) but a critical aspect of my study. Anonymising this 

would potentially ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ άŀ ǎƭƛǇǇŜǊȅ ǎƭƻǇŜέ ƻŦ άǊŜƛŦȅƛƴƎέ ǘƘŜ 5Ŝŀƴ as ŀƴ άideal 

type[s]έ (Jerolmack and Murphy 2017, p. 3), which is certainly not the intention. 

 

That said, the affective nature of boar politics, particularly those in the Dean, does 

bring up genuine issues regarding individual and group confidentiality, as well as 

specific forest locations. This was highlighted from the outset as I learnt about 

practices and events through ǇǊŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ stories. For example, I heard of 

the FC stealthily carrying out management and monitoringΤ ƳŀǎƪŜŘ ΨǎŀōǎΩ 
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disturbing FC rangers and damaging forestry infrastructure; prominent locals having 

boar heads left on their doorsteps; boar being poached or illegally hunted by dogs; 

residents falling out with neighbours over bad practices and differing attitudes; 

anonymous reports to police about illegal activities and threats. For this reason, I 

decided to be selectively vague about how I referred to places in and around the 

forest, employing a flexible logic that also took my responsibilities towards, and the 

desires of my participants into account. 

 

5.4 Foraging 

L ƘŀǾŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŦƛƎǳǊŜŘ ƛǘ ƻǳǘΧǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǎŜŜ 

where the boar have been snouting along, foraging, rooting here and 

ǘƘŜǊŜΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘΧŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ŦŜǿ footprints, some cluesΧȅƻǳ 

ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ΨǘƘƛǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΩΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴΣ ΨǿƻǿΩΣ ȅƻǳ ŀǊǊƛǾŜ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ 

where it has all been going on...The soil is rooted deep, everything is 

exposed, lƛƪŜ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǎƛƻƴΧŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƛǘΣ ƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎƻ 

special, so interesting? (Neil, resident) 

 

Having introduced the Dean, here I describe the methods as used as I was ΨforagingΩ 

for data. Due to the messy nature of research, these overlapped or else spawned 

from one another depending upon success, failure or instinct. My foraging took 

time, fitting Law's (2004a) suggestion that social research needs methods that are 

άslow, vulnerable, quiet, multiple, modest, uncertain and diverseέ (p. 11). Relatedly, 

my slow research was an attempt to be άŎŀǊŜ-fulƭέ ōȅ άǘƛƴƪŜǊƛƴƎΧǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ 

ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘέ (John Law and Singleton, 2013, p. 4). 

 

5.4.1 Inhabiting Ƴȅ ΨǇŀǘŎƘΩ 

I go all over the forest, but I guess I have my own patch. Most people 

ŘƻΧΦ¦ǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƴƻǘ ŦŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜΣ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ 

are familiar withΧYou know the trees, the paths, the animals, the other 
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people who might cƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƎƻΧǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 

pǊƻǇŜǊƭȅΧȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛǾŜ. (Neil, resident) 

 

I decided to move to the Dean in autumn 2016. Participant observation is regarded 

as the core ethnographic method of ethnography and living in the Dean and 

inhabiting Ψa patchΩ was key to what Geertz (1998) calls ΨŘŜŜǇ ƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ. I viewed 

a couple of rooms advertised online before plumping for one in an old cottage in a 

village on the edge of the forest. Living here, I hoped, would help me cultivate a 

ΨǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƭŀŎŜΩ, not in the misguided belief I would know what locals feel, but one 

specific to my own subjective presence in the Dean. As Tsing (2012) explains, 

foraging is about learning άŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǇƭŀŎŜǎέ (p. 2). If places and their meanings are 

relational and emerge through habits and movements, as described in chapter 4, I 

needed to establish my own routines and rhythms. Some of these were ƛƴ ΨƳȅ 

ǇŀǘŎƘΩΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦǳǎŜƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŀƴΦ L frequented local shops, 

occasionally pubs, sometimes volunteered for a conservation work group and 

attended the odd evening talk. I also walked, went running, cycling and drove 

around the forest, initiating encounters and getting a sense of its rhythms. Talking, 

reading and observing allowed me to keep an eye on local happenings, uncover 

social networks and relations, and experience different modes of being, doing and 

understanding in the forest (see Figure 8).  
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Figure 8- My growing archive of news clippings from during fieldwork 

 

I primarily chose the cottage as it was a minute from a footpath leading into the 

woods, whilst it also seemed well-connected to get around the Dean. It appeared a 

good spot, something confirmed early when talking to some conservation 

volunteers, one of whom told me, άyƻǳΩƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛŎƪ ƻŦ ƛǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΧƻƴŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ 

group lives that way and sees the boar all the timeέ. 
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Figure 9- Boar digging minutes from my house 

 

Amongst the motivations for moving to the Dean was to experience how boar 

rhythms and their relations fluxed and flowed. Not only did I sense this early on 

through their traces around the cottage (see Figure 9), I quickly began encountering 

them first-hand in the forest:  

Out for a run from the cottage early evening, 5.30pm-ish. I met a falconer 

and his wife flying a raptor- a Harris Hawk (I actually recognised it!)ΧThey 

mentioned theȅ ƘŀŘ ǎŜŜƴ Ψa really large boarΩ up the trackΧI carried on 

running, presuming the boar had long gone. Perhaps a minute or two 

later, I suddenly disturbed a whole sounder! I heard them before I saw 

them, one big grunt suddenly focusing my eyes. I looked up ahead and 

saw three rumps disappearing up a small slope into some conifers. Then I 

noticed a larger boar- a mother?- disappearing into a fringe of longer 

grass and bracken, ahead to my left. Time paused. Just as I took a couple 

of seconds to process what had happened, close to my right another boar- 

the largest of the group- suddenly grunted and crashed off through some 

nettles into boggy soil and birchΧI waited for a while, standing in silence, 

before my body began to feel the chill of air as adrenalin subsided. L ŘƻƴΩǘ 
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know what I was feeling- excitement, nervousness or fear. (Fieldnote, 

25/10/2016) 

 

My ethnographic approach was deliberately open as I was unsure what data might 

emerge. Living on the edge of the forest, I hoped, was one way that I could begin to 

develop a sense of the complexity of cohabiting with boar. Whilst I had imagined 

some encounters, such as the one above, would happen, I also experienced 

unanticipated, affective experiences that helped me make emotional connections 

to the stories of other residents. 

! ǿŀǊƳΣ ǎǳƳƳŜǊΩǎ ŜǾŜƴƛƴƎ- 9pmΧI just heard the crack of a rifle, perhaps 

from near the village down the road? LΩƳ ǎǘƛƭƭ 

ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎΧŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ shot!Χmore like rifles than shotgunsΧAt this time of 

the night ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭy be hearing rifles. ¢ƘŜ C/ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

shoot at night. Perhaps private land? Or poaching? Many people say it 

happens near them- it seems likely. I think any private shooting would be 

too far away. (Fieldnote, 01/08/2017) 

3.57pmΧTwo nights ago, I was metres away from a sounder that strolled 

out in front of my carΧJust now, driving home and thinking about that 

moment and other ŘŜŀŘ ōƻŀǊΧI literally just drove past a really bloated, 

rotund boar lying on its side by the road, legs outstretched, deadΧthis 

road is lethal- sharp curves, cars and trucks driving like mad. And the 

forest suddenly stops next to the road- there is virtually no verge, so 

animals appear from nowhere. (Fieldnote, 20/07/2017) 

 

My movements to and from the cottage bred familiarity with ΨƳȅ ǇŀǘŎƘΩ, as well as 

other routes that regularly took me further afield. These ΨƧƻǳrƴŜȅǎΩ helped make 

the Dean a meaningful ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ΨŦƛŜƭŘ ǎƛǘŜΩ, establishing an engagement 

between myself and my environment (Lee and Ingold 2006). Over time, I learned 

where forest sheep slept on the roads; who might be in a local pub; what the 

thoughts of the post office owner might be regarding news; where people drove 
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recklessly; or which dogs paired with which owners. However, my key tool was 

walking. As I moved around, I increasingly formed a topological map based on 

encounters with its various inhabitants- boar, fallow deer, buzzards, ravens, jays, 

blackbirds, squirrels and sheep. I became familiar with dense stands of spruce, 

mixed patches of oak and birch saplings, the slopes and undulations of paths and 

tracks and the ground where bluebells grew and died. It also brought me into 

contact with people- walkers, dog walkers, horse riders, cyclists, photographers, 

forestry officers, contractors and more. Walking was inherently social. And as Lee 

and Ingold (2006) have suggested, it ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ŀ ΨŘƻǳōƭŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΩ, allowing me to 

both ΨŀǘǘǳƴŜΩ outwards to my surroundings and ƛƴǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ Ƴȅ άǊŜŀƭƳ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ 

ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭŦέ όǇ. 72). It not only helped me become more attentive to the multi-sensory, 

multi-cultural and multi-species Dean around me, but also reflect on my fieldwork, 

thesis and, more generally, life. It was a method of data collection, analysis and 

theory.  

 

Rhythms and routes are performative, both creating places and, in turn, being 

created by them. Repetitive movements form thicker associations with the same 

piece of ground and its surroundings (Ingold 2000; Lee and Ingold 2006; Lorimer 

2006), whilst revealing the temporality of landscapes, the dynamic lives of animate 

beings and the transience of the elements (Merriman et al. 2008; Edensor 2010b; 

Crang 2012). Keen to inhabit more of the forest and the presence of boar beyond 

my patch, I formulated a plan to carry out experiential ΨtransectsΩ. In other words, 

regularly undertaking repeatable walks and making notes on the spatial diversity of 

the forest and its transience32. 

 
 

 

 

32  see Figure 18, subsection 5.4.4, for a map of transects alongside go-alongs. Putting these together 
gives an indication of how they related to one another spatially. 
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I settled on five circular walks, spread around the forest. These took between 1.5-3 

hours and were of varying distances. I initially eyed up possible routes by choosing a 

car park or layby on an Ordnance Survey map and considered whether there was a 

reasonable loop to be made. The intention was to undertake each walk 3-4 times to 

feel seasonal forest changes away from my patch. This, however, proved unfeasible 

and, in the end, they were repeated 2-3 times. These transects were productive and 

brought multiple encounters with people, some of which led to subsequent 

interviews (as discussed in section 5.4.4). Furthermore, I also encountered boar 

away from my patch- different individuals, matriarchal sounders and groups. I 

noticed the seasonal transience of the forest: boar disturbance regenerating with 

thistles and bluebells; sloppy paths hardening and drying; leaves sprouting and 

falling; walkers changing from down jackets to t-shirts; forestry operations starting 

and ceasing. Furthermore, my sensibility towards Dean textures grew as I found 

abandoned quarries and industrial sites regenerating with vegetation, old military 

structures from WWII, ancient oak trees and memorial benches. 

 

Retrospectively, however, fixing transects in such a way was unnecessary. IŦ L ƘŀŘƴΩǘ 

moved to the cottage and was visiting the Dean, they could have been a useful 

technique. However, because my other methods were relatively fluid and 

instinctive, this approach felt uncomfortably contrived. Rather than following my 

nose, this was an unnecessarily prescribed attempt at place-making. Firstly, I would 

never know other parts of the forest as well as my own patch which I explored 

regularly and, secondly, I was journeying around the forest anyway, making these 

fixed routes feel redundant. Finally, and leading on to the following subsection, the 

more animal runs and tracks I saw leading into vegetation, the less interesting it 

became to follow fixed, human-trodden routes. Boar had consumed me more than I 

thought they might, and the possibility of discovering their ΨplacesΩ became harder 

to resist. 
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5.4.2  Tracking and Trapping 

Living in the Dean brought unanticipated boar encounters and familiarity with the 

rhythms of their behaviour. But as I journeyed the forest grid- its footpaths, forestry 

tracks and roads- a less formal, more-than-human network of tracks and desire 

lines became apparent. Footprints leave impressions and bodies bend and brush 

vegetation, revealing landscapes as temporal and spatial textures of movement 

(Ingold and Vergunst 2008). These trails offered a way to track boar, observe them 

and learn about their places and mobilities (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2015; Hodgetts 

and Lorimer 2018)33. Tracking in my patch and άƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ōȅ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎƛƴƎέ (Lorimer 

2010a, p. 72) could help me better understand how boar behaviour relates to 

human practices and spatial orderings. In other words, how space has been 

negotiated and co-produced. It was, then, an ethical and theoretical endeavour to, 

if possible, ethologise Dean bo(a)rderlands (see Lestel et al. 2006; Barua and Sinha 

2017a). 

 
 

 

 

33 Prior to fieldwork, I was enthused about the possibilities of using GPS tags to track and map boar. 
However, I was told by a government researcher this would require the involvement of multiple 
actors and agencies, for example, the FC to help capture boar, and vets to appropriately tranquilise 
them and monitor their wellbeing. Furthermore, it would also require a long and detailed application 
requesting permission for such research.  
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Figure 10- Boar hoof identification highlighting the dew claws in comparison to deer 

 

Field guides, as shown in Figure 10, can be a critical device in identifying species 

(Law and Lynch 1988) and tracking elusive wildlife (Hinchliffe et al. 2005). When I 

first began tracking in winter, however, identifying boar presence was 

straightforward- their traces of rooting were conspicuous. Noticing desire lines 

leading into the vegetation was equally undemanding for boar, like many animals, 

create spatial networks and paths around which they frequently move (Bang and 

Dahlstrom 1974; Brown et al. 2004). Boar are made visible by their poaching of 

forest surfaces, disturbance of leaf litter or hindering of vegetative growth. 

Moving from the forestry track up a sloppy muddy bank into the 

vegetation. The dead bracken is low, and around me I can see it is laced 
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ǿƛǘƘ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ŜǾŜǊȅǿƘŜǊŜΦ ! ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭ ΨƳŜǎƘǿƻǊƪΩ34 of well-trodden pathsΧ 

There are sporadic boar droppings- ΨƘŀƭŦ-ƛƴŦƭŀǘŜŘ ǊǳƎōȅ ōŀƭƭǎΩ35. Some 

clear prints here and there, others mashed on top of each otherΧLt is not 

just boar, also fallow deer pellets. They seem to share routes, following 

the easy paths. (Fieldnote, 13/12/2016) 

 

Usually, boar hoofprints are distinguishable from those of deer due to the wide and 

regular indentations left by their dew claws. However, when animals trot, gallop or 

slip through mud, they become less discernible smears. Following trails revealed 

the multiplicity of the forest as the regular, human grid contrasted with an 

overlapping more-than-human network. Hoofprints, worn trails and dung led me to 

Ǿŀǎǘ ŜȄǇŀƴǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǊƻƻǘƛƴƎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘƛƳŀǘŜ ΨǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōƻŀǊ ƭƛŦŜΥ 

nests, resting sites, wallows and scratching posts (see Figure 11). Some of these 

were surprisingly close to my house, on the edge of the forest or near footpaths: 

I have been tracking for 5-10mins through the deadened, rusty heaps of 

bracken. Walking slowly and carefully. Breathing gently and scanning. 

Staring ahead, I suddenly caught a glimpse of her. She is down there now, 

asleep. (I wait about 5 minutes, watching, resting leaning on a tree). She 

has just movedΧƻƘΣ ǎƘƛǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŜΦΦΦǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎΣ I 

think, sleeping together, just behind some brackenΧƻƘΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳƴƎΗ ¢ƘŜȅ 

are literally only about 5 metres from the footpath, completely obscured 

by the slope. (Fieldnote, 02/03/2017) 

 
 

 

 

34 I had obviously been reading Ingold (2011a) around this time. 
35 This analogy, from Brown et al. (2004, p. 227), always sticks in my mind. 
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Figure 11- Series of images from tracking showing hoofprints; tracks; tree rubbing; bracken 

trails; and boar pellets alongside fallow deer pellets. 
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Tracking made me more attentive to the forest. It required walking slowly, 

breathing softly, watching my feet, paying attention to surfaces, listening intently, 

and inhaling forest smells- a multi-sensory ΨŀǘǘǳƴŜƳŜƴǘΩ (see Despret 2004). As I 

noticed certain behaviours, it also made me ever aware of the physiological and 

sensorial differences between myself and boar and the inherently different 

landscapes we occupied. My better vision as a biped, their better smell as a 

quadruped: 

I am almost standing in the open. I ŘƻƴΩt think she Ƙŀǎ ΨǎŜŜƴΩ me as a 

human, yet. She can smell me though. The others quickly panicked and 

bolted. But the matriarch is standing, staring. She has moved a few steps 

nearer. She lifts her head up and down- ǎƘŜΩǎ uneasy. Perhaps catching 

my scent, or shifting her vision? I am also uneasy! I feel like I am not 

breathing but my heart poundsΧbut she has had enough, snorts, turns, 

and crunches into the bracken. (Fieldnote, 26/05/2017) 
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Figure 12- Images from tracking 

 

I logged my tracks on a Garmin GPS and recorded them using a Veho K2 camera 

attached to my head36. Rather than use an internal microphone, I purchased a 

RODE stereo microphone to record field notes as I walked, as well as to pick up 

atmospheric sounds- wind gusting, leaves rustling, ravens kronking, buzzards 

pweeeeing, twigs snapping, gravel crunching, mud sucking- and the silences in 

between. Using a headcam recorded the bodily movements and emergent 

experiences of being in the forest (Vannini 2015). It captured ǘƘŜ ΨŦƻǊƳΩ ƻŦ 

encounters as they happened and also brought to life the micro-geographies of 

tracks. In addition, to complement video I took photographs of interesting and 

significant locations in the forest, and throughout the Dean more generally, to help 

άŜǾƻƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎƻǊȅ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜƭέ of fieldwork (Rose 2016, p. 319). 

 
 

 

 

36 This is essentially a cheap version of the more familiar GoPro brand. 
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¦ǘƛƭƛǎƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ΨƳƻǾƛƴƎ-image ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅΩ (Lorimer 2010c) meant I could make 

spoken (or whispered) field notes whilst simultaneously focussing on the behaviour 

of boar- what were they doing, how they were interacting, which part of the forest 

they were in. Unfortunately, however, re-visiting some of the videos became a 

challenging experience as the relentless kinetic movements were too intense, 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ΨƳƻǘƛƻƴ ǎƛŎƪƴŜǎǎΩ. This was compounded by initially having a 

slow memory card in the camera which made the video jerky, particularly when the 

battery ran down. Besides this, the quality of the video was not particularly good, 

something compounded by the need to fix the zoom, meaning that I filmed footage 

at mid-range. Critically, these videos also produced inordinate amounts of data, 

meaning I selectively transcribed these experiences to focus on key events, such as 

encounters, as in Figure 12, or significant boar places. 

 

Though I regularly encountered boar, more often they were merely present-

absences, elusive and enveloped elsewhere in the forest. Additionally, when I did 

meet them my bodily presence mediated the experience and, alerted, they often 

quickly disappeared. I felt uncertain, ethically, about the extent I wanted to unsettle 

them as their apparent flightiness likely reflected their power relations with 

humans i.e. boar are shot. Keen to observe boar beyond direct contact, therefore, I 

experimentally used camera traps to further learn their different, nonhuman forms 

of ΨarticulationΩ (Bear et al. 2017; Hinchliffe et al. 2005). Camera traps have become 

ubiquitous in ecological fieldwork, offering a disembodied presence placing Ψnew 

eyes on the worlŘΩ (Porter et al. 2009). Both their practical applications όhΩ/ƻƴƴŜƭƭ 

2011; McCallum 2013; Caravaggi et al. 2017) and social ethics (Verma et al. 2015; 
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Adams 2017; Sandbrook et al. 2018) are debated in ecological and critical 

conservation literature37. 

 

Figure 13- Map of tracking routes and camera traps around my patch 

 
 

 

 

37 Adams (2017) and Benson (2010) discuss the interesting connections between conservation 
technologies and killing. Remote sensing technologies evolved from the military and tracking 
historically is a hunting practice. Getting close to animals has been facilitated by technologies of 
surveillance. This also applies to the thermal imaging technology used by the FC for boar monitoring, 
as described in Chapter 7. 
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Though there has been research into the value of camera trapping to estimate boar 

population and abundance (Engeman et al, 2013; Massei et al., 2018), rather than 

using cameras with a pre-ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ άapplied conservation-focussed hypothesesέΣ 

my interest was άcuriosity-drivenέ (Caravaggi et al. 2017, p. 113). I wanted to carry 

out, in Lehner's (1998) words, ŜǘƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ΨreconnaissanceΩ into their multi-sensory, 

explorative, interactive and social activities. For this reason, rather than apply a 

random, systematic approach to placing cameras, I deliberately chose locations that 

seemed significant to boar- tracks with regular hoof-fall, disturbed areas of soil, 

wallows and flattened resting areas (see Figure 14). 

 

The cameras, usually, were placed 50 cm or so from the ground and, ideally, angled 

slightly down towards sites of interest. All of these were considered in relation to 

the wider context- that they needed to be located in a place where people would 

not see and steal them, nor become ΨƘǳƳŀƴ ōȅŎŀǘŎƘΩ (Sandbrook et al. 2018). The 

cameras (four Bushnell Trophy Cam HD models) were usually left in the field for a 

few weeks, sometimes a month or more, and set up to take 30 second videos. 
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Figure 14- Photos of camera trap locations, and a camera trap itself. 

 

The places of these cameras became micro-geographical case studies revealing 

fragments of not only boar lives, but also other nonhumans: robins and blackbirds 

foraging in disturbed soil; deer sleeping under trees; foxes pouncing for mice; 

badgers tussling; dogs charging off the lead. The intimate lives of boar were 

revealed in multiple ways: urinating and bathing in wallows (as in Figure 15); piglets 

suckling and feeding; adults lounging and resting together; sounders taking turns to 

scratch on tree trunks; individuals trotting and walking without stopping; and up-

close snouts, eyes and tawny hair. More than just visual, boar vocalisations were 

revealed as prominent in their communication- snorts, grunts, trumpets and barks 

(Garcia et al. 2016). And videos also captured the changing elements and seasons- 

winds, rains, drizzle and morning mists. These videos complemented my tracking by 

offering sustained observations of boar, specifically, those in my patch. 
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Figure 15- Sow with piglets wallowing. 
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Camera trapping was not without issues. My hope was to capture 12 months of 

boar, so, I decided to use faster, larger SD cards to leave the cameras for longer 

without checking. Unfortunately, I learnt some cards are incompatible with my 

cameras, so numerous trapping periods resulted in corrupted files. Additionally, 

despite taking care, some cameras were at bad angles so only captured videos of 

hairy backs, whilst, conversely, some were placed too low (in compensation), 

meaning they recorded few animals. Furthermore, for reasons still unbeknown, 

occasionally cameras only took pictures, rather than videos, or only took videos in 

daylight hours. Despite these issues, both tracking and trapping were methods that 

allowed me to focus on boar movements and places in the Dean. Appendix A shows 

tables outlining the dates cameras were in the field and includes a description of all 

the boar events they captured and their associated weblinks. 

 

5.4.3 Participating/Observing 

Upon entering the Dean, my intention was to ŦƛƴŘ ΨƎŀǘŜƪŜŜǇŜǊǎΩ ǿƘƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƻŦŦŜǊ 

chances for participatory research with individuals or groups involved with boar 

(see Crang and Cook 2007; Hammersley and Atkinson 2010). Making contacts 

required foraging- mapping relations (as in Figure 16), moving tentatively around, 

testing the ground, finding places where things seemed interesting and digging 

deeper.  

 

Early on, it seemed this had paid off. Firstly, I had positive, encouraging 

conversations with someone at a government agency involved in boar monitoring. I 

hoped observing ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ carrying out monitoring would offer insight into the 

performance of official boar knowledges (see Law and Lien 2013; Lorimer 2008), 

whilst also learning about boar myself. In other words, I could follow the trope of 

being an ethnographic ΨŀǇǇǊŜƴǘƛŎŜΩ (Pitt 2016)Φ ¦ƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘǳǊƴ ƻǳǘ 

as I hoped. FC policy was shifting as austerity cuts took hold, roles changed, and the 

influence of my potential gatekeeper waned. He directed me to other officers who 
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were wary of my participation. For a while the door was kept ajar, keeping my 

hopes up, before such involvement fell through.  

IŜ ǘŜƭƭǎ ƳŜ ƘŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ Ǉǳǘ Ƙƛǎ ǊŀƴƎŜǊǎ ŀǘ ǊƛǎƪΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ 

variables and risks. He seems to worry I would tell people exactly where 

and what they were doing. The FC have been burnt before. He adds that 

social science studies never offer them anything new, and that it might be 

different if I was a science student who could give them beneficial 

ecological data. (Fieldnote, 16/12/2016) 

 

 

Figure 16- Diagramming possibilities for observation 

 

Around the same time, I was in contact with a resident who represented a local 

boar advocacy group. We spoke on the telephone and he enthusiastically explained 

some of the work his group had done- estimating boar populations, helping 

residents with fencing and re-placing turf after rooting events. He was keen to 

meet, and I hoped this might also lead to interesting observational activities. When 

we met, however, thŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ quite as I imagined. In fact, it seemed there was 

no longer any practical action beyond ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ Ψŀ ǾƻƛŎŜΩ ŦƻǊ ōƻŀǊ. It seemed like 
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practical interventions had ceased in previous years as, over time, differing 

personalities and wildlife ethics had fractured the group. 

 

As well as these failed attempts, similar lines of enquiry also hit dead ends. I 

contacted other government agencies but either received no response or was 

politely dismissed. Similarly, other local wildlife advocacy groups replied stating 

ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ƳŜ or had been disbanded. There was, then, an issue carrying 

out praxiographic research into boar. Firstly, official bodies were wary of offering 

access beyond interviews, and even these were difficult to attain. And, secondly, 

other groups with an interest in boar seemingly had no activities to observe. 

 

While participant observation of boar related field practices failed, foraging 

uncovered other observational opportunities of a more traditionally ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΩ 

manner. Firstly, around the time I started fieldwork, I was invited by an interviewee 

(see subsection 5.4.4) to attend a community group set up to discuss boar. This 

meeting was a sometimes tense, sometimes convivial affair comprising of a 

relatively disparate collective of individuals with positive intentions. The group, 

however, was short-lived and appeared to disband after this meeting. It seemed the 

tensions caused by diversity were never overcome. However, I stayed in touch with 

some of the other attendees, one of whom was a councillor keen to initiate a more 

formal Ψaction groupΩ and who invited me to sit on their committee. Attending 

subsequent meetings for this action group meant I was able to observe interactions 

between councillors, members of the public and other key actors involved in boar 

issues. Via email, I was also kept in the loop with their progress, upcoming meetings 

and difficulties in engaging with policy-makers. Interestingly, it also meant my 

status and involvement became as participatory as observational, a move that 

subtly shifted my own sense of ΨferalityΩ (See subsection 5.5).  

 



149 
 

Furthermore, in addition to this emergent action group, I also attended Forest of 

Dean District Scrutiny Committee Council (FODDC) meetings when boar were on 

the agenda. In theory, these involved six monthly updates from the FC, though 

sometimes they were delayed. Not only did these observations allow me to hear 

the updates of the FC, but they also helped me begin to understand the local 

politics, dynamics and tensions between individual councillors, political groups and 

agencies. Finally, I also attended several workshops held by the Forestry 

Commission, whether ones advertised for a public audience, or else ones for invited 

stakeholders with a known interest in boar. 

 

5.4.4  Interviewing 

A critical part of my methodology were semi-structured interviews, 63 of which I 

conducted with a range of different participants (see Figure 17)38. In basic terms, 

these could be understood as Ψguided conversationsΩ which allowed key themes and 

topics to be explored. Whilst partially-structured according to my objectives, I 

intended for these to be interactions that helped me talk ΨwithΩ people unhindered 

by prescribed rules and context (Valentine 2005). Throughout my interviews, 

therefore, I wanted participants to explore issues they felt were relevant, as well as 

use prompts or questions to guide them to ones that were important to me. 

Undertaking such interviews was critical to shine a light on the messiness of human-

boar relations and their context within the Dean. To help find critical overlaps and 

patterns that might form a coherent narrative of the Dean, however, I used a loose 

frame of questions and themes which helped focus the interviews if needed (see 

 
 

 

 

38 I had 63 interview situations. However, one of these was with a couple, whilst another one was 
with three friends. This made 66 formal interview participants. With 3 participants, I conducted both 
static and go-along interviews. In addition to these participants, there were countless interactions 
with people throughout the course of fieldwork. 
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Appendix B). Where relevant, these broadly related to interviewees relationship 

with the (changing) Dean; experiences of living with boar and other more-than-

human cohabitants; feelings about boar belonging and their management; and 

understandings of policy, governance and responsibility.  

 

NAME 
STAKEHOLDER 
INTEREST/BACKGROUND 

LIVES/ 
WORKS 
IN THE 
DEAN DATE 

INTERVIEW 
LOCATION 

JAMES Wildlife photographer YES 
28/10/2016 
13/02/2017 

Static (pub)/  
Go along 

JOHN Forestry officer YES 12/11/16 Static (workplace) 

STEPHEN Government agency representative NO 14/11/16 Static (workplace) 

NEIL Wildlife photographer YES 
15/12/2016 
20/02/2017 

Static (home)/ Go 
along 

DAVID Government agency representative NO 21/12/16 Static (home) 

DARREN Ecologist NO 12/01/17 Phone 

ALEXANDRA Agricultural stakeholder representative NO 16/01/17 Phone 

NEVILLE Farmer YES 18/01/17 Static (home) 

HARRY Wildlife management representative YES 19/01/17 Static (cafe) 

MALCOLM Resident  YES 19/01/17 Static (home) 

CHRIS Tourism YES 06/02/17 Static (cafe) 

EDDIE Local Councillor YES 13/02/17 Static (workplace) 

IVAN Local Councillor YES 15/02/17 Static (home) 

COLIN Local Councillor YES 16/02/17 Static (workplace) 

ANTHONY Wildlife management YES 22/02/17 Static (home) 

JEREMY Local Councillor YES 22/02/17 Static (home) 

GARY Local Councillor YES 23/02/17 Static (bar) 

KAREN Resident YES 27/03/17 Go along 

SIMON Resident YES 
27/03/2017 
24/07/2017 

Static (reserve)/ 
Go along 

IAN Resident  YES 27/03/17 Static (reserve) 

MIKE Resident  YES 27/03/17 Static (reserve) 

ROB Wildlife photographer YES 30/03/17 Static (home) 

MARK Forestry officer YES 01/04/17 Static (workplace) 

TIM Resident YES 12/04/17 Go along 

PATRICK Conservation NGO representative YES 24/04/17 Go along 

LEE Wildlife management NO 06/06/17 Static (workplace) 

MATTHEW Conservation NGO representative YES 12/06/17 Go along 

ADRIAN Resident  YES 13/06/17 Go along 

SUE Resident YES 13/06/17 Go along 

MARGARET Resident YES 15/06/17 Static (cafe) 

LORRAINE Resident YES 15/06/17 Go along 

GRAHAM Resident YES 18/07/17 Static (home) 

ADAM Conservation NGO representative YES 19/07/17 Go along 

ALISON Forestry officer YES 21/07/17 Go along 
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NIGEL Ecologist NO 23/07/17 Phone 

CLAIRE Conservation NGO representative YES 25/07/17 Static (workplace) 

PHILIP Ecologist YES 26/07/17 Static (home) 

STUART Wildlife management YES 30/07/17 Go along 

STEVE Forestry officer YES 31/07/17 Static (home) 

PATRICIA Resident YES 31/07/17 Static (home) 

DIANE Resident  YES 31/07/17 Static (home) 

NICHOLAS Resident  YES 31/07/17 Static (home) 

SHAUN Wildlife management YES 01/08/17 Static (workplace) 

PAUL Government agency representative YES 02/08/17 Static (car) 

NICK Conservation NGO representative YES 03/08/17 Go along 

NATALIE Conservation NGO representative YES 11/08/17 Go along 

JACK Conservation NGO representative NO 14/08/17 Phone 

JONATHAN Government agency representative YES 08/09/17 Static (workplace) 

LAURA Conservation NGO Representative YES 19/09/17 Static (cafe) 

RUSSELL Vet NO 21/09/17 Static (workplace) 

JEREMY Farmer NO 21/09/17 Go along 

NIKKI Resident YES 21/09/17 Go along 

ANDREW Resident YES 27/09/17 Go along 

ALAN Local Council YES 27/09/17 Static (workplace) 

ROBIN Resident YES 28/09/17 Go along 

MARTIN Local Council YES 07/10/17 Static (workplace) 

SEAN Wildlife management YES 09/10/17 Static (shop) 

HEATHER Tourism YES 11/10/17 Static (home) 

LINDSEY Government agency representative YES 13/10/17 Static (workplace) 

PAUL Ecologist YES 17/10/17 Static (workplace) 

WILLIAM Farmer YES 19/10/17 Static (home) 

RYAN Tourism YES 24/10/17 Go along 

SOPHIE Government agency representative YES 26/10/17 Static (cafe) 

JOSEPH Agricultural stakeholder representative NO 26/10/17 Static (cafe) 

Figure 17- Database of interviewees 

 

The purpose of the interviews was not to produce a causative typology of attitudes 

and knowledges that captured the ΨǘǊǳǘƘΩ of feral bo(a)rderlands, but to understand 

how individuals and groups might, in ValentineΩǎ (2005) words, άexperience and 

ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƭƛǾŜǎέ όǇ. 111). That said, to help form a broader 

understanding of the contested presence and multiple understandings of boar in 

the cultural Dean landscape, it seemed vital to interview a range of participants 

who might have different kinds of encounters; whose lives and livelihoods might be 

affected in different ways; who have specific knowledges of boar, other nonhumans 

and their ecologies; and who might be involved in making significant decisions 
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about how humans should secure and value their presence. Identifying and 

speaking to different stakeholders would generate material that could help produce 

a wider, narrative account of, amongst other factors, the multiple relations, places, 

ecologies, knowledges, feelings, memories, power dynamics and politics of Dean 

bo(a)rderlands. Finally, the empirical chapters do not systematically account or 

quantify the views of all interviewees, a task which is hard due to the often 

contradictory and conflicted feelings many people have towards boar. Rather, to 

aid the narrative, I often use selected events, characters or quotes that either sum 

up wider sentiments, or else highlight salient points of interest or tension. 

 

Rather than having a single sampling method, I followed a relatively flexible process 

reliant on tracking stories and events that happened prior and during fieldwork, and 

instinctively followed leads (See Figure 18). In this regard, it was a hybrid of 

ΨǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘǊƛǾŜƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƴƻǿōŀƭƭΩ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǳǇ 

opportunities that emerged in the field and from my different methods (Gobo 

2008). To set things up, I created a database to identify and co-ordinate potential 

participants and organise their contact details. This included key stakeholders, 

whether individuals or organisations, involved in governance who I identified 

through official documents, such as the DEFRA Action Plan or council reports; 

ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘsΩ who had either written about UK bo(a)rderlands or been involved in 

research projects and management strategies; prominent local individuals and 

groups with a publicly visible interest in Dean boar and who appeared in the press 

or on digital media, such as Facebook; individuals with a specific interest in boar 

biosecurity, such as farmers, vets, stalkers and ecologists; and, finally, residents 

whose everyday practices and interests may, or may not, be affected by boar. 

 

Interviews were organised in different ways. Many people were contacted cold via 

publicly available email and phone details, or via social media. Others were 

suggested by interviewees who passed on contact details, or else dropped names 

and places into conversations, allowing me to form new relations (Valentine 2005). 
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Moreover, by hanging out in the Dean, my path crossed with other people, whether 

walking, volunteering, attending meetings or going shopping, leading to further 

interview opportunities. Other unexpected opportunities also arose, including being 

asked to write a small article in a local newsletter which encouraged residents to 

contact me to discuss boar. However, establishing communication was not always 

ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΦ CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ΨƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭΩ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ 

communication or, if they did, directed me to policy documents or deferred to 

governmental hierarchies i.eΦ 59Cw!Φ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǎƻƳŜ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ 

difficult to access and arrange interviews with, notably, active members of the 

stalking community, farmers and vets. This might have been because people were 

unsure ΨwhoΩ I was and ΨwhatΩ my intentions were- as a PhD researcher, I was 

unknown. Without a definitive gatekeeper and researcher profile, it felt as though 

some avenues were shut down by the volatility of boar politics and the risks for 

people getting further involved.  

 

Figure 18- Diagramming my interview sampling possibilities in relation to other methods 

 

To help participants feel at ease during interviews I asked them to suggest a place 

to meet (McLafferty 2010). My preference was for these to be in the forest, for 

reasons explained in the following subsection, but this was not always possible. 
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Therefore, 44 of my interviews were ΨstaticΩ and took place in a wide range of 

locations- homes, pubs, cafes, shops and offices. I found these locations 

contributed to my broader understanding of participants, their backgrounds and 

practices and appreciated that these different interview situations, themselves, co-

produced the information I gathered (Edwards and Holland 2013). In addition to 

static face-to-face interviews, I also conducted 4 interviews on the phone with 

participants who I was unable to meet. All interviews were recorded on a voice 

recorder app on my smartphone, primarily as a way of reducing the formality which 

a dictaphone might instil. I also had a notebook to hand in which I could make 

additional notes e.g. the names of suggested contacts or places or refer to 

interview themes if necessary. After each interview, I made general notes on the 

tone and broader sentiments of my participants, as well as notes about the location 

and situation. 

 

As an alternative to static semi-structured interviews, I also carried out 20 Ψgo-

alongsΩ, hybrids of participant observation and interviews (Jones et al. 2008; 

Kusenbach 2003) (see Figure 19). As opposed to static interviews, these offered 

possibilities to draw out the embodied and sensory relationship between people 

and the Dean άŀǎ ƛǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎέ by observing regular routines, habits and practices 

(Dowling et al. 2016, p. 683). In particular, I wanted to understand how knowledges 

are generated, boar presence is negotiated, and how sensing their places might 

create different intersubjective experiences and atmospheres. Furthermore, by 

ΨǿŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎΩ, I hoped to experience the material places inhabited by 

participants and use the broader environmental context to prompt discussion 

(Anderson 2004), thus easing some of the artificiality of static interviews (Carpiano 

2009). 
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Figure 19- Map showing go along routes and transects 

 

 

All participants were offered the chance to meet in the Dean and determine our ΨƎƻ 

ŀƭƻƴƎΩ ƭƻŎŀǘions or routes, a more empowering approach for participants and one 

that might foreclose safety concerns (Jones et al. 2008; Carpiano 2009). Critically, 

this also reiterated my interest in participantΩǎ regular practices, interactions and 

rhythms. Those who agreed were also able to dictate the time, day and type of 

engagement, leading to diverse and varied go-alongs. These included recreational 

activities including walking, dog walking and wildlife tracking and photography, as 

well as work related site visits and routines. Upon meeting, I reiterated my research 

interests and explained I was keen to know about their experiences in the forest 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































