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Abstract
In the literature reviewed so far, environmental research on the Rohingya camps in Cox’s Bazar is mainly biophysical. In contrast, discourse research on refugees has mostly focused on press coverage. Therefore, how humanitarian institutions and Rohingya speakers construct environmental vulnerability in language has not been examined. This gap is important because humanitarian language gives agency, assigns responsibility, and justifies intervention. This paper presents the review protocol and analytical design for an ecolinguistic study. The study compares institutional texts with community narratives along Stibbe’s beneficial–ambivalent–destructive continuum, with support from corpus-assisted critical discourse analysis. It specifies inclusion and exclusion criteria, a dual-screener protocol reported against PRISMA 2020, a multi-database search of English and Bangla sources published from 2000 to 2026, and a four-stage synthesis procedure. A preliminary mapping of the literature shows a strong biophysical evidence base and a mature ecolinguistic toolkit. However, no study identified so far applies an ecolinguistic evaluative framework to this population, and Rohingya ecological vocabulary and metaphor are largely absent from published linguistic analysis. The design aims to provide recommendations for environmentally just humanitarian communication and eco-critical pedagogy.
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Introduction

UNHCR describes Bangladesh as hosting close to one million Rohingya refugees from Myanmar, one of the largest protracted refugee situations in the world, with refugees hosted in 33 highly congested camps in Cox’s Bazar District [1]. The settlement is also an environmental crisis. Remote-sensing research has quantified the expansion of the camps after August 2017 and the resulting loss of forest cover [2]. Ahmed et al. estimate that approximately 5,800 hectares of forest cover disappeared as a result of the 2017 influx, and attribute slope failures in the district predominantly to hill cutting, slope modification, and unplanned urbanisation, leaving camps built on hills and loose soil highly vulnerable to rainfall-triggered landslides [3]. That figure is reported here as the estimate of the cited study, since such estimates depend on method, study area, and time window.

The way this situation is put into language is not neutral. Institutional reports, policy documents, and community narratives each construct “vulnerability” in different ways, and these constructions shape who is positioned as a victim, a cause, or an agent of environmental change. The problem this paper addresses is that the crisis has been measured but not read: in the literature mapped so far, environmental research on Cox’s Bazar examines land cover and landslide hazard without examining how the crisis is narrated. Neither environmental research nor discourse research asks how Rohingya speakers construct their own ecological world in language, or whether institutional accounts of their vulnerability match these constructions. This mismatch is not a secondary issue, because humanitarian language allocates agency, assigns responsibility, and justifies intervention.
Ecolinguistics provides the instrument for examining this problem. Stibbe’s framework evaluates the stories a discourse tells about the human–nature relationship along a beneficial–ambivalent–destructive continuum [4]. The present study is a discourse study, not an impact study: the environmental facts establish that there is something to talk about, and the object of analysis is the talk itself.
The central research question is: how is environmental vulnerability discursively constructed in institutional and community discourses concerning Rohingya refugees in Cox’s Bazar, and what do the differences between them reveal? Four objectives follow sequentially, each supplying the input for the next: (1) to analyse how environmental vulnerability is constructed in institutional representations of Rohingya refugees; (2) to examine how community members linguistically articulate their own ecological experience and relationships; (3) to evaluate and compare both corpora on the beneficial–ambivalent–destructive continuum [4]; and (4) to derive recommendations for environmentally just humanitarian communication and eco-critical pedagogy.
Related work
Fill and Mühlhäusler’s reader brings together key articles from the different strands of ecolinguistics, a field it traces to Haugen’s combination of language and ecology [5]. Alexander and Stibbe subsequently argued that ecolinguistics is more than the analysis of texts that happen to be explicitly about the environment, and is primarily the ecological analysis of discourse [6]. Stibbe set out an ecolinguistic approach to critical discourse studies [7] and then the stories-we-live-by framework, which supplies explicit analytical categories, including framing, metaphor, salience, and erasure, and evaluates discourses as beneficial, ambivalent, or destructive [4].
A second line of work is Critical Discourse Analysis, which relates the analysis of language to social structure and change, and in particular to relations of power and ideology [8], [9]. Baker et al. showed how corpus methods such as collocation and concordance analysis can be combined with CDA, using a 140-million-word corpus of British news articles about refugees, asylum seekers, immigrants, and migrants [10]. Environmental research on Cox’s Bazar, by contrast, has quantified forest cover change [2], [3] and modelled landslide hazard [3], but it does not examine representation. Table 1 compares the present study with the most closely related work on four parameters.
Table 1. Comparison of this work with related work
	
	Ecolinguistic framework
	Refugee / displacement discourse
	Humanitarian institutional texts
	Rohingya community narratives

	[4]
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	[5]
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	[6]
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	[7]
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	[10]
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	This work
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes



The full literature review is organised as a funnel that narrows from field-level theory to the specific gap. Its five sections cover ecolinguistics and the stories-we-live-by framework; CDA and the representation of displaced people; corpus-assisted approaches to discourse analysis; environmental change, vulnerability, and displacement in Cox’s Bazar; and a synthesis naming the ecolinguistic gap in refugee environmental discourse. Each section supplies a premise the next builds on, so that by the end of the fourth section the components of the gap are already assembled and the fifth names it explicitly.
Key Contribution
This paper provides a protocol and analytical design that apply an ecolinguistic evaluative framework to a population to which, based on the search evidence so far, no such framework has been applied. It contributes to existing knowledge in four ways. First, it extends discourse analysis of refugees beyond press corpora to the humanitarian institutional genre through which the response is planned and reported. Second, it places Rohingya speakers’ own ecological vocabulary and metaphor at the centre of analysis, instead of treating the community only as an object of institutional description. Third, it compares institutional and community constructions on a single evaluative continuum, so that mismatches in how agency and responsibility are allocated become visible. Fourth, it reads the existing literature itself through the beneficial–ambivalent–destructive lens. In this way, the review becomes the first stage of the analysis, not only a summary before it.
The phrase “no study identified to date” is used deliberately. Absence of evidence from a systematic search is a search result, not a proof of absence. This review does not confuse the two.
Method, Experiments and Results
Inclusion and exclusion criteria
Included records are peer-reviewed articles, book chapters, and monographs published 2000–2026 in English or Bangla that apply ecolinguistics, ecological discourse analysis, or CDA to displacement, humanitarian, or environmental text, together with empirical or theoretical work on environmental change in Cox’s Bazar. Excluded are texts that mention “environment” or “refugee” without a discourse-analytic or representational focus; purely biophysical or engineering studies with no linguistic dimension; opinion pieces, editorials, blogs, and unrefereed commentary; studies of other displaced populations that offer no transferable framework; and duplicate records or versions superseded by a later publication.
Agency reporting from UNHCR, IOM, RRRC, and ISCG occupies two roles in this design. As review evidence it is excluded, because it is not peer-reviewed. As primary data, it constitutes the institutional corpus itself. The two roles, and the two corpora of institutional texts and community narratives, are kept analytically distinct throughout.
Screening protocol
Title and abstract screening is followed by full-text review. Two independent screeners assess each record; disagreements are resolved by discussion, and any unresolved case is referred to a third reader. Agreement is reported using Cohen’s κ [11], with a target of κ ≥ 0.80. Selection is reported against PRISMA 2020 [12], with the flow diagram and final record counts to be presented at the Second Conference.
Databases and search strategy
The search covers multidisciplinary, discipline-specific, and open-access and institutional sources, as shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Databases used for the search
	Multidisciplinary
	Discipline-specific
	Open access and institutional

	Scopus; Web of Science; Google Scholar; ProQuest
	JSTOR; Project MUSE; Linguistics & Language Behavior Abstracts; ERIC; Taylor & Francis Online; SpringerLink
	DOAJ; CORE; UNHCR Operational Data Portal; ReliefWeb



The core search string is:
(“ecolinguistic” OR “ecological discourse” OR “environmental discourse”) AND (“refugee” OR “displace” OR “Rohingya”) AND (“vulnerabilit” OR “environment*” OR “climate”)
Filters restrict results to 2000–2026, English and Bangla, and article, review, and chapter types. The search is supplemented by backward and forward citation chaining from core ecolinguistic sources and by saved-search alerts maintained across the review period. Bangla-language sources are included in order to capture regional environmental and policy scholarship published in Bangla. Rohingya-language material is treated as a data question rather than a database question: it will be generated through fieldwork.
Synthesis procedure
Synthesis proceeds in four steps. Retained studies are first clustered by theme rather than summarised one by one. Each cluster is then mapped against the four research objectives to expose what is already answered. The beneficial–ambivalent–destructive continuum is next applied to the literature itself. Finally, the residual gap is stated precisely, and this statement constitutes the warrant for the study.
Preliminary results
Mapping to date identifies three strengths in the existing evidence base: a biophysical literature that has quantified land cover change and modelled landslide hazard in the district [2], [3]; a mature ecolinguistic toolkit with explicit analytical categories [4]; and a demonstrated corpus-assisted CDA method for analysing refugee representation at scale [10]. It also identifies four gaps. Environmental work on Cox’s Bazar measures the crisis rather than analysing how it is represented; the refugee-discourse research identified concentrates on press corpora rather than humanitarian institutional genres; Rohingya ecological vocabulary and metaphor are largely absent from published linguistic analysis; and no study identified to date applies an ecolinguistic evaluative framework to this population.
Conclusion
The environmental crisis in Cox’s Bazar has been measured but not read, and the people living in it have not been heard in their own ecological language. The protocol presented here is designed to close this gap by analysing institutional and community constructions of vulnerability separately and then comparing them on a single evaluative continuum. The Second Conference will present four additional components: the corpus specification and analytical procedure; the PRISMA screening flow diagram and final record set; the coding scheme, with its deductive categories and reliability protocol; and ethics status, covering institutional approval and agency clearance. Population and environmental figures in this paper are reported as estimates from the cited agency and peer-reviewed sources. They are not presented as original findings of this study.
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