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Presentation given at the BESAFE / BIOMOT joint final conference, 10-11 June 2015 at Les Ateliers des Tanneurs, Brussels.
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To find out which type of argumentation is most effective in
a given situation, or:

.. to describe the relationship between the effectiveness of
argument(ation) types and the context in which they are
used ...

www.besafe-project.net
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Presentation Notes
BESAFE has 16 partners in 13 countries and carried out 15 case studies and two comparative studies (the two top ones under general). For more info please visit www.besafe-project.net.
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Who do the .
Lo What’s in between? Who needs to be
convineing: convinced?

NGO’s, other Policy makers

policy makers, Arguments (and other parties in
etc. the process)

Usually biodiversity The ones they THINK The ones deciding on
people the policy makers in biodiversity aspects — in
guestion will accredit any policy. Usually NOT
biodiversity people

All parties are influenced by the situation: their own convictions,
their relationship with each other, the problem at hand, public
opinion, other interests, ....

www.besafe-project.net
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Presentation Notes
Arguments are used in a decision making process. Policy makers finally take the decisions, but what they decide depends on the input they get (in the widest sense). Policy stage, conditions, interactions between levels, the actors in the process all have influence. Arguments do not necessarily have to be addressed at the decision makers, the aim is to have influence on the outcome of the process, and that can also be accomplished indirectly by convincing other actors like the general public.
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Arguments are used in a decision making process. policy makers take the decisions, but what they decide depends on the input they get (in the widest sense). Policy stage, conditions, interactions between levels, the actors in the process all have influence. Arguments do not necessarily have to be addressed at the decision makers, the aim is to have influence on the outcome of the process, and that can also be accomplished indirectly by convincing other actors like the general public.
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Arguments are used in a decision making process. policy makers take the decisions, but what they decide depends on the input they get (in the widest sense). Policy stage, conditions, interactions between levels, the actors in the process all have influence. Arguments do not necessarily have to be addressed at the decision makers, the aim is to have influence on the outcome of the process, and that can also be accomplished indirectly by convincing other actors like the general public.
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Arguments are used in a decision making process. policy makers take the decisions, but what they decide depends on the input they get (in the widest sense). Policy stage, conditions, interactions between levels, the actors in the process all have influence. Arguments do not necessarily have to be addressed at the decision makers, the aim is to have influence on the outcome of the process, and that can also be accomplished indirectly by convincing other actors like the general public.
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Arguments are used in a decision making process. policy makers take the decisions, but what they decide depends on the input they get (in the widest sense). Policy stage, conditions, interactions between levels, the actors in the process all have influence. Arguments do not necessarily have to be addressed at the decision makers, the aim is to have influence on the outcome of the process, and that can also be accomplished indirectly by convincing other actors like the general public.
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Arguments are used in a decision making process. policy makers take the decisions, but what they decide depends on the input they get (in the widest sense). Policy stage, conditions, interactions between levels, the actors in the process all have influence. Arguments do not necessarily have to be addressed at the decision makers, the aim is to have influence on the outcome of the process, and that can also be accomplished indirectly by convincing other actors like the general public.
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e Social arguments are dominant at both the global and regional
levels. At the European level economic arguments are more
prominently used.

e Comparison between actors indicates a small diversity of
arguments.

e Arguments do change over time at the global, European,
national and regional levels.

www.besafe-project.net



Global

EU

Nineties Recent

Climate change
Precautionary principle

Ecosystem Services (ES) Missing at EU
Wide range of arguments: level compared
utilitarian & non-utilitarian Social arguments based on equal to Global level:
access and benefit sharing Social

arguments such
as the role of
biodiversity in

Climate change poverty
Precautionary principle reduction,
Ecosystem Services enhancing
Wide range of arguments: peace,
utilitarian & non-utilitarian, Value of biodiversity for ES and enh-a.ncmg the
. position of
partly already based on human wellbeing
women

scientific evidence
Macro-economic arguments

\ /

New in recent years:
- link between biodiversity and climate change
- inclusion of term ES and link between biodiversity,
ES and human wellbeing
- inclusion of macro-economic argumentation
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* Inall, we identified ten different argumentation strategies used
by actors when aiming to gain support for one’s own policy
perspective.

 Exemplified by:
(1) up- and down-scaling;
(2) positive and negative framing;
(3) appealing to nature.

www.besafe-project.net
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e Up- and down-scaling: Actors purposefully scale an issue to make it
more important, to situate themselves at the centre of power, and to
legitimise inclusion and exclusion of actors and arguments in the policy
process.

e Positive and negative framing: Actors highlight different aspects of a
situation as relevant, problematic, or urgent. An issue can be framed
positively by emphasising a gain or negatively by emphasising a loss or
constraint.

* Appealing to nature: Something is “good because it is natural” or “bad
because it is unnatural”. Any appeal to naturalness is also suggesting
that “Nature is good”.

www.besafe-project.net
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Social groups, institutions, organisations, and professional
disciplines have their own rules, practices, and interests.

1) Argumentation is conditioned by law and regulation and
established practices.

2) Institutional roles and competences condition arguments.

3) Established and new practices in nature conservation
condition arguments about biodiversity conservation.

4) Institutions and groups do select arguments that suit their
own interests.

www.besafe-project.net
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(1) Observed effectiveness: empirical work by observing arguments
at different policy stages, at different governance levels, and
among different stakeholder groups.

(2) Potential effectiveness: drawing on views on the effectiveness
of arguments and by studying the consistency of arguments.

e Effects take place when the arguments in one event, at one level
or by one stakeholder produce a change in behaviour or in
arguments used in another event, level or by other
stakeholders.

www.besafe-project.net
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e Logic or sound scientific basis is not a sufficient condition for an
argument to be effective. Duty- or benefit-related arguments
support their effectiveness.

* Linking several benefits and using general language can increase
the effectiveness of an argument.

e Tailoring the argument to the audience increases its
effectiveness.

www.besafe-project.net
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(1) Persistence of arguments:

The persistence of biodiversity conservation arguments
through different policy processes and against counter-
arguments is a precondition for their effectiveness.

(2) Accumulation:

Diffusion and accumulation of arguments originally used
by a limited group of actors signal effectiveness. Livelihood
arguments coupled with biodiversity-related arguments
can increase the effectiveness of conservation (more

dialogue).

www.besafe-project.net
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(3) Level-crossing:

Appealing to high level legal arguments is effective in concrete
tight argumentation at the local level, particularly in deadlock
situations. Further, livelihood arguments originating at the local
level can be effective at higher levels, by widening the scope of
debate and engaging different actors.

(4) Replacing:

Broad concepts and complex reasoning can easily be replaced by
arguments that refer to concrete benefits or duties. Arguments,
that people personally relate to, often replace scientific and
inherent value arguments that have to do with biodiversity in
isolation from the society.

www.besafe-project.net
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 An issue frame can significantly change what people think about
an issue. The frame can also change the policy support for the
issue. Presenting positively framed arguments, which emphasise
an alignment with some of the relevant actors’ goals and
interests, can be a more effective strategy to persuade others to
act.

* In addition to individual arguments, the context and the
surrounding argumentation are important for the effectiveness
of the arguments.

 Trust increases the effectiveness of arguments.

www.besafe-project.net
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Split between ecosystem services

Q E

37% related to

Reputation
other
Poverty alleviation
_ o arguments
Options for future use = Intr|ns|c/moral/
Human health Iegal /

Ethical, moral or religious u PrOV|S|on|ng
Psychological/spiritual
M Regulating
Precaution, risk reduction
Provisioning services » Cultural

Regulation services
Legal obligation
Social/cultural heritage

Sustainable development

63% related to
ecosystem
services

Recreation, tourism

Productivity, industrial use

Livelihoods, employment

Balance of nature

Intrinsic value

0 50 100 150 200
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Number of distinct arguments referring to benefit types .
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This slide shows an analysis of the total number of distinct arguments used in all the case studies, split by the main focus of the argument. We have categorised the arguments into those related to ecosystem services (that is those which have benefits for humans) or other arguments (consisting of ethical, legal or moral obligations), which are shown in grey. In some cases we can identify whether the ecosystem services can be categorised mainly as provisioning, regulating or cultural, which are the red, blue and light green bars, and where this is not clear we have categorised it as ‘general ecosystem services’, which is shown in dark green. You can see that although the two most common arguments are those based on intrinsic value and the balance of nature, still around 63% of all the arguments used concerned ecosystem services.  However, it should be noted that in many cases the term ‘ecosystem service’ was not used explicitly.  It should also be noted that this only tells us how often arguments were used in our case studies, it does not necessarily tell us whether the arguments were effective which depends on many other factors.
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So why should we use ecosystem service arguments?  Do they actually support biodiversity protection?  There is not a simple answer to this question due to the context dependence of arguments, but one aspect we assessed in detail was the evidence available in the scientific literature on the relationship between ecosystem services and biodiversity.  We examined over 500 papers and found mainly positive links (shown by green up-arrows) between ecosystem services and different aspects of biodiversity such as the physical area of a community or habitat, the abundance of particular species, or species richness and diversity.  For example, water quality and water flow regulation increase with the area of forests and wetlands in the catchment; pollination and pest regulation increase with species richness; whilst the aesthetic value of landscapes increases with structural diversity. Similarly, ecosystem services decrease (shown by red down-arrows) with mortality, and with competition from alien species for pollination and recreation.  However, there are still many gaps in knowledge on the relationships between biodiversity and ecosystem services and it is important not to generalise: you need to look at each case individually.
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conflicts with economic interests

!IIIII .'J;IIIIIIIIIIIIII "JIIIIIIIIIIIIII '.Llllllllllllllll Fi!IIIIIlIIIIIII!

Biodiversity only

Biodiversity + ES
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The social and economic value of ecosystem services can tip the balance in

favour of biodiversity protection and restoration

UK water industry — catchment management

Ecosystem service arguments (water quality, recreation, carbon storage, flood
management, etc.) persuaded the water price regulator to approve water
company investment in restoring & protecting catchments.

Found to be six times cheaper than conventional water treatment.
Ecosystem service arguments now an integral part of UK water industry planning.
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Presentation Notes
One of the main threats to biodiversity is often through conflicts with economic interests. Arguments based only on the intrinsic value of biodiversity or on moral obligations may fail in some situations, but including arguments related to the economic and social value of ecosystem services may tip the balance in favour of protecting or restoring biodiversity.  This was illustrated by one of our case studies based on the UK water industry who wanted to invest in restoring biodiversity in catchments for improving water quality rather than expensive water treatment plants.  They had to convince the price regulator (Ofwat) that this was a reasonable investment as some of the costs would be passed onto consumers.  Arguments based on the multiple benefits from a wide range of ecosystem services (not just water quality) were found to be effective as the investment was seen as having a net benefit for the public.
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Ecosystem service arguments do not solve all conflicts!

e Over-exploiting ecosystem service supply is bad for biodiversity, e.g. habitat
loss for agriculture or forestry, water pollution from fertilisers

* Trade-offs between different ecosystem services, e.g. impact of food or timber
provision on water quality or aesthetic value

Natura 2000 conservation projects: stakeholder conflicts

e Public, NGOs, local authorities appealed to arguments based on cultural
services and intrinsic values

e Commercial users (farmers, land owners) only accepted arguments based
on economic value (e.g. food and timber provision, flood control)

Dialogue and trust-building to promote sustainable management needed!

*
Kohoh iy pomrmnnnml SRR

* *

www.besafe-project.net
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But there are often trade-offs that need to be considered.  As we saw from the literature review, biodiversity tends to support ecosystem services, but over-exploiting these services is not good for biodiversity.  There are also trade-offs between different ecosystem services, especially between provisioning services, such as agriculture and forestry, and regulating or cultural services such as water quality or aesthetic value.  An example from our case studies is based on Natura 2000 conservation projects, where it was found that commercial stakeholders including farmers and land owners were mainly influenced by the services that had an economic value such as provisioning services or flood control. Other arguments based on cultural services or the intrinsic value of biodiversity appealed to different stakeholders (such as NGOs and the public), resulting in conflict between the stakeholder groups.  However, such trade-offs can often be managed through dialogue and trust-building, and by ensuring that exploitation of ecosystem services is sustainable.
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Sierra Nevada national park

e Cultural and environmental services provided by traditional livestock
grazing were recognised.

* Ecosystem service concept showed that land could be managed
sustainably with socio-economic benefits for local communities.

* This helped to shift from an ‘island model’ of conservation to a more
integrated model

Island model Integrated model
e Conservation just in Ecosystem services | * Whole region
protected areas. > ° Benefits for both nature and
e Human use restricted Sustainable humans
e Intrinsic /moral/legal management e Both intrinsic and ecosystem
arguments only service arguments

* X %
*

* *

www.besafe-project.net
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Ecosystem service arguments are also being used to progress from a model of conservation in isolated protected areas such as national parks to one where the whole landscape is managed sustainably for the benefit of both nature and humans. This means adding ecosystem service arguments to those based just on the intrinsic value of biodiversity.  For example in the Sierra Nevada it was recognised that sustainable human use through traditional low-intensity grazing provided a range of ecosystem services including cultural values, food provision and reduced fire risk, as well as socio-economic benefits for rural communities. The inclusion of these arguments in the management plans also made the protected area more acceptable to the local community.
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Ecosystem service arguments
allow positive framing

Positive framing:
multiple benefits of
biodiversity for humans

UK Biodiversity Action
Plan: Successful
conservation projects used
ES to show the positive
benefits for humans.

Negative framing: threats
to biodiversity, impacts of
human activities

Bialowieza forest, Poland:
Negative framing failed to
counter arguments on high
costs of conservation for
local livelihoods.

www.besafe-project.net
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Positive framing of arguments is generally more successful than negative framing in terms of their effectiveness.  Ecosystem service arguments allow such a positive framing in terms of the multiple benefits of biodiversity for humans.  For example, in the UK, the most successful project applications under the Biodiversity Action Plan were those that emphasised the multiple ecosystem service benefits for local communities, including aesthetic value, recreation and educational opportunities.  In contrast, in Poland, the main emphasis was on the intrinsic value of nature, moral obligations and the negative impacts that forestry was having on biodiversity. This failed to counter strong arguments from foresters and local people that plans to expand the protected area would damage local livelihoods.
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What do stakeholders think about ES
arguments vs other arguments?
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Over 120 expert stakeholders (researchers, decision-makers, NGOs)
rated arguments for and against biodiversity conservation.

Strong support for an ethical and moral perspective: most agreed on
the intrinsic right of species to exist regardless of their benefit to
humans.

Also support for ecosystem service arguments: most disagreed that
economic valuation of biodiversity indirectly supported biosphere
destruction.

There is a range of views within each group: scientific need for
conservation, ethical or rights-based arguments, ecosystem
service/economic rationales emphasising the use value for humans,
and emotional or spiritual perspectives.

www.besafe-project.net
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Evidence was gathered on what different groups of stakeholders thought about the use of ecosystem service arguments in relation to a range of other argument types through a process known as Q analysis.  This involved interviewing more than 120 stakeholders from 8 countries to find out how they rated different arguments for and against biodiversity conservation.  We found that there were strong perspectives on a moral and ethical basis for conservation with most stakeholders agreeing that species have a right to exist regardless of their benefit to humans.  There was also widespread support for ecosystem service arguments with most stakeholders objecting to the view that economic valuation of biodiversity is an indirect support for the destruction of biosphere. There is a range of views within each stakeholder group, including the scientific need for conservation, ethical or rights-based arguments, economic rationales emphasising ecosystem services and use value for humans, and emotional or spiritual perspectives.  These views do not uniquely associate with individual stakeholder groups; while differences exist between stakeholder groups, there is also a large variation in perspectives on priorities for biodiversity conservation within each group.


B
}\3 ] Summary: How can we use ecosystem
EE service arguments effectively?

-‘!IIII .:é!llllllllllll .-.-'.-!lllllllllll EIIIIIIIIIII. ilIIIIIIIIIIIIII;.

e Ecosystem service arguments can be used to show the economic and
social value of biodiversity protection, addressing conflicts with economic
interests.

* They help to frame arguments positively: focus on multiple benefits of
biodiversity for humans, not just threats and impacts of human activities
on nature.

e Ecosystem service arguments can be effectively combined with arguments
on the intrinsic value of nature — use a wide range of arguments, tailored
to the specific situation and the interests of stakeholders.

 They are best used as part of a bottom-up participatory process in which
all stakeholders are involved. It takes time to develop acceptable solutions
through a process of trust-building and negotiation.
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Presentation Notes
Ecosystem service arguments can be very important to show the economic and social value of biodiversity, and to frame the argument for biodiversity protection in a positive way, but they do not solve all problems.  They are best used together with other arguments, such as those on the intrinsic value of nature, and they should be tailored to the specific interests and goals of the stakeholders involved.  Most importantly, they are best used as part of a participatory process in which stakeholders identify the services and values that are most important to them, and conflicts and trade-offs are resolved through negotiation.  This can take considerable time but is more likely to result in sustainable solutions that are accepted by the local community.  Finally, it should be appreciated that the ecosystem service concept is still not widely used or understood at the local level, and simplified and tailored terminology is essential for raising awareness of how the approach can help design solutions with multiple benefits and minimal trade-offs.
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To stop biodiversity loss:

— Intrinsic value is not enough
— Protected areas and species are not enough
— Top-down approach is not enough

Progress is to be made outside N2000, by involving
society and by emphasising ecosystem services and
economic value

www.besafe-project.net
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BS2020 and GI strategy indicate that biodiversity needs to be protected for more reasons than intrinsic value, and that an effort additional to the top down implementation of the N2000 network is needed to stop biodiversity loss. 
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Wide range of very generic arguments early in the process, at Global and
uropean leve

Narrowing down of the“ange and changing to general (macro-)economic and

arguments in EU p

Copying of EU arguments and appeal to social and legal obligations by national

al

Widening of the range range of arguments, use of very specific arguments and
situation tailored argumentation at the local, implementation level
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Presentation Notes
In the 90’s, when the global and European biodiversity policies were taking shape, a wide range of very generic arguments was used. This range has now considerably narrowed down and adapted to progressing knowledge and advancing insight. In the present EU strategy to mostly macro-economic and Ecosystem Services arguments. Member state governments copy these arguments in adopting EU policy, and often narrow the argumentation down even more by just appealing to the social and legal obligations imposed by the EU membership. At the local / regional implementation of actual measures however, the range of arguments widens again because very (situation) specific arguments and argumentation lines are used. 




®
A

EEIE Arguments and process line
SIAFIE

-!IIIII -LQIIIIIIIIIIIIII "IIIIIIIIIIIIIII J!IIIIIIIIIIIII. .E{lllllllllllllll

Wide range of very generic arguments early in the process, at Global and

(‘I:’uropean Ieve‘\ﬁ

Arguments are used when convincing is needed

Which is at the local / regional implementation level

Widening of the range range of arguments, use of very specific arguments and
situation tailored argumentation at the local, implementation level


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Conclusion: arguments indeed seem to be adapted to the situation: when few (or just one, a member state government) parties need to be convinced, argumentation narrows down to what is believed will convince them best. Power probably aslo plays a role: national governments often just use their legal power to implement legislation. At the implementation level however, local and regional parties are needed and therefore need convincing, resulting in adapted, more extensive argumentation.
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Effectiveness = tailoring

Message: know your situation, the people in it and
their interests

Ecosystem services are powerful
additional arguments

Message: for optimal effectiveness, they need to be
added to, combined with, other ones

www.besafe-project.net
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Be aware that the process to get to know your situation, the people and their interests, the tailoring of the argumentation and the building of trust takes time!
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e Foster bottom-up initiatives

* Tailor arguments and awareness raising to
audiences

e Use packages of positive arguments

www.besafe-project.net
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e Respect and address the complete support base

Reasons to halt the loss of biodiversity - Results on EU27
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L AP . Biodiversity is essential in economically as a
we have a responsibility to look life is hased upon nature and the production of goods such as - .
s . o tackling climate change consequence of the loss of
after nature biodiversity food, fuel and medicines biodiversity

4. | will read some statements to you about why it might be important to halt the loss of biodiversity.
Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with them:
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Eurobarometer results show that public support is for a wide range of reasons, with moral obligation being the most general one. These results also show that most people agree to most motives for stopping biodiversity loss, and that there is no such thing as a divide between moral and economic / ES reasons. 
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* Increase awareness that conservation and sustainable ecosystem
service management enhance each other
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The texts of BS 2020 and the GI strategy concentrate almost entirely on the new, additional (part of) the policies. This sets N2000, and the original arguments for biodiversity protection very much apart in communication. The GI strategy states that it contributes to N2000 targets, but hardly addresses the value of N2000 for services delivered outside the protected sites. The only real reference to that is the remark that N2000 sites are the ‘hubs’ of GI in the GI brochure. The functional aspect (i.e. that GI is an integral system where N2000 sites form the backbone and (in the sense of resilience) the safelty belt) is almost completely missing. Moreover, the realisation that GI functions as an integrated system with arteries, veins and capilairies, which are all needed, is missing. This aspect could be used much better. I.e. by empasizing in communication that conservation DOES contribute to feeding us and filling our wallets, as well as that sustainably management of ES DOES contribute to Nature protection. Different people may want to protect, conserve or manage different parts or aspects of the system for different reasons, but that does not take away the fact it is one structure, and individual parts will not function without one another. Therefore conservation / sustainable management should preferably be a joint, shared effort, and at least parties advocating one of the angles should realise and respect that there is a mutual dependency.
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