
How do arguments differ at different levels of governance?  
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Multilevel governance 

Horizontal governance structure 
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Distribution of authority towards non-state actors, 
transnational cooperation between governments, 
interactions between stakeholder groups, multi-

actor coalitions and issue networks 
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Comparative study 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The comparative study in WP3 focuses on arguments for biodiversity at the global, European and national/regional level. 
An analysis at the global and European levels was completed by the WP3 team early last year.
The work of the partners involved in the comparative study will focus on the national or regional players in their respective countries (depicted in red).
The methods and accompanying guidelines were designed to cover each direction on the horizontal and vertical axis.
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Global/EU levels 

Global level policies: 
  The Convention on Biological Diversity (1992)  
 The New Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 of the CBD (2010) 
EU level policies: 
 The EU Biodiversity Strategy (1998)  
 The EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 (2011) 

 
 

Which types of arguments are used?  (governance levels) 
What are the changes of arguments over time? (time scales) 
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EU – national/regional levels   
Implementation of EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 

Flanders  England  Netherlands Finland, Hungary, Poland, Germany, 
Wallonia     

EU 

……. 
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Pilot: Flanders 
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“Deep cases” of conflict and dispute 

Layers of argum
ent 

Products 
What arguments “say” 

Transactions 
What parties “do” with arguments  

Networks 
How arguments “fit” into the social-

institutional  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Critical examples of biodiversity related conflicts.
Many different actors across various levels of governance.
Deep cases go further than describing differences in the verbal content of arguments.

Research questions are related to three layers of argument:
- Which (types of) arguments at different levels/scales of governance?
- How are these arguments exchanged and put to work in communicative interactions (and to what effect)?
- How do these arguments stem from and feed into the different perspectives, worldview and functioning of social groups and institutions?
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Public controversies surrounding the return of red fox and 
wild boar to Flanders 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Example of ongoing work.
Mainly based on real-life material: events, people’s reactions, discussions on the internet, in parliament, etc.
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“Wild boars attack jogger with dog” 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One example is a small newspaper article that has generated more than 200 published reactions.
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Discussing the “facts” of the situation 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Early in the discussion: the facts in the newspaper (what happened; why did it happen, etc.).
Later on: 
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Scaling up and bringing in the “principles” 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The discussion evolves:
Contrasting views on the phenomenon of wild boars in Flanders. Different types of “logic” (e.g. economic, symbolic), 
Contrasting views on nature (e.g. who’s nature?) and nature conservation (the “natural” operating as a reference system). 
The big principles or fundamentals come to the fore. 
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Blaming governance 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Discussions often end with sending blames to all those making desicions about nature conservation (in this discussion: nature conservation groups and the Nature and Forest administration; in other discussions: the Minister, hunters associations, etc.). 



 
Typical argumentation in controversy 

 
Issues become defined 

in terms of fairness 
considerations 
(politisation) 

Parties emphasise 
different facts and/or 

give different 
interpretations to them 

Lack of shared view on 
what nature is about 

and how humans relate 
to it 

No 
agreement 

on facts  

No 
agreement 

on 
principles  

Discussion on 
blame & 

responsibility   
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