The contribution of network governance to overcoming frame conflicts:
enabling social learning and building reflexive abilities in biodiversity
governance.

Tom Dedeurwaerdere

Université catholique de Louvain (UCLouvain) and F.R.S.-FNRS, Belgium

Bibliographical reference

Dedeurwaerdere, T., 2010, "The contribution of network governance to overcoming frame
conflicts: enabling social learning and building reflexive abilities in biodiversity governance."
In O. De Schutter and J. Lenoble (eds). Reflexive Governance: Redifining the public interest in
a pluralistic world, Oxford: Hart Publishing Ltd., pp. 179-200.

Self-archived author copy
This copy is for your personal, non-commercial use only.
For all other uses permission shall be obtained from the copyright owner.

Copyright: ©Hart Publishing - All rights reserved.









182 Tom Dedeurwaerdere

A closer analysis of the governance networks should allow, first, to point to this
deficiency of the mechanisms of network oversight and, secondly, to propose an
orientation based on a different use of reflexivity which explicitly constructs the
conditions of success of the reflexive learning operation, leading to the satisfac-
tion of the normative expectations of the network participants.

In order to study these questions, we first discuss the situations where
governance networks were mobilised to perform various functions of governance
in the field of global environmental governance. Then we introduce our theoreti-
cal framework for analysing regulation of self-regulation and social learning in
the governance networks. In the third and fourth section, we present two
in-depth case studies of network governance and analyse the conditions under
which the normative expectations of the participants in the networks can be
addressed. A final section draws some conclusions of the analysis.

1. EMERGING MODES OF MULTI-LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

In this chapter, we explore the character of two major responses to the shifting
demand for governance — decentralised network governance (Ostrom 2001) and
earth system governance (Biermann 2007) — and ask a series of questions about
the capacity of these forms of governance to handle a range of concerns relating
to complexity of rule-making on environmental issues of global concern.

Decentralised network governance and earth system governance emerged as
innovative responses to the collective action problems raised by environmental
goods and the need to address them by the creation of a global order. Earth
system governance plays an important role in addressing systemic problems such
as climate change, in which actions occurring anywhere affect the entire earth
system, while decentralised network governance has been developed to deal with
cumulative problems, such as the loss of biological diversity, in which actions
whose initial effects are local or regional add up to consequences that are
significant at the global level (Turner et al 1990). Two important features are
common to these two emerging modes of global governance: the recognition of
the role of hybrid networks composed of state and non-state actors in the
provision of various types of collective goods, and the attribution of a new role to
the Government (Delmas and Young 2009).

In decentralised network governance, governance is accomplished through
networks of public, semi-public, and private actors associated with international,
national and regional institutions. In the past, the role of the Government in the
regulation of the networks was mainly restricted to the management of negative
externalities, generated by the capture of rents in network industries, for exam-
ple. The rents and the externalities are still there, but the activities of networks
have to be situated increasingly in a complex web of interdependencies with both
positive and negative impacts. In this new context, governments have to manage
both negative externalities and to facilitate the generation of positive network
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effects which contribute to the provision of global collective goods which are
cumulative, such as the conservation of biological diversity. As a consequence,
governments have been increasingly involved in activities such as the building of
adaptive capacities in the governance networks, the stimulation of social learn-
ing, support for research into standardisation, and other activities that contribute
to the network dynamics.

However, such a mode of governance is clearly insufficient in the case of
systemic change. Here, individual networks may take actions that go against the
actions of others, because of the direct global interdependencies. For example, in
the Montreal Protocol, China would start producing ozone depleting substances
such as Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) while cooperators try to restrict it. Farth
systern governance is an answer to the problems raised by functional interde-
pendencies on the global scale (Biermann 2007).

In 2001, four global change programmes — DIVERSITAS, the International
Geosphere-Biosphere Programme, the World Climate Research Programme, and
the International Human Dimensions Programme on Global Environmental
Change — joined forces to intensify cooperation through the establishment of an
overarching Earth System Science Partnership. The research communities repre-
sented in this partnership contend that the earth system now operates ‘well
outside the normal state exhibited over the past 500,000 years’ and that ‘human
activity is generating change that extends well beyond natural variability — in
some cases, alarmingly so — and at rates that continue to accelerate’ (Steffen et al
2004). To cope with this challenge, the four global change research programimes
have called ‘urgently’ for ‘an ethical framework for global stewardship and
strategies for Earth System management’ (Steffen et al 2004).

In the case of earth system governance, global governance arrangements are
created which put new constraints on Member States. These can take the form of
new independent authorities of last resort, such as intergovernmental organisa-
tions or independent dispute resolution authorities. In this context, states
become intermediary players between demands and constraints from lower level
constituencies on the one hand and constraints from the global order on the
other. This leads to a more differentiated global governance system, where
collective preferences of states play an increasing role in different forms of
common but differentiated responsibilities, as we can see, for example, in the
global precautionary regime and the debate over the governance of genetically
modified crops.

Global network governance emerged within earth system governance as an
important complement to conventional rule-making through intergovernmental
arrangements. It shares many of the features of decentralised network govern-
ance, such as the hybrid actor networks and the flexible rule-making. It is
characterised by the involvement both of intergovernmental entities and interna-
tional non-state actors and has recourse to interactive rule-making for dealing
with highly fragmented communities on the global scale. The main difference
with decentralised network governance is the absence of a strong overarching




184 Tom Dedeurwaerdere

authority for steering or supporting the network dynamics, §uch as the na‘nona;
governments or the European Union. The role of accompanying the operation 0
global networks is typically attributed to international non-gov‘ernmental organi-
sations, or to commissions and executive agencies .Of the 1ntergovernm§r;1t_al
organisations. A good illustration of this situat}on is the Fores-t Stewards 15
Council, which was established by concerned business groups, soc.lal groups an
environmental organisations to oversee the operation of a worldwide netwprk of
national and regional forest certification bodies. Another e:xarnple, to which we
will turn later in this chapter, is the Commission on Genetic Resources forc’lEooj
and Agriculture (CGRFA), which is an intergovern.rnental forum at th‘e) Foo fawtr;l
Agriculture Organisation that provides policy guidance to the members of le
international seed network of the Consultative Group on International Agricul-
h (CGIAR). ‘

tursaivzi: E;'Za:ml(res of thl. environmental problems arising today have contributed
to the emergence of this new role of networks of n01:1—state actors and gox.fern—
ments in the field of environmental governance. In this chapter, we explore:

(1) the roles of ecological entities whose boundaries do not overlap exactly with
federated or global entities; ‘

(2) the presence of heterogeneous and ill-defined collective preference§ regmd-
ing abstract goods such as the global gene pool or value laden constitutional

2 . - and
rinciples such as sustainable developmen.t, an 3

(3) fhe contribution of institutional diversity to robustness (stal?lllty) and

resilience (adaptability) of complex socio-ecological systems in face of

change.

To assess the potential of decentralised and global networ‘k governance ctlo ad?zs.s
these problems of environmental governance, we focus in the remain ‘er oct. is
chapter on two challenges: first, the challenge to overcome ‘collecth,l action
failures in the context of highly fragmented global cqmmum‘.ues and ynarmﬁ
ecological systems and, secondly, the need to foster social learning on the overa
normative orientation of the governance networks.

111 THEOREHCALNKXELSFORNETWORKGOVERNANCEANDTHE
HYPOTHESIS OF REFLEXIVE GOVERNANCE

For the purpose of the analysis of network governance, a more de?axled frame}
work is needed that helps to generate hypotheses abqut possible u}ﬂuencefi c;
governance on collective action failures and social 1earmng. In. the' various m% els
of network governance, a number of approe%che.s to ‘mstltutlons have | eeri
distinguished. One of the most important distmctlons'ls th‘at b.etwrfzen.ratana
choice institutionalism and social constructivist or soc1olog1cal. institutionalism
(Sgrensen and Torfing 2007: 30). Drawing on th‘e research ﬁndmgsb of.these twof
approaches, the analysis in this chapter distinguishes between two basic types o
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network governance, based on external institutional design and disruptive learn-
ing respectively, and discusses some mechanisms of disruptive learning as they
have been developed in the context of contemporary pragmatism in the work of
Charles Sabel on democratic experimentalism (Dorf and Sabel 1998) and the
work of Jacques Lenoble and Marc Maesschalck on the genetic approach to
governance (Lenoble and Maesschalck 2010: part II chapter 6).

Networks are not a panacea. They are prone to a set of collective action failures
(Hertting 2007). Rational choice institutionalism has developed as a set of tools
for remediating collective action failures by analysing the network dynamics from
the point of view of methodological individualism. A common network failure
occurs when network participants free-ride upon the trust of other participants
and attempt to improve their own position by providing misleading information
on their preferences or by extracting rents from information asymmetries. In
some cases, institutional regulation from outside the network will be required to
correct such behaviour and produce a form of cooperation under the shadow of
hierarchy (Scharpf 1994). In other cases, an appropriate transformation of the
game structure, for example by a system of graduated sanctions (Ostrom 1990)
or by monetary incentives, might be sufficient to deter free-riding behaviour. In
both cases, deliberate institutional design is used to turn the non-cooperative
equilibrium into a cooperative outcome.

A second set of network governance failures are due to coordination problems.
For example, an agreement for building a common infrastructure with benefits to
all, or for removing common barriers, might be hampered by a lack of assurances
that all will effectively take part in the implementation of the agreement. Here,
the uncertainty on the intention of the other players is a rationale for non-
cooperation. A similar problem arises in situations where the generosity of one of
the participants is required to select an outcome, among a set of outcomes that all
improve upon the current situation, even if it is a less preferred option for his or
herself. Solutions to these situations are to be found in devices for providing
information on the intentions of the participants, for binding the participants to
agreements and in leadership. These and other solutions to the coordination
problems have lead to a rich literature on establishing cooperative practices
through the diffusion of models of innovative practices (Braithwaite and Drahos
2000) and on the building of credible commitment in network cooperation such
as in the case of open source biotechnology to which we will turn below (Hope
2008).

Within the rational choice perspective, the potential of governance networks is
mainly realised through appropriate institutional design aimed at increasing the
stability of the cooperative outcomes and the ability to coordinate action
(Mayntz 1993: 15, Scharpf 1994: 41). An important aspect of this game structur-
ing is the deliberate design of institutional conditions which visualise and
increase the interdependency structures between specific actors (Kooiman 1993:
251). We find some features of this approach in the case of recourse to govern-
ance networks in the field of natural resources management, through examples
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such as the recourse to sustainability indicators, common information manage-
ment tools, and conditional delegation of decision-making to the networks
participants ‘under the shadow of hierarchy’

The rational choice perspective mainly focuses on institutions as external
constraints on the action of the individuals and organisations in the networks.
The influence of the external constraints on the dynamics of the governance
networks does not mean, however, that the actors are structurally determined by
the institutional context. On the contrary, a set of other factors, such as the
development of social identities, adaptive capacities, and the building of reflexive
abilities also affect the success of the social learning process in the governance
networks. Sociological institutionalism addresses these social and cognitive con-
ditions of the learning processes. Its emphasis is on the actors as normative
creatures, whose identity, capacity and aspirations are shaped by the political and
social communities to which they belong. From this perspective, actors match the
institutionally embedded rules, norms and cognitive paradigms with their own
identity and the situation in which they are placed, and they are acting appropri-
ately on the basis of their own constitutive interpretation of the institutionally
defined rules (March and Olsen 1995).

Several mechanisms for explaining the success and the failures of the social
learning processes have been advanced from a sociological institutionalist per-
spective. A first mechanism, which is closest to the original intention of the
sociological institutionalist position, focuses on the important role of democratic
identities and capacities. These can be built in the networks through story-telling,
to discourses referring to the network actors as ‘responsible citizens’ or ‘respon-
sive administrators, through the mobilisation and the enhancement of their
ability to act individually and collectively, and through ensuring a level of
equality in the distribution of the political competences (Sgrensen and Torfing
2007: 176=77). The aim of these mechanisms is the formation of a strong sense of
communality among the involved actors, and the creation of shared meaning and
common visions that facilitate consensus {Sgrensen and Torfing 2007: 176).

A second mechanism deepens this first perspective, by focusing on the condi-
tions for changes in beliefs that lead to effective change in behaviour. The need
for this deepening is related to the fact that the normative integration of the
actors envisioned by the first mechanism does not necessarily lead to new beliefs
and strategies that fall outside the existing repertoire of beliefs and strategies of
the actors. However, such social learning is required for the transition towards
sustainable development, which implies a process leading to long-lasting change
in behaviour founded on the changes in knowledge (Siebenhiiner 2002: 421). The
conditions for reframing beliefs in open-ended situations have been studied in
more detail by Charles Sabel (1994), both in the context of firm behaviour and in
the context of public policy. In his work, Sabel showed the important role of two
specific conditions that are crucial to effective open-ended learning: first, the role
of practical incentives for promoting the exploration of disruptive possibilities
(Dorf and Sabel 1998: 286), and, secondly, a set of institutional rules that define
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the engagement in the cooperative enterprise. An example of a process illustrat-
ing the first condition is the recourse to benchmarking. Benchmarking consists in
a survey of current or promising products and processes, which identify the
products and processes superior to those which a firm presently uses, yet are
within its capacity to emulate and eventually surpass. Benchmarking thus allows
a comparative evaluation between different groups with possible improvements,
and hence provides an incentive to disrupt the current routines and representa-
tions of possible outcomes. A second example is the simultaneous engineering by
teams in the firm based on the initial benchmarking and on the correction of
errors revealed by comparing the results amongst the teams. The second condi-
tion points to the importance of defining a set of rules of engagement of the
actors in the joint enterprise. Examples of such rules are mutual monitoring of
each participant’s contribution, information-sharing and the mutual assessment
of each participant’s reliability in relation to the joint activity.

A second deepening of the understanding of the conditions of possibility of
successful social learning is based on the genetic approach to governance, which
focuses on the generation of the reflexive abilities which condition the success of
the learning operation. Its starting point is the observation that social learning on
new beliefs and action strategies can still experience blocking in spite of the
building of the democratic identities envisioned in the first mechanism, and the
action on the adaptive capacities envisioned in the second mechanism. According
to Argyris and Schon, this blocking is due to a deeper level of representations
which remain implicit in the learning process and which do not appear through
the official story-telling or the explicitly organised experimental process (Argyris
and Schon 1996). Their analysis shows the presence of unconscious repetitions of
the current position of the actors and the engagement in defensive actor
strategies as a tangible effect of these repetitions. This observation points to the
need to explicitly build the ability for the actors to critically reflect on their own
identities and representations, and to build the ability for the actors to engage
with other actors in productive action strategies, without subordinating this joint
inquiry to the reproduction of their existing frames or identities. In the genetic
perspective, the focus therefore will be on the explicit generation of the reflexive
abilities which condition the success of the learning process. Two mechanisms
can be identified that play a role in this process (Lenoble and Maesschalck 2010:
part II chapter 6). The first mechanism is based on the telling of ’deep stories’, in
which the implicit representations and identities are made explicit, in order to
open the way for further redescription of identities in the process of social
learning. The second has recourse to a mechanism of ‘terceisation’, which refers
to the need to be confronted, through a critical experience, to a ‘third perspective’
on the situation of blocking, as a condition for the destabilisation of the current
meanings and identities. For instance, reflexive abilities for social learning can be
generated through the explicit confrontation with new user groups, which are not
part of the current social learning process and by an engagement in a common
process of redefinition of the learning as a result of this destabilisation.




