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Integrating the Analysis of Meetings and Networks – Proposal 
Excerpts 
 
Most studies of “participatory” environmental governance have focused their analysis primarily on 
one of two decision-making contexts: either the stakeholder meetings where actual decisions are 
negotiated (Dewulf et al. 2011, Dewulf & Bouwen 2012, Roncoli et al. 2011) or the broader 
interactions among networks of stakeholders that influence those meeting decisions (Agrawal & 
Lemos 2007, Orlove & Caton 2010, Prell et al. 2010, Sandstrom & Rova 2010). Yet on their own, 
each of these approaches has serious limitations. Putting the spotlight on stakeholder meetings may 
hide the significance of negotiations that take place outside the meetings. Focusing on broader 
interactions among stakeholder networks may hide the agency of meeting participants in 
negotiating decision outcomes in the meetings, and the ways in which meeting negotiations are 
constrained by cultural ideologies of interaction. 
 
It is important to integrate the examination of meetings and broader stakeholder interactions 
because that is a closer approximation of the messy, complex reality of decision-making on the 
ground. In actual practice, most members of environmental governance committees are influenced 
by interactions with their social networks, and such interactions include email and the use of social 
media.  
 
By integrating the analysis of meetings and network interactions, our study produced a broad yet 
detailed view of the dynamic movement across time and space of four key aspects of participatory 
decision-making: the trajectories of information and frames as they move across networks and into 
meetings; the influence of relationships on decisions; the agency of social actors; and local 
perceptions and practices of decision-making.  
 
Table 1 summarizes the approaches that we integrated through our study. The “meetings approach” 
focuses on the analysis of meeting transcripts, using conversation analysis and frame analysis. The 
“networks approach” focuses on the analysis of both private (email) and public online conversations 
among meeting participants and their broader networks, using social network analysis and semantic 
network analysis. Public online conversations included both social media and news media. 
 
Table 1. Two Approaches Combined in Our Study  
 Decision-Making Context 

Examined 
Data Analysis Methods 

Meetings 
Approach 

Meetings of decision-making group, 
i.e. committee of stakeholder 
representatives 

Meeting transcripts Conversation analysis 
+ frame analysis 

Networks 
Approach 

Stakeholder networks Emails among meeting 
participants and their networks 
+ public online conversations 

Social network analysis  
+ semantic network 
analysis 

 
Combining the meetings approach and the networks approach was high risk due to the complexity 
and novelty of our methodology, which brought multiple, interdisciplinary perspectives to bear on 
a multilevel analysis. The meetings approach integrated two different analytic methods, 
conversation analysis and frame analysis. Although each of these methods has a large literature, 
their integration was novel and had only been developed recently by PI Wasson (Wasson n.d.). The 
networks approach also integrated two different analytic methods, social network analysis and 
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semantic network analysis. This combination had been developed and tested by Co-PI Gluesing 
through NSF grant SES-0527487 (Bishop et al. 2009, Danowski et al. 2011, Gluesing 2013, 2014, 
Gluesing & Riopelle 2009, McKether et al. 2009), building on related work by other social 
scientists. So our methodology combined four different analytic methods, embedded in several 
different, interdisciplinary research streams. Furthermore, the types of data generated by the 
meetings approach and the networks approach were quite different in their forms and levels of 
analysis. Our study had high payoff in its enhanced ability to adequately theorize participatory 
decision-making by giving equal consideration to both the meeting context where actual decisions 
were made, and the broader set of network interactions that shaped meeting participants’ 
understandings of the issues and relationships with each other.  
 
Meetings Approach: Conversation Analysis and Frame Analysis 
Our approach to the analysis of meetings where “participatory” decision-making takes place 
combined two methodologies. Conversation analysis (CA) produces insights about specific practices 
of negotiation and the cultural norms that shape those practices. Frame analysis (FA) produces 
insights about the multiple perspectives that meeting participants take on an issue, and how those 
perspectives are negotiated and shift over time. Combining the two methodologies permitted a 
holistic analysis of both the process and content of decision-making episodes (Wasson n.d.). 
Our study built on an extensive CA literature examining the interactional moves and sequences that 
constitute negotiations in meetings (Asmuss & Oshima 2012, Boden 1994, Ehlich & Wagner 1995, 
Firth 1995a, 1995b, Francis 1995, Kangasharju 1996, Svennevig 2012, Wasson 1996, 2000). CA 
investigates how interactional processes are embedded in temporal sequences (Sacks et al. 1974, 
Schegloff 2007). Each conversational move is constrained by the previous move, which makes only 
some types of next move relevant and appropriate.  
 
CA shows how speakers are constrained by cultural norms concerning appropriate forms of 
negotiation. For instance, a particular group may prefer to make decisions by consensus or by 
voting. Displays of verbal aggression may be strongly discouraged or openly accepted. There may 
be implicit or explicit norms concerning who may speak, and whose words carry the most weight. 
At the same time, CA also reveals how social actors exert agency in constructing their moves. 
Speakers may surprise their fellow meeting participants with the strength of their views, the 
eloquence of their arguments, and their persuasive abilities. 
 
While CA provides insight into the interactional sequences through which decisions are produced, 
it does not concern itself with the content of those decisions. CA is a highly process-focused 
approach. Yet the content of the decision made has great practical significance for an area such as 
environmental governance. This is why FA is a valuable complement to CA. FA focuses on the 
substantive issues at stake in a negotiation, and investigates how they are understood in different 
ways by the parties to the decision. “A problem domain such as the management of a river basin is 
not just out there in the natural world, it is imbued with meanings by social actors... Actors define 
or “frame” a domain as problematic and requiring intervention through selectively identifying the 
main issues and delimiting its boundaries” (Pahl-Wostl et al. 2007:18). FA allows researchers to 
trace the evolution of framing processes over time. For instance, consensus may be achieved 
through the development of a higher-level frame that incorporates key elements of frames that had 
previously been opposed to each other. 
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Our study built on an extensive literature that has examined the role of framing in conflict and 
negotiation (Dewulf et al. 2009, Drake & Donohue 1996, Gray et al. 2007, Lewicki et al. 2003), 
and in particular, FA studies of participatory decision-making on environmental issues (Dewulf et 
al. 2004, 2011, 2013, Dewulf & Bouwen 2012, Pahl-Wostl et al. 2007, Triezenberg et al. 2011). 
At the same time, FA has provided limited ways of understanding how negotiation actually takes 
place; the conversational process has been somewhat of a black box. This is why CA complements 
FA so effectively. 
 
Networks Approach: Social Network Analysis and Semantic Network Analysis  
In environmental studies, interest in social networks reflects the current trend towards a social 
relational approach to managing natural resource systems (Bodin & Prell 2011). Collaborative 
arrangements among multiple stakeholders are considered especially valuable in making decisions 
that promote sustainable socio-ecological systems (Carlsson & Berkes 2005, Crona & Hubacek 
2010). Denser networks of heterogeneous stakeholders can help bridge differences and promote 
the development of a common view of the ecosystem (Sandstrom & Rova 2010). Trust facilitates 
communication among people who have different sources of information and perspectives, 
promoting a more complete, shared view of governance issues and possible approaches (Prell et al. 
2009). Social network studies on environmental issues have found that it may not be enough to 
bring together diverse stakeholders representing different constituencies in a formal governance 
structure, because the informal social ties in which stakeholders are embedded also influence their 
perceptions (Crane 2010, Prell et al. 2010). Understanding the network position of individual 
actors in informal networks can help identify those who can serve as brokers in change efforts that 
cross institutional boundaries, as well as people who are accorded informal power because they 
possess local knowledge (Crona & Bodin 2010, Ernston et al. 2010, Hirschi 2010).  
 
Semantic network studies reveal the content of conversations and how they dynamically change 
over time by examining the topics being discussed and the emotions around these topics, 
identifying what is new, what remains the same or re-occurs, and what drops out of the 
conversation. Danowski (2011) shows how a multi-level semantic approach can be used to uncover 
both formal and informal discursive networks in organizations. In environmental studies, Lefsrud 
(2013) recently uncovered the discursive network and integrated cultural, environmental and 
economic perceptions surrounding oil sands and their development in Canada, and how they 
changed over time. 
 
Our approach to analyzing broader interactions among networks of stakeholders drew on a 
methodology that integrates both social network analysis and semantic network analysis. This 
approach was developed and tested through a study of decision-making and the spread of innovation 
in the private sector, led by Co-PI Gluesing and funded by NSF grant SES-0527487 (Gluesing 
2013, 2014, Riopelle 2012). From textual data drawn from email and publicly available data both 
the structure of networks and the content of the messages that flowed through them were 
examined over time (Diesner & Carley 2010). 
 


