Angelo Turco
University of L’Aquila/Italy

Working Paper/1
PARTNERSHIP GUIDELINE
INTRODUCTORY REPORT

LIFE + GSML and Partners
L’Aquila, June 2009

L’Aquila Beyond heartquake
Landscaping a new historical
City in its Park Region

CONTENTS

1.

Key issues and rationale for University of L’Aquila involvement

2.

Conceptual framework: inclusive decision process

2.1

Environmental governance: the local development/conservation nexus

2.2

Territoriality, environmental conflict and deliberative democracy

2.3

Building consensus; the first best practice

3

Analytic perspectives: changing together

3.1

Stakeholder analysis (A5)

3.2

Participatory action (C2)

3.3

Follow – up survey (E3)

Bibliography
List of Illustrations
Annex 1: Rapid Evaluation Survey

1. KEY ISSUES AND RATIONALE FOR UNIVERSITY OF L’AQUILA
INVOLVEMENT

The Communitarian Project “Improving the conditions for large carnivore conservation: a transfer of best
practices” involves the Gran Sasso and Monti della Laga National Park, with leadership function, the Monti
Sibillini National Park, the Tosco Emiliano Apennines National Park, two European partners, located in Greece
and Bulgary. In the framework of the Communitarian Project, the collaboration between the Universty of
L’Aquila and the teamwork directed by the Professor Angelo Turco 1, develops around the three following
actions:



Action A5 – “Stakeholder analysis and analysis of interested groups attitudes towards large
carnivores”

a) This action expects to develop stakeholder analysis within the first year through:
-

stakeholders identification in the Italian protected areas of the project and power
relationships among local groups and between them and insitutions;

-

analysis and description of stakeholder roles and attitudes towards wolf and bear
conservation compared to local knowledge and needs.

b) The result of this first action will be a report of stakeholder analysis, which will include a description of
the main groups to be involved in the the large carnivores conservation, together with their attitudes
and needs, and guidelines to develop next phases.

1

Angelo Turco is Professor of Geography at the Arts and Philosophy Faculty at the University of L’Aquila. He is a
specialist in territorial and environmental conflict, and he makes international consultancy activity for sustainable
development and conservation, with experience both in economically advanced and developing countries (Faggi and
Turco, 2001; Clegg and Turco, 2007; Turco, 2002 and 2009). Thanks to Graduates Lina Calandra and Andrea Di Vico
for their collaboration.



Action C2 – “Stakeholder consultation and involvement”

a) Moving from a first meeting (at the end of Action A5), the Action C2 expects, during the following three
years, to develop moments of concertation also through the co-ordination of workshps and participative
ateliers (one every six months, totalling six meetings) among the representatives of the local interested
groups.
b) Workshps and ateliers will consider the following points:
-

problem analysis and identification of conservation opportunities with reference to large
carnivores (wolf and bear);

-

development of a common vision on future objectives;

-

negotiation of a common strategy and of specific actions aimed at realising the common
vision;

-

agreements formalization.

c) Reports of each meeting will be produced and delivered to the Committent.



Action E3 – “Follow-up survey”

The action will be an indirect indicator of the correct strategy of managing the project and of training for best
pratices transfer to the actors involved and to the other partners. It will take place in the last year of the project
(2012), aiming at assessing the effectiveness of the method applied through the analysis, if necessary also
cartographic, of results:
-

compared to project actions (A5 and C2);

-

compared to actors participating level.

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: INCLUSIVE DECISION PROCESSES
Environmental governance: the local development/conservation nexus
Today, the environmental issue is characterized by many actors, interests, motivations and languages. It
demands, by now, an increasing attention not only for single points, subjects and actions, which can have
specific characteristics, but it should also have an holistic vision, so that to catch the nexus between
conservation and sustainable development. It is fundamental that the different subjects involved, and the
whole population of the involved areas at most, understand that conservation is a chance for improving life
quality and for economic growth. Environmental protection is often perceived in a negative way, as something
that damages the interests of local people. On the contrary, it should be considered as a chance for
development.
Therefore, it is about to draw a complete process, clear in its purposes and undertsanding in its
formulations, in the game of the different social parts and/or economic – productive sectors and/or
geographic areas involved.
It is on the basis of this introduction that it can be explained the need for environmental governace as method
of analysis, comprehension and control of the dynamics of actors that we are going to initiate. It is a very
complex matter, belonging to that kind of cognitive activity that the Greek were used to call metis , that is
strategic thought. Environmental governance can be defined as the competence on controlling the functioning
of the government levels of the process. This causes a fundamental implication: since government levels have
a certain margin of authority, they cannot be run in an authoritative way, but they must be run in a consensual
way (Turco, 2009).
Certainly, the concept of governace can have different meanings and it cannot be reduced to simply indicate a
more complex government. It can be defined as a technique of organizing government levels: and this is
currenlty done. Nevertheless, our point of view imposes us to go further. First of all, because we deal with
territory, and so we deal with a particular type of governance that is linked to co-ordination ways of territorial
acting. But on the territory, precisely, a variety of actors operates, each of them is endowed with some
decision power. These powers are not so well defined and very often they intertwine.
Moreover, they are not only based on juridical laws, but rather on cultural heritage and social disposals.
In short, the governance presumes the elaboration of collective compromises towards some conflicts of
interest in a context where actors can themselves create, modify or interpret co-ordination rules. Thus, we
could say that governance deals with the concept and the management of a collective action moving from an
authority’s dialectic. Clearly, it is not about a parametric governance, but an evolutionary one: earthly, the

institutional dimension is always forced to compete with an organizational dimension. Rationality forms, even if
inspired by economic principles or by political transactions, must always include some procedural features that
can guarantee the elaboration of ways of co-ordination by mutual consent. It is clear that, apart from its
objective importance, the idea of governance is essential for our worries, since it emphasizes the
themes of plural authority, consensus and negotiating proceduralism, it makes us understand that
there is not only who decides and who performs on the classed area, on the Park influenced area. On
the contrary, a new competence emerges in organizing some disposals to produce collective reasons,
in order to base the co-operative acting on the composition between non-hierarchical forms of
authority that have understood to know them each other or are going to do that. This aspect strongly
reduces the top-down practice game and, on the contrary, it emphasizes the bottom-up game. It must be said
that consensus must not be thought as adhesion to a given model of behaviour; that could introduce
prescriptive variable. In its more insidious version, this prescriptive variable can assume the character of a
concealed DAD practice, causing uneasiness in the discussions, with progressive lack of confidence and
creation of conflictual2 pre-conditions. Consensus is to be conceived as a free option of the different
subjects involved towards a projectual model insituted and built in a negotiating horizon.
Thus, negotiation becomes the central element of governance. This can have three different meanings
(Thuderoz, 2000; Turco, 2009) that are obviously linked each other and have an increasing complexity; they all
must be taken into consideration, in their singularity and in their interaction.
Negotiation is always a weaving (Strauss, 1978).
i)

Negotiation as exchange:a social activity that consists in objects, goods, services exchange, in order
to solve a quarrel or in the framework of a commercial relation (bargaining).

ii) Negotiation as regulation: a social activity that consists in collectively determining some rules.
iii) Negotiation as thoughtful yard: a social activity that does not make decisions “for the eternity” but,
being able to understand what it does while it is doing it (thoughtful control of action), it specifies its
own objectives and it goes on realizing them by attempts.
Territoriality, environmental conflicts and deliberative democracy


The territorial approach

If environmental governance is the central element of the inclusive decisional process, the territorial approach
is based on three fundamental nucleus:

2

The acronym DAD indicates typical sequences of top-down processes “Decision – Announcement – Defence”.
Therefore, concealing a DAD practice means applying a communicative strategy where the announcement (which
derives from an already taken decision) is presented as a proposal to be validated in the successive discussion (actually,
it is a defence of the announcement so of the authoritative decision already assumed).

i)

The upward planning – Any plan that is dependent on the territory or has repercussions on it,
must be conceived and executed as a process that moves from the bottom to the top, passing
from options formulation to controlled execution of the decisions on behalf of government
institutions. This is the upward planning, a deliberative and not imposing planning. In
environmental field, where zonation assumes a central relief both from the point of view of the
regulating installations and from a functional point of view, the upward planning finds an
important reference in the ZADA (Zonage au dire d’acteurs), that is to say in the indication of
priorities and of functional intervention areas from the subjects involved (stakeholders).

ii) Transcalarity - Even if territorial processes can fisically take place in a limited environment,
they often originate and develop effects in different contexts. Those environments can be
displaced and they can have different dimensions: smaller or larger. What is important to
underline is that besides this non-coincidence of environments, in this way the logic of
territorial processes is influenced by strenghts, interests, objectives, cultures and
behaviours that move among different scales and not only on the basis of interests or
other qualities locally defined.
iii) Topical cartography – More and more it is going to become widespread the idea that it exists
two fundamental ways of organizing the undyrstanding of territorial and environmental
phenomena. The first one, more obvious and well-known, deals with scientific knowledge,
universal, endowed with its own language and its own way of organizing speeches, reasons,
priorities. The second one deals with images, beliefs, emotions and also knowledges locally
produced. The two understanding ways do not always coincide and, even if, often, the first
one is very known, the second one is not so. It is this knowledge of places that is to be
recovered and accentuated in the territorial approach, introducing a kind of topical
cartography, responsible for making scientific and local knowledge to interact.


Tackling environmental conflict

The territorial approach, based on upward planning, transcalarity and topical cartography, gives a
decisive contribution to environmental conflict prevention and management (Faggi and Turco, 2001).
Everybody knows, more or less, what an environmental controversy is: a dispute among subjects and social
groups with different interests, attitudes and resources, which satisfy their needs gaining access to natural
environment. But “nature” is everywhere,: its dynamics are very rich, its expressions are extraordinarly
adaptable, its representations are absolutely permeating. It is no coincidence that environmental conflict is
said to be a “total” conflict just because it involves everybody and so many elements. To try to neutralize the

risk of confusion and, thus, to understand this total conflict in a correct way, scholars prefer to examine it on
three levels, dealing with conflict genesis, articulation and management.
-

Genesis: conflict arenas must be highlighted, trying to understand if controversies have an
ideological, juridical, political, economic, scientific origin. In the same way, it is to understand
which the issue is, that can have simple appearances but complex content. Then, actors
dynamics must be analized, identifying the subjects, organizing the typologies, finding out
everybody’s motivations, strategies and tactics in the conflict conduct.

-

Articulation: the importance of the conflict, as s process, must be highlighted. The process will
take a configuration of development and it will tend to link to further actors, nucleus, places
involved in other environmental disputes.

-

Management: even if highly desirable, the solution of the environmental conflict is very
difficult. In any case, it will rarely be immediate. That is why we prefer speaking of conflict
managament, in order to stop its growth and then gradually reduce its importance, till
eliminating the reasons that caused its explosion. There are different conflict management
techniques, but, given the conceptual framework where we move, we have to favour the
family of negotiating procedures.



Deliberative Democracy

Territorial approach and tackling environmental conflict are the hinge of a deliberative democracy worried
about assuring sustainability of development through carring out a governance which conceive and apply
environmental action taking into consideration all the actors’ position and the involved powers autonomy. The
Gran Sasso and Monti della Laga National Park and all the other Parks (Monti Sibillini National Park,
Tosco Emiliano Apennines National Park), stop thinking them as “simple” disposals of intervention
and consider them planning frameworks. In particular, with reference to the Communitarian Project, Park is
not thought as a “factory of products/results”, but as a device that prepares tables of action, following a general
principle of subsidiarity and promoting contractual procedural solutions. Thus, it will assume a light, flexible
organization, bearing, when necessary, technical services, organizational assistance , financial support. This
means that Programme life – cycle , all resources used being equal, lenghten in a substantial way
(even over the institutional limits) and, for this reason, it produces enormous effects on the
effectiveness of conservative valorization and on the sustainability of local development.
On this way the Park, eminent actor of legality, follows a subsidiarity principle within the public politics stated in
the different territories. This aspect represents a very qualifying profile of the Communitarian Project, which

cultivates a principle of competences direct distribution among different levels, joining representation and
participation, debate and decision in a deliberative democracy perspective. The subsidiarity principle,
introduced in the European Union by the Maastricht Treaty (1992) as a reply to the need of conciliating
communitarian politics and national supremacy, becomes an important indicator, both from a political
and from a symbolic point of view. Public decision is made at the most possible subsidiary level,
assuring the large proximity between who makes decision and interested people, so that the distance
between people needs and public authority’s answers will always be the shortest.
With respect to this fundamental principle of deliberative democracy, heterogenous actors are involved, which
all have interests, even if differentiated: local communities, stakeholders, stockholders, ONG, technical
operators, simple citizens. Considering this heterogeneousness the Park, in the framework of the
Communitarian Project, establishes the link between conservation and local development, favouring a
negotiating approach and levering explicit responsibility taking on behalf of single actors that enter into
obligations and acquire rights one towards the other. The Park has the task of supervising so that there is
coherence in the application of the negotiating methodology.

Building consensus: the first best practice
Building consensus is the first one of the best practices to be developed and diffused. It is more valuable and
effective as it is directed towards:


Sustainability: assuring the system capacity in the long term.



Pluri – settings: ability in moving and allocating resources to the different scales, since the territorial
frameworks of environmental consensus have multiple scales.



Legality/legitimacy: respect of legality strenghtening the importance of the environmental action as a
legitimacy source.



Environmental governance as environmental ethics: overcoming the principle declarations and letting
the environmental action make interests (what is useful) and values (what is right) to coincide.

3. ANALYTIC PERSPECTIVES: CHANGING TOGETHER
The conceptual structure that inspires and supports the inclusive decisional process, described in the previous
paragraph, produces an analytical journey articulated in the three points of intervention of the University of
L’Aquila in support of the Communitarian Project “Improving the conditions for large carnivore conservation: a
transfer of best practices”, that includes the Monti Sibillini National Park and the Tosco Emiliano Apennines
National Park, beside the Gran Sasso and Monti della Laga Naitonal Park, with leadership function.
Stakeholder analysis (A5)
i)

Actors identification

Parks are realities strongly linked to the territorial context, which they want to express without risking to
become a “separated reality”. Thus, with respect to the actors operating on the territory, the Park searches and
promotes partnership opportunities and it never poses itself as opposing party. Partnership research, on its
turn, does not separate, but, on the contrary, it links two processes that gradually result as two sides of the
same coin: a) environmental protection; b) local development. On the basis of these premises, a Map of Actors
must be created (Picture 1) on the basis of three identifying criteria:

Picture 1 – The Map of actors

-

Interests representation, meaning public and private, insitutional and informal, material and
symbolic, current and potential, economic, political, cultural, environmental interests.

-

Topical cognition, meaning the ability of understanding the territory, not only in its technicalscientific, naturalistic and geographical-physical aspects, but in the depths of its historical
heritages, its cultural routes, its emotional interests. Thus, it is essential to live in a place and
to feel fine there. The topical cognition is the whole of involved subjects knowledges and
competences, in which are linked together the knowledges level (technical and in general
directed to efficiency) and the values level (moral, affective, emotional). Since it, somehow,
guarantees the equilibrium between effective action, respect for behaviours deeply-rooted in
the tradition and love for places ( Yi – Fu Tuan, 1974), the topical cognition is fundamental to
understand the local situation and,thus, partnership relations, too.

-

Legitimizing effectiveness of carried out actions, exactly meaning “best practices” (Hobermas,
1969; Ungaro, 2004). This implies their convinced acceptance on behalf of the actors involved
and, first of all, of local people

who assimilate them and become fully responsible for them.

That is why that both legality practices and legitimagy practices of territorial acting must be
considered. The first ones deal with text laws concrete application and statutory frameworks
that derive from them or are linked to them. The second ones deal with concrete application of
an established tradiiton precepts (that is to say not only abstractly recognized, but also
concretely accepted and collectively observed).
Thus, the Map of Actors identifies three typologies, each of them is characterized by different profiles, issues
and strategies.
-

Insitutional actors. It is about insitutions and functional agencies provided by law, with specific
profiles and tasks.

-

Stakeholders. It is about bearers of classic interests, public and private, admitted but not
expressly provided by law. Their point of view can help us to improve the Communitarian
Project performance and to create consensus around the undertaken actions. Stakeholders
are selected on the basis of their representation (boards and institutions, associations), on the
basis of their effective presence on the territory, or on the basis of the fact that they have
something to tell us. For these last, a suitable selection methodology must be identified
(Bobbio, 2004)

-

Stockholders. An important innovation is represented by the introduction, over institutional
actors and classic stakeholders, of a special category of stakeholders, that is to say the
stockholders, both direct ones (investors) and indirect ones (sponsors). These are subjects

that are interested in investing in this or that action of the Communitarian Project, in order to
make some profits (touristic operators and agritourism, biological agriculture, touristic
companies, building societies), or for image strategies (biotechnological industries, green
business). Without disregarding private partnerships, that is to say subjects that can
participate in different ways (contributions, voluntary works). Since it is about stockholders,
selection can happen only after a request, based on an effective communication, supported
by experiences already made in this field that are going to accumulate in international
environment, at the different levels.
Thought in this way, the Map of actors is a brief communication tool, more effective as it is open. In fact, it
photographs the situation in a given moment, with the different actors typologies (also mixed), but it is ready to
include new elements, both from the point of view of new subjects and of new territories concerned.
ii) The conflict plot
We move from the idea that Parks have been able at building wide horizons of consensus around the following
specific strategies of action (they have done things) and of communication (thay have tried to inform). On this
basis, it is about evaluating the plot of tensions, frictions and controversies which somehow develop around
Parks. This lead to the elaboration of a conflict diagnosis that allows to evaluate, first of all, the current
configurations, on which quarrels specifically linked to large carnivores can have an impact. The conflict plot is
traced through the stadiation methodology (Picture 2), which identifies a conflictual dynamics articulated in
three stages, each of them expects specific management interventions:

Picture 2 – The stadiation methodology

1. The tension stage, where discordant positions among current actors emerge, regarding stakes or
interest areas more or less well identified. Certain acts or behaviours, in this phase, can affect tenions
in a positive or more or less in a negative way. In the first case, they decrease or disappear; they can
also grow (weakly negative impact), but without developing the possible conflict. On the contrary, in
the case of strongly negative impact, a new phase starts, which is the open conflict.
2. The conflict stage, where controversies are defined, the conflict, after a period of incubation, exploses
and takes a structure under an organizational profile. Also in this case, acts and behaviours occur that
can affect the conflict positively or more or less negatively. In the first case, the conflict decreases or
even disappears, maybe surviving in the form described in the first stage of the model (Tensions). In
the case of strongly negative impact, a further and more complex phase can occur, which is
the networking.
3. The networking stage, where controversy grows developing new conflicts, spreading into new areas,
involving new actors. The interconnected conflict fixes again stakes, suggests new areas of interest
and develops new dynamics of actors. Acts and behaviours of the interconnected conflict can
also have the effect of simplifying the conflict – which can be included in the initial typologies
– or of further implementing it.

The main tool through which staging objectives are concretely achieved is the Quick Evaluation Form (SVR –
attach 1). After the typological and organizational definition of the three stages planned in the model, it expects
the formulation of proposals of conflict solution and/or management, articulated in two levels:
a) of actors or outside parties, where an idea is created on how involved subjects (or outside parties)
intend to overcome the crisis;
b) of technical expertise, where the analyst formulates a conflict management proposal, waiting that the
conditions for its solutions come to happen.

Participatory action (C2)
The conflict plot, through the stadiation methodology and thanks to the SVR, it is able to explicitly assume the
large carnivore issue, since it tends to give us a brief but exhaustive representation:
-

of “large carnivore” issue position in the conflict plot;

-

of evolution issue on the basis of Programme expected actions, which will have to be worked
out and evaluated in the inclusive decisional process.

It is important to consider that the scenario where we are moving, as it emerges from the conceptual
framework, above all for those aspects concerning the nexus between conservation and development,
does not tend to consider “large carnivore” issue as a problem – and, thus, as a further opportunity for
tensions and conflicts – but as a chance of development for the respective influenced areas.
The participating action, as strategic objective, aims exactly at that. The participating ateliers, organized
according to the ways described at the point 1 of this Introductory Report, have exactly the aim of basing the
inclusive decisional process on real integration opportunities between nature conservation and local
development.
In this perspective, a tricky point is represented by the initial meeting that not only starts the participating
action, but it is considered to be the workroom where a real reference framework emerges for developing
future Ateliers. That is why its organization requires a special care and a careful study of the most suitable
methodology in order to obtain the expected results. Currently, among the various hypothesis, the Open
Space technology (OST) is being examined with particular attention.
The OST is at the same time a way of researching and of making decisions. It is suitable for situations where a
differentiated group of people had to face complex and (potentially) conflictual problems in innovative and
creative ways.
The OST is a working method based on participants self-organization and propositive ability. It derives from
two kinds of intuitions. The first one deals with the necessity of identifying some fundamental mechanisms of
meetings among human beings, in order to make it possible a simple and energetic approach at the same
time. That is why that it is commonly accepted the fact that circular shape, and in general circular layout, is the
fundamental geometry of each opened human communication (Picture 3).

Picture 3 – OST: the geometry of the open communication

The second idea around which the creator of OST, Harrison Owen (1998) has been working for long, deals
with enthusiasm and passion. At the question: who must the participants of an OST be? The answer is: only
those one who have a real interest in that problem and issue. Thus, it is definitely a participation on voluntary
basis.
In particular, OST is effective when among a group of people it is to be promoted reciprocal learning,
innovation and escape from everyday life, if it is been facing a highly complex situation where the starting
situation and its future developments are not clear, thus, facing a (potentially) widespread conflict.
These two methodologies, participating Ateliers and OST, have already been tested by Angelo Turco and his
staff with valid results: the first one in Africa (picture 4; Turco, 2009), the second one in Europe
(http://www.avventuraurbana.it/documenti/ostsahel_report.pdf).

Both

cases

considered

environmental

protection and local development issues. Now, it would be interesting crossing them, on the basis of a careful
evaluation of costs/benefits ratio, since OST requires a complex organization and the test of feasibility
conditions which involves, at the same time, all partners of the Communitarian Project.

Picture 4 – Building from the bottom the conservation strategies: intercommunity ateliers and territory researches in
Transguinea

Follow – up survey (E3)
Finally, an action directed to evaluate completed actions will be carried out according to the ways indicated at
the Point 1. It will be about making a back – balance, with a double purpose of:
i)

evaluating the Communitarian Project actions effects (A5 and C2), both in terms of objective effects,
quantifiable, and also in terms of perception of the involved actors and, in general, of local people;

ii) evaluating actors participating level, surely, in terms of effective presence, but also in terms of the
information produced quality, of its diffusion and its current reception.
In short, it is about a follow – up survey of the carried out work, concerning above all:
-

Communitarian Porject correct management strategy;

-

correct methodology of constructing the inclusive decision;

-

best practices spreading resulting from the above – mentioned points.
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ANNEX 1
Environmental conflict - Staging methodology
Rapid Evaluation Form (SVR)
PRESENTATION
................................
................................
................................

FIRST STAGE – THE CONFLICT CONDITIONS
Table 1 intends to list the main tensions occurring in a specific area, moving from stakes identiifcation around
which interest areas of present actors are defined and a specific actors dynamics articulates.
Table 1 articulates as folllows:
Heading: indicate the considered area, the identified stake and stake’s specification;
COLUMN 1)  actors dynamics: identify the actors involved in the current tension also by determining
interest areas and/or carried out functions. Actors are classified into three categories:
1a) actors “against”, for them stake represents a damage regarding a specific area of interest (in the
respective column it must be specified the kind of damage that these actors suffer and it must be indicated the
activity that suffers the damage);
1b) actors “for”, for them stake represents an advantage regarding a specific area of interest (in the respective
column it must be specified the kind of advantage that these actors get and it must be indicated the activity
that gets the advantage);
1c) actors “others”, they are not “against”, nor “for”. They do not show a specific involvement in tension, but
they show to be interested in stake because of functions they accomplish;
COLUMN 2)  tension typology: for each actor considered, it must be specified what kind of tension he
develops with each of the other actors. The main tension typologies are:
1) antagonism in the same area of interest;
2) antagonism in different areas;
3) management methods.

SECOND STAGE – THE CURRENT CONFLICT
Table 2 intends to elaborate the conflict diagnosis, moving from the total framework of current tensions in the
same area or territory outlined on the basis of information gathered in table 1.
The first two columns are filled in reworking table 1.
COLUMN 4)  insert the list of actors identiifed in table 1 concerning the same area or territory;
COLUMN 5)  for each actor insert tension typologies under way with other actors.
In the following three columns it is about to insert for each actor his interpretation of the conflict origin and his
attitude within it.
Specifically, it is about:
COLUMN 6)  inserting for each actor “who”, according to him, causes the conflict (6a), which action (“what”)
causes it (6b) and “when” it breaks out (6c);
COLUMN 7)  after inserting actors directly involved in the conflict origin, reconstructing the actions
sequence of each actor within the conflict, distinguishing between single acts and collective actions.

THIRD STAGE – THE CONFLICT NETWORKING
Table 3 intends to outline conflict development identifying new actors, interests, strategies and quarrel levels
that are involved in the conflict.
In particular, it is about:
COLUMN 8) new actors of the conflict  insert the list of new actors distinguishing them into two
categories:
8a) actors “in presence”, those one already present in the area or territory considered, emerged during the
previous stage, but: a) not yet directly involved in the conflict; b) which have changed their own profile in the
conflictual dynamics
8b) actors of new involvement
COLUMN 9) involvement of new actors  for each actor insert the process that leads to his involvement in
the conflict identifying:
9a) Which event determines new actors involvement;
9b) Motivations/interests that determine new actors involvement;
9c) Main acts sequence (distinguishing between single and collective ones).
COLUMN 10  for each actor insert the main level on which the conflict occurs;
COLUMN 11  for each actor make explicit if conflict concerns stakes which have not been considered in the
previous stages;
COLUMN 12)  on the basis of the previous stages, for each new actor outline the convergence and/or
divergence framework with all the other actors (new one and not).

FOURTH STAGE - ACTOR PROPOSALS
Table 4 intends to list actors or outside parties concrete proposals for conflict solution and/or management.

