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Firms frequently decide to invest in foreign countries and proj€btse international projects
involve various actors called stakeholders, who can have a positive or a negative influence on
the firm. The aimof this research is texamine tle opposition that arisein international
projects and how thigesistance is practicednalyzing the firrsstakeholder and stakeholder
stakeholderelationships that emergkiring a conflict in a foreign direct investment.

The theoretical framework is based on stakeholder théwrgrevious literaturepnly few
studies havexamined the behavior and the existing relationships among stakeholder groups.
In addition, opposition habeen analyzed as exerted against the firnd, there is lack of
exploration on how resistance can be shown against other stakeholder groups, leading to

comple relationshipsiuring a conflict.

The research isonducted through the analysis of Botnia c&3&a consists of newspap
articles andthey areanalyzed using qualitative content analysis as a meRexlltsshowthat
stakeholdescan develop supportive or opposing relationships with other grangshathese
relationships are usually dynamand changable Besides, the analysislentifies several
opposition tacticswhich can be utilized at both direct and indirect lev&lsese tacticgre

furtherexaminedutilizing Den Hond and De Bakk&r&007) classification of tactics.

The studycontributes to stakeholder literature bywi how previous researam opposition

can be utilized to understanesistanceamong stakeholders, and how stakeholder relationships
can emerge as a method to show resistance. In addition, it highlights the importance of
understanding stakeholder belasgi in international projects, so managers can learntbow

identify andanticipate oppositiotacticsin orderto ensure the project success.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The importance of stakeholders in international projects

Nowadaysijt is common for big companies to locate their subsidiaries and factories abroad, in
order to expand their markets and obtain competitive advantage.evdgwthe
internationalization of compars@ activities and projects is not an easy task. Firstly,
globalization has increased the concerns about the effects of the international projects and
activities of global companies on the host countries, particulegarding social and
environnental consegences.Thus, the firm performance will be carefully controlled,
andyzed, scrutinized ancriticized by the firm environment (Kolk &ortanier,2013 Hendry,

2005. Yaziji and Doh (2009) already affirmed thae internationalization and the expansion

of big corprations tdifferent countries haveonsequently boosted an incremierthe number

of nongovernmental organizationseferred to as NGOsjnalyzing their activitiesSecondly,

when organizations make the decision of going international, in iumplies that their
projectswill need to face different cultures in diffetesountries with multiplenstitutional
environmentgAaltonen, 2013). In addition, intermaal projectancludenumerous different
actors, called stakeholdefldendry, 2005) These groupsay have different values, interests
and stakes regarding the organization and its projects, and alseertifi@cieeconomic
backgroundsln many occasions, they differ to the staddelers the compang related tan

the home countryAaltonen Kujala, Lehtonen & Ruusk&010) Thus, thesenternational
projects are usualiypemain targets fothesestakeholdegroups, which try to persuade foreign
organizationsto act in a sustainable waXdlk & Fortanier 2013) and try to ensuréat

companies protect and respect the staketha r s 6 own i nterests.

Organizations carrying out international projects are likely to be affectdtebgstakeholders
which can use different strategies and tactics to influence and put pr@ss$hescompany, and
to force the firm to respond tst ak e hol d eEsky & Lrerox, LL@0S)IThug|
understanding and managing theltiplicity of existingstakeholderamplies several benefits,
but it mightalsorepresent a complex task for the orgaion, and in turn, difficulties for the

international project success.



On the one han@ds advantagefhese new actors might mean an opportunity for the eosp

and its success, as they hawewledge about the host country that, in hands of the fimght

help the project to succeed (Aaltonen et al., 2010). In addition, if the company manages to
successfully engage and establish relationships with new local stakeholntegsguently,

these relationships also lead to project success due to moret grggeort and legitimization
(Aaltonen et al., 2010; Aaltonen, 2013). Companies need to strive to influence stakéholders
perceptions and get acceptance of thgeat by the surrounding environment aators. In

other words, organizations need to estdbprojec legitimacy inside theenvironment and
network of the project(Aaltonen, 2013). Besides, the acceptance of an international project
leads, in turn, to the acceptance of the organization involved in the project (Aaltonen, 2013).

However, on thether hand, these actors might also mean an important handicap for the project,
especially when they show high levels of opposition and perform actions against thes firm
operations and practicestakeholders can create conflicts and harm projects throwglerous
different tactics carried out in order to show opposition against the firm and its practices
affecting critically its projects and activitiek other words international projects and their
related surrounding stakeholders may mean a soumm®blems for multinational enterprises
(Aaltonen et al., 2010). Therefore, it ispeiramount importance forganizations to learn how

to identify and understand these groups, establishing effective relationships withiathem
anticipate their behaviorgnd avoid and solve possible conflicGonsequently, this will
enhance the possibilities of projextceptance and succeasad it will improve the company
performance (Yaziji & Doh, 2008Bourne & Walker2008.

Even though previous studies recognized the importance of understanding stakeholders, there
is scarcity of researabriented and focuseah stakeholdeopposition Previous literaturéas
traditionally beenfirm-oriented andoased on stakeholderganization dyadic relationships
(Rowley, 1997)On the one sidestudieshaveaddressetiow companies caidentify, manage

and develop engagement strategies wiittkeholdergLaplume, Sonpa& Litz, 2008) and on

the other side, how these actoes affect these companies and their activ{lieplume et al.

2008) Neverthelesgecenly, some studies haweddressed the topic of stakeholder behavior

For instance, Bwley and Moldoveanu (2003jlentified interest and identity as drivers of
stakelolder mobilization. Other researches have addressed the tdwestakeholdegroups

behave demonstratinghat stakeholders do notlateonly to the company, but also to other

stakeholders, creatingpllaborativegroups(Bunn, Savage &Holloway; 2002)and networks



(Rowley, 1997) with different linkages and relationships affecting the organizdtiase
relationships are mainlpased on the premise that stakeholder groups tend to collaborate
together in order to influence and improve their salienceadted thér attributes of power,
legitimacy and urgendpwards the firn{(Neville & Menguc, 2006; Aaltonen, Kujala ijala,

2008 Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997).Therefore,  would be importanto deeply analyse and
understand the interactions betwettie multiple gakeholders inside thosstakédiolder
networks Neville & Mengug 2006) especially in the framework of inteional projects,
where these stakeholder networks may present more compléexiould be usefulo examine

how stakeholders behave and why stakeholders ratadeestablisipositive and negative
relationships witheach othe(De Bakker &Den Hond, 2008)especially in groups creating
strong oppositin a g a i n s tintemndti@alpfojeatsand she surroundg environment
However, just few studies refer to stakeholder interactions and how staksheldee together
(Neville& Menguc 2006) and these researches barely mention the possibility of stakeholder
interactions and relationships with the objectafeshowing opposition and resistanda
addition, the topic of stakeholder opposition tactics has not been exting@geently, and there

is lack of understandingroall the different strategiethat stakeholder groups can utilite
show opposition anahfluence not only the firm, balsoother actors (De Bakk& Den Hond
2008). Thereforea niche in stakeholder thgohas been identified, arabs a resultthis study

will furtheraddressand examine the followingpposition in stakeholder relationskip

1.2.Research objective and research question

There is scarcity of researblasedon opposition in stakeholder relationshighis study will
address thigiteresting phenomenon by examinstgkeholder relationships and interaction,
the specific framework off@reign direct investment projeg@eferredo as FDI)yand itsensuing
conflict. The research will analyse and expltre Mets&aBotnia cas€from now on referre to
as Botniacas@. Thestudy will provide newnsight on this topi@andwill contribute tahe field

of stakeholder theory

The overall an of this research is to examis¢akeholderoppositionin a foreign direct
investment envonment.Especially the focus ison the relationshipsthat emergebetween
stakeholders when opposiagdshowing resistance agairther stakeholder groupasnd how

this oppositionis practced during the escalation otanflict.



This research will aswer and investigatine following research questi@nd subquestims
through the analysis dfie Botniacase

R.Q: How is oppodion practicedby different stakeholder groupmturing aconflict in an

international foreign direahvestmerf®

RQI Which are the s ttlatemdrgedurothgeaniatérnatroral canflict o n s h i
whenshowng opposition both against the firm and agaimgher stakeholder groups?

R.Q.2 Which are the tactics utilized by stakeholders in order to show resistance and opposition
duringaninternational conflictboth againsthefirm and againsbther stakeholder groups?

Regarding the caseBotnia decided to establish a new pulp mill in Uruguay, close to the
Uruguay River, which is the frontier between this country and Argentina. While Uruguay soon
supported the decision, Argemdi opposed this project fearing negative environmental
consequences on thiuguayRiver, and in turnpn thetourism and economy of the country.
Consequentlya conflictstarted around the projectvén though at the beginning the conflict
only involved Uruguay and Argentina, soon other actors vieckided too, becoming a

politicized and mediatized conflict and attracting several and diverse stakeholders.

The studywill follow two different approahes:stakeholdeffirm opposition and stakehdér
stakeholder opposition.ifstly, the researctfocus will be onanalysingrelationships between
stakeholdersluring theconflict, especialljthose addressed show oppositionSecondly, the
research will identifyall the tactics utilized to show that opposition, especially through
stakeholdecollaboration Therefore, théey focusof this research will be on examining and
classifying the different strategies andctions developeih orderto showdiscontent and
dissatisfactionin a conflict caused by an international projeespecially focusing on

stakeholder relationships and ledlorationemerged as a methoa show opposition.

Firstly, after analyzing all ata available, a description of the Botnia case will be provided. A
list with the key stakeholders involved in the international project of Botnia will be created,
together with their particular interests during the escalation of the FDI conflict. Key
stakeholders relevant for this study will be chosen as a next step. Later, these groups will be
categorized as opponents, supporters or as showing neutral positions with regard to the

international poject during the conflict; anddditiorally, their relationkips with other groups



of stakeholders will be examined. Secondly, the research will focus on the stakeholders showing
opposition during the FDI conflict. The study will analyze the possible tactics and strategies
used by those actors with the objectiveslobwing resistance against the firm, and also against
other stakeholder groups addition,the stakeholder opposition will be compared and applied

to previous existing literature on the topic. To finalize the resetrelstudy will try to identify
differences between the specific tactics chosen and utilized by every stakeholder group during

the conflict.

Thus, thke study will deeply examine opponent stakeholders. The paper has been designed to
provide better understanding on stakeholder oppositionniarnational conflicts and
environments, together with a better insight
the objective of showing opposition towards differentoexc By aasweringthe research

guestios mentioned abve, the thesis will epdain howstakeholders mobilize and decide to

show resistance, and how stakeholders decide to relate and behave in a context of an

international project andconflict.

However, in thigesearchit is important to take into account the fact that dathoensist of
newspaper articles, so all the conclusions will be based on the articles found in media.
Therefore, the findings will depend on how media presents all the information collected during

the escalation of this FDI conflict in Uruguay.

1.3 Botnia case

1.3.1Botnia casebackground

This study examinesn interesting case of a real Hbject of a Finnish companthe Botnia

case Even though the case started as a sifapleproject in Uruguay, it soon developed into

a maliatized and politicizecconflict. Therefore, this casattracted numerous and diverse
stakeholders(for instance, Botnia,the Uruguayan andthe Argentinean Government,
Argentinean and Uruguayan local people, NGOs in both countries, and other higher
institutions), all of thenwith different interests and attitudes towards ph@ect, and relating

to each other within the frame of a FDI conflict with differpotposegKujala, Heikkinen &
Lehtimé&ki, 2012).Due to all these characteristics, this Botnia caseguite valuable and



providesa perfect, diverse and complex environm@mtbe investigated irthis research
allowing a focus on various different stakeholders involved at the same time in the same conflict

and reacting in different ways

The case habveen previously studied through various perspectives and approaches, and being
analyzed hrough the points of view of compasiycorporate social responsibilitfCSR),
stakeholder theory, and the roles of dialogue and media in conflicts. Previous resgared
issues such as corporate responsibility activities and commitments obrtigary Lotila,
2009; LehtimakiKujala & Heikkinen, 2014); stakeholder salience analysis and classification
(Kujala, et al., 2012); stakeholder salience strategiesaltonen, Kujala & Oijala, 2008);
stakeholder relationshipeé€htimaki& Kujala, 2015Kujala, et al.,2012); stakeholder dialage
(Laasonen, 2010; Lehtimaki Kujala, 2015; Heikkinen, Kujala &ehtimaki, 20B); project
legitimation (Joutsenvirta &aara, 2009)the role of media in international FDI cdints
(Pakkasvirta, 2008)he roleof media in CSR (Kujala, Toikka &leikkinen, 2009) and the
relationships betweemultinational enterpriseshost goernments and NGOs (Skippari &
Pajunen, 2010).

Table 1shows a summary of previous studies developed around Botnia case and their key

contributions.



Table 1. Summary of previous studies on Botnia case

AUTHORS
Johanna Kujala,
Tiina Toikka, Anna
Heikkinen (2009)
Johanna Kujala,
Anna  Heikkinen,
Hanna  Lehtimaki
(2012)
Anna  Heikkinen,
Johanna  Kujala,
Hanna  Lehtimaki
(2013)

Hanna Lehtiméki,
Johanna Kujala,
Anna Heikkinen
(2011)
Kirsi Aaltonen,
Kujala Jaakko,
Qijala Tuomas
(2008)

Hanna  Lehtimaki

and Johanna Kujala
(2015)

Pia Lotila (2009)

Jussi  Pakkasvirta

(2008)

Maria Joutsenvirta
and Eero Vaara
(2008)

Salla
(2010)

Laasonen

Mika Skippari and

Kalle Pajunen
(2010)
Hanna Lehtimaki,
Johanna  Kujala,
Anna  Heikkinen
(2011)

TITLE

Communicating
Corporate
Responsibility  Through
Media

Understanding The
Nature Of Stakeholder
Relationships: An
Empirical  Examination
Of A Conflict Situation
Managing Stakeholder
Dialogue: The Case Of
Botnia In Uruguay

Corporate
Responsibility In
Communication:
Empirical Analysis Of
Press Releases In A
Conflict

Stakeholder Salience In
Global Projects

Framing  Dynamically
Changing Firm-
Stakeholder
Relationships  In  An
International ~ Dispute
Quer A Foreign
Investment: A
Discursive Analysis
Approach

Corporate
Responsiveness To
Social Pressure.  An
International - Based
Model

From Pulp To Fiction?
Fray  Bentos Pulp
Investment Conflict
Through The Finnish
Media

Discursive (de)
legitimation  Of A
Contested Finnish
Greenfield  Investment
Project In Latin America
The Role of
Stakeholder Dialogue:
NGOs And Foreign

Direct Investments

MNE — NGO - Host
Government
Relationships |n, The
Escalation Of A FDI
Conflict

Global
Sustai

dispute  On
ble Business:

FOCUS

Comparing how corporate responsibility
activities are communicated both by
media and by the firm.

Understanding stakeholder
relationships as both ethical and
strategic; and  analyzing  how

stakeholder interests are justified

Understanding the importance of
dialogue as a method to avoid and
solve stakeholder disputes

Understanding how conflicts in FDI
situations are described in press
releases, and how the language utilized
in the information disclosed by the firm
can address several demands of both
media and stakeholders.

Analyzing the salience shaping
strategies used by project stakeholders.

Examining how stakeholder
relationships are discursively
constituted through framing (investment
frame, conflict frame, and poltical
frame).

Identifying  factors  affecting  the
management of corporate relations with

society, by developing a model
integrating concepts from business-
society and public relations
management.

Exploring the characteristics of the
conflict as explained in Finnish media
so as to examine the effects of
stereotypes on conflict resolution

Examining the discursive strategies
through which various actors construct
a sense of (i) legtimacy in
sociopolitical conflicts involving firms

Analyzing the role of stakeholder
dialogue  with  non-governmental
organizations in FDI, focusing on the
NGO's perspective on  dialogue
processes.

Examining how specific characteristics
of the relationships between MNE,
NGOs and host governments contribute
1o the escalation of FDI conflicts

Understanding the pluralism related to

Analyzing MNE-
Stakeholder
Relationships In Local
Media Texts

le business by analyzing
MNE-stakeholder  relationships  as
presented in media.

METHODOLOGY
Qualitative  content
analysis

Qualitative  content
analysis

Single case study:

Botnia case

Textual analysis

Single case study:
Botnia case

Qualitative  content

analysis and
inductive frame
analysis

Qualitative methods
through a single
case study: Botnia
case

Rhetorical analysis

Critical  discursive
analysis
Dialogue  process
analysis

Process - tracing
approach of a
longitudinal  case
study: Botnia case

Qualitative  content
analysis

DATA

Botnia's press releases.

Newspaper articles from Helsingin
Sanomat related to Botnia

Newspaper articles from Helsingin
Sanomat

Secondary data from reports and
information from the firm website.

Botnia press releases

Botnia related articles from Finnish
financial periodicals, the World
Bank cumulative impact study, and
Internet sources such as Botnia and

stakeholder websites

Press releases in Botnia and
Helsingin  Sanomat  newspaper
articles:

Press releases, corporate

magazines, corporate website and
external sources: international and
Finnish newspapers, magazines
and documentaries

Helsingin Sanomat articles,
inferviews and  documentaries
related to the case

Finnish  media articles  from
Helsingin Sanomat

Press releases, follow-up
documentation presentations,

lefters and other campaign material.

Magazines, newspapers,
documents, press releases, and
annual reports; from both Finnish
media and Argentinegan media.

Local media articles from EL Clarin

FINDINGS

Firms usually present information about corporate
responsibility in term of financial, environmental
and social issues; while media focuses on
stakeholder relations and oppesition

Stakeholder interests and salience are dynamic
and context dependent. Additionally, stakeholder
interests were justified by arguing for or against
other stakeholder interests

Stakeholder dialogue should be included as a
process in the relationship management strategy
of the firm, so the company and its stakeholders
leamn to cooperate

The use of language in press releases serves to
mobilize certain stakeholders while reassuring
others

Press releases represent mainly references to
three ways of articulation: industrial, market and
civil world

Information created value-neutral communication,

ignoring  confroversial  topics  relate  to
stakeholders, and building befter corporate
identity

Direct withholding strategy. indirect withholding
strategy, resource building strategy, coalition
building strategy, conflict escalation strategy,
creditability building strategy, communication
strategy and direct action strategy

Stakeholder dynamics and relations can be
reproduced and constructed through language
and understood by frames.

The management of corporate relations with
society affects and is affected by social pressure.
The firm can respond to social pressure, but the
effect depends on how the management
approach succeeds in coinciding with the
dynamics of social pressure.

Finnish media created stereotypes that hardened
the conflict resolution, thus, showing lack of
democratic multicultural learning culture
Corporate  social  responsibility could be
understood as a method to conflict resolution, to
avoid cultural stereotypes, and to promote better
understanding.

Three (de) legitimating discourses: legal, factual
and political discourse.

Three discursive struggles to (de) legitimize the
project: legalistic, fruth and political.

As the degree of preparation of the investment
increases and the room for alteration decreases,
the possibility of achieving meaningful dialogue
diminishes. With limited room for choice, dialogue
occurs as conflict resolution and bargaining,
which causes lack of trust and increases the
problem of non-participation

The study emphasizes the role of non-
participative NGO as a kev challenae in dialogue.

The study highlights the importance of accurate
responses to NGO demands. and warning against
considering the host government as the only
source of external legitimacy. The three actors
are interrelated; and they need to find a balance
among their relationships.

Opposing stakeholders argued for environmental
sustainability, and supporting stakeholders for
social and economic sustainability. Global
stakeholders were neutral and local stakeholders
both opposing and supperting



The previous literate on the case maye divided on two different approachesrealistic
approach, based on the study of strategies, relationships, interests and roles of the actors
involved in the conflict; an@ discursive approach, addressing communication strategies and
the roles of dialogue and language used by the actors ed/diwring the conflict. In addition,
previous articles have analyzed the conflict under the perspective of the two main actors
participating in the conflicton the one hand, Botniand on the other hand, stakeho&der

involved in the project (Lehtimalk& Kujala, 2015).

1.3.2Main events on Botnia case

Theinvestment decision (March 200@arch 2005)

Forest industry has traditionally been one of the most important and beneficial sectioes for
Finnish economy. However, during past years, this sectdsdeassuffering difficulties due to
lower sales and higher gaction costs in the count(ideikkinen et al.2013). This is the main
reason why the Finnisforest industry groupotnia decided to relocate its activitiesLatin
America. In 2003Botniastarted to develop studies on the possibility to build up a pulp mill in
Fray Bentos, Uruguaflehtimaki et al.,2011a). The company officially decided to locate a
pulp mill in Fray Bentos in@05. During that year, Uruguapnmediately accepted the project
mainly due to the many future advantages and benefits of the project on the economy of the
country: the project meant creating 8.000 jobs and a growth of 1.6% in the Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) of the country. Soon, the courttigd to ensure the invesent and the
Uruguayan government granted an environmental permit to the pfogetitmaki & Kujala,

2015)

The beginning of the conflict (May 20@ecember 2005)

However, the pulp mill was designed to be built close to the Uruguay River, vapidsents

the borde between Uruguay and Argentirai (Martino, 2009;Lehtimakiet al.,2011). Soon,
Argentina started to fear future negative effects on the enviror{®l@ppari& Pajunen, 2010),
especiallyon the river, and in tur on the tourism othe country. As a consequendeywas

during 2005 when the first protests appeared in Argentina against the construction of the pulp
mill. Environmental activists and locatpple started demonstrat®and roaldlocks in bridges



connecting both countrig®i Martino, 2009) andthe Argentinean government claimed that
Uruguay had not asked for permission to build the plant, as stated in the bilateral agreement
signed between both countries the use of the river (Lehtimélat al., 20119). All

demonstrationslaimed that the pulp mill should be relocated.

At the sane time, during the sameyedr,¢ Wor | d Bankos I nternati on:
(referred to a$FC) started its Cumulative Impact Studgferred to a£1S) about the project
(Lehtimakiet al.,2011a). Argentina requested the World Bank to suspend the funding for the
project until this CIS was done, andnsequentlyUruguay cancelled the bilateral negotiations

between both countries (Kujala et,&012). Atthe end othe year 2@5,theWor | d Bank s
IFC concluded throughs Cumulative Impact Study that the pulp mill did not maagharm

to the environmenfLehtimaki et al.2011a). However,the Argentinean government declared

that the report was incomplete and inadeqla¢éhtimaki etal., 2011a), as they feared that

Uruguay had not provided all the existing information on waste treatment andlafiopo
Consequentlypermanent longerm roadblocks were established on the border bridge between

both countries.

A politicized andnediatized conflict (January 200&eptember 2006)

The conflict soon escalated into a politicized and mediatized public conflict between two
countries: Uruguay and Argentina. In 2006, Argeatfinally brought the case tch& Hague
International Court of Jtise (eferred to as The Hagu€J), stating that Uruguay had not
respectedhe bilateral agreement signed by both countries in the grastthus, the pulp mill
project violated the bilateral pact and should &ecelled and relocated (Kujala et 2012).
Uruguay defended the project claiming that initial negotiations between both countries on the
construction had been held without opposition from Argenflinerefore in order to calm
downthe situatiorand solve the dispute, presidents from both countries urged Botnia to stop
the construton work for 90 days, until amdependent environmental impact study could be
developed, with the compromise from Argeatino consequently stop the rddacks
(Lehtimaki et al. 2011b). However, Botnia only agreed on stopping the construction walgk

for 10 days instead, and relationships and negotiations betiheefsrgentinean andhe
Uruguayan govement were definitely broken offConsequentlythe Argentinean ffizens

Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychéférredto asCEAG), a local group consisting of
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citizens of the city of Gualeguaychéstablishedroadblocks agai on the key bridges
connecting the countrig®i Martino, 2009;Lehtimaki et al. 2011b).

TheHague ICJ resolution (October 2008uly 2009)

The Hague ICJ definitely voted against Argentinean requestsgiesding the construction
work and supported Botnia project to contindge IFC and the Multilateral Investment
Guarantee Agencydferred to aMIGA) released the final Cumulative Impact Study on the
project (Lehtimaki et al.,2011b), claiming that the pulp mill was following the existing
environmental standards and generating real benefits for the economy of Uruguay. Finally, at
the end of this year, the World Bank approved a loan to Botnia, and MIGA appwétical

risk inaurance for the project (Kujala et,a2012).

As the conflict continued, in 200fhe Argentinean andhe Uruguayan governments tried to
negotiate to solvéhis dispute supported by the King of Spain and his representatives, but this
intent was unsuccessful, and more demonstrations were orgakingda(et al.,2012).
Consequentlythe Uruguayan government installed a fencesatgolice around the pulp thi

to protect the projecAdditionally, as a way to support the project, Uruguay built the ONTUR
harbor in Nueva Palmira City, in charge of Batpulp deliveries. This harbonearn a great
strategic advantage to Botnia. Finally, in October 2007, the investment project was finalized,
and in November2007, the pulp mill started to operate with thgermssion and close

cooperation othe Uruguayan authorities (Lehtim&ki Kujala, 2015).

During the next years, the activists continued the protests, even though with lower intensity.
However, the pulp mill was soon in full operation. In addition, the IFC published a first
environmental monitoring report of the pulp mill, stating that the comparsy csarectly

following the necessary environmental air and water standéteikk{nen et al.,2013. In

20009, Botnia changed its o0wn#asadopemtiosstwere ct ur
transfered to UPMKymmene CorporatiofLehtiméaki et al.2011b).
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1.4 Structure of the thesis

The research will be organized in several chapféh® first chapteridentifies a gap on
stakeholder literature, and briefly introduces the phenomenon being analyzed in this study:
stakeholder opposition. This chapter also presents the research objective and questions, and
provides a short description of the Botnia casedan previous studies. Chapter 2 summarizes
previous literature on stakeholder theory, presenting and comparing both early and recent
studies on the topic. It also presents the theoretical framework that will be used during the
research. Chapter 3 inclesl the research methodology and a brief description of the data
analysis process. Chapter 4 focuses on the main findings obtained during the analysis of the
available datalhe chapter describes the Botnia case in detail, and identifies the key stakeholder
relationships and opposition tactics emerged during the conflict. A summary of the findings
will be included at the end of the chapter. Finally, chapter 5 provides a discussion on the key
findings, and highlights the main contributions of this researcktakeholder literature.
Additionally, the research will be evaluated and further research on stakeholder opposition will
be proposed.

4 )

CHAPTER 1 CHAPTER 2 CHAPTER 3 CHAPTER 4 CHAPTER 5
Findings:
Introduction Research
Stakeholdel methodology -Bothia Case Discussion
Research literature
questions Data Analysi -Relationships Conclusions
\ -Opposition /

Figure 1 shows the structure of the thesis by briefly summariaagontent of every chapter

Figure 1 Research structure.

in this study, from the introduction until the final conclusions.
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2. STAKEHOLDER THEORY

2.1 Foreign direct investment projects andstakeholders

A Foreign Direct I nvestment (FDI) is fAan int
the home economy acquires a lelegm influence in the management of an affili@te in the

host e c @ontessin ®&\Weinberger, 2009p. 69. TheseFDI projects have increased
considerably during the lagtw years, especially due to globalization; and today, more and
more companies decide to develop internationalization strategies and start activities abroad.
However, internationalization also implies sorsks due to the levels of uncertainty inherent

in projects, usually origeted by unanticipated influenasoming from the international
projecsd environment and network, based tre diversity of different ars coexisting
together Aaltonen et al.2010). International projects mean dealing not only with the host
country where the project is developed, but also with all the new local stakeholders involved in
the project; and all these new actors may differ not only one to each other, but also to the

stakeholders existing in the compangome country.

In a FDI project, different andicontradicting interests of participants from the business
governmensociety interface mee{Laasonen, 201(}.528. These international projects are
developed in challgging, complex, and dynamic environments, involving numerous
stakehol der s, each with their own #Ainstitut
socicc ul t ur al backgrounds and demands obaseawhi ch
compmny andits home countryAaltonen et al., 201,Qp. 567. The company developing the

project needs to interact and face external influence coming from the host country and the
project environment, wusually througthardacal s
major source of unexpected events. These unexpected events can be defined as those situations
not originally planned and expected during the project, and that represent alterationefrom th
original project plansAaltonen et al., 2010). In additipthe host country and its local actors

present cultural differences comparedth the projectb ased company®és cul
increases the likelihood of these unforeseen events occurring, and possible future conflicts. The
higher the cultural differenceme between the company and its stakeholders and the project
actors in the host country, the more challenges the company needs to face, and the higher
probability of unexpected evenkmppening Aaltonen et al., 2010)Aaltonen et al. (2010)
reviewedth&e oncept of fAcul t fithedefhreedawhithdahe moens and walbes c h i
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of two companies differ due to thgilace of origim (p. 568) However, some othalistances

were identified to@ffecting the rlationships between the compahgst county-stakeholders,

which are cognitive distance, social distance, technologigésiadice and temporal distance.
According to Foss (1999), ognitive distance includes business culture and language
differenceqAaltonen et al., 201(. 56§. Social distance is related to differdit r gani zat i on
ways of thinking and working ( Aal t o n g p. 568;ttechendlogical ddt@ntelrefers to
differences between technological activitiegsalfonen et al., 201,0p. 569; and finally,

Holmstrom et b . (2006) define temporal di stance as
t wo a ¢Aalmmes ot al., 2010p. 569. All these differences show how complex
international projects are and how distant and distinct the host country and its envircemment c

be for a multinational enterprise during the performance of an international project.

Therefore, the foreign company developing the project needs to find out how to integrate in the

host country, and how to get adapted to the new project environneeits actors, in order to

reduce all the existing differences and distances between the firm and the host country.
Establishing relationships with stakeholders and understanding these actors help the company

to get adapted into the new project environménts of paramount importance for the
organization to establish effective and collaborative relationships with all local stakelolders

orderto ensure the success of the project in the new country (B&w¥ialker; 2005) In order

to do that, it is esntial for the company to first analyze all the existing and possible
relationships beteen these stakeholdedrso bet t er under stand stakeh
and anticipate future actions, and be able to develop and maintaitetomgrganizational
relationships with the project participants. Besides, these actors might mean at the same time a
source of advantages for the company, as they own knowledge about tteuntstthamight

be useful for the focalrganization, and they cdrelp legitimatehe international project once

they finally support and accept it (Aaltonen et al., 2010). Suchman (1995) describes the concept

of project legitimacy as a generalized perception that the project of a company is appropriate

wi t hin some 1 coofn sntorruncst, e dv asl yusetse, Aditanéni2@3, 3. and ¢
14)and it is related to the legitimacy of the company involved in the project too. When it comes

to ensure the project success, ensuring project legitimacy is an essential challenge that means
obtaining social acceptability of the project through engaging with the several actors

surrounding the (Aaltonen, 2013)
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As a conclusionforeigndirect investment projects do not only involve exclusively the focal
organization (multinational enterprise BINE) and the host country, but they also include
stakeholders such as community groups, activist groups andovemmental organizations

(Skippari & Pajunen, 2010). Consequently, it is of paramount importance for companies to
understand these stakehalde 6 behavi ors and rel ationships w
valuable projects. It is crucidr the managers of the company to understand and pay attention

to the structure of th&takeholder network of the firamd its likelihood to provoke unegpted

events during the inteational project,in order to avoid and anticipate these possible

inconveniences and ensure the success of the project (Aaltonen et al., 2010)

2.2 Stakeholder theory: traditional firm -orientation

2.2.1 Stakeholders and stakeholderclassification

Traditionally, stakeholder literature has beBmm-oriented, meaning thatesearch was
addressed and developed under the lenses of the organiaasiitint was f ocused o
interests and objectives. After the concept of stakeholgeraapd for the first time, stakeholder

theory has studied mainly finstakeholder relationships, which were presented as dyadic, and

it has investigated the issue of stakeholder management in organizations.

Stakeholder theory supports the idea that firhul take into account the interests of all its
stakeholders, instead of focusing oatytheshareholdersf the organizationas stateth early
researchesVinten, 2000).Regarding previous literature based on stakeholders, it is essential

to mentionthath e concept of ddfisetfa thefisotimeby Fréemangd1984),

who offered the most widely anygreupdradvidaae f i ni t
who can affect or is affected by the achievenwénthef i r mdé s dPbsyeux & Damako  (
Ayadi, 2005, p. & Hill and Jones (1992) defined stakeholders assthosiwh o have a | e
claim o t h e (Réwiey, a087 p. 899, and stakeholder theory is mainly based on the
concept of stakehol der s 6).GrdariZaters are surroundedéy e st s
internal and external groups, such as shareholders, employees, customers, \NGaisd
communities Jones,Felps & Bigley, 2007), which own intrinsic specific interests, claims,
positions or stakes towards a company and its operations. Freeman (1984) differentiated three
types of stakes: equity stakes of stakeholders who have some ownership of the organization,

econome stakes of those groups who have economic interest in the firm (such as customers,
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suppliers and competitors),amfluencer stakes/Nolfe & Putler, 2002). Freeman (1984) also
stated that firms need to take into account the interests of these stakehdiéer taking

straegic decisions for the compafiainardeset al.,2012)

An important aspect of stakeholder theory is related to its frameworks. Stakeholder theory can
be studied ande analyzed under different approaches: the empirical stakeholdatytheo
divided into descriptive stakeholder theory and instrumental stakeholder theory; and the
normative stakeholder theofPesqueux &amakAyadi, 2005).For one Donaldson and
Preston (1995) escribeddescriptive stakeholder theorgnd how it supports organizati@ns
centrality. It shows the organization as a focal point, a centrum. It is focused on how the
organization behaves when managing stakehol@éasnardeset al.,2012) but it does not

relate stakeholder management with businegsctibes and performanc&or secondJones

(1995) supported instrumental stakeholder theang it links stakeholder management with
better performance within the company. Thus, the objectives of the organization are related and
dependent on stakeholdeanagemen(iMainarde<t al.,2012), and relating and engaging with
these groups have influence on the firm outcofdese<t al, 2007). For thirdDonaldson and
Preston (1995)discussednormative stakeholder theoryThis perspective states that
stakeholders hauvheir own interests, and that the company has moral and ethical obligations
related to stakeholdersé positions, together
(Pesqueux & amakAyadi, 2005) Every stakeholder of the firm hasintrinsic value in their

claims, and therefore, stakeholders should not be considehgdsa means to achieve better
performance inside the organization: firms have the moral obligation of taking into account

stakeholder interes{dlainardeset al.,2012).

As defined before, stakeholders are actors and groups who have a claim, right or interests in an
organization and its activitie€larkson, 1995 However, thidefinition of stakeholder was
consideredoo wide Boesso &Kumar, 2009), and stakeholder theory evolwedrderto

narrow this term by developing stakeholder classificatiStekeholders with similar interests

might belong to the same group or classification. Many researchers have developed different
stakeholdeclassificationFor instanceClarkson(1995)distinguished the followingroups of
stakelolders: primary and secondary Pr i mary stakehol ders are th
continuing participation, theorporationc a n n ot (€larkson, 1998,@. B) and will be

seriously damaged. In this group, shareholders, investors, employees, customers, suppliers and

governments might be included. The firm success highly depends on these primary
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stakeholders, and thus, it is important to engage and keep darstasatisfying relationships

with these actors. Clarkson (1995) defined t
group.d@)Secondary stakeholders are those act
i nfl uenced or aibtbrethe contthy, theyahaot Bseentfalifor its survival

(Clarkson, 1995, p. 10Hult, Mena, Ferrell &-errell, 2011 p. 59. This group includes media

and interest groups with special interests in the company. However, even though the firm
succesgloes not depend on them, they can seriously damage the organization as they can
mobilize public opinion regarding the company operations, and in many cases, delegitimize the

firm and its projects.

As a different exampl, Culpin (1998) separated stakehokl@mto institutional stakeholders,
economic stakeholders and ethical stakeéwd Pesqueux &DamakAyadi, 2005 p. 6.
Firstly, institutional stakeholders atteose related to laws, regulations and Hateganizational
entities.Secondly, economic stakeholders #resegroupsoperating inside the market of a
company.Finally, ethical stakeholders athoseactorsbelonging to pressure groups, both
ethical and politicalAnother classification,dr instancewas developed biépineux (2003)
who classified stakeholders as shareholder®rnal stakeholdersuch as employees and labor
unions;operationapartnerssuch as customgrsuppliers and insurance companaag] social
community such as the state authorities, trade nsjmongovernmental organizations (NGOs)

and civil society Pesqueux &amakAyadi, 2005 p. 7).

Finally, Mitchell et al.(1997) developed the most important classification of stakehaglders
closely related to stakeholder managemeased on their attrities & power, legitimacy and

urgency. This classificatioallows managers not only identify but alsoto prioritize which
stakeholders are more important and key for the organizatonn other words, the
stakeholders with more salience. As the d&bniof stakeholder is quite wide, it is necessary

to identify the key stakeholders for the company and to whom the company should pay more
attention, as firm manager s (Mvachell ettal., O’ us on
Mitchell et al. (1997proposed a model to identify key stakeholders through the evaluation of
stakeholdemanager relationships, both actual and potential, in order to identify the following
attributespower, legitimacy and urgency; defined as follows by Mitchell €1807)
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A Power to influence the firm, defined a
to bring about t h@86)ut comes they desir

A Legitimacy of the relationship stakeholderi r m, defined as fa
perception or assumption that the actiai an entity are desirable, proper or
appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs
and d e f(p.B66)tLegitimasy@ombined with power can create authority.

A Urgency of the stakehol dietrhsed dcel garieme otno
stakehol der cl ai ms c(a B6l7).ThHiscconceptiased i at e
on the followirg attributes: time sensitivitprit he degree t o whic
delay in attending to the claim or relationship is unacceptable totha k e ho | der
(p. 867);and criticalityorit he i mportance of the cl ai.l
stakeHmo8609.er o

In addition, these attributes own some specific character{$fitshell et al., 1997) Firstly,

they are variable and likely to clga One group of stakeholders might have one attribute and

lose it in future, or change to a different attrib(i&tchell et al, 1997) Besides, they depend

on perceptions, more specifically, manager so
one attribute might not be conscious of that posseséiitichell et al, 1997) The more

attributes a stakeholder presents, the more salience the stakeholder has, and thus, the group
represents a key actor for the compdMitchell et al.,, 1997). Howeverst ak ehol der
attributes identification depends on managerial perceptions, and managers are the ones who
perceive and decide the attributes the stakeholders have, and in turn, their Gdliished et

al., 1997).Therefore, managers have an importaié,ras their perceptions should not differ

from reality, so they can really identify and engage with the key stakeholders of the company.

Depending on the attributéisatthe differentstakeholder groups present, thedel identifies
somestakeholder categies(Mitchell et al., 1997)First, latent stakeholderare those groups

with low salience and owning only one attribute (dormant, discraty, demanding
stakeholders). Seconéxpectant stakeholdeexe those actor&/ith moderate salience and

owning wo attributes (dominant, depesmt and dangerous stakeholdeFshally, definitive
stakeholderaire thosavith high salience and owning all the attributes, and thus, representing

the key stakeholders for the company as perceived by man@dicbell et d., 1997).

However, stakeholders do not belong to one of these categories forever, but they might change,
as stakehol dersé6 stakes aovetima@iichelj etal.sl®7per cep
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Thus, through this model, MitcHedt al.(1997)include and show two main characteristics of
stakeholders: they are dynamic and likely to cleaand they present dyadic fistakeholder

relationships with the company.

POWER

LEGITIMACY

1

4
Dormant .
stakeholder Dominant

stakeholder

2
Discretionary
stakeholder

7
Definitive
stakeholder

5
Dangerous
stakeholder

6
Dependent
stakeholdet

8
Nonstakeholde

3
Demanding
stakeholder

URGENCY

Figure2. Stakehdder typology based on attribstéMitchell et al, 1997p. 879

Figure 2 shows the stakeholder typology created by Mitchell et al. (1997) based on the three
previously mentioned stakeholder attributes of urgency, power and legitimacy. This
classification allows managers to identify and focus on the $takeholders for the

organization, or in other words, those groups presenting higher salience.

2.2.2 3akeholder management

Stakeholder research continuedevwolg, | eadi ng t o t heamaognement ®.f
Stakeholders react towards firm operations and projects, and managers leaed tmw to

approach and addressegroups that own the power of influencing the organization. Thus,
stakeholders and firm show a dyadic dependent relationship, relatintpaoge different

positive or negative ways, and managers need to learn how to manage and influence these
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relationships in order to ensure the firm succésasny studies showethe importanceof

managing stakeholders, as it allows managers to addtekér o | diaterest®o as to

maxi mi ze stakeholdersé positive i@Béune&nce a
Walker; 2005) leadingto improvements in the company performance and more chafices

success in project86urne& Walker; 2008).Stakeholder management might be defined as
partnering between the firm and the firmds
Aidenti fying, assessing, prioritizing, C Oommil
rel ati ons hiaptaadors Yor theh firnr Bésswand Kumar, 2009 p. 65. The

stakeholetr management process requirde identification of key stakeholders and their
interests and need$Solaimani and Bouwman, 20123takeholder management also implies

building relationshipswith these groups, in order to engage with thang understand and
reconcile their interests, meeting stakehol d
(Bunn, Savage and Holloway, 200However, the decision on which management and
engagement strategy IS more appropr ioathee depe
company and thérm-stakeholder existing relationship; and thilémate decision on which

strategy tdoe usal relies on the managers of the compéviginardeset al.,2012)

Some researchers have tried to identify some specific steps in the process of managing
stakeholders, for instance, identifying stakeholders, differentiating and categorizing
stakeholders according to their interests, and investigating redhtps betwen stakeholders

(Wang Ge & Lu,2012. Bunn et al(2002) further investigatetthis processTheysuggested a

5-step process consisting on: identify key relevant stakeholders, describe the characteristics and
claims of every stakeholder grougnalyse and classify the stakeholders according to their
singular attributes (Mitchell et al.,, 1997), examine the dynamic relationships among
stakeholdersand finally, develop appropriate stakeholder managemextegies related to the

claims forevery sakeholder group. Analysing and classifying stakeholders according to their
attributes of power, legitimacy and urgency (Mitchell et al., 1997) is one of the more important
steps, as it allows the managers of the company to prioritize and focus on ledyktaks, in

turn, ketter allocating resources to copéh key stakeholders. It is important to identify the
groups that can supply the firm or project with critical resources, bear additional risks, or have
the power to affect the success of the praect firm performance directly (Ayuso, Rodriguez,
Garcia & Arifio, 200J. The next step is also of paramount importance, as it is related to the
dynamic nature of stakeholdersod relationship

(Solaimani& Bouwman, 2012) Besidesthe firmd sfluence through engagement strategies
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mi ght al so change stakeholderso6 claims and p
to other stakeholders to improve their influence over the @@ataimani &Bouwman, 201p

Therefore, it is necessary to take into account and anticipate these changes over time when
managing and engaging with stakeholders by trying to predisetfhanges, or updating the
stakeholder analysis prexisly performed (Bunn et al., 200Bourne(2005)emphasized the
importance of the dynamic nature of stakeholders in the process of stakeholder management
and engagement by stating that it is necessaryptiate, monitor and assess the firm
stakeholder relationships ouiie time as they may vary orderto engageappropriately with

keys stakeholders in every I|life cycle of the

Researchers have also tried to list some generally accepted engagement strategies that managers
can use to manage an dpositions bnd elatoreshipk, elgpendirtgark e h o |
their specific claims, the firmtakeholder relationships, and trying to meet the interests and
include their claims in the business. Freeman (1984) suggested a strategy matrix based on the
st akehol deaogpérateaobthréaten tite otganization. This strategy matrix was also
supported by other authgrsuch as Savage et al. (1991), Kimery and Rinehart (1998) and
Polonsky (1996) Rolonsky & Scott, 2005). In adition, for instance, Bunn et a(2002)

suggestd the following general management actions witlkedtalders: lead, collaborate,

involve, defend, educate and monitor stakeholders.

At the same timeniorder to relate and engage with stakeholders, stakeholder communication
and dialoguegained attentiontoo. Different interests of stakeholders suggest different
communication styl es, a d a pdne idterdsts in thhgprepanyf i ¢ s |
(Johansen & Nielser2011). In addition, communication in firrstakeholder relationships
stopped being aneway process to become a tm@y symmetrical communication, where

these groups and the organization interact togéfludransen & Nielser2011). Stakeholders

have specific interests in the company, arel dihganization needs to respaauad adapt the
company operations to the social environm@nbrderto ensure firm success, engaging with

these stakeholders in fruitful relationships. The way these relationships exist is via dialogue
between the firm and its stakeholders, where the firm influencesaolges stakeholders in

the business, but also learns from them at the same time. Thus, stakeholders are no passive but
active participants in the dialogue and the communication strategies of the company, and they
feel a part of the compariyohansen & Klsen,201]). Stakeholdeffirm dialogue is successful

when the firm is able to understand and adapt the dialogue and communication to the
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stakehol dersd interests, and at thsintha me t i
business and relate with the compddghansen & Nielser£01]). In addition, active and
continuous communication with stakeholderscigcial for managers as it allows them to

identify possible changes in finstakeholder relationships and positp and thus, react in

=]

ti me. Thus, it wor ks-waning s t retmamticipate and @gvoid n d
changes and cdiicts with stakeholdersBourne& Walker, 2005 p. 657.

However, communication another engagement strategies are decidedhanagers othe
organization, so in turn, stakeholder management depends roainfanagerial perceptions

on how theyperceive prioritize, and understandalientstakeholders (Mitchell et al., 1997).

The more salience they attach to a specific stakehgloeip;the more effort they will make

to engage with that group. Managers have an essential role in stakeholder management, as they
need to decide the appropriate engagement strategies that mmeetk e h o | d eBoessb i nt er
& Kumar, 2009).Therefore, he way the firm responds to social pressure is dependent on
manageri al competence, skill s, practices an
perceive and identify key stakeholdesiad influence and engage with theorrectly (Lotila,

2009 Bourne& Walker, 200%.

2.3 Stakeholder theory: towards a stakeholderorientation

2.3.1 Stakeholder relationships

After the first researchnd years of investigation on stakeholder theory, literature experienced

a shift towards a stakeholderientation. Studies started to be developed under the
stakehol dersd perspective, and a new trend
relatiorships with each other. However, the importance of the firm as an influencer and as an

actor relating with stakeholders was still considered.

Later stakeholder literature pointed out the fact stakeholders do not only relate with the
organization, butalso with other different stakeholde(Solaimani & Bouwman, 2012)
Stakeholdersare not separated actorsas they interact with other stakeholder groups,
cooperating and creatingalitions and alliances ovemethrough the establishment of diverse
conplex relationshipgNeville & Menguc, 2006). Therefore, they present a dynamic nature in

their relationships, which may changed updatever the timgSolaimani &Bouwman, 2012;
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Aaltonen, Kujaala & Havela2013) Freeman (1984) already suggested th&estalders with

similar interest or rights might form a groufMainardeset al.,2012) Waddock and Boyle

(1995) identified a shift from a single community of stakeholders towards complex
relationships within multiple different communities, which in turn, also relate with the company
(Pesqueux & Damalkyadi, 2005);and Bourne (2005) stated that there is a stakder
structure that 1 mpacts the companyTharefoteher t h
stakeholders have influence and relate with other stakeholder groups at the satineytidoe

with the companyBunn et al.2002).

In order to analys¢he interations that simultaneously emergestakeholder environments

between the existing actors, Rowl@@97)developed aocial network perspectiv®y applying

concepts of the social networkalysis in the examinatioof the stakeholders affectingh a
organization He stated that firms do not respond to each stakeholder individually, but they
respond to the fAinteraction of mul(Rowlpy, e i nf
1997 p. 89Q. It is important to point out thatvery company faces dfferent set of
stakeholders withunique patterns of influencesLdtila, 2010) and their stakeholder
management strategies depend am analysis of the complex group of multiple and
interdependent relationships existiogtween the diverse stakeholéewironment of the firm

(Solaimani &Bouwman, 2012Rowley, 1997) R o W(L98Aréssarchmoved beyond the

analysis of dyadic individual firrstakeholder relationships, aralaimed that networks
examine Asystems of dy a tiéenceofimultpk andiotérdependent c ap
stakeholder el ati onshi ps on o(pE.&¥®WnNni RawmMioeAntodel alse havi o
suggests thahe focal organization is nthe centre of the network formed by its own set of
stakeholders, andonthecantr y, t he or g a nthenetworkdsmdesminpdobg i t i o n
its own behaviourThis means that the organization is considered as a network of stakeholders,
each one with its own set of stakeholders, creating a wide complex network dreudndal
organization Lozano, 2005)Consequently, the centralif the firm in thenetwork means

efficient communication with stakeholdéRowley, 1997)Rowley(1997)supports the theory

that network density and the foaalr gani zati ondstbentoalailtypyriganli
degree of resistane t 0 st @dsseirbsoAs d esuly tipisoduces different types 6fm

behaviours towards stakeholdersnd agai nst st a Kigifmgoidhidgebetweén i nf | 1
the following rolesficompromiser, daordinate, commander and solitaigRowley, 1997 p.

888).
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Stakeholder literature, therefognes beyonthe dyadic stakeholddirm relationship Studies

show that the company interacts with several and diwxteenal groupsat the same timend

in addition, these groupwill relate with other stakeholders, creating different complex
relationdips and interactions irthe stakeholder networks th&teville andMenguc (2006)
recogni zed as s t(m¥e Btakehdlders infloeecthe copmpanydirettly, 0

but also indirectly, as all those groups can collaborate and create allisiticesthersto
increase their influence on the company and the salience of their claims; or compete against
each other in case they own opposite claintsiaterests, for instance, shareholders and NGOs
(Neville and Menguc, 2006)According to Savage Bunn, Gray, Xiao, Wang, Wilson and
Williams (2010), collaboratiorbetween stakeholdemmerges and is facilitated due to the
existence of some factors: appetive linkages or shared goals, structural features of the
collaboration and processual issues, or in other words, the level of trust between stakeholders.
One situation where stakeholders tenddtlaborates when showing opposition towards the
company as the combined resulting salience after collaboration will better influtteelp
mobilizeagainsthe company. In these occasions, smaller stakeholders seek to collaborate with
salient powerful similastakeholders, so as to creaymergistic relabnshipswith the objective

of increasinghe legitimacy of their interests, accumulate power or increase the urgency of their
demandsand in turn, improving the salience of their clainfNeville & Menguc, 2006).
Besides, in a situation of conflicdtakeholders might seek to relate with other different actors,

bringing more new stakeholders into the conflicting scenario (Ferrary, 2009).

However, when stakeholders relate with other similar groups, these relationships are not always
positive or satisfetory, and unsuccessful collaboration between stakeholders might happen.
According to Gray (2004), the success of stakeholder relationships depends on how those
groups frame and perceive what is happening around them. Therefore, if some stakeholder
groupshavethe same perceptions during a conflict, it might be easier for them to engage in
satisfactory relationships and agree onomt solution. On the contrary, if stakeholders
understand the conflict in different ways and their perceptions are contrgditten
collaboration between those stakeholders mightdaithey might consider the other group as
athreat However, Gray (2004) al so h(p.aa)whichht ed
means changing the way a stakeleolperceives the coidt to understand other perspectives

and engage in collaborative partnerships with other actors. More often, reframing requires the

participation of an externaleutralagent as mediator (Gray, 2004).
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Understanding stakeholdeetworks and structuresd stakeholder relationshipsisessential

for the organization, as in turn, it means anticipating and avoiding conflicts between the
organization and the set of stakeholders surrounding the firm, and facilitates collaboration and
support inside the mwork, creating positive sing relationships (Troshani Roolin, 2007).
Recently, stakeholder literature has been related to value creation within the company
(Myllykangas, Kujala and Lehtim&ki; 2010). Organizations need to create value for all their
exiging stakeholders, and the means to value creation is through the establishment of successful
and effective relationships with those groups, satisfying tleeids and interests (Myllykangas

et al., 2010). However, firstly, it is necessary to understared diftnamics of stakeholder
stakeholder relationships, analysing how they change and how their salience eveihtene
(Myllykangaset al.,2010). The authors identified six characteristics of stakehstdé&eholder
relationships, which are in turn cldgdinked to business value creation: history of the
relationship, objectives of the stakeholder, interaction in the relationship, information sharing
in the relationship, trust between stakeholders and the potential of a stiekebdearnThey
highlighted the need and encouraged further research on relationships between stakeholders
(Myllykangas et al.201Q p. 70.

To sum up, stakeholder management is not related to individual dyadistéikeholder
relationshig that need to be managed by the conypanymore. Now, organizations belong to
complex stakeholder networks, where all actors have relationships of interdependency and co
responsibility which may evolve and change over tirsach stakeholder depends on the other
sets of stakeholders, and tt@mpany in not theentre anymore, but ongnother actor within

its network that needs to establish and build relationships with its own wide and diverse set of
stakeholder¢Lozano, 2005). Lozano (2005) proposed that organizatiannotbe considered

asna manager of stakeholder rel ati(po®)s, but as

2.3.2 Sakeholder opposition

Organizations carrying out international projects are likely to be affected by external groups,
which can use different strategies aadtics to influence and put pressorethe company, in

order to forcethe firm to respondte t akeh ol der s 6 Lenox,(R006 Hdendry( Es | ey
2005. Stakeholders magometimes oppose faternational projects, and they might try to

change managerial eci si ons and alter and influence

especially to reduce their negative social and environmental consequences (HendryA2005)
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an example of the importance of opponent stakeholders, Winch (2004) classifies stakeholders
simply as those actors supporting or opposing the project (Aaltonen et al., 2013). Additionally,
McElroy and Mills (2003) classified stakeholders according to their positions towards a firm
project, recognizing: active opposition, passive opposition, monttial, passive support and

active support (Aaltonen et al., 2013)

These influence actsrhave numerous strategies put pressure on the company: from
cooperation and alliances with other stakeholders to increasethtast and claim salience

(Lotila, 2010)to more specific tactics such as protestand bashindetterwriting campaigns,

lobbying, boycotts, and civil suitéEsley & Lenox, 2006 Yaziji & Doh, 2009) These actions

are used to incenti ve o Ilntgrastsjathaytcancreaearious me et
disadvantages for companies, for instance, operational @odtiss of reputatiorEgley &

Lenox, 2006). So far, not much research has been developed with the objective of understanding
how stakeholders decide to choose and la@iugh specific tactics and strategies (Hendry,
2005).

Frooman (1999f ocused his studies on stakehol der so
stakeholders can put pressure on organizations and why these groups decide to act through
some specific tactic He ndr vy, 2005) . Hendry (2005) revie
based on resource dependence theory, and who
on influence strategies depend on the power and interdependency relationships between the
firm and the stakeholder. Frooman (1999) suggested several strategies: direct / indirect tactics,
and withholding / uage strategiegp( 191). On the one hand, according to Frooman (1999),

direct strategies imply that the stakeholder manipulates the resoutbedioh, while through

indirect strategies the stakeholder will utilize an ally to influence the organizational resources
(Hendry, 2005, p. 80). On the other hand, he defined withholding tactics as those where the
key resource is withheld from the firmnd usage tactics as those where the firm is allowed to

have access to key resources, but only through negotiation processes with the stakeholder or its
allies (Hendry, 2005, p. 80). However, Hendry (2005) argues that a more complex framework

is requredas Froomands model (1999) i's too parsi
occasions, power and interdependence are not always determinant, as stakeholders might also
try to influence the firnthrough collaboration with népowerful allies due to other ddfent

reasons, for instance, if those groups are close and partner with the organization. In addition,

the model does not cover the use of several influence strategies at the same time (Hendry, 2005).
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Table2 shows the different influence strategies idiegdi by Hendry (2005), whose study was
mai nly bases on Froomandés (1999) findings.

Table2. Typology of influence strategies, (Hendry, 2005, p. 80), adapted from Frooman (1999)

Is the stakeholder dependent on the firm?
YesUsage NoWithholding
Is thefirm YegDirect | Direct/usage Direct/withholding
dependent on th (high interdependence) (stakeholder power)
stakeholder? Noindirect | Indirect/usage Indirect/withholding
(firm power) (low interdependence)

Aaltonen et al. (2008) improved Frooman (1999) typology of influence strategies, and they
identified the following resistance strategiadirect withholding strategy, indirect withholding
strategy, coalition building strategy, resource building strateggflict escalation strategy,
creditability building strategy, communication strategy and direct action stogéglyonen et

al., 2013, p.4).

Zietsma and Winn (2007) also addressed the t
of fering a firmds perspective by adding poss

four strategies of mutual influence between stakeholdershaniirm during the escalation of

a conflict: Ai ssue raising, i ssue suppressi
Wi nn, 2007, p . 2) . They also found fdthree
stakeholders and firms can use to shift fromeo i nf |l uence strategy t«
influence <chains, directing influence f 1l ows

frequently requires establishing relationships, alliances or coalitions between groups (Zietsma
& Winn, 2007, p. 2).

Rowley andMoldoveanu (2003) also paid special attention to activist stakeholders, and they
focused their research on the drivers of stakeholder acegaptaining when and why these
groups will pressure the compariyhey identified two different motivationsnterestbased
motivations and identitybased motivationsOn the one hand, regardingterestrelated
motivations, it is necessary to point out that stakeholders are those actors having a stake or
interestintheompany s act i vi t i e areadfected by thediimdbehavars prajetis y
and decisiongRowley & Moldoveanu, 2003)Therefore, stakeholders will act in order to
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protect their specific interesRowley & Moldoveanu, 2003) The stakehol der g
of dissatisfaction is relatad the likelihood of those actors mobilizing resources to protect its
interests. This means that interests are a
hand, regarding identitselated motivations, it is essential to mention the fact thiaékstdder

groups may act even though their members realize that they are pursuing a lofRcalmsg

& Moldoveanu, 2003) This occurs due to collective identity, as it creates individual
commitment and solidarity when actors value their membership iea@fispgroup. Through

that group member ship, i ndividuals associat e
with the valuable and unique characteristics that distinguish them frormeotbers of that

particular grougRowley & Moldoveanu, 2003Besides, it is important to remember that as
stakeholders relate to other stakeholder groups too, they might own diverse interests and
identities that overlap, as they can belong to multiple stakeholder groups at the same time.
Furthermore, this diversity ahterest and identities also determine which group they might
choose to ally with or oppose (Ferrary, 2009). In additidem Bakker and Den Hond (2008)

al so mentioned Rowley and Bermandés (2000) r
supportedthatsoen condi ti ons are necessary to boost
specific characteristics of the firm, the issues surrounding the firm operations, the industry
characteristics and the existing setsa(®ehol de
Bakker & Den Hond, 2008).

Later, Den Hond and De Bakker (2007) stated that secondary stakeholder mobilization and the
tactic choice depend on the stakeholder ideological position, and natterestbased
motivationsand identitybased motivationfRowley & Moldoveanu, 2003Pen HondandDe

Bakker (2007) especially focused their research on activist stakeholders, meaning those
secondarygroups showing opposition, representing a social movement, and demanding
changes to organizationshey defineli de ol ogy as fian interconne
attitudes relating to problematic aspects of social and political topics that are shared and used
by members ofagroyand t hat i nform and [DersHond& Pe c hoi c
Bakker, 2007, p. 903. This concept becomes more complex and specific due to the
circumstances and experiences in the stakeholder group history, and it develops over time and
through interactions with other groups. In additi@re Bakker and Den Hond (2008) also
highlighted T | | yés (1978) contribution explaining

tactics based and depending on the strategies that they had learned and utilized in the past.
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Besides,Den Hond andDe Bakker (2007) also classifiempposition tacticinto logic of
materialdamage and logic of numbers (p. 90Bhis framework will be later utilized in the

analysis performed in this research, as it provides an interesting classification of opposition
tactics that might be applied in the resistance shown duringidBoase. Logic of material

damage means increasing the cost of managerial decisitims company@en Hond& De
Bakker,2007) so that in the long term, those decisions will not imply benefits anymore. The
authors provide as an example of this stratibgyopposition exerted against nuclear energy

plants in Germany, where activists chained themselves to the railways, consequeedsgingcr

the costs of transport ithe material needed. This perspective can be understood not only as
material damage, Ibualso as symbolic damag®dn Hond& De Bakker,2007) mainly
affecting and harming the firm reputation. F
order to influence the customersdé perceptior
damage is followed by material damage to the filbe Hond& De Bakker,2007) Logic of

damage can be addressed also in a positive way through the concept of material or symbolic
gain Oen Hond& De Bakker,2007) understood as a method to reward a firm tués

decisions, changes or practices that are supported by the surrounding stakeholders when
considered as beneficial. The most common tactic is through buycotts, situations when
customers decide to purchase goods in a specific company as a methoardbotihewirm for

its good practices. Logic of numbers means participatory forms of acbemsHond& De
Bakker,2007) affecting the legitimacy of the decisions made by the firm and decreasing in

turn the level of support on the firm practices. The meass participation against the firm, the

more effective the strategy will be, leading to negative consequences on the firm. For instance,

the main tactics included in this strategy are marches, petitions and signature collection.
However, it is necessatp highlight that not all tactics require high participation. In many
occasi ons, only coll aboration weh Hond&R®ew key .
Bakker,2007 p. 911, is enough to perform effective strategies and achieve great influence on

the firm. Therefore, this strateggquires the involvement of they stakeholders who have

enough power to influence the organizatids.an example, the authors described the access

to actors who possess highality information on the firm, or the a&xs and use of media or

court procedures.
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Table3. Typology of tactics between secondary stakeholders and the firm (Den Hond & De
Bakker, 2007, p. 911)

Intended outcome of Use o
Tactics

Dependence on Participato
Forms of Actions is High
(MassParticipation)

Dependence on Participato
Forms of Actions is Low
(Elite Participation)

Material damage Boycott Blocking of gates, sabotage
occupation of premises,
internet activism (hacktivisr
lawsuits

Material gain Buycott Cooperation

Symbolic daage Writing letters/emails, petitii Shareholder activism, stree

marches, rallies theater, negative publicity,
research

Symbolic gain Voluntary action Positive publicity, cooperati

Table 3 summarizes the typology of tactics available totiieed by secondary stakeholders
against the firm, according to Den Hond and De Bakker (2007). They classified the tactics
based on two different aspects: the final goal of the chosen tactic and its dependence on
participation (Den Hond and De Bakker 0Z0).

2.4 Sammary of previous literature on stakeholder theory

In conclusionprevious research on stakeholders can be clasasfetlows: literature reviews,
firm-oriented articles and stakeholdmiented articlesTraditionally, first studiegpresented
firm-centricity andwere based ondyadic stakeholdefirm relationships Later, research
evolved towards stakeholdeorientation withthe study of stakeholders and their behavior,
and towardsreviews of previous stdies in orderto set and wmmarize existing concepts
precisely Howeverthere arestill many issues to clarifgnd improveand much more tbe
studied in stakeholder literature. Mainly, researeredoo theoretical and they show that there
is lack and thus great need for@ntcal research and testirtge of existingtheow, in orderto
prove thevalidity and utility of the frameworks and provide managerial application. In addition
and as suggested and shown in the recent shift towards a stakehmi@detion,stakeholder
literature is in need foiurther study orthe area oftakeholder interaction®pposition,and

stakehdder-stakeholder relationshigMyllykangas et al.2010)
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Therefore nowadays, stakeholder theory is stuck in theoretical frameworks and approaches,
and there is lack of empirical studies on the fidlds blockage needs to be overcome, and as

a solution, éur different future approachés researclare suggested:

C Research based on reviewing all the conceptitenature studied so far, in
orderto stop and set existing concepts clear, and examine deeper thos
concepts and frameworks in ordeigeneralizend provide real applications

for managers.

(@]

Research based on empirical testing of existongcepts and frameworks, in
orderto prove their alidity and provide useful examples for managers.

)

Research basednocombining stakeholder theowyith other streams of
literature, in order to evolve towards new different approaches and

perspectives.

(@

Researk based on stakeholder behawaad interactia, in orderto continue
the recent trend using a stakeholdaentation. However, it is important to
remember the role and influence of the company on stakeholders even in

stakeholdefporiented studies.

Figure 3 shows and summarizes the different oriemts.on stakeholder theory, and the future

recommended steps to overcome the blockage that this field of study experiences.

Traditional firm — stakeholder /{ LITERATURE REVIEW
orientation

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

STAKEHOLDER
THEORY

COMBINE WITH OTHER THEORIES ‘

\‘ STAKEHOLDER ORIENTATION

Modern stakeholder
orientation

Figure3. Suggested approaches to overcome the blockage in stakeholder theory

This studywill provide a significantprogresson stakeholder theory as it will follow some of
these different approaches. Firstly, it will provide empirical testing through thesanafya
real case studyBotnia case in Uruguay; and secondly, it will focus on studying stakeholder

theory under theerspective of stakeholdesrientation.
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3. RESEARCH METHODS

3.1Qualitative approach

Thisresearchutilizes a qualitativepproach to analyze the Botniase Qualitative researais

mostly utilized to analyze and understand culture, society and bettaaingh the examination

and synt hesi ssamfctigne(dogdimlans& Danmellyd2011). According to

Mar shal l and Rossman (2006), qualitative res
phenomenao ( HopHalnhfoceseéonadcial and @efsdnal interactions, relations,

links and processes beten people (Hogan et al., 2011). Thus, all these characteristics make
qualitative analysisespecially interesting and suitable for this resbhaon the study of

stakeholdesstakeholder relationshi@sd opposition

Contrary to quantitative research, the qualitative approach does not deal and work through
numbersbut analyzes mainly nequantitative data and words (Saldana, 2011), allowing the
researcher to focus on qualgiand features that a quantitative approach might fail to recognize
and quantify (Hogan et al., 2011). In addition, qualitative research involves the researchers in
the research process, as they are in charge of collecting the data, and they havebihty possi

to interpret the data by using previous theoretical frameworks and also by including their own
reflections on the research actions, influencing the way they depict and understdhid gata

et al., 2011) Besides, and as stated by Flick (1998)tha&s study is not focused on single
variables or numbers, the issue under examination can be studied in all its complexity, including
the possibility of further exploration in thattire (Hogan et al., 2011). donclusion, and due

to all theseabovementionedreasons, a qualitative approach seems to be more adequate when

addressing this study on stakeholdtakeholder relationships.

3.2 Data collection

In a qualitative research, the following data collection means can be utilized: observation,
interviews, case studies, personal experiences, and documents; the lasimgy@esentdin

a traditional written way or in technology devices and online mé@dagan et al., 2011).
According to Merriam (209 |, documents can be defined as a
digital, and physi cal (p.Ma9) Media amd masseconmenurgcation t o t
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are good sources that provide appropriate doctsnehen studying and analyzing society,
groupsand culturgMerriam, 2@9). Documents do not only depict social reality, but they also
contributeto shapingand portraing the practices, behaviors and relations between people

(Hogan et al., 2011pand theefore, they seem to be a good data source for this research

In this study, data vere collected from mediaandit consiss of documets and texts from
newspapergObservation and interviews were not utilized, as the study addresses a past event
where muliple and diverse actors were involved, and those data collection methodslssem
complex for this case. This material was easily accessible (Merr@08), Zaving time when
collecting all the information on the case préase in this study. The dat@erenot created
specifically for the research and it existed independently and before the moment of conducting
this study. As a result, these documentary data are more objective, as the researcher can barely
influence the already existing material, whigbsitively for this study, is a product of the
context in which they were originated (MerriamQ2p However, documents present also some
limitations. As they already exist and were not created for study purposes, sporéaim
information relevant tahe study might be missing. In addition, as data consist of newspaper
articles, it might be difficult to determine their accuracy and they might contain biased
informationprovided by the writethat unintentionally might affect the study (MerriamQ2pD

The documentary data utilized in this research consists of articlesnemsd from the
Argentinean newspaper fEI Cl ar 2amdcelatedctoothisl e ct e ©
Botnia ase. However, thmitial sample was too wideonsisting in 50%rticles, and it was

reduced to a sample o6 @rticles containing the most relevaatticles identified every month

from January 2005 until December 2009

3.2.1 Data reduction

A final sample containing the most relevant articles for this research was obtained after going
through a data reduction proceadlist presenting all the articles included in the final sample

can be found in the Appendix 1 of this study.

The selectionof the most relevant articles was made as follows: the most relevant articles of
every month are those where the key stakeholders (Botnia, Uruguay, Fray Bentos, Argentina

and Gualeguaychu) appear more frequetitijnight not seem erroneous to believe ttatse
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articles where all the key stakeholders appear more often are going to explain bettemand in
detail their behaviorgspecially, how they relate with each other.

The selection of the key stakeholders was made after reading and angbyeingus studies
regarding this international cordti surroundingBotnia project, by choosing the most
frequently mentioned stakeholders. 8a@es, the choice was mainly based and supported by two
academic articles analygy Botnia@ s e : i Ma n a der Diajogus:(TlelCast Boinia

i n Uruguayo (2Heli3kk iamedn fie&l oala.l, Di spute on Su:¢
MNE-St akehol der Rel ati onshi plsetal201b)olo the firsMe di a
article, following stakeholders are idéfied: Botnia, Uruguayan Government, Argentinean
Government and the Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu (CEAG)

as the main opponent organization. In the second article, key stakeholders are identified
according to their salience @nnvolvement in the case (supporters, opponents and neutral
stakeholders). The stakeholders with highest levels of salience (definitive and expectant) and
supporting and opposing positions were chosen, as they can be considered as the most important
stakénolders showing or facing and resisting ogiion. Therefore, Fray Bentos walso

included as a kestakeholdefor this research

This selection of the key stakeholders might be considered as a risk, as some important actors
might have been igned or not included. However, thisbstacle was solved through an
exhaustive study and thorough analysis of all the previous studies performed around Botnia so
as to develop a profound and complete understanding on theStamslar to this reseanh,
previous gidies on Botnia&se have also beeloneby examining in detail the conflict around

these selectedstakeholdes, as theywerealsochosen as key actomeviously Therefore it

does not seem erroneous ¢tonsder them as key stakeholders for thliasetoo, and

consequently, preed to a data reductitmased on th&equencyof appearance of those actors.

Thereforgevery article was carefully analyzed in order to count how many times each of those
key stakeholdersasmentioned. The appearance of eveaksholder was recorded and listed

in all the articles, and inevery month during the period being analyzed: Janpa
2005 December 2009The appendix 2 of this research shows the tables wheappearance

of every stakeholdaewas counted and recordedeey month.The articles where all thekey
stakeholders appear more frequeinlgvery month were chosen and considered releaadt,

thus, included in the final samplelhe selection of themost importantarticleswas done
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according to the followingule: in months containing less than thraicles, only one key
article was chosemn months containing betweein2D articles, the two articles repeating more
frequently the key stakeholders were chodammonths presenting betweeni30D articles,

three key articles were chosen; and finally, in months consisting of more than 31 articles, the
four most important articles were chos@able 4 summarizes the rule applied in the process

of data reduction.

Table 4. Rule followed in data reduction

NUMBER OFRTICLES PER MONTH NUMBER OF ARTICLES CHOSEN
Less than 3 articles 1 key article chosen

4-20 articles 2 key articles chosen

217 30 articles 3 key articles chosen

More than 31 articles 4 key articles chosen

Additionally, in caases where severatticles seemed tbe relevant at the same time, as they
were presenting the same high amount of key stakeholders, the articles where all the main
stakeholders appeared wetesen, ignoring the eqsalhere some stakeholders were absent.

If this rule didnot apply, as athe keystakeholders were includedati the articles, the decision

was made after a lecture of the conflicting texts and according to their contesttingftbe

article which seems to be more focused on opposition and stakehelakonshipsin the

information providedand thus, more useful for this research.

Table 5shows how many relevant articles were s#oin everyear. As a result, lie final

sanple consists of 9@rticles collected between 2005 and 2009.

Table 5. Comparison between the original sample and final sample

YEAR NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
ARTICLES IN THE ARTICLES CHOSEH
ORGINAL SAMPLI IN FINAL SAMPLE

2005 35 11
2006 156 23
2007 170 26
2008 80 18
2009 68 18

TOTAL 509 96
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As observed irtable 5 the years 2006 and 2007 include more relevant articles in comparison
with the other years being studied, as they wereikg@prtantyears during the conflict. It is
important to highlight the absent of articles during the first momt2905, which shows that

the conflict started to capture the Argentinean media attention during April 2005. In addition,

it seems also interesting to point out the fact that months such as June, July and August usually
include no articles about the conflior a less amount oollected articles compared witither
months.The Appendix 3 of this research presents a summary of the articles chosen in the final

sample and the appearance of every key stakeholder in those articles.

3.22 The role of media

As previously mentioned, data for this research were collected from media texts available in
the Argentinean newspaper AEI Clar2no. Medi
and available for everybody, and with an importantugrice on the audier Kujala et al.,

2009). It might be considered as a connection and a bridge between the public and companies,
as media provides and offers information about organizations andéteviors and actions
(Kujala et al., 2009). However, and as supporte€tane and Livesey (2003) media articles

are developed and written by humans, who have the power to decide which topics ate worth

be presented or ndK(jala et al., 2009). In addition, media also decides timissues will be
presented, and it mightappen that some important information can be ignored, lost, or
present ed undeectivd Kujala etal.j 2009) Even thpughr nsegia is supposed

to be an impartial means of communication, it is developed by humans, and there is always a
risk that they might have inherehtases (Hogan et al., 2011)thgy can be interestemhly in

certain perspectivesnd points of view (LeCompte, 20 Li (2009) stated that frequently
newspapers articles present a national bias, thus, positioning theirngpioicupport the
country Lehtimaki et al., 2014).

To sum up, even though media offers and reproduce reality and describe different situations
and contexts, providing wide coverage, it also presents some disadvantages. As media articles
are writterby humans, they might contaamased information and omit other important content,
depending on the decisions of the writer, who can also alter the information offered to move
the audiencebs opinions. I n t hi s ctlyabjecdva,r c h,
as the content might support the Argentinean side during the cpafitsomeinformation

negatively affecting the reputation of the country might have been omitted, affecting as a

a

d
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consequence the impatity of the results. Thereforen iorder to overcome this difficulty,
further studies on this topic are suggested through thesssalfydata from other newspapers
in different countries, especially dhe Finnish and Uruguayan sides. Besides, it might be
interesting to complete this sty using additional and different sources of data, for instance,

through interviewsvith some of the actors involved in the conflict.

3.3 Analysisprocess

3.3.1 Qualitative content analysis

Different approaches can be identified on how to devgl@itative research, for instance, case

study research, phenomenological research, ethnographic research, grounded theory research,
narrative research, content analysis research and discoametital research (Eriksson &
Kovalainen, 20%; Bengtsson,@16; Vaismoradi, Turune® Bondas, 2013; Hsieh &hannon,

2005). In this research, and given the documentary data available, the qualitative research will
be conducted through qualitative content analysis, which seems to be thapmogtiate

option whermanalyzing existing available textglo & Kyngas,2008)

As defined by Krippendorff (2004), gualitat:
making replicable and valid inferences from texts to tbeir n t (Bendtsgon, 201,6. 9) or

more specificallyas explained by DowA#&/a mb o | t (1992), Afrom verb
data in order to describe and qupafhThemgn speci
objective is to reduce the amount of material in a way that keyrdsrdad concepts remain

(Iffland, Berner, Dekker & Briken2015; Stemler, 20Q1Elo, K&anainen, Kanste, Polkki,

Utriainen & Kyngaas2014). This allows the researchéo betteranalyze and go through the

data in order to describe and provide understanding of the phenomenon beiled ¢Eld et

al., 2008; Hsieh &hannon, 2005).

Three different approaches of qualitative content analysis have been identified: conventional,
directed and summative (Hsieh amon, 2005). Thisstudy will be conducted under a
conventional contentralysis,approachingan inductive perspective instead of deduction or
abductionduring a first order analysis ttie available dat§Gioia, Carley & Hamilton,2012)

This means that theesearch process will not be started from theoretical propositions, and the
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theoretical results will be obtained after analyzing and going through the empiacadial
(Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2015), starting with the specific or particular and movintpeo
general (Elo et al., 2008; Saldana, 2011).

However, in order to ensure rigor in the inductive data examination, additionally, a second order
analysis will be performed too (Gioia et al., 2012). It will follow a deductive approach, and a
theoreticaframework will be applied to the aNable empirical material of thistudy.Through

the utilization of a first and a second order analysis, data would be more carefully scrutinized.

In addition, it facilitates the creation of a data structure, where data results can be visually
representedhore easily(Gioia et al., 2012). Gioiat al. (2012) defined and described this data
structure as At he an a(p. @4ny¥hisonkeanst thae data strociture,g t h ¢
consequentlyallows andenhances a datxamination and a presentation of the resulse

theoretically oriented (Gioiat al., 2012).

Even though qualitative content analysis seems to be the adequate analysis method for this
research, it is important to point out that it might present some limitations. Firstly, as the
analysis depends mainly on the researcher in eharg f the study and t
perceptions and understanding, the results might be unintentionally biased. Secondly, the
analysis must focus only on the written available data. As a consequence, if some important
relevant information is not mentionadthe material, then it cannot be inded and analyzed
(Brewerton &Millward, 2001).

3.3.2 [ata analysis

The data will be analyzed throughgaalitative content angsis therefore, following some
specificsteps and characterisgticommon to thigjualitative methodContentanalysis attempts

to decrease the amount of data, going througlhvhdabletexts and words and reducing them

into specific categories based on codes (Stemler, 2001). Krippendorff (1989) identified six main
steps in this pragss: design, unitizing, sampling, coding, drawing inferences, and validation.
Firstly, it is necessary to get familiar with the context of the research and especially the data,
so some units of analysis can be identified inside the available data. Thtsseambe
classified o specific codes that can be easily interpreted and related to the object of study,
finding pattens and categorizing data. As a result, the phenomena can be described and
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understood, and some new knowledge and results are prodisdedt step, the studyeeds to
be validated in order to prove its trustworthiness (Bengtsson, 2016; Vaismoradi et al., 2013).

Hence, qualitative content analysis consists mainly on coding and categorizing data. Saldana
(2011) defines codes as words small phrases labeling units of analysis that capture the
essence and relevant information of those specific pieces of data and allowdagmieation

into categories for further anal ysi s. St eml
categp y as fAa group of words wi(p.IB) asdangues that me a n
categories must be fAmut (p.a3) Itiyimportanttowalsvayytake and €
into account that coding and categorizprgcessesust be developed in amdance with the

research objective and phenema being studied (Merriam, 2Q0Bengtsson, 2016); and it

would be advisable to keep memos with thoughts and notesearsirgng the analysis process
(Merriam, 2@9).

Data analysis will start with &rst order analysis which follows an inductive approach.
Emergent open coding will be utilized, and codes will be determined after previous examination
of the data and not before (Stemler, 2001). Next, these codes will be classified into categories
according tchow they are connected, developing meaningful groups that need to keddefin
and, subsequentlgxamined in order to bettenderstand their relationshipsd describe the

phenomena studiechd generate knowledge (HsiehShannon, 2005; Elo et al, 2008).

More concretely, the first ordanalysis will start with an initial reading of the documentary
available data, in order to famitiae with the context (Hsieh &hannon, 2005) and develop a
case study overview as presented inahteles of thenewspapr. Next, all the stakeholders
involved in the case studyill be identifiedfrom data together withand their positiongand
interests These stakeholders will be classifi@sl opponent, supporter or neutral acthusng

the dispute

After listing all the stakeholders involved in Botnia cases hext stepvill be identifying the
properkey stakeholders for thiresearch, in ordés answethe research objectitbrough data
analysis examine stakeholder relationships and opposit@n the one hand,uding the
selectiorof the final samplghekey stakeholdensere chosebased on those actors considered
essential in the confliah otherprevious studies on Botniaase. However,sathe study will

examinebothstakeholder relationshigsmdoppositionjt might seem cohereid think thatdata
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analysisshouldfocusspecificallyon those stakeholders tha) showed opposition during the
escalation of the conflict through different strategiedtactics b) facedopposition during the
conflict; and c) relatedfrequentlyto other actors through positive (supporting) or negative
(opposing) relationshipg herefore,it is necessary talentify particularly those stakeholders
relating with other actors, anblat used or faed opposition during the conflics they might

differ to those actors categped as key stakeholdeis order to narrow the data. The
identification of thesstakeholdersan beaddressed throughtable Table 6 showstakeholder
relationships and opposition during Botnia conflict. Thigle is based on the data available in

the final sample, consisting of 96 articles, and it was created after a second reading of the final
data.The table identifieppposing( appear i ng i n ,bhevuteal(defiagd bsenotas [ O
takingsidesasnd appeari ng )and suppotingt relatidnshipsaosg afi tNed
stakeholders of Botnia casgppering in the table as Supp)hdrelationshipsamong actors

thatcould not be found in dataill be referredto as not available (N/A)

Table 6 Stakeholder relationships and opposition during Botnia conflict.

A->B | A| Bot | Urug Fray Arg CEAG | Finla | ENCE King World | Hague | Merco | EU
B->A nia Bentos nd Spain Bank ICJ sur
B Supp Op+Su | Opp Opp N N N/A N N N/A Supp
Botnia N N N N N N N/A N N N/A N/A
Urug. | N Op+Su | Opp Opp N N N N N N
Supp Supp Opp | Opp | N Supp N N N N N
Fray N Supp Opp Su+Op | N N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bentos | Op+Su | Op+Su Opp Su+Op | N Op+ Su N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Arg N Opp Opp Su+Op | N N N N N N
Opp Opp Opp Su+Op | N Opp N N N N
CEAG | N Opp Oppo Su+Op N N N/A N/A N/A N N/A
Opp Opp Opp Su+Op N Opp N/A N/A N/A N N/A
Finland | N N N N N N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
N N N N N N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
ENCE | N Supp Op+Su | Opp Opp N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
N Neutral N N N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
King N/A N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Spain N/A N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
World N N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bank N N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Hague N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
ICJ N N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Merco N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
sur N/A N N/A N N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
EU N/A N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Supp N N/A N N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Therefore, thestudy will focus aly on thekey stakeholdersvho frequentlyshowed or faced
opposition andthose who frequentlselated togethe during the bilateral conflict. These main
actors ard3otnia, the Uruguayan government, local people from Fray Bentos, the Argentinean
government, and theArgentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu
(CEAG). Thereforethe following sections focused on analyzing stakeholder relationshgps
oppositionwill be based orthose specific stakeholdefSven though the stakeholder ENCE
also sufferedome opposition during the conflict, it will not be considered as key stakeholder
for this study, as the main objective is to analyaky the conflict around Botnidn the case of
theEuropearUnion, it will not be included as key stakeholder in theaesh as it only showed

little support towards Botnia, but did not shawtheropposition or related to any of the other

actors involved in the conflict.

Furthermore, his chart also demonstrates that the first stakeholder election utilized to reduce
and narrow data was appropridde this study as the stakeholders who wesaegorized as
important in previous studies diee same as those actastively participating in the conflict
by relating,showing and facing oppositiomhus the stakeholderselected to reduce the initial
dataarethe same as the stakeholders chosen to be analyzed in the following sections of this

study

Additionally, the next stepluring the first order inductive analysis will be identifying the
existingrelationships beteenthekey stakeholdexand firm, and among all the key stakeholder
groups too.The relationships will be categorized into neutral, supporting and opposing

relationships; and theyill be further examined and discesk

A second order analysiwill be performedto study stakeholder oppositiofollowing a
deductive approaci.hus,a previous theoretical framework will be applied to the data. This
framework was created/tDen Hond and De Bakker (200aid consists of a classification of
opposition tactis utilized by secondaryadteholders with the objective showng influence

andr esi stance against the firm, c adgaiedgaoma,geedd
bot h fAsymbol i Theéobjeaiveofithisasecend ordelr analyssto gpproach the

data under a more theoretical perspective.

Themain goal of thsecond order deductive analysifl be examining stakeholdepposition.

Thus, ths analysis wl start by describing whictacticswere utilized by stakeholderis order



41

to show opposition during the conflitdext, the analysis will compatew thesdactics might
differ whenstakeholders use theim different situationsfirst, showing resistance against the
firm and the project; and second, showing resistance agaihst stakeholdegroups.
Simultaneously, Den Hond and De Balkkd&R007) study on stakeholder opposition tactics will
be applied whil@nalyzing the data, in ordr further study opposition und#éreoretical lenses
through the application of a previousiging theoretical frameworkEinally, differences

between the tactic choices of every stakeholder will be examined.

1st ORDER ANALYSIS:

INDUCTIVE
/ Stakeholddirm orientatior]
Relationships
pd Stakeholdetakeholder
orientation
BOTNIA Key
CASE  JO)| stakeholders
\ Opposition 7| Stakeholddirm orientation
Den Hond & De Ny
Bakker (2007) Stakeholdetakeholder
orientation

2nd ORDER ANALYSIS

Tactics DEDUCTIVE
\= J

Figure4. Data analysis process

To summarize how data analysis will be approached, figure 4 shows the data analysis process,

including both the first and second order analysis.
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4. STAKEHOLDER RELATIONSHIPS AND OPPOSITION IN
BOTNIA CASE

4.1 Main events of the case (20652009)

4.1.1 Year 2005 The pulp mill establishment

After years of negotiations addressed to obtain the authorization from the Uruguayan
government, the Spanish company ENCE and the Finnish company Botnia decided to locate
their pulp mills in the city of Fray Bentos, loedt close to the Uruguay River, which is the
border between Argentina and Uruguay. As a result, the projects soon needed to face protests
and demonstrations from environmental organizations and activists in the neighinbry
Argentina, andilsofrom somedocal organizations in the Uruguayan city of Fray Befiiothe
beginning of the projectTherefore, even though the companies promised several benefits to
Uruguay, such as an improvement in the economy and the creation of new jobs, the projects

were stil seen as a huge environmental tigksome actors

Mainly, the demonstrators denounced the following possible negative impacts: water pollution

in the Uruguay River, acid rain, and health problems due to bad sGwikequently
Uruguayan local peoplend organizations from Fray Bentos, together with other Argentinean

local people and Argentinean organizations, decided to start to protest and demonstrate against
the construction of the pulp mills. They decided to block the San Martin Bridge that connects
UruguayFray Bentos and Argentif@ualeguaychu, as a stratégy opposingagainsthe pulp

mi | | projects that wild.l consequently Amurde
organizedoy the environmental grolpEAGAHA Ar gent i nean CialtAssemblys Envi
of Gualeguaych¥o in Gualeguaych¥, the area m
the Argentinean region of Entre Rios. The CE&A& denunciatethat during the negotiations

for these construction projects, the Uruguayan goverhaidmo respect the Uruguay River
Agreement on the joint use and protection of the water, signed in 1975 by Uruguay and
Argertina. TheArgentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu stated that,
according to the Agreement, any projects that might imply negative consequences in the river

water and environment should be discussed and approved by both countries: Argentina and
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Uruguay. Therefore, as Argentina had not been consulted, the country considered those projects
as illega) and demanded the relocation of the pulpistio the Uruguayan governmefithe
government of Uruguafirmly refused to modify the projects and suppdrb®th companies,

Botnia and ENCE, as they fulfilled all the legal requirements needed to ensure the safety of the
river and its environment in both regions. In addition, the Uruguayan chancellor reminded the
fact that in Argentinean territory there weteeady four pulp mills operating.

In July, and due to the Argentinean request, the World Bank announced that the companies
would not receive the funding needed for the continuation of their projects until the elaboration
of a Cumulative Impact Study (CI8)y t h e Wo r | nadtiorldFmdndas Codparatian r
(IFC). This loan cancellation, thus, paralyzed both projects, which were already under

construction but suddenly without access to financing.

Consequently Uruguay decided to cancel its participatiin the joint committee created

together with Argentina with the intention of studying the environmental impact of the activity

of the projects on the river water atglenvironment. As a result, the bilateral relations between

both countries wergvithin the limit. In addion, thisc onf | i ct became a fna
Argentina, astated by the President Kirchnend high representatives of the governméhe
Argentinean governmemtecided to join forces and collaborate with local people in order to

take appropriate actions agst the companies and demasukpension of the construction

projects until the Cumulative Impact Study could be finished and released.

The World Bank and its subsidiary the International Financial Corporation decidedtto visi
Argentina, its affected region of Entre Rios, and the companies involved in the condircier

to evaluate the environmental impact of those projects. Meanwhile, the Argentinean Citizens
Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu prepared a massivesipimi@ualeguaychu with

high levels of participation. In addition, in October, the Finnish Company Stora Enso
announced its intention to locate another pulp mill in Uruguay, also close to the Uruguay River.
Uruguay soon showed its optimism towattle progct, as Finland was considered as one of
the most environmentally friendly countries in Uruguay, and the project will bring new jobs
and benefits to the economy of the country.

While the World Bank and thd-C representatives were investigating the projects and their

environmental impacts in Gualeguaychnd Fray Bentos, the Uruguayare§ident Tabaré
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Véazquez decided to join and coordinate actiont Biotniato face jointlyall the upcoming
demands from Argeima. Additionally, Entre Riosgovernmentdecided to organize new
demonstrations and start legal actions involving The H&gliBesides, the bilateral relations
between both countries deteriorated, as in Argentina, the Argentina Custom House paralyzed

key exports to Frayentoswhich were essential to continue with thelp mill construction

Laterthis year, theHC announced that the Cumulative Impact Stg@isS) results would be
published in December, and both countries defended their posifogsntina wanted the
construction projects to be paused until th® @sults were published, and Uruguay supported
that the construction projects should continue. HoweakieArgentinean government, as a way

to ease up the bilateral conflict, stated fteposition might change and instead of denying the
pulp mills, they might accept them with the condition of a firessurance that the Uruguay
River will suffer no harm. In Gualeguaychu, the Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly
of Gualeguaychutarted partial ath total roadblocks astactic to protest in the main border
bridges connecting the Argentinean cities of Gualeguaychd and Colon with Uruguay. Uruguay
showed immediately its opposition against tmisthod asthe roadblocks might damageeh
tourismand economicector of the countryAccording to the Uruguayan government, they
represergda violation of the Mercosur Agreement that allows and ensures free circulation and

movement in Mercosur countries.

Table 7 presents all the key evehéppened during Botnia case in 2005, based on the analysis

of the final sample.
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Talde 7. Key events during Botniase, year 2005

QUARTER | MONTH | KEY EVENTS

Jan. No articles available
2005 Feb. No articles available
1Q March No articleavailable

April - Argentinean local people and organizations, together with some local pec
2005 Bentos, protest against the Amurde:]l
2Q May - CEAG reports a breach in the Uruguay River Agreeneggligence of the Urugu

government.
June No articles available
July - Due to the Argentinean request, the World Bank cancels loans to the projec

performed by the IFC.
- As consequence, Uruguay refupagtitbpate in a joint committee with Argentinaj
the impact of the projects.

Aug. -The conflict becomes a fnational i
2005 efforts with local people and try to cancel the projects uistiiitish€dS
3Q Sept. - The World Bank and IFC will visit the Argentinean region affected by the pu

and the companies involved.

- In Gualeguaychu, the CEAG prepares a massive protest.
Oct. - Stora Enso might plan to loaa¢evagoulp mill in Uruguay.

- President Tabaré will collaborate with Botnia to face all demands, and Entre
protests and legal actions in The Hague I1CJ.

Nov. - Argentina Custom House paralyzes exports heading to Uruguay, which w
continue the construction projects.
2005 Dec. - The Argentinean government states that the pulp mills will be accepte
4Q environmental negative impact is ensured.

- Roadblocks in bridges connecting Uruguay and Argentina begin, covisilddi
of the Mercosur Agreement by Uruguay.

4.1.2 Year 2006 The beginning of the conflict

In Argentina, theCEAG intensified the roadblocks in tggentinearcities of Gualeguaychu,
Col6én and Concordia during sumnuays, whichwere consideredimportant for tourism. The
objective was to prevent circulation between both countries as a tourism boycott against
Uruguay. Meanwhile, Greenpeace Argentina also supported that the pisipmigiht have
negative impact m the surrounding environment. Orethontrary, Uruguay firmly supported

the companies, claiming that the projects will be carried out under the mostsibpon

measures and methotdsprevent negative environmental impact.

In addition, the Argentinean arttie Uruguayan chancellors dis@exl their positions in a
meeting Uruguay showed its commitment and support towards the projects and its concerns
about the roadblocks, stating that the Argentinean government should start actions to stop the
activists and prevent more possible roadbloakst Argentina wanted the projects to stop until

no negative environmental impact could be demonstrated. In Uruguay, the government decided

to create a committee involving all the existing political parties in the country with the objective
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of coordinatingand joining forces in order to solve the bilateral conflict with the neighbor
country Argentina.

The roadblocks continued in Gualeguaychu during important summer days, and consequently,
the bilateral relations between Argentina and Uruguay fully deteriorated, so all the efforts made
by the Argentinean anthe Uruguayan governments to ease up the aanlere in vain. From
Argentina, only trucks with a court order were allowed to cross the border bridges to Uruguay.
Uruguay claimed that, as a result, tourism had decreased around 50% in the country and the
economy was really suffering the consequendeth@roadblocks and thdemonstrations.
However, the construction of Botnia pulp mill continued without any complications, and in
Fray Bentos, the project was definitely accepted and supported due to the new available jobs
created by the firm. As the bikxal relations deteriorated, the conflict continued: on the one
side, Argentina decided to appeal to The Hd@ueand on the other side, Uruguay complained

in the Organization of American States (OAS) about the roadblocks.

As a method to ease up théakeral conflict, Botnia declared that the firm might be willing to
negotiate with Uruguay and stop the construction for a giewivd Therefore, the presidents

of both countries, after a meeting, agreed on the suspension of the construction prdfeet and
roadblocks during 90 days in ordernegotiate and solve the conflict during the break period.
However, Uruguay stated that the country might still ask for a compensation regarding the
roadblocks and their negative economic consequences to the colstey result, Botnia
definitely agreed on the suspension of the construction projects for a maximum of 90 days in
order to encourage dialogue between both countries, and the governments agreed on the
creation of a bilateral joint committee to cooperate daselystudy the environmental impact

of the projects in the surrounding environment. However, Botnia suddenly decided not to stop
the construction project for 90 days, and as a result, Uruguay decided to cancel the negotiation
processes with Argentin&onsequently, and according to Argentina, the only approach to
solve the bilateral conflict between the countries seemed to be in The Hagju€he
Argentinean government also denounced that the firm had not presented sufficient information
about the specific operations of the pulp mill and their possible impact on the environment.
Contrary to the Argentinean perspective in the bilateral conflictElinepean Union expressed

its support towards Botnia, which was considered an innocent victim in the conflict, criticizing

at the same time the Argentinean opposition and showing trust in the Finnish company due to
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its past positive records. Thei®pearJnionalso highlighted that this bilateral conflict might

prevent other foreign countri@&®m invesing in Uruguay or Argentina in the future.

Argentina definitely apealed in The Hagu€J, demandingsuspension in the construction of

both pulp mills untiThe HagudCJ6 s f i n a | a rese@uian that might take years. The
country denounced that Uruguay had not respected the Uruguay River Agreement, that the
information provided by the firms was no sufficient, and that the pulp mills might havéeveegat
fatal consequences in the river environment. The country denounced that Uruguay had
authorized both projects without consulting Argentina as agreed in the Uruguay River
Agreement, and that the government had even authorized the construction of a harbor
specifically oriented to Botnia use in a unilateral decision. At the same time, Botnia made its
position clear: the bilateral conflict was between Argentina and Uruguay so the company was
not willing to intervene, and the construction of the pulp mill ldowt be paused due to the
difficulties of a suspension, asgreat amount of stakeholders were involved. However, the
company also declared its willingness to provide more information about its operations and
impacts if needed, even though, accordin@dotnia, the best way to show that the pulp mill

was not going to affect negatively the environment was demonstrating in situ the safety of the
pulp mill once the company started its operations.

During the trial, on the one hand, Argentina tried to coresifike HagudCJ that both Botnia

and ENCE projects might harm the enviramnt) and they were considerad assault to the
Human Right of living in healthy conditions. Therefore, the coutétpanded auspension in

the construction projects until The Hag@lé s f i nall resolution. On
defended against those accusations saying that both projects were carried out following
environmentally friendly standards and without negative impacthe environment, and
consequently, there were neasons to stop the projects and the construction would not be
paused. At this moment, the bilateral relations between Argentina and Uruguay were totally

broken.

With norexistent relationships between Argentina and Uruguay, Argentina stated that as a way
to reopen dialogue between the countries, they migbeptsuspension in the construction
projects for only 30 days together with more complete and accurate information about the firms
operations. Uruguay claimed for a compensation for the losses thiycsuffered due to the

Argentinean roadblocks, and Argentina had to face a plaint presented by Uruguay in Mercosur
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due to the roadblocks and their negateenomicconsequeces Uruguay accused Argentina
of passivity, as the Argentinean government cbtl act accordingly to prevent and solve the
roadblocks. Fially, The Hague ICJtated that there was no need for suspending the

construction projects, as there were no negative consequences in the environment.

The Spanish company ENCE finally announced that its pulp mill would be relocated in a
different place in Uruguay instead of Fray Bentos, therefore, easing up the conflicting situation
between Argentina and Uruguay. However, the company stated that thienlaas not related

to the existingoilateral conflict between the countries, and the relocation detsrminedas

two large firms presenting those great dimensions together might not be viable. Both
Argentinean and Uruguayan governments supported thisiole, and Uruguay immediately
decided to help the firm in all the procedures and formalities for the relocation of the pulp mill.
Becauseof this decision, Argentina, anespecially theCEAG, declared that the pressure
exerted on ENCE had been effectausd thus, more pressure might be exerted to force Botnia
to relocate its pulp mill too. The CEAG also threatened with new roadblocke ibottler
bridges, as a symbol fivotest against the passivity of the Argentinean government, the World
Bank, Botnia ad the Uruguayan government. In addition, they also threatened with river
blocks, to protest against the harbor built to support Botnia operations in Fray Bentos, with the

objective of paralyzing all the shipments from Argentina to the firm.

Finally, The World Bank accepted to give funding to Botnia for its project, as the final
Cumulative Impact Study definitely showed that the pulfp would not affect negativelyro
Gualeguaychu and would bring positive benefits for the economy in Uruguay. In Argentina
they feared that this decision might also influence The HHgQies f i n a | resolutio
the Argentinean gogrnment tried to delay the loaending a letter to the World Bank and
suggested that The Spanish King Juan Carlos and his represectativect as mediators to
solve the bilateral conflict between both countries. During the mediation process leaded by The
Spanish King, Uruguay continued blaming the Argentinean government in The dagoe

its pasivity regarding the roadbloclesid deranded some solutions to the problem. In addition,
theUruguayan government decided to remove all the soldiers controlling Botnia facilities, as it
might harm the firm reputation, and it might also work as a symbol to ease up the bilateral

conflict, hopingthat the Argentinean government might fight against the roadblocks too.
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Table 8 shows all the kegvents happened during Botniase in the year 2006, based on the
information collected in the final sample.

Tabe 8. Key events during Botniase, yeaP006

QUARTER| MONTH | KEY EVENTS

Jan. - Roadblocks organized by CEAG continue, supported by Greenpeace Ar
Uruguay supports the projects.

- Uruguay shows its concerns about the roadblocks, requesting Argentinamnal
create a committee to solve conflict.

Feb. - Roadblocks continue, and only trucks with court order will be allowed to cro
reducing tourism in Uruguay in 50%.

- Fray Bentos supports the construction of the pulp mills due toaheewgatienThu
Argentina plans to appeal to The Hague ICJ while Uruguay criticizes the roa

bridges.
March - Both countries agree on stopping the projects and roadblocks for 90 days
2006 solution to the bilateral conflict
1Q - Botnia will stop the construction during max. 90 days. Both countries agree
committee to study the impact of the projects and ensure use of environmi
measures.
April - Botnia will not stop the project, so Urtmpmayeyotiations. Argentina appeals
Hague ICJ as a way to solve the conflict.
2006 - Botnia recognizes that Finnish government is part of the project.
2Q - EU supports Botnia due to the company positive past records and its environr]
methosd and measures.
May - Argentina appeals in The Hague ICJ: Uruguay did not respect the Uruguay R

and there is lack of information on the environmental impact of the projects.
- Botnia will stay neutral in the conflict, but will prowiflermmatien if needed to Arge
to show no negative impact.

June - Argentina requests in The Hague ICJ a stop in the projects; Uruguay refuses,
show no willingness to find solution.
July - Argentina will accept as successful resolutilaty &80 on the construction projec

more information about their impact.
- Argentina faces a plaint in Mercosur from Uruguay due to the roadblocks, as |
did not mobilize to pretieh.

Aug. No articles available.
2006 Sept. - ENCE will be relocated in Uruguay. The countries support the decision.
3Q - Argentina states that its pressure in ENCE was effective and will increase t
Botnia project.
2006 Oct. - CEAGhreatens with ridocks due to passivity in governments, firms and the W
4Q They complain that the harbor was b
- The World Bank approves the loan to Botnia. Argentina feaos thil ddltience T
Hague |1 CJbs final resolution.
Nov. - Argentina tries to delay the loan from the World Bank to Botnia. The King of |

mediator in the bilateral conflict.

- Argentinean president Kirchner sends letter to WorldtiBatdarbutill be approves
the CIS shows no impact in Gualeguaychu.

Dec. - Uruguay appeals in The Hague the passivity of Argentinean governme|
roadblocks. Argentina fears the resolution, as The Hague denied in July t
construction projects.

- Uruguay removes the soldiers around Botnia, as the firm said it damages its |
symbol to solve the conflict.
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4.1.3 Year 2007 Thebilateral conflict

During the mediation process leaded by The Spanish Kingsuygestion was proposed as a
solution to the conflict: a forestry theme park built in the middle of the river, between
Gualeguaychu and Fray Bentos, including a great variety of different trees. This theme park
would hide the sight of Botnia pulp mill, aegpecially its chimney, from Gualeguaychu and

its local people. Besidegshe theme park would act gsotection from pollution in the
environment. In addition, at the beginning of the year, The Hiijlrejected to intervene after

the Uruguayan request start actions and stop the roadblocks in Argentina.

Botnia definitely announced that the pulp mill would not be relocated as there were no threats
or signs of pollution in the environment. This decision brought several consequences on the
positions of ach country. On the one hand, Argentina considered the firm as inflexible and
uncompromising. Orhie other hand, Uruguay asdme sectors of the Argentinean government
considered th€EAG as obstinate and intransigent as the firm, as roadblocks contmsieitie

of the Uruguayan request: negotiations and dialogue between the countries might continue only
if the roadblocks were stopped. In addition, Botnia annouri@dhie Finnish governmeras

the firm, would stay neutral and not participate or inteeven the negotiations. In
Gualeguaychu, albusinesspersonalso showed their opposition against the roadblocks
organized by th€EAG, as it was firmly thought that the most effective solution to the conflict
should be through a meeting between both peedgdand through diplomacy. However, they
also showed their opposition towards Botnia, as they believed that there might be sulfur
pollution in the long term, and estate business and food companies might suffer negative

consequences and abandon the city tusoil pollution.

The Argentinean president visited Fray Bentdth the intention of easing up the conflict, but
Uruguay also made its position in the bilateral conflict clear: the courmyd not be willing

to negotiateif the roadblocks continak and they only offered as a possible solution a
committee for the joint monitoring on the environment to control the pulp mill effects. El Clarin
Newspaper also visited Botnia fatés, where the pulp miWwould soonstart to operate. Botnia
managers déared that the firm was willing to provide all the information required to show that
the pulp mill operations followed environmentally friendly standardsthay protected the
environment using high quality technologies. The firm ensured that the waterimg to the

Uruguay River was not polluted, and highlighted all the benefits of the project in Uruguay, such
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as more jobs and better life quality in Fray Bentos, and an improvement in the Uruguayan

economy.

In addition, the Argentinean government resied a renegotiation of the Uruguay River
Agreenent together with Uruguap set some production limits to Botnia, as the country feared
higher production levels in the pulp mill in the future. This was considered as a step towards
dialogue between the gotries, as it meant that Argentina had finally recognized and accepted
that the pulp mill was not going to be relocated. However, the Argentinean Citizens
Environment al Assembly of Gual eguaych¥ did
decided to cotnue with the roadblocks in the border bridges. The conflict was seriously
aggravated when Botnia stated that Uruguay had never officially requested the company to
pause the construction for 90 days, as the country had agreed one year ago with Argéntina w
the objective of negotiating and stopping the roadblocks. In addition, the president of the
company declared that the existing Committee in the Uruguay River (CARU), where both
countries are involved, should be provided with the needed resourcgsifarraonitoring of

the impact of the project on the river by Uruguay and Argentina. However, the firm recognized
one mistake: the lack of communication with Gualeguaycht and the areas of Argentina affected
by the pulp mill at the beginning of the projeldevertheless, even though the firm understood
that now the communication efforts were late, they showed willingness to start dialogue with

all the affected areas.

Later in 2007, The Secretary of State in Spain for Latin America visited Argentina and met
President Kirchner to enhance the mediation efforts of Spain. In addition, and as an important
step towards dialogue, botihe Uruguayan and Argentinean presidents had a meeting in New
York, where again Argentina demanded the relocation of the pulp ndillUanguay urged
Argentina to stop the roadblocks as a condition to negotiate. In addition, Argentina also covered
the issue of the creation of a joint committee to control pollution in the river waters and the
renegotiation of the Uruguay River Agreemedtuguay declared that Batnshould start
operatingto demonstrate that there is no pollution threat. Meanwhile CEhRG started a
protest against the Argentinean president, threatening with more roadblocks. The roadblocks

were also affecting tourism inrgentina, and traffic and movement inside the country.

Regarding The HagukCJ process, Uruguay counterclaimed the Argentinean plaint in The

HaguelCJ affirming that the Uruguay River Agreement had been respected, and responding
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that Jorge Batlle, the r§entinean president when Uruguay first started to negotiate the
authorization for Botnia project, was aware of all the process. With these arguments, the country
ensured that the Agreement had not been broken, and in addition, Uruguay reaffirmed the lack
of negative environmental impact of the projects. Later, diplomats from both countries met in
New York to cover all the issues included in the Madrid Declaration: the relocation of Botnia
pulp mill, the stop in the roadblocks, the violation of the Urugaaser Agreement and the

joint assessmermtf the project impact. Uruguay also declared that the sooner Botnia could start

its operations, the sooner they could demonstrate there was no environmental negative impact.

Meanwhile, theCEAG organized a roadblécin the bridge connecting Gualeguaydlitray

Bentos to protest against the Argentinean government due to its passivity in the bilateral
conflict, followed by other roadblocks the Argentinean cities d€olon and Concordia. The
Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu demanded a blockage in the
shipments to Botnia coming from Argentina, as the CEAG considered that the harbor was built
illegally under a Uruguayan unilateral decision. Rrgentinean government claimed that the
roadblocks were simply damaging Argentina, without affecting Botnia. At the same time, the
UruguayanPresident Tabaré inaugurated the harbor built to support Botnia operations, while
several organizations from Gegluaychu and still a Uruguayan minority protested against the

harbor.

With the objective of easing up the conflict, the government of Uruguay allowed a
demonstration in Fray Bentos involving participants such aSE#G and other organizations

from Ente Rios. However, the country prepared a fence surrounding Botnia and a control
operation ¢ separate the demonstrators frtre pulp mill. In Fray Bentos, citizens tried to
differentiate themselves from the Argentinean activists by showing UruguayanDiagsg

that demonstration, the passive attitudes of the Argentinean and Uruguayan presidents were
criticized together with the severe and strict controls performed by Uruguay on the
demonstratordAt the same timethe Argentinean government finally aqued that Botnia was

going to stay in Fray Bentos, and declared that the pulp mill might not harm the environment
as much as stated by the country at the beginning of the conflict. With the bilateral conflict still
affecting the relations between Argentarad Uruguay, both countries definitely accepted that

the conflict could be solwkonly by accepting The Hagu€Jd s f i n al resolutio
might not work due to the irreconcilable positions of every country. However, the resolution

might be delayg due to changes in some of the current members of the Courts. In addition,
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even though some of the roadblocks continued, this movement was not suppothted by
Argentinean government anymoamd theyfeared that actions to stop the roadblocks might
increase the intensity of the protests. As a resultClBAG requested the Argentinearepident

to visit the cityto discuss possible solutions.

Finally, Uruguay authorized Botnia to start its operations after presenting all the required
documents, and Boim started to operate immediately. At the same time, and because of the
authorization, Uruguay decided to close the border and block the main eGratgpiaychd

Fray Bentosind ColérFray Bentosn order to prevent protests against the pulp mill. Tioeegf

both the Uruguayan government and other activists protesting against Botnia suddenly blocked
almost all the entrances connecting both count@esmsequentlythe relations between both
countries were definitely broken, and the mediation leaded by Kihg of Spain was
unsuccessful. Due to the continuing protests, Uruguay decidetbse all borders with
Argentinaand let the pulp mill show its innocence through its own activities. Meanwhile, in
Argentina, Cristina Kirchner was elected new presidant the country tried to find new
evidences to fight against Uruguay in The Hatftigwhile waiting for the final resolutiorin
addition, Cristina Kirchner stronglgriticized the Uruguayan decision of allowing the start
Botnia operations during a meagiwith The Spanish King Juan Carlaés December, Uruguay
re-opened the borders, and in Fray Bentos the first reports about bad smells coming from Botnia
appeared. Roadblocks continue in Gualeguaychd, Colon and Concordia organized by the
Argentinean Citizes Environmental Assembly of GualeguaydmiGualeguaychu, theEAG

also sent a letter to the Argentinean government to block all shipments from Argentina to
Botnia, and the Uruguayan citizens living in Guaginu started to demand more information

abou the pulp mill operations and their possible environmental impact.

Table 9 shows the key events happened during Botnia case in the year 2007, based on the

information of the final sample.
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Table 9. Key events during Botnia case, year 2007

QUARTER

MONTH

KEY EVENTS

2007
1Q

Jan.

- During the mediation process, one suggestion is offered: a forestry theme park i
Fray Bentos and Gualeguaych(. The Hague will not intervene in the ioadblock c|

Feb.

- Botnia will not be relocatedi Finnish government will not intervene. Botnia and C
as inflexible actors increasing tension.

- Businessmen from Gualeguaychu oppose to both roadblocks and Botnia. They f]
and companies leaving the region.

March

- Uruguawvill not negotiate if roadblocks continue. It offers as solution a joint monit;
the environmental impact.

- El Clarin visits Botnia. The firm will provide information that proves no negativ
explains its benefits in Fray Bentos

2007
2Q

April

- Argentina suggests a renegotiation of the River Agreement to set production |
accepting that the pulp mill will not be relocated.

- Botnia claims that Uruguay never asked a stop in the carwrfiotiaa opndialogue
They recognize no engagement with Gualeguaych in the beginning.

May

- The Secretary of State in Spain for Latin America visits Argentina as a way 1
mediation of Spain in the bilateral conflict.

- Meeting:he relocation Bbtnia, renegotiation of the Uruguay River Agreement
monitoring of the river. Uruguay sets as a condition to negotiate the stop of road|

June

- CEAG protests against the Argentinean president, threatening with more raadbl
affect Argentinean tourism and traffic.

2007
3Q

July

-Uruguay claims in The Hague the Agreement was not violated, as Argentina was
since the beginning of the project.

- Diplomats of both countries meet to discuss tHeddiadaition: relocation of the pul|
roadblocks, violation of the Uruguay River Agreement, and joint monitoring of the

Aug.

-CEAG protests against President Kir
shipments headind@tuinia harbor.

- President Tabaré inaugurates the harbor built for Botnia operations, while org
Gualeguaychu protest.

Sept.

- A protest from Gualeguaychu and Entre Rios will be allowed in Fray Bentos |
operation to protect the pulp mill.

- The protest in Fray Bentos criticized both presidents due to passive attitudes du
The roadblock was opewoeallow the protest cross the bridge, and Uruguay kept ¢
the demonstrators.

- Botnia is ready to operate. The countries face the consequences of the con
recognizes that Botnia will stay and might not pollute as claimedl Bafgteyafact
roadblocks and a joint monitoring with Argentina on the river environment.

2007
4Q

Oct.

- The solution to the conflict is The Hague resolution, as diplomacy does ng
irreconcilable positions in each country.

- Uruguaywthorizes Botnia to start operations and they will not negotiate if roadbld
CEAG requires Kirchner a visit to discuss about the conflict and the possible soli

Nov.

- Argentina criticizes Uruguayan decision to allow the start of Botnia operations ir
the Spanish King

- Botnia starts to operate. Uruguay closes connections between Gualeguaychu ¢
to prevent conflicts. Argentina tries t@viinelvidences to present in Hague. The |
relations are definitely broken.

- Uruguay closes Colén Bridge to avoid CEAG to cross to Fray Bentos. Thus, t|
bridges connecting the countries remain blocked.

- Uruguay closes all accessas frgentina to Fray Bentos to prevent demonstratio
of the pulp mill.

Dec.

- Uruguay opens accesses when the protests begin to disappear, and in Fray B
reports of bad smells from Botnia.

- Roadblocks continue, also tryimgetent shipments from Argentina to Botnia. Ur
citizens living in Gualeguaychd demand more information about the operations ¢
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4.1.4 Year 2008 Soothing the conflict

At the beginning of the year 2008, Botnia invited s@xngentinean journalists to visit the pulp

mill with the objective of demonstrating that, even though the operations were at full capacity
there was no negative impact the environment and the operationstall the environmental
requirements. The firmso regretted that, due to the conflict, Argentina could not benefit from
Botnia, for instance, through shipments of machinery and creation of jobs in the country. At the
same time, Argentina presented more evidences in The Hagsaowing how Uruguay lia
definitely broken the Uruguay River Agreement when authorizing both projects, when building

the Botnia harbor, and by using huge amounts of water from the river.

In Gualeguaychu, the roadblocks and demonstrations continued even with the opposition from
the Argentinean government and some local people of the city, as the Argentinean Citizens
Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu claimed that the pollution, ifavgtmight appear

in the long term. The CEAG demanded a meeting with the ArgentiRessident Cristina

Kirchner, who had opposed against the roadblocks and supportedetitainttict should be

solved throughThe HagudCJ6 s f i n an. In UregsaytheuRtesident Tabaré organized

some political changes by naming Gonzalo Fernandez as the new chancellor, who always
criticized Botniabds neutral perspective and
needed to face specific challenges: in Uruguggthia experienced some incidents without
providing further accurate informati on; and

on preventingth€EAG6 s power and its roadbl ocks.

Later, during the festival organized by Botnia in Fray Bentos, Waygrepared strong safety

and control measures fearing conflicts and protests. However, the border bridges were
controlled, but not blocked. In Argentina, the President of Botnia and some managers were
supposed to testify in the Argentinean Court duenteravironmental pollution attempt, but in
Botnia it was declared the firm was not aware of the plaint. In AprilC#BAG organized a
protest in the bridge connecting San Martin and Fray Bentos demanding the relocation of
Botnia, but as a main differendhis time the bridge was not completely blocked and movement
was allowed. Even though the demonstration mobilized less people than at the beginning of the
conflict, it still was a success. However, in Argentina, Cristina Kirchgamclaimed that the

corflict should be solved after TheHagl@®@d s r es ol uti on.
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It was in this year wherfor the first time since the roadblocks started, a judge ordered the
opening of a blocked bridge for a particul ar
the roadblocks started to divide: some people opposed to the roadblocks as they considered this
tactic useless, and others were firmly supporters as the tactic represented a symbol of the fight
against pollution and Botnia. In addition, the Argentinean Citizeng &@rmmental Assembly of
Gualeguaychu started to organize tours addressed to tourists who were interested in visiting the
blocked bridge and knowing more about the conflict around the pulp mill. At that moment, the
bridge seemed to be abandoned and wayg édhtrolled by theCEAG, and only some cars

were allowed to cross the bridge. The Argentin€aesident, after a meeting with the
Uruguayan Chancellor, agreed on trying to stop the roadblocks in the bridge connecting
Gualeguaychu and Fray Bentos. In aitit Mercosur refused the Uruguayan claim and denied

that Uruguay had suffered severe fatal negative economic consequences due to the roadblocks,
even though the organization showed its completely opposition against the roadblocks
considered as illegaAfter the Argentinean government expressed its intention to stop the
roadblocks, the Uruguayapresident Tabaré felt optimist about finding a solution for the
conflict. Furthermore, a study from the University of Buenos Aires confirmed that Botnia
operatios were not polluting the air quality. However, the study did not analyze water quality

yet, and more complete studies might be needed in the future.

In November, Botnia was finally operating at full capacity in Fray Bentos without suffering any
consequene from the roadblocks. In Argentinagtoperations of the company were said to be
higher than the joint operations of #fle pulp mills existing in theountry. Regarding the
roadblocks, even though they had continued for two years, they lost the gemesupport

and were hardly criticized by Mercosur. In addition, Gualeguaychu and evER & started

to be divided into those who supported that the roadblocks should end or at least become more
flexible, and those who fully supported that the roadlda&hould continue as a symbol of the
environmental fight. Besides, the governor of Entre Rios publicly expressed his opposition
against the roadblocks and recognized no current pollution caused by the pulp milthehile
CEAG stated thapollution might g@pear over time. In December, as the Argentinean ex
president Néstor Kirchner wabke candidate as General Secretary in the Union of South
American Nations (UNASUR), Uruguay totally refused to accept his presence and threatened

to leave the organization.
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Table 10 shows the key events happened during Botnia case in the year 2008, based on the

information of the final sample.

Table 10. Key eventduring Botnia ase, year 2008

QUARTER| MONTH | KEY EVENTS

Jan. - Botnia meets Argentinpamnalists to show that it operates with no negative ir
meets all environmental requirements.

- Argentina shows more evidences in The Hague ICJ about the Uruguayan
Uruguay River Bilateral Agreement.

Feb. - CEAG demands to ntaxéttina Kirchner, who supports the conflict ends with The
2008 resolution and repulses roadblocks.
1Q - There are political changes in Uruguay to soothe the conflict. The power in
CEAG, together with tension, increase.
March - Uruguay prepares safety measures in Botnia Festival in Fray Bentos. The bol

be controlled, but no blocked.
- The President of Botnia and some managers are supposed to testify in the Arg
due to an environmental pollugenpattout in Botnia they are not aware of this iss|

April - CEAG organizes a demonstration in the bridge connecting San Martin ant
2008 demanding the relocation of Botnia: the bridge will not be blocked and moveme
2Q - The dewnstration, with less participation, was still a success.

May - Finland plans more investments in the forest industry in Uruguay.

June No articles available

July No articles available

Aug. - In Gualeguaychd, local people are divided into opponents of roadblocks and
2008 they are seen as a protest symbol.
3Q Sept. - CEAG prepares tours for tourists to visit the bridge and see the pulp mill.

- Cristina Kirchner might agrestomping roadblocks, and Mercosur resolves that
did not suffer negative impact after roadblocks, even though it condemns those
Oct. - Tabaré feels optimist as Kirchner will try to stop roadblocks.

- The University of BuenossAiresents a study showing that Botnia does not p
Water quality was not analyzed yet.

2008 Nov. - Botnia operates at full capacity in Uruguay, not affected by roadblocks.
4Q - After 2 years of roadblocks, the CEAG movement defigitelylesesn me nt 6
though environmental awareness is supported, roadblocks should end or becon
Dec. - Uruguay threatens with abandoning USAN if ex Argentinean President Nes

elected General Secretary.
- Entre Rio&overnor shows opposition against the roadblocks. CEAG claims
cumulative pollution in long term.

4.1.5 Year 2009 Seeking a diplomatic solution

At the beginning of the yeathe Uruguayan Environmental Minister claimed that the country
would be able to accept more pulp milh the Uruguay River, as he found no negative
consequences in Botnia activities, adding that no more monitoring on the river conditions is
needed. In additiorthe governor of Entre Rios finally agreed on meetingAhgentinean
Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu. During this meeting, he discussed his
contradictory opinion with the CEAG: he supported the pause of the roadblocks as they were

affecting the Argentinean economy and tourism, while the ArgeatiiCitizens Environmental
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Assembly of Gualeguaychu refused to cease the key symbol of their fight against pollution: the
roadblocks. In addition, Uruguay askiée Argentinean government for actions to prevent the
roadblocks and not only words, as the &ah San Martin bridge connecting Gualeguaychu

and Fray Bentos had been blocked for two years, even though studies showed that air and water

quality remained acceptable after the pulp mill had started to operate.

During this year 2009, some stainsinthe uguay Ri ver became Ar gent
even though Botnia and Uruguay said that they weresmadweeddHowever, after some water

analysis, the results clarified that the stains were definsiedyveedsThis issue raisedome

awareness about tiearrent state of the Uruguay River, which had been forgotten for long time,

as Argentina had no plans, studies or policies to protect, analyze and improve the quality of the
water. The only responsible body was the Committee of the Uruguay River (CARIidh wh

was al ways dependent on both countriesdé requ
the river had been forgotten, afettilizers and sewage waste halvayspolluted the river

without any kind of control and preventioAs a result, the NG@reen Cross decided to

perform some studies on the quality of the waters close to Botnia in botho§ithes river

Argentina and Uruguay.

For the first time, and after more than two years of roadblocks, there was a fatal accident where
a motorbike ride died after crashing into the trailer blocking the entrance to the bridge
controlled by theCEAG. The Finnish researcher Jussi Pakkasvirta decided to express his
opinion, and analyzed and presented the consequences of the bilateral conflict in eagh countr
in an academic article. According to his opi
forgetting dout the neighbor country #te beginning of the project. However, on the other
side, even though the project experienced some minor oppositiknay Bentos, the country
sucessfully managed to obtain absolutelypport to the project due to the various economic
benefits to the country. Regarding Botnia, its main mistake was only analyzing legal and
technical issues, but not the political or ol aspects of the project, ignoring possible
emotional responses towards the prbjét addition, there wakack of open discussion and
communication with Argentina atthe beginning of the project, where the excellent
environmental standards of the camyg were not enough to convince the Argentinean side.
Jussi Pakkasvirta also highlighted the fact that Argentina showed an attitude of fear towards
foreign companies, and the main mistake of this country was that the government chose the

easy approach fahe conflict of supporting the popular and local feelings against the project.
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Finally, Finland also suffered some criticism, as its strategy was even considered as pure
neocolonialism. The country suffered the consequences of loss of jobdonestandustry in

the country. Besides, the country experienced a loss oteafidence, as they were not seen

in Argentina by its typical stereotype of being a rational, smart, honest and innovative country.

Furthermore, the conflict also brought watlisic feelings in the country.

In Argentina,the CEAGdecided not to open the border bridge for the elections in Uruguay,
even though some demonstrators supported the idea of showing some mercy to avoid being
considered as extremistSonsequentlysome Uruguayan people living in Argentina were not
allowed to cross to vote in the elections, even thouglCE&G had allowed some citizens to

cross the hdge some days ago to attemdootball match.

During the second round in The Hagld $rial, Argentina tried to defend the presented
evidences, complained about bad smell coming from Botnia, and denounced a bad location of
the pdp mill in an importantarea fortourism inthe country. Uruguay also defended its position

by assuring that tlyehad consulted Argentina when the country decided to start the project and
collaborate with Botnia, and therefore, the country had not broken the Uruguay River
Agreement. Uruguay also highlighted that the pulp mill had no negative consequences on the
river, and denouncethat the existing current pollution that the river was suffering was the
result of the agriculture activities in Argentina. As usual, the country also criticized the

Argentinean government passivity on the issue of the roadblocks.

In October, theCEAG definitely agreed on not opening the bridge for the elections happening
in Uruguay, supporting the decision with the following arguments: firstly, the Uruguayan
residents in Argentina were able to use other alternative open bridges; amil\s¢be CEAG

did not support any of the candidates of the Uruguayan elections, as they fully supported Botnia.
In addition, Uruguay complained in The Hagi@J by declaring that Argentina had
intentionally misunderstood and used some environmental sttatigts own benefit to fake

the results and show pollution in theer, whichactually was nofexistent, by using in purpose

wrong terms during the speech in fronfldie HaguelCJ.

At the end of this year, Botnia finally exportedArgentinaor thefirst time, to the Argentinean
Company Celupaper. In addition, the candidate to the Uruguayan elections Mujica stated that

his first trip as president would be Asgentinato solve conflict. Argentina also claimed to be
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willing to find a solution to the bilateral conflict, instead of only waiting for The Hdg@J 6 s
resolution, even thougivadblockscontinued in Gualeguaychu. With Mujica as new President
of Uruguay, the government confirmed that its main priorities welstopping the roadblocks

and finally trying to solve the conflict.

Table 11 summarizes the key events happened during Botnia case in the year 2009, based on

the information collected in the final sample.

Table 11. Key events during Botniase, year @09

QUARTER| MONTH | KEY EVENTS

Jan. - Uruguayan Environment minister claims that the country would be able to ac
mills in the Uruguay River.

- Governor of Entre Rios meets CEAG to discuss about roadblocks. CEAG con

2009 a symbol of the fight against pollution.
1Q - Uruguayan government demands Argentinean government to start action
roadblocks.
Feb. - Stains appear in tHeuguay River, but Botnia and Uruguay support they are

Water analysis will give answers.

- Argentina, Uruguay and Botnia, after water analysis, agree that the stain was
March - The Uruguay River has been forgotten for lothgerignage no studies to contro
improve its water, and it is highly polluted by sewage waste and fertilizers.

- Green Cross will analyze water quality in the Uruguayan and Argentinean si
close to Botnia.

April - Motorcycligies after crashing into a trailer blocking the bridge.

May - Finnish researcher analyzes the consequences of the conflict: it has aféteted
2009 and nationalism feelings of Finland.
2Q Jure - CEAG will not open the roadblocks dulihrgghayan elections, even though s¢

demonstrators in CEAG were in favor.

July No articles available

Aug. No articles available
2009 Sept. - Argentina defends its position during the second round in The Hague ICJ, fc
3Q smell antad location of Botnia in an area for tourism.

- Uruguay defends its position claiming that they did not break the Agreement,
existing current pollution, and they blame Argentina for not preventing the road

Oct. - CEAG Winot open the bridge for the Uruguayans citizens with the intention |
upcoming Uruguayan elections.
2009 - Uruguay reports an intentional misuse of environmental impact studies by Ar
4Q and show pollution in the river.
Nov. -Botniads first export to the Argent

- Muijica, candidate in the upcoming Uruguayan elections, promises to visit Arge
the elections as his first official trip.

Dec. -After Mujicads sutctesrsoacdblebdelks iions
countries will try to solve the conflict.
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4.2 Stakeholders and relationshps of Botnia case

4.2.1 ldentification of stakeholders

During the first order analysis of data, the following 12 stakeholders were identified as
participants during Botnia cas€his listincludes the key stakeholders for the study, together
with otheractorsthat appeaged frequently during the project of Batnand the consequent

bilateral conflict created between Argentina and Uruguay.

Botnia:

The Finnish company decided to invest in Uruguay and start a construction project of a pulp
mill in the City of Fray Bentos, in Uruguay. The main priority of thenfaturing the escalation

of the conflict was the completion of the construction project to start to operate the pulp mill in
Uruguay as soon as possibl&wus, he company firmly supported the project, as they affirmed
that the best technologies aedvironmentally frienly methods were being uséd orderto
prevent negative impact in the Uruguay River and its surroundings. However, the firm needed

to face strong opposition against the project from several stakeholders for long time.

Botniahad netral relationships with the external stakeholders involved in the project and the
conflict. However, the company presented closer relationships with the Uruguayan
government, as they were necessary in order to start the pulp mill operations. In addition, t
company received the funding for the project from the World Bank after a cumulative impact
study of the project, even though the relationships were simply professional and neutral. The
company also made great efforts trying to relate and engage wigmtfrg after the pulp mill
started to operate, especially in Gualeguayamigrderto demonstrate that the project was

environmentally friendly and careful with the environment.

The Uruguayan government:

The government of the country firmly acceptedilfeated and supported the construction of
two pulp mills in the Uruguayan city of Frapotnia and ENCEThus, Uruguay kept a

supporting psition towards Botnia projectThis supportive position was based on several



62

reasons: the economic benefits that pinojects would bring to the country and the creation of
new jobs in Fray Bentos, with a consequent improvement in the life quality of the city.

In addition, on the one hanthe Uruguayan government kept unsuccessful and negative
conflicting relationsips with the Argentinean government and the CEAG, mainly due to their
contradictory points of view during the conflict. On the other hand, the government supported
the local people of Fray Bentos when facing the opposition exerted by the neighhowyc
Argentina. he Uruguayan government had neutral relationships with The Ha@Jadter the
Argentinean plainto defend its position, and was the responsible fahe participation of
Mercosur in the conflict after denouncing the roadblocks in Gualegiuagekn though their

relationship presented mainly neutral nature.

Local people of Fray Bentos

A great part ofhis stakeholdegroup showed some doubts about the projects at the beginning
of the cofilict, fearing negative impactothe enviroment,but soon they accepted Botpialp

mill due to the several benefits for theyciConsequentlylater, they needed to face strong
opposition from Argentina, and especiafipm GualeguaychdThus, this actor presesdtwo

different positions towards Bo@nproject, first aspponentindlater assupporter Even though

some minor groups opposed to the pulp mills at the beginning of the projects, they soon realized
of the several benefits that the projects could bring to the city and decisigopiortdefinitely

the construction of the pulp mills.

Fray Bentos had great support frdime Uruguayan government, as they needdddejointly

the opposition from the Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu. Even
though at the beginning dhe project some local people from Fray Bentos joined and
coll aborated with the Argentinean Citizens

protests, later, the city showed its opposition against this movement.

The Argentinean government

The government of the country always showed resistance and opposition against the projects
in the neighbor country of Uruguay, as negative environmental effects were feared, especially
in the Uruguay Rivelncluded within this stakeholder group, the EntresRjovernmenghould

be especially mentioneand highlighted Including the conflicting areas of Concordia, San

Salvador, Gualeguaychu and Coldre government of Entre Rios maintaimesimilar position
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than the Argentinean national government duringltspute, even though it showed a stronger
opposition against Botnia project at the beginning of the conflict.

Thus, the Argentinean government firmly showed its rejection and-atmeptance of the
projects, fearing negative impact on the environment amdlthguay River and demanding a
relocation of the pulp mill and a suspension of the construction projects. Even theugh
government lateaccepéd that Botnia was not going to be relocated and would stay in Fray
Bentosand they decided to focus on solyithe bilateral conflict with Uruguayhey still

showed some resistance and distrust towards the company.

The Argentinean government presented conflictive relationships with the Uruguayan
government, characterized by distrust and incompatible posidansg the conflict. In
addition, the government was the responsible of the participation of several external actors in
the bilateral conflict, such as The Hag) and The World Bank anthe IFC, in orderto

support its opposition against the pulp milBn the one side, Argentina tried to freeze the
funding to projects until no pollution consequences were demonstrated; and on the other side,
the country denoundeUruguay in The HagudCJ. Besides, the Argentinean government
decided to collaborate and faut the Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of
Gu al e gu ay cshariddoadblpcksatt the $aginning of the project, even though later the
country showed its opposition against @EAG and itsradicalprotest tactics.

Argentinean Citizens Envronmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu (CEAG):

This activist group appeared as the maipapent ofthe construction projects as they claimed
they will bring negative environmental consequences in the long term, gralae/s showed
hostility during the bilateral conflict between Argentina and Uruguétws, ths group
represented the main opposition in Botnia project, organizing several partdstsadblocks
against the company and the pulp mill, and asking fordlogation of the pulp mill even at the

end of the conflicgtwhen the firmwas already operating at full capacity.

In addition, the CEAG maintained conflictive relationships with both the Uruguayan
government and the local people of Fray Bentos due to tostradictory positions and
opinions during the cdlict around Botnia. Besidesat the beginning of the conflict, the
Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychd was supported by the

Argentinean government, who decided to collaboraté wie organization. However, after
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Botnia started its operations and the countries struggled to find a solution to the conflict; the
Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu lost the government support
and was criticized by its obstinaagd inflexibility. In Argentina, th€ EAG was also supported
during the duration of the conflict by other activist organizations and NGOs existing in the
region of Entre Rioand @posing to the pulp ith The CEAG wassupported by some local
people in Fay Bentos, but only at the beginning of dmnstructiorprojects.

The Finnish government:

Finland showed a neutral position during all the construction project afeBat spite of the

fact that thebilateral conflict had been created between two close countries as Argentina and
Uruguay due to the decisions of the Finnish company Bofimas, &en though the Finnish
government defended the innocence of Botnia and expressed their trust in thenfiamg F
decided to stay in a neutral positibmwards other actorduring the project and the later

escalation of the bilateral conflict between Argentina and Uruguay.

Additionally, Finland had no relationships with other stakeholders involved in Botnj@cpro

and the bilateral conflict between Argentina and Uruguay.

Spanish company ENCE:

The Spanish company ENCE decided to locate a pulp mill in the Uruguayan city of Fray Bentos.
However, later and during the escalation of the conflict, they decidetbtate tle pulp mill

in a different city

The Spanish company ENGEept a neutral position anghowed no opposition aupport
towards Botnia project. Howeveheyfirmly supported their own project @svas considered
environmentally friendly. Later, ehfirm decided to relocate its pulp mill in a different city of
Uruguay instead of Fray Bentos, where Botnia was being constractedhey stated that the
decision was not made or influenced by the bilateral conflict between Argentina and Uruguay
The canpany exphined this decision by claiming that two companies with similar size could
not ceexist together.

As Botnia, ENCEenjoyed the support of therlilguayan governmenwho helged and
authorized its construction project, which was financed by the World Bank. However, the firm
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needed to face opposition from the Argentinean government and the Argentinean Citizens

Environmental Assembly of Gualeguaychu until its decision to reldlcatpulp mill.

King of Spain:

The Spanish King and his representative acted as meglifstaititating negotiations between
Argentina and Uruguay during thdateralconflict. However, the mediation process resulted

unsuccessfuo solve the dispute

Despite the effdsto solve the conflict, fie King of Spain showed no specific position towards
the project of the company, as his main priority was trying to solve the bilateral conflict between
Uruguay and Argentind hus, theKing of Spain only relatetb Uruguayand Argentina, trying

to enhancenegotiations and dialogue between both couniriesderto solve the existing
bilateral conflict. However, The King always kept a neutral position as mediator and facilitator,
without taking sides, and he didt relate with any other stakeholders.

The World Bank and its International Finance Corporation (IFC):

The Wotd Bank acted as an external actor during the escalation of the conflicitsand
participation in the conflict was requested by Argentina. The organism was responsible for
funding both construction projectand in charge of analyzing and studying the cumulative

impact of the projects through its subsidiary the International Finaoiqeoation.

However, @en though The World Bank and the IFC were in gbasf funding the projects,

they showed no specific support towarthe pulp mills. @ly due to rational and existing
evidences after a cumulative impact st@@yS) about the projest both organisms agreed on
financing the pulp mills and declared that there will be no negative consequences on the

environment c aapeaighs.by t he fir mo

The World Banks and its subsidiary IFC had no specific relations with others stakeholders
involved in the projectexceptingArgentina when the country tried to freettee funding
addressed to the pulp mill and demandeddi& Thusthe World Bank kept neutrglosition

and always acted following rational decisions based on existing evidences.
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The Hague ICJ (International Court of Justice):

This external actor was forced to participate in the bilateral conflict due to the Argentinean
plaint against Uruguay regarding the construction projects. Later, also Uruguay presented
charges against Arggna due to the roadblocks organized in Gualeguageiiidefended the

country against the accusations reduly the neighbor country.

TheHague ICXkept a neutral position during the construction project and the bilateral dispute,

and itsmain tasks wreonly analyzing the conflict and finding a final resolution. However, and

dueto the existing evidence after ti¢S, The HagudCJ declaed that there weneo negative
consequences on the ensoperatmmsment caused by th

The Hague ICJ relateahly with both countriesArgentina and Uruguay, but always showing a

neutral professional and rational positidine HagueCJ considered that the process in the

court was simply a means to solve theconfict wever , The HaguegreatCJos
i nfl uence on each c o RegardingArgentaa The ldagi®ldeniedd p o s i
its first petition ofsuspension of the constructigmojects,as there was no environmental

negative impact. Regarding Uruguay, The Halflieresolved not to imrvene in the conflict

about the roadblocks.

Mercosur:

This external actor entered into the conflict due to the Uruguayan request to solve the problem
of the roadblocks organized by the Argentinean Citizens Environmental Assembly of
Gualeguaychu isualeguaycha.

Mercosur keptalwaysa neutral position during the projects and was focused only on the
bilateral conflict between Argentina and Uruguay existing at that moiflens, Mercosuhad

only close relationship with the Uruguayan government, asetleountry denounced the
roadblocks being organized in GualeguaycBUaaprotest against the project. However,
alwaysmaintained a neutral position and decided to intervene, as there were not severe

consequences in the Uruguayan econoengn thouglthe roadblocks were considered illegal
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European Union (EU):

Even though no intervention was requested by any of the countries involved in the bilateral
conflict caused by the pulp mill projects, the European Union showedpgsoduowards
Botnia and criticized the conflict between Argentina and Uruguafe European Union
considered Botnia as an innocerdtin trapped in the bilateral disputetween Argentina and

Uruguay, andadditionally, ithighlighted the excellent past historical recordsheffirm.

The European Union had no close relationships with the stakeholders involved in the project
and the bilateral conflict, even though the bilateral conflict between Argentina and Uruguay

was criticized andvasconsidered sialimitation toward$utureinvestmeng in the countries.

Table 12 summarizes the 12 stakeholders described in this section 4.2.1, focusing on their
interests, their position towards Botnia project. The table also includes the main arguments

utilized by each stakeholder groapd the actions they used during the conflict.
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Table 12. Stakeholder interests during Botnia case.

STAKEHOLDE

BOTNIA

URUGUAYAN
GOVERNMEN"

FRAY BENTOS

ARGENTINEA!

GOVERNMEN"

CEAG

FINNISH

GOVERNMEN"

ENCE

KING OF SPAI

WORLD BANK

THE HAGUE
ICJ

MERCOSUR

EUROPEAN
UNION

INTEREST

Start operations.
Keepapositive
neutrateputation

End bilateral conflic
but keeping the
project in Fray
Bentos.

First: relocation of
project.

Later keep projetn
the city.

End of bilateral
conflict and
relocation of projec
Reduce
envionmental
impact.
Cancellation or
relocation of the
project.

Not takingdes in
thebilateral conflict.

Start firm operation

End bilateral disput
withArgentina and
Uruguay.

Allow loato project
if there is no negati
environmental impz
found.

End bilateral disput
through legal forme
methods, and being
impatrtial.

End bilateral disput
Analyze the
roadblocks.

End bilateral disput
Supportie
European partner.

POSITION
TOWARDS
FIRM

Support

First: Oppositic
Later support

Opposition

Opposition

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Support

MAIN ARGUMENTS

Demonstrate no
ervironmental impact
through operations.

Project athorization
followed legal procedul
Argentinaccepted the
project.

First: fear of negative
environmental impact.
Laker: support economi
benefits of project.
Fear of negative
environmental impact ¢
the project.

Violation of River Bilate
Agreement by Uruguay

Refuse to accept proje:
due to negative
environmental impact.
Keep positiveputatin:
countries do not take si
in firrs iBsues.
Relocation of the firm il
better place for the
company Success.
End dispute through
mediation and a
diplomatic solution.
Acceptance/ cancellatit
of loan until its cumulat
impact study results ar
shown.

Need fording impartial.
No taking sides on
petition to stop
construction or
roadblocks

Analyze negative
economic consequenct
of roadblocks in Urugu.
Botnia seen as a victir
a conflict between two
countries.

Support excellent
previous records of the
firm.

ACTIVITIES

No actions at the beginnir
Visits and interviews at th
end of the conflidgth
opponents.

Collaboration wigbtnia:
providing authorizatod
building a harbor.
Dialogue ardiplomatic
meetingwith Argentina.
First: demonstrations aga
pulp mill.

Later: positioned as oppo
againstlemonstrators.
Support demonstrations
against project.

Dialoge and diplomatic
meetings during dispute v
Uruguay.

Roadblocks and
demonstrations.

Avoid any type of actions
comments.

Keep neutrdliring bilatera
dispute.

Relocation of tfiem
Mediation process throug
meetings and diplomatic
dialogue.

Study and clear up the
situation in a beneficial wi
for the World Bank.

No negative impact fousad
they accept loan to the
project.

Analyze the arguments to
prepare final resolution tc
end dispute.

Analyze roadblocks.
They were declared illega

Dialogue.
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4.2.2 Stakeholder relationships during the conflict

The analysis of stakeholder relationshipi be based on the stakeholders identified as key
actors for the research the fction 3.3.2, which arBotnia,the Argentinean governmenhe

Uruguayan government, Fray Bentos, and the CEAG.

The following relationships betwedhe keystakeholdersvere identified support through
positive relationships, opposition through negatielationships; and neutraharacteristic in
stakeholders that decided not to take salemg the conflict.

Regarding stakeholders linked by supporting relationshipgxample can be founddataon

the relatios between Argentinean government and the CEAG at the beginning of the conflict,
when the president raised the confacbundthe construction of thpulp mill in Uruguay as a

Anat i o n(aricles 23808/200b)The Argentinean presidestated that the government

woul d Acoordinate actions with muni (aitigeeal i t i e
5, 23/08/2005)allowing the CEAG to mtest and start the roadblookghout any obstacles

Another example can be identified the relationships betweéme Uruguayan government and

Botnia, as at the beginning of the conflict the president announced that Uruguay will
Acoordinate actions with Botnia to overcome
(article 8, 19/10/2005)As the focus of this study is opgition, supporting relationships
emerged with the objective of exerting higher opposition will be further examined in the
following chapters.

Within opposing stakeholder groyps$ata provides a clear example in the controversial and
conflicting relationkips between the governments of Argentina and Urugdagcribedn

some occasionsn dat a as A darzle 5 8848/208ntlegemass otntbe Al owe
status in the relationships bet wlarecik BAr gent
10/11/2@7). As the focus of this study is on opposition, these relationships will be presented

in detail in the following chapters.

Regarding neutral relationships between stakeholders,tbo$gactors wio decided not to

take sides during the conflict wenetral, ard this position can belentified in Botnia. A clear

example of this relationship is shown in datden thepresident of the company stated that
ABotnia is not dartiggeaZ, 21/092006)iHé mentiortedt hpat éi@ pr i v



company can only discuss with the government of the country where the firm is located, and in

other cases, governments should be the ones discussingaefihother during the conflict

(article5, 23/08/2005).
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Figure 5 represents the stakeholder retesindps of Botnia case through a stakeholder map.

European Union

Fray Bentos

Uruguayan
government

Botnia

Figure 5. Stakeholder map of Botruase

When analyzing the relationships existingtween the firm and its stakeholdedata shows
that the company kept the same neutral position over time, even after the year 2007, when

Botnia tried to develop slightly closer relationships with its opponent stakeholders. As an

The Hague
World Bank
King of Spain

Mercosur

Gualeguaych

PEN

0

CEAG

Argentinean
government

explanation of this stable relationship, it can be observatlithe firm maintained the same

goals during the dispute: the end of the construction work and the start of the pulp mill

operations. Besides, the ultimate interest of the company is to operate and keep a good

reputation despite the conflict, without takg
position: neutrality.
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However, regarding the relationshipgioé stakeholder groups involved in the dispute with the

firm, relationships based on opposition and support are identified. On the one hand, in the case

t

h
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of supporting stakeholders, it is possible to mention the example of Uruguay and its direct
supporting relationships with Botnia, as a wappposesimultaneouslyndirectly againsthe
Argentinean government and the CEAG. On the other hand, opposing relationships were
mainly identified in Argentinean government and the CEAG opposing indirectly against the
firm. However,Argentinean key priority changed during tbenflict from protestingagainst

the pulp mill and demanding a relocatida finding a solution to the bilateral conflict that
emerged during the projedthus, the country forgot the dispute around the firm, and gave more

importance to the bilateral coitfl emerged with Uruguay.

When focusing on the perspectiverefationships among the main stakeholder grpape of

the key differences with the previous analysis of firgtakeholder relationships is the absence

of neutral links, as stakeholder greulateconly through opposing and supporting linkages.

On the one handgegarding opposing relationships, they mainly emerged due to different
conflicting interests between actors. In the case of Argentina and Uruguay, the first actor
wanted to stop theonstruction work and the relocation of the pulp mill, while the second actor
supported the location of Botnia in Fray Bentos. Even though the groups tried to find solutions
to its different points of view, the positions were so conflicting that the opgosiationships
lasted almost all the dispute without any chan@#s.the other handggarding supporting
relationships between stakeholders, they emerged due to similar interests and goals, as the
example othe Argentinean government and the CEAG, &ndy Bentos local people and the
CEAG, while they collaborated together to oppose against the project and its negative
environmental consequences, demanding a relocation of the pulp mill. In previous literature,

Freeman (1984) already suggested that stalers with similar interests might form a group.

In addition, most frequentlynot all these relationships staysthble over timgbut they
presented some changes during the escalation of the conflict. The turning point was identified
during 2007, athat is the moment when several stakeholders change their positions, interests
and relationships with other actors. As an example, the Argentinean position in the conflict
changed radically during 2007. At the beginning of the conflict Argentina decidagppmrt

civil society actions addressed to stop Botnia, allowing the CEAG to perform roadblocks in the
bridges connecting both countries as a protest. Even though Argentina did not publically offer
support to the roadblocks, the passivity and little egeshown to stop this method could be

understood as the country adopting an assistant and accomplice role (&rt23#02/2006).
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However, as during this year and afte3 Merco
10/12/2006), Argentina stad to show discomfort towards the roadblocks, and data even states
that Aroadbl ocks started to | ose part3cipatd.i
02/ 02/ 2008). The government <c¢laimed that Ath
Bot ni a; the fight s h8p 21/084200B)eln atiditibrf, the axtivistare( ar t i
described as fdfintransigent people whd do n
02/02/2007) and it was thought that the roadblocks used by CEAG n&ghtively influence

The Hague ICJ resolution and hinder negotiations to find a solution to the dispute. The
opposition towards the CEAG methods became stronger during the following years, especially
after the changes in the Argentinean government withebbetion of Cristina Kirchner as
presidentShef i r ml'y agreed on a bilateral solution
for stopping the roadbl 030340/2008), as the methodtwase d i ¢
considered irrationaland usedbya o u p royf efinavnigr o n me n t3&/1226}Y. s o0 ( ar
According to the Argentinean presidenth o s e met hods ifiome rteo ntolhe tder
(article 83 06/02/2009)Consequentlythe CEAG firmly criticized this change, stating that the

Argent i nean government seeme29 1¥16/2006¢. fideaf and

Additionally, at the beginning of the conflict, some Fray Bentos local people opposed the pulp

mill construction in the city, joining forces with Argentina in its fight againsptiogect as they

shared the same fear of negative environmental impact caused by tbegirenations.

However, they soon realized about all the positive economic impact of the project in the city

and suffered the negative consequences derived from thgblocks. Thus, they began to

criticize the opposition methods being used by the CEAG and decided to support Botnia project
instead. Data refledhis change perfecthp y st ating first that AAr g

people hugged and joint forcesinatprest agai nst the constructio

29/04/2005) Later, datapresent hat M@Anowadays, It i s sotheohef i cul t
who does not criticize their historical neighbors in Gualeguaychd, as the roadblocks have

contnuechow f or three weekso (article 15, 26/ 02/
Anot her change can be identified within the

be divided, especially during 2008, between supporters of the roadblocks and supporters of
using Adi dcér ¢ wr t mgd @8/ 2008) or Amaking the
(article76, 23/11/2008). A last change can be identified in Botnia. Even though the firm always

kept the samaeutralposition and distance towards the actors participating in theicoitfle
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company | ater tried to calm down theb5situat
23/ 08/ 2005) and #dAvi s 2301/2008)atrendy warking ipthatmjedr.] 6 ( a
ThePr esi dent al so expressaddhts wommungnonastse fia
i nformationo to convey a f eeHl(d3003/2007). At ranqui

However, some actors kept tk@me positiomuring the escalation of the conflict. This is the
case of the Uruguayan government, who supported Botnia during the dispute, and claimed that
negotiations with the neighbor country of Argentina would not be possible if the roadblocks

continued existingn the bridges connecting both countries. Uruguay always supported Botnia

though different actions over ti me, for I ns
easilyo (article 2, 15/ 05/ 2005) and B9y the
30/ 08/ 2007) . I n addition, data repeated s e
negotiating with Argentina while the roadbl o

all the duration of the conflict (articled323/03/2007).

Another god example might be found on thosembers othe CEAG who supported to keep

the roadblocks as a protest during all the conflict, even though they knew that the tactic was not
supported by government anymore (artide21/08/2007) or was not affecting thren (article

15, 26/02/2006). In data, when one of the members is asked about a pause or change in the
roadbl ocks, the answer is fAstopping the roac
(article 14, 01/ 02/ 2006) 0, costime withthig tadtioewend et er
though they realized they were pursuing a lost callse.can be explained assmbers had a
commitment towards the group, and additionally, they started to associateltresweith the

gr oup 6 s tharefoee nstippartmmand feeling bounded to the group and their actions.

4.3 Stakeholder opposition

4.3.1Stakeholder opposition tactics

The analysis of stakeholder opposition will be based on the stakeholders identified as key actors

for the research in the Section 3.3which are Botniathe Argentinean governmenthe
Uruguayan government, Fray Bentos, and the CEAG.
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Opposition in stakeholder relationships was analyzed following a theoretical framework. This
framework was developed Ben Hond and De Bakker (200&hd it examines and classifies
opposition tactics of secondary stakeholders. The authors divided tbe itatct the following

strategiesiil ogi ¢ of number so a(PahHdt angd DedBakke?D07gpa i n/ d a
909.ALogic of nNnumbersodo includes mass participa
are needed; andite participation, meaningollaboration with few actors which are key for the
firm, and thus, power f ul enough to affect t
involves both material and symbolic damage, including those tactics that have pisgatale

i mpact in the firm or harm the companyds r e
into material gain and symbolic gain, and they represent those tactics that stakeholder utilized
with the objective of rewarding the firm and to encoerdige company to keep a specific
supported behavior. This tactic e®not represent opposition itself, but the practice is

considered a method to influence the firm behavior and activities.

The main opposition tactics identified during the escalatioheofonflict werealemonstrations,
meetings, dialogue, roadblocks, stakeholder collaboration and the involvement of other
stakeholders in the conflicThese opposition tactics identified from data can be classified
according to Den Hond and De Bak&e®007) framework on stakeholder opposition.

Table 13 presents a summary of the tactics used by the key stakeholders during Botnia case,

al so classified according to Den Hond and De

Table 13. Stakeholder opposition tactics baseddata and Den Hond and De Bakikes
classification (2007)

STRATEGY (DE HOND & DE BAKKER, TACTIC IDENTIFIED IN THE RESEARCH

MASS Demonstrations and protests
LOGIC OF PARTICIPATION
NUMBERS ELITE Stakeholder involvement
PARTICIPATION
LOGIC OF Roadblocks
LOGIC OBPAMAGE MATERIAL DAMACGC
LOGIC OF Meetings

SYMBOLIC DAMAC Dialogue

Stakeholder support & collaboration
LOGIC OF
MATERIAL GAIN  Not identified
LOGIC OF GAIN [ 0GIC OF

SYMBOLIC GAIN ' Stakeholder support & collaboration
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The demonstrations and protests can be cat e
participation, as high levels of participation were required for the success of those tactics.
Usually, the more people and participation the tactic can attract, theefifiectve it will be.

These demonstrations are shown in data through protests developed mostly by the CEAG,
where demonstrators arranged peaceful multitudinous and symbolic actions such as massive
marches, singing anthems, reading manifestos, water {grates signature collection (article

1, 29/04/2005).

ALogi c o fthrongh elikeeartiipation can be identified in the involvement of other
stakeholders in the dispute, for instance, actors such as The Hague ICJ and Mercosur. Even
though these actors were not participants of the conflict, they were required to participa

to their reputation and their power to influence. The objective was to better protect the
stakehol dersdéd interests when opposing agai n:¢
effort made by the Argentinean government to involve The HaguenGhei dispute to
Afencapsul at and itshatarifiatom througlkche dlaguel C Jfid@wse resolution

(article 53, 03/10/2007). Additionally, this tactic can be found on the efforts made by Uruguay
to involve Mercosur and its members in the disputie o the roadblocks (article 20,
22/04/2006). Besides, data described the involvement of the World Bank in the dispute due to
the Argentinean petition for a freeze on the loan for the project. Argentina wanted to involve a
powerful actor which was not akd to the project (article 3, 12/07/2005), seeking its support

and participationin order to stop the roadblocks

The roadbl ocks were a clear example of #Al ogi
impact on the Uruguayan economy, and a neganpact that could be measured. This method

was they key opposition tactic utilized by
connecting both countrie&sr gent i na and Uruguayo (article 1
as an effeotistve afipgagcdfyult he CEAG (article /4
opposition and criticism in governments due to its aggressiveness and the negative economic

consequences of this method in the long term (article 26, 23/07/2006).

In contrastmeetings andli al ogue can be classified as #dl o
were formal, official and diplomatic tactics whose main goal was to affect in a symbolic way
to other actorsé6é reputation. Meetings are de

different solutions and terms during the dispute, and used mainly by governments. For instance,
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data showed a meeting where representatives of the Uruguayan and the Argentinean
government were participating, and another meeting involving the presidewts alintries

in New York (article 43, 15/05/2007). In addition, dialogue was widely used too, and in many
occasions with the objective of protecting s
arguments and accusations. Data shows clear egani@l instance, wherthe Uruguayan

gover nment compl ained about the roadbl ocks
bl ockade used by EEUU against Cubao (articl e
key strategy during the process in The Hagu& here countries tried to convince the parts

involved in the conflict by using several arguments. For instance, Argentina denounced a
Avi ol ation in the Agreement of the Uruguay F
Uruguay counterattackedstaty t hat Ar gentina had fAonce acce
therefore aware of the consequences of the project (article 46, 19/07/2007). Additionally, the
stakehol dersd supporting relationships emerdg
bed so cl assified as Al ogic of symbolic damac
symbolic way to exert opposition against other actors, and therefore, it can be also interpreted

as fAlogic of symbolic damageo0. uppditaurimgbiheect i v
escalation of the conflict, and in turn, become stronger when indirectly opposing against the

firm or other actors. For example, the collaboration between Argentina and CEAG at the
beginning of the conflict emerged in order to oppaganstthe project (article 5, 23/08/2005),

and even though Argentina did not participate actively in the CEAG opposition tactics, the
supporting relationships between both actors acted as an opposition strategy to harm other
stakehol der s 06 siores.praus,dhisicallaboragiam és nad eonsidered as logic of
numbers through delite participationo, as t

aggressive methods of protest and their joint efforts were merely symbolic.

Regarding fAlgaiinco,oft mad esxtiradt egy cannot be i«
Al ogic of symbolic gaino was wutilized during
illustrated in the support showed by Uruguay towards Botnia. Uruguay always firmlyrsagp

the firm towards all the accusations made by Argentina (article 8, 19/10/2005). Even though at

the same time the Uruguayan government was opposing indirectly athesigentinean
accusations through this collaboration, this relationship can beualderstood as a method

used by the Uruguayan government to support Botnia, thus, influencing the firm to continue

with the project.
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4.3.2 Stakeholderi firm opposition

The firm decided to keep a neutral position towards its stakeholder, and thevpfoosition

tactics were rarely utilizeddowever, at the end of the project, Botnia tried to show the
opponents that there was no negative impact in the firm operations through few visits and
interviews, always with the objective of keeping a good refurtati the companyarticle 61,
23/01/2008) Therefore, the firm used tactics such as meetings and dialogue, categorized as

Al ogic of symbolic damageo according to Den

However stakeholders utilized multiple oppostitactics against the firnfhese tactics were
demonstrations and protests (logic of numbers thraoughks participation: Den Hond Re

Bakker, 2007); roadblocks (logmf material damage: Den Hond Re Bakker, 2007); the
involvement of other actors in tltkspute (logic of numbers throughte participation: Den

Hond & De Bakker, 2007); and the supporting relationships and collaboration with other
stakeholder groups patrticipating in the conflict (logfcsymbolic damage: Den Hond Re
Bakker, 2007) . |t can be identified from da
actions was made based on the high impact and consequences emerging from these methods,
both material and symbolic effects, and alsdh®ypossibilityofattra ct i ng peopl eds

especially media, on the case.

Protests and demonstrations were oriented indirectly to the firm, and they were addressed and
involved the government at the same time. In other words, stakeholdersppake indirectly
againstthe firmd s  p thmygle pratests, which were directly oriented against goversment
Similarly, roadblocks were utilized againisefirm only in an indirect way, as &y were mainly
addressed to oppogevernments, the actor who suffered the negatwesequences directly.
Stakeholder support and collaboration was also a tactic exerted indirectly against the firm, as
this strategy required initially supporting relationships emerged among stakeholders in order to
exert a joint oppositionStakeholder inelvement was utilized as a tactic too, and it can be
considered an indirect opposition against the firm, as the participation and influence exerted by
external actors was requiredrinally, the relationships between Uruguay and Botnia,
categorizedfasyimbodgi ¢c gai no, emerged and we
though these relationships do not represent opposition, they were a metfioectly and

positivelyinfluence the firm.
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Consequently, all theppositionstrategies seemed to be otied indrectly against the firm,
mostlyusing government as an intermediary, who was the main receiver and they key affected
by those tactics. In other words, opposition was always exerted indirectly against the company
through direct protests against tbevernment. Addition&}, the company stated that the
operations werdarely influenced by any of the tactics being used (article 15, 26/02/2006;
article 75, 10/11/200800nly the supporting relationships between Uruguay and Botnia were
direct, even thougthey do not represent opposition but only positive influence towards the

firm.

Table 14. Stakeholdefirm opposition, Botnia case

STRATEGY (DE HOND & DE TACTIC FIRMD STAKEHOLDERFIRM
BAKKER, 2007) IDENTIFIED IN STAKEHOLDEF OPPOSITION
THE RESEARCI OPPOSITION
LOGIC OF MASS Demonstrations = - Indirect
NUMBERS PARTICIPATION and protests
ELITE Stakeholder - Indirect
PARTICPATION  involvement
LOGIC OF LOGIC OF Roadblocks - Indirect
DAMAGE MATERIAL
DAMAGE
LOGIC OF Meetings Direct
SYMBOLIC Dialogue Direct
DAMAGE Stakeholder - Indirect
support &

collaboration
LOGIC OF LOGIC OF -
GAIN MATERIAL GAIN Not identified
LOGIC OF - Direct
SYMBOLIC GAIN Stakeholder
support &
collaboration

Table 14 summarizes the opposition tactics used und@mastakeholder perspective,

identifying if those strategies were exerted directly or indirectly against the firm.

4.3.3 Stakeholder-stakeholder opposition

Regarding opposition tacticgsed amongthe key stakeholder groupsall the previously
identified tactics were utilized when opposing against other actors: demonstrations and protests

(logic of numbers througmass patrticipation: Den Hond Re Bakker, 2007); roadblocks



79

(logic of material damage: Den Hond Be Bakker, 200); meetings and dialogue (logid
symbolic damage: Den Hond Re Bakker, 2007); the involvement of other actors in the
dispute (logic of numbers throughte participation: Den Hond &e Bakker, 2007); and the
supporting relationships and collaboratwith other stakeholder groups participating in the
conflict (logic of symbolic damage: Détond & De Bakker, 2007).

On the one side, demonstrations and protests were utilized by environargatatations and

local peopleto complain directly againsthe Uruguayan government. Athe Uruguayan
government was considered responsible for accepting and authorizing the pulp mill
construction, this actor was also seen as responsible for stopping the project. Thus, all the
protests addregd against the projesteremainly oriented againste Uruguayan government

first, who suffered the most all the consequences of these opposition tactics. Roadblocks were
used by environmentalists and local people too, and they were addressed directly against
Uruguayan governnme, the actor who most suffered the negative economic impact from the
roadblocks. On the other side, meetings and dialogues were utilized dim@ulyy by
governmentsin order to opposagainsteach other durinthe escalation of the confliand try

to solve the dispute. Finally, while supporting and collaboration tactics were used by local
people and environmental organizatiptige tactic of the involvement of other actors were
mainly used by governmeritsorderto oppose against each other. Howelieth perspectives

were used in an indirect way: seeking support from intermediaries and other actors, both related

or not related to the conflict, in order to oppose a third part.

Focusing on the reasons behind tdeea cambea k e hol
determined that demonstrations and protests were chosen by local people and environmental
organi zations due to their high impact and c
conflict. In the case of dialogue and meetings, these mainly used by governments as a way

to seek for solutions to the conflict and d
Regarding the roadblocks, local people and environmentalists decided to apply them due to
their fast and high material pact, which can be seen and visually assessed. Finally, regarding

the involvement and collaboration with other actors, this was chosen because of their ability to
attract important actors to the conflict, and especially, obtain support from other powerful

stakeholders to improve the salience of their clant have greater impact
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In the particular case of aggressive strategies, it seems interesting to highlight the differences
on the perceptions arournte roadblocks. Even though it sva@onsidered as aamggressive
strategyby Uruguaydue to its high impact on the economy, the Assembly using the method
considered this tactic as peaceful instead, as direct violence was not employed, and every

complaint was seen as an overreaction.

All the strategies anthctics mentioned above were utilized directly against other actors and
stakeholders, with the exception of the collaboratiod involvement of other actors. These
last tactics wee utilized indirectly against stakeholdeas they requir@sing other actors and

the participation ointermediaries in the process.

Table 15. Sikeholderstakeholder opposition, Botnia case

STRATEGY (DE HOND & DE TACTIC IDENTIFIED IN TH STAKEHOLDER

BAKKER, 2007) RESEARCH STAKEHOLDER OPPOSIT
LOGIC OF MASS Demonstrations and protest Direct
NUMBERS PARTICIPATION
ELITE Stakeholder involvement Indirect
PARTICPATION
LOGIC OF LOGIC OF Roadblocks Direct
DAMAGE MATERIAL
DAMAGE
LOGIC OF Meetings Direct
SYMBOLIC Dialogue Direct
DAMAGE Stakeholdsupport & Indirect

collaboration
LOGIC OF LOGIC OF -
GAIN MATERIAL GAIN Not identified
LOGIC OF -
SYMBOLIC GAIN Not identified

Table 15 summarizes the tactics used by stakeholders in order to oppose against other

stakeholder groups, and showiether they were utilized in an indirect or direct way.
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4.4 Simmary of stakeholder relationships and opposition

During Botnia case and the escalation of the bilateral conflict around the construction of the
pulp mill, 12 stakeholders were identdieas main participants: Botnidhe Uruguayan
government, Fray Bentoshe Argentinean government, the CEAG, Finnish government,
ENCE, King of Spain, Wdad Bank, The Hague ICJ, Mercosur, and the European Union. From
these different groups, and after analgztheir position towards the firngs well astheir
interests and their relationships, some key stakeholderssekretedor further analysis of

their relationships and opposition tactics. These key actors were BttaidJruguayan

government, Fray Beos,the Argentinean governmerdnd the CEAG.

The stakeholder relationships were analyzed dhd following typeswere identified
supporting relationships, opposing relationships and neutral relationships. More specifically,
the only actor who keeps a neutral position is the firm, due to the importance of maintaining a
good reputation and image in front of its surrounding environpand barely changing its
position over time. Other stakeholder groups present relationships based on opposition and
support. Supporting relationships emerge in groups presenting similar interests or with the
objectiveof exering joint opposition. Oppasg relationships appear when stakeholders have

different and conflicting stakes and interests.

In addition, while the firm keeps a stable position during the duration of the coiiécther
stakeholder groups maintain more complex and dynamic ae#dtips that vary over time.
These changes are consequence of variations in the stakeholder Gr@upstsand goalspr
variations in theontext understood as the environment surrounding thesadtbese changes

occur more frequently in stakeholdstakeholder relationships. This highlights and shows
clearly the dynamic nature existing in stakeholder relationships (Kujala et al., 2012; Mitchell
et al., 1997, Aaltonen et al., 2013). However, not all stakeholders suffered changes during the
dispute. Sme groups kept the same position over time, and even the protection of their interests
became a way of life.

Stakeholder oppositiowas analyzeahext. The mainoppositiontactics identified as used by
the key stakeholders were: demonstrations and protests, meetings, dialogue, roadblocks,
involvement of other actors in the dispute, and supporting relationships and collaboration
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among stakeholders. Tém tactics were furthemalyzedthrough the framework provided by
Den Hond and De Bakker (2007) , categorizing
through mass participation or elite d@articij

and materia(p. 909)

Except br meetings and dialoguehich were no utilizedhe other tactics were used indirectly

by stakeholdes in order to show opposition the firm, with the governmentppearing as
mediatorsduring these tacticOnly the positive influence of Uruguay towiar Botnia was
exerted directly. Additionally, evethough the firm kept a neutral position, Botnia used
meetings and dialogue directly as a method to attract their opponents and turning them into

supporters.

Regarding stakeholdeatakeholder oppositiorwhile governments decided to use meetings,
dialogue and the involvement of other actors; local people and environmental groups chose
roadblocks, demonstrations and collaboration with other groups as main tactics. This is
explained as they key goal of gomarents was to solve the dispute and keep a good reputation,
while local people and environmental groups were focused on attracting peti@eitotests
against the project, and seeking high negative impact on the firm as consequence of the tactics.
Finally, local people and NGOs wethe actors exerting higher opposition against the firm,
evento irrational extent and governmes and official authorities maintainedmore rational
neutral position irspite of the fact that they presentggher levels opower and influence on

the firm than locals or small environmental organizations. This can be explained as
governments usuallgre more afraief a possible loss of reputation, while local people and
activists have no concerns on reputation losses, egbtinfj to win lost causes (Rowley &
Moldoveanu, 2003)Additionally, oppositbn among stakeholder groups vexerted in a direct

way, excepting those strategies that specifically reduive participation of additional actors,

such as collaboration and the involvement of other stakeholders in the dispute.
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Table 16. Summary of stakeholder opposition

FIRMSTAKEHOLDER| STAKEHOLDER STAKEHOLDER
STRATEGY, FIRM STAKEHOLDER
TACTIC | OPPOSITION TACTIC OPPOSITION TACTIC OPPOSITION
Logiof | Not - Protests Indirect Protests Direct
numbers | utilized
mass
participatior
Logic of | Not - Stakeholden Indirect Stakeholden Indirect
numbers: | utilized involvement involvement
Elite
participatior
Logic of | Not - Roadblocks| Indirect Roadblocks| Direct
material | utilized
damage
Meetingg Direct Not utilized | - Meetings | Direct
Logic of
symbolic | Dialogue| Direct Not utilized | - Dialogue Direct
damage
Not - Stakeholder Indirect Stakeholder Indirect
utilized collaboratio collaboratio
Logic of | Not - Not utilized | - Not utilized | -
material gai| utilized
Logic of | Not - Stakeholder Direct Not utilized | -
symbolic | utilized collaboratio
gain

Table 16 presents a summary of the tactics utilizedstbikeholders in the Botnia case,

categorizing opposition as direct or indirec

classification of influence strategies.
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5 DISCUSSIONAND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Development of oppositiorand contributions to theory

The stakeholder relationship scenario is a complex issue during themleeelt of theBotnia
case. Te stakeholder relationships canrbainly classified as opposing, supporting or neutral
relationships. However, stakeholderso intere

relationships emerge and are used in different contexts with different goals.

The opposition showed by stakeholddusing the conflict also varies over time. In addition,
different opposition tactics are utilized by different stakeholder groups and with different
objectives. The main opposition tactics identified degnonstrations, meetings, dialogue,

roadblocks, steeholder collaboration and the involvement of other stakeholders in the conflict.

However these tactics can be identified as performed at two different levels: indirectly and
directly, depending on who is the final receiver of the tactics and how fifest ¢éhe final
recipient.On the one hand, direct strategies affect straathte actor they are opposing Eor

examples, this can be seerthe protests orgarerl by CEAG against bothe Uruguayan and
theArgentinean government®n the other handhdirectstrategies are used to show resistance
against one actor through a protest addressing a different stakeholder or participant in the
conflict. For instance, CEAG used protgesiddressed to the Uruguayan and Argentinean
government as a method topmse against the Botnia projeBata stated that the Assembly
asked the Argentinean president to Adevelop
the pulp mill constructiono ( aofthipghéadingsh8 , 2 1/
illegal harbor built for Botnighrough Argentineanwater ( ar t i cl|l e ,de®anding 1/ 0 8/
the government to take actions against the.#kdditionally, Uruguay claimed and complained

in Mercosur that the roadblocks used by the CE0&Gseds e v e rreo miec ol osses o0 (
26, 23/07/2006).

Most frequently, opposition strategies are utilized directly against other stakeholders. However,
the involvement of other actors in the digp and collaboration tacticseaused indirectly
against stakeholders too, as they first required support with other &ttooatrastopposition

tactics ae utilized indirectly against the firm and its project, as local peopleanironmental
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groups mighiot haveenough power toppose directly against the firmhts, they showed

their resistance and opposition by using governmentsedgatorsNeville and Menguc (2006)

already recognized how stakeholders can influence the firm directly or indirectly, through
alliances among staholderswith the objective of becoming stronger when showing resistance
towards the firmHowever, data shows how stakeholders can also influence other stakeholders
directly or indirectly through allianceand collaboration.For instance,the Uruguayan
government utiizedMer cosur t o oppose agaTlherefare, Nevile CEAG

and Mengué €006) claim can be extended to opposition between stakeholder groups too.

Additionally, Neville and Menguc (2006) identified that opposition can betexelirectly or
indirectly through alliancesbetween groups. This research addresses the utilization of
supporting and cooperative relationships as an opposition tactic, dnasijng close
connections betwedhe two main topicbeingcoveredn this stuly: stakeholder relationships

and oppositionStakelolders can engage in positive supportiagtionships, that later can be

used as an opposition tactic. Therefore, positive relationships based on collaboration between
stakeholders can be maintained with objective of showing opposition; and more concretely,

by joining forces, stakeholders can exert a more intense and effective resistance towards the
firm project, and also against other stakeholder actors. Hence, thesigngfigant association

between supporting relationships and joint opposition.

Finally, themain contribution of this research is the demonstration of pi@wvious literature
focused orstakeholdeffirm oppositionand certain frameworkgan bealso appliedto better
understandstakeholdeistakeholder oppositiofPrevious studies on stakeholder resistance and
influence had addressed the topic of stakeholder opposition towards théRfmmiey &
Moldoveanuy 2003; Aaltonen, 2013; Aaltonen et al., 2013)is researcfurther examiesthat
issue and moreovelf contributes to stakelaer literature byroviding further insights on the
topic of stakeholder opposition against other stakeholder gr8opse of the previous studies
following a firm-stakeholder approach can be extended applied into a stakeholder
stakeholder opposition perspectias,demonstrated in this research through the application of
Den Hond and De Bakk&r$2007) classification of opposition tactics. Den Hond and De
Bakke® 42007) framework was designed te lapplied in opposition tactics used by
stakeholders against the firtHowever, as demonstrated in stedy this framework can also

be applied under a stakeholestakeholder perspectivand be utilized to categorize the

strategies utilized by stakeheld to show opposition against other stakeholder groups.
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Additionally, Neville and Mengue §€006)studysupporting that stakeholder might influence
the firm through direct or indirect methods can also be extended towards a stakeholder
stakeholder perspege. As demonstrated in this research, stakeholders also oppose against

other actors in both direct and indirect ways.

Finally, Rowky and Moldoveanu (2003) and th&iudy on secondary stakeholder mobilization

based on identitgan also be applieth Bania case and stakeholdgakeholder opposition.

Rowley and Moldoveanu (2003) recognized identity as a driver of mobilization against the firm.
However, in Botnia case, the CEAG continued with the protests to oppose thedirm
additionally, to opposegaa i nst government 0s passivity du
17/10/2006), even though they knew that all support from the authorities was lost and their
actions would not have consequences or changes in the goveinaitnitde. Nevertheless,

the CEAG ontinued opposing and criticizing the Argentinean government through several
demonstrations. Consequently, the theory developed by Rowley and Moldoveanu (2003) could

be expanded, and identity might be a driver of mobilization not only against the corbpany,

also against other stakeholder groups too.

Therefore this study showkow previous theories develed on the field of stakeholdBrm
opposition can be extended and pradliaéso undeia stakeholdeistakeholder opposition and
perspectivegspecially in the area of resistance tacti@herefore, this research provides a
significant contributiorand extend the understandiog the field of stakeholder opposition
that might be further analyzed asdpported in future researthrough the apjtation of
different studies and frameworks tody and understand stakeholdtakeholder relationships

and opposition.

5.2 Managerial implications

Mainly, this study shows how foreign direct investment might easily lead to conflicts, which
mightevolve and become real wars not only against the company but also against other actors.
These international projects do not only bring fear and distrust in the stakeholder set of the firm,
but they also raise emotional responses that need to be takandatmt. Botnia accepted that

one of its mistakes was not engaging in time with all the stakeholders of the project. Therefore,
the case might represent agrexample to show the importarmemanaging, communicating
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and engaging with all thetakehdders of the firm since the beginning, in ordés avoid and
anticipate future conflicts As Jussi Pakkasvirta (article 8710/05/2009) highlighted,
stakeholders need to be identified before the project, and it is necessary to engage in an open

discussion witltthemin orderto avoid problems due to lack of information.

In addition, the research identified some opposition tactics, especially focusing on cooperation
between stakeholders as a resistance stralégystudy also highlighted that opposition tagtic

can be exerted directly or indirectly against other acithhg& might encourage managers to
further analyze these tactics and tried to identify stakeholder relationships at early stages of the
project. This way, managers can try to anticipate the atiiim of these tactics and prevent
possible problematic situatisrthat might negatively affect the project, thus, ensuring the

project success

5.3 Evaluation

Firstly, in orderto ensure the trustworthiness of the research, it is necessary to be honest and
recognize all the limitations that the study implies through-@éitism (Elo et al., 2014).
However, even though the research presents some limitations, all the ohbistaeelseen
overcome as far as possible in order to ensure its scientific nature, its quality and its
trustworthiness (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). According to Eriksson and Kovalainen (2008),

a framework including the concepts of reliability, validity ageheralizability can be used to
assess the quality of a qualitative research. Reliability can be ensured when the research seems
consistent. This can be demonstrated as data was analyzed not only through an inductive
approach, but also by applying succalgfother existing theories, and always analyzing data
under an objective perspective to provide impartial results that can be extended and used in
further studies. Validity was ensured as results were reflected and approadeedothan
inductive andatheoretical perspectivas well agroviding examples from data and previous
studies. Besides, the findings answer precisely the research questions formulated in the study.
Finally, regarding a generalization of the results, further research is enedwrathe topic by

apgdying different existing framewogkand analyzing similar cases.

Regarding the limitations of this research, firstly, it is important to highlight that the available
data consisted of newspaper articles from Argentina. Therdfoeinformation described
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might be biased, and it might offer mainly the Argentinean perspective on the conflict. One
example that shows this limitation is the utilization of generalizations in Batanstance, El
Clarin presented Fray Bentos local pkecas a whole group opping towards the project tie
beginnng of the project. Howeveas read in other articles aadpresented in the Finnish data
used in other studies on Botrdase, only amallpart of the local peopléving in the city were
opposingagainsthe pulp mill construction, while the rest recognized immedidkedypositive
economic impact othe citysince the beginning of the projethis obstacle was overcome by
keeping an impartial perspective of the project during data analysis, avoiding taking sides with
anyof the actors involved, and maintaining a neutral and objective attitude and pdsieoa.

is no conflict of interests; the researchor support to any of the actors involved in the case

study, and the analysis will be as accurate and impartial as possible.

Secondly, the procedure used to reduce the amount of data available and the decision of
focusing mainly on kegtakeholders might influence negatively the relevance of the results
obtained. When reducing data, some important information significant for the project might
have been left behind; and when focusing only on key stakeholders, some important actors
during the dispute might have been ignored. This obstacle was overcome by developing an
initial knowledge around the conflict through the analysis and review of previous studies and

articles around the dispute, in order to familiarize with the case in advance.

In addition, the results of this research are mainly based on this specific case, and they are an
outcome of analyzing the specific data collected around this conflict. Consequently, the results
might not be generalizable to other cases or contexts. Howkigawbstacle might bmvercome

through analyzing th#opic of stakeholder oppositioin different cases and by applying other
different previoudrameworkson this phenomenon in future studies and research. This way,

results can be compared and it migatpossible to ensure a generalization.

Finally, it is important to highlight that data might have been altered slightly drengation
issues(El et al., 2014). As initial data were presented and were collected in Spanish, some
information might hae been missed during the translation into English. However, this obstacle
was overcome by translating meticulously all the informationigeal in this researc¢tand by

presenting excellent Spanish language skills as a mother tongue.
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In addition, plagiasm will be avoided and credibility will be ensured by citing every reference
utilized in the research (Saldana, 2011; Bengtsson, 2016; Elo et al.,, 2008, E&ksson
Kovalainen, 2015).

5.4 Further research

After the development of this study, it is interesting to encourage researchienshty
investigate on the topic of stakdterrelationships andppositiontacticsthrough a stakeholder
perspective. Besides, it is recommend@edloser examinatioon the connectios and link
between these two areastakeholder relationships and stakeholder oppositbore case
studies and examplese neededn this fieldin orderto provide resultshataregeneralizable

and representative.

Besides, the research identified multiple changes in stakeholder relationships and opposition,
showing the dynamic nature of stakeholders. This issue wégllyotovered in this study, and

it might represena topic worth to be explored in futuresearh.

Finally, during this research, other previous studies veeiecessfullyextended andvere
applied to this particular case of sthlolderstakeholder relationships and oppositidihis
confirms that some previous frameworlan stakeholdefirm opposition might be well
applicable under a stakeholder approa@bnsequently, it might be interesting to apply other
theories and frameworksdeveloped on the field of stak@lderfirm relationships and
oppositionunder a fullstakeholder perspectiand under a stakeholdstakeholder approach

in orderto support theelevance of this contribution through different examples
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1: List of articles included in the final sample

Article 1: 29/04/2005 Argentinos y uruguayos, unidos en un abrazo contra la instalacién de
papeleras.

Article 2: 15/05/2005 Uruguay no dara marcha atras contra$alacion de plantas
celulosicas.

Article 3: 12/07/2005 No habra dinero para las papeleras sobre el Uruguay.

Article 4: 15/07/2005 Tensién diplomatica por las papeleras sobre el Uruguay.

Article 5: 23/08/2005 El Gobierno pidié que Uruguay frenedanstruccion de las papeleras.
Article 6: 26/09/2005 El Banco Mundial va a inspeccionar las papeleras en el rio Uruguay.
Article 7: 09/10/2005 Anuncian la posible instalacion de otra papelera en Uruguay.

Article 8: 19/10/2005 Tabaré Vazquez pondra piedra fundamental de una de las
papeleras.

Article 9: 11/11/2005 Frenan un envio a una de las papeleras.

Article 10: 27/12/2005 Papeleras: el Gobierno insiste con la suspensién de las obras.
Article 11: 30/12/200% Cortes por las papeleras: dematashasta 3 horas para cruzar a
Uruguay.

Article 12: 14/01/2006 Caos en los puentes internacionales en el primer recambio turistico
del verano.

Article 13: 17/01/2006 Tension diplomatica: tras la reunién del consejo de ministros.
Article 14: 01/02/2006 Conflicto en Uruguay: otro capitulo de la disputa por las plantas en
Fray Bentos.

Article 15: 26/02/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: la situacion de las plantas de celulosa en
Fray Bentos.

Article 16: 16/03/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: contactos Bftontevideo y la papelera
finlandesa.

Article 17: 27/03/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: antes de la cumbre presidencial.

Article 18: 09/04/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: entrevista exclusiva con el canciller Jorge
Taiana.

Article 19: 21/04/2006 EI conficto con Uruguay: caracteristicas de una de las plantas en

Fray Bentos.
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Article 20: 22/04/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: advierten sobre el impacto en futuras
inversiones en la region

Article 21: 05/05/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: presentaciones [ax papeleras ante la
Corte Internacional de Justicia.

Article 22: 21/05/2006 Entrevista a Erkki Varis, presidente de la papelera Botnia.

Article 23: 09/06/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: la demanda contra Uruguay en la Corte
Internacional de Justici@de La Haya.

Article 24: 11/06/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: la demanda para detener la construccion
de las papeleras.

Article 25: 07/07/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: primera etapa del juicio ante la Corte
Internacional de Justicia

Article 26: 23/072006- EI conflicto con Uruguay: después del revés en el Tribunal
Internacional de La Haya.

Article 27: 22/09/2006 Clarin habia anticipado que se iba de Fray Bentos.

Article 28: 24/09/2006 El conflicto con las pasteras.

Article 29: 17/10/2006 Propon@a hacer un corte fluvial para bloquear el Puerto de Botnia.
Article 30: 18/10/2006 Fuerte aval a la instalacion de las pasteras.

Article 31: 15/11/2006 Financiamiento clave para la planta de la pastera finlandesa en
Uruguay.

Article 32: 18/11/2006 El conflicto con Uruguay por las papeleras: Kirchner habia enviado
una carta al Banco Mundial pidiendo su postergacion.

Article 33: 10/12/2006 EI conflicto con Uruguay: Clarin accedi6 al adelanto de la
presentacion que hara el lunes 18 ante la Corte tleidus

Article 34: 18/12/2006 El conflicto con Uruguay: Hoy comienza una audiencia en La Haya
por los cortes de ruta.

Article 35: 07/01/2007 EI conflicto con Uruguay: el proyecto de levantar una isla para que
no se vea la chimenea de Fray Bentos.

Article 36: 23/01/2007 El conflicto con Uruguay: mas de 4 afios de puja por las papeleras
uruguayas.

Article 37: 02/02/2007 EI conflicto con Uruguay: declaraciones desde Finlandia a una radio
argentina.

Article 38: 05/02/2007 Por primera vez desde queadkt el conflicto con Uruguay hablan

los hombres de negocios.

Article 39: 23/03/2007 El frente externo: visita del presidente uruguayo a Fray Bentos.
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Article 40: 30/03/2007 Clarin recorri6 las instalaciones de la empresa finlandesa en Fray

Bentos.

Article 41: 11/04/2007 Una iniciativa que el gobierno llevara la semana que viene a la mesa

de dialogo en Espafa.

Article 42: 17/04/2007 El conflicto con Uruguay: entrevista a Erkki Varis, presidente de la

empresa finlandesa.

Article 43:
Article 44:
Article 45:
Article 46:
argentino.
Article 47:
Article 48:
Article 49:

15/05/2007 Luego de entrevistarse con el canciller Jorge Taiana.

31/05/2007 No hay apuro argentino por forzar una definicién antes de octubre.

19/06/2007 Ambientalistas.

19/07/2007 Lo aseguro ante el Tribunal de La Haya, caegpuesta al reclamo

31/07/2007 Buenos oficios de Esparia en el conflicto argeritinauguayo.

21/08/2007 Interrupcion de una via clave para la economia del Mercosur.

30/08/2007 El conflicto por las pagleras: a pesar del enérgico planteo de la

cancilleria argentina.

Article 50: 02/09/2007 EI conflicto con Uruguay: tensién por el reclamo de entrerrianos en

Fray Bentos.

Article 51: 03/09/2007 El conflicto con Uruguay: unas 850 personas cruzaron de

Gudeguaychu a Fray Bentos para pedir la relocalizacion de la planta.

Article 52: 26/09/2007 En foco: el tema internacional que mas preocupa a Cristina

Kirchner.

Article 53:
Article 54:
Article 55:
Article 56:
Article 57:
Article 58:
Article 59:
Article 60:
Article 61:
Article 62:
Article 63:

03/10/2007 ¢Una nueva salida para el conflicto entre la Argentina y Uruguay?

04/10/2007 La pastera pondra en marcha entonces su produccion.

10/11/2007 Reunién antes del inicio de la cumbre.

10/11/2007 Se agravo la crisis con Uruguay: cerro frontera y arrancé Botnia.
25/11/2007T Elgo bi er no

argentino

26/11/2007 Crece la tension en el conflicto bilateral.
02/12/2007 ¢Azucar o sacarina?

30/12/2007 El conflicto por Botnia.

23/01/2008 Bot ni a:

ARArgenti na

transmit.

per di

28/01/2008 EI conflicto con Uruguay por la pastera Botnia.

02/02/2008 Al asumir, Cristina Kirchner prometi6 respetar lo que resuelva el

Tribunal Internacional.

de

s u

ganar



Article 64:

Haya.

Article 65:
Article 66:

Botnia.

Article 67:
Article 68:
Article 69:
Article 70:
argentino.
Article 71:
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13/02/2008 Buenos Aires y Montevideo esperaran el fallo de la Corte de La

01/03/2008 Frente al boicot de los asembleistas de Gualeguaychu.

22/03/2008 La Justicia argentina espera escuchar esta semana &tisdg de

24/04/2008 En marcha.
27/04/2008 Gualeguaychua: una multitud marchoé contra la papelera.
15/05/2008 Finlandia proyecta mas inversiones en Uruguay.

23/08/2008 Gualeguaychu: una juepadeno que dejen cruzar el puente a un

21/09/2008 El interés por observar a la pastera finlandesa desde la ciudad

entrerriana.

Article 72:
Article 73:
Article 74:
Article 75:
Article 76:

Uruguay.

Article 77:
Article 78:
Article 79:
Article 80:
los cortes.
Article 81:
Article 82:
Article 83:

Botnia.

Article 84:

pastera.

Article 85:
Article 86:
Article 87:
Article 88:
Article 89:

28/09/2008 Cristina estaria intentando levantar el corte de ruta en Gualeguaychu.

03/10/2008 El conflicto por las papeleras.
19/10/2008 EI conflicto con Uruguay por la papelera finlandesa.
10/11/2008 Botnia ya produce tanta celulosa como 30 papeleras argentinas.

23/11/2008 El blogueo depuente internacional produjo un conflicto con

15/12/2008 Reunion del Mercosur, Unasur, Calc y el Grupo Rio.

15/12/2008 Di -+ a entender gque no se permiten

02/01/2009 Papelera: Wibarri recibira a los asambleistas, pero sigue el corte.
08/01/2009 Ur uguay pidi - al Gobierno que

29/01/2009 EI conflicto por la papelera Botnia.
05/02/2009 El conflicto por la pastera finesa.
06/02/2009 Habia sospechas de contaminacién por la presencia de la pastera

08/03/2009 Tema de domingo, primera nota: la otra cara del conflicto por la

23/03/2009 El conflicto con Uruguay por la pastera finesa.

27/04/2009 Primer accidente mortal en el escenario de la protesta entrerriana.
10/05/209 Jussi Pakkasvirta politélogo e historiador finlandés.

19/06/2009 Decision de ls ambientalistas.

16/09/2009 Segunda jornada de presentaciones en el Tribunal de La Haya.

Aitr a
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Article 90: 22/09/2009 Presentacion en el Tribunal de La Haya.

Article 91: 20/10/2009 Nueva polémica por el corte de la ruta 136, de cara a lasazles

del domingo.

Article 92: 31/10/2009 La cancilleria rechazé la acusacion y asegura que la pastera ya
contamina.

Article 93: 19/11/2009 Conflicto bilateral: Botnia cierra su primera exportacion a

Argentina.

Article 94: 27/11/2009 Declaracionesel | candidato oficialista al
Montevideo.

Article 95: 01/12/2009 Buscan distender las relaciones bilaterales.

Article 96: 09/12/2009 Botnia: ahora de busca minimizar los roces con Tabaré por Botnia.
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APPENDIX 2: Data reductioni tables to select the final sample.

YEAR 2005: 35 articles

(11 articles chosen)

1 December: 9 articles - Choose 2 key articles

ARTICLEY BOTNIA | URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN{ GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
1 1 14 1 3 10 29
2 1 10 2 3 3 19
3 1 9 2 5 4 21
4 2 6 3 2 6 19
5 1 3 1 0 2 7
6 3 4 2 1 6 16
7 1 6 1 5 1 14
8 1 2 3 1 5 12
9 3 9 1 2 2 17
1 November: 3 articles - Choose 1 key article
ARTICLES BOTNIA | URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN; GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
10 1 3 0 1 6 11
11 1 2 1 0 4 8
12 1 7 1 5 0 14
1 October: 7 articles - Choose 2 key articles
ARTICLES BOTNIA | URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN/ GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
13 4 10 0 3 1 18
14 2 5 2 2 2 13
15 1 10 1 1 5 18
16 1 1 1 0 3 6
17 1 3 3 0 4 11
18 2 12 3 5 5 27
19 1 2 0 1 4 8
1 September: 3 articles - Choose 1 keyarticle
ARTICLES| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN4 GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
20 1 5 0 1 7 14
21 1 8 1 0 6 16
21 6 8 1 1 0 16
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1 August: 3 articles - Choose 1 key article

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
22 2 5 1 8 5 21
23 2 4 3 1 10 20
24 2 5 1 5 3 16
1 July: 6 articles - Choose 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
25 1 3 1 3 3 11
26 5 4 3 1 0 13
27 1 10 2 5 2 20
28 1 5 3 2 5 16
29 1 11 0 1 4 17
30 1 9 1 5 1 17
1 June: Oarticles
1 May: 2articles - Choose 1 key article
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
31 1 12 3 4 1 21
31 1 11 2 2 5 21
1 April: 2 articles - Choose 1 key article
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
32 1 1 1 0 2 5
32 2 13 0 4 3 22

1 March: O articles
1 February: O articles
1 January: O articles
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YEAR 2006: 156 ARTICLES
(23 articles chosen)

1 December: 20 articles z 2 key articles:

ARTICLE BOTNIA| URUGUAT FRAY | ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
33 2 6 0 5 3 16
34 1 1 0 0 1 3
35 1 3 2 3 5 14
36 3 8 1 2 6 20
37 1 2 1 1 5 10
38 1 6 0 4 5 16
39 1 11 0 9 0 21
40 2 13 1 8 0 24
41 5 14 1 3 1 24
42 1 9 0 I 0 17
43 2 10 0 8 2 22
44 1 12 1 5 0 19
45 5 6 1 0 1 13
46 3 1 1 0 1 6
47 3 15 2 9 1 30
48 1 8 1 2 5 17
49 5 7 1 3 1 17
50 5 10 1 1 0 17
51 5 4 3 3 0 15
52 1 4 2 1 0 8
1 November: 14 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
53 2 9 2 4 1 18
54 2 4 1 4 0 11
55 2 4 0 1 0 7
56 2 3 0 7 0 12
57 4 5 2 6 1 18
58 2 2 1 0 1 6
59 3 3 2 3 1 12
60 4 11 3 7 1 26
61 2 13 1 14 0 30
62 1 4 1 6 0 12
63 1 7 0 2 0 10
64 1 5 1 3 0 10
65 1 9 1 8 1 20
66 1 10 0 3 0 14
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1 October: 8 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLES| BOTNIA URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
67 1 2 0 3 1 7
68 3 6 0 3 2 14
69 7 5 0 5 3 20
70 1 4 1 3 3 12
71 2 2 2 2 0 8
72 2 7 0 4 0 13
73 3 3 0 0 1 7
74 7 7 2 6 1 23
1 September: 5 articles 7 2 key articles
ARTICLES| BOTNIA URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
75 1 9 3 6 1 20
76 1 4 0 4 1 10
77 1 8 1 8 1 19
78 1 6 2 2 1 12
79 1 7 0 7 2 17
1 August: o articles
1 July: 17 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
80 1 2 2 1 0 6
81 1 13 1 11 3 29
82 1 3 1 4 0 9
83 1 5 1 9 0 16
84 3 12 0 5 1 21
84 1 2 2 4 1 10
84 2 8 1 10 2 23
85 1 5 0 7 1 14
86 1 6 1 9 1 18
87 2 4 0 7 1 14
88 1 1 0 2 0 4
89 2 6 1 8 1 18
90 2 6 2 1 0 11
91 2 9 1 7 2 21
92 3 10 2 12 0 27
93 2 8 1 9 1 21
94 1 5 1 3 1 11
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1 June: 9 articles 7 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
95 1 7 3 4 0 15
96 2 7 3 1 0 13
97 3 1 1 1 7 13
98 1 13 1 7 1 23
99 1 1 0 5 1 8
100 2 12 1 12 1 28
101 2 14 3 11 2 32
102 2 8 2 10 1 23
103 1 5 1 8 0 15
1 May: 18 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

104 2 9 1 8 2 22
105 4 2 1 0 0 7
106 3 12 2 9 3 29
107 8 2 2 2 0 14
108 6 9 2 2 0 19
109 2 2 2 0 3 9
110 6 9 2 2 0 19
111 4 6 5 7 1 23
112 9 5 2 3 1 20
113 1 3 0 1 2 I
114 1 10 2 11 0 24
115 I 3 0 1 0 11
116 5 7 2 5 0 19
117 3 7 2 8 2 22
118 4 1 1 1 0 7
119 2 7 1 5 1 16
120 3 24 2 12 0 41
121 4 6 1 1 2 14
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1 April: 21 articles z 3 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

122 1 5 1 11 0 18
123 1 8 1 6 2 18
124 1 2 0 2 0 5
125 4 5 2 11 1 23
126 7 9 1 8 1 26
127 12 8 3 1 1 25
128 2 5 0 5 0 12
129 3 8 0 7 0 18
130 3 3 0 0 3 9
131 3 2 1 0 0 6
132 1 9 1 5 1 17
133 2 2 1 1 2 8
134 1 5 1 1 0 8
135 2 13 1 4 0 20
136 4 10 1 4 0 19
137 1 11 1 6 2 21
136 1 8 1 2 9 21
137 11 21 0 6 1 39
138 3 6 1 3 3 16
139 1 3 0 3 0 7
140 I 2 1 7 2 19

1 March: 17 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLES| BOTNIA URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL

BENTOS

141 2 8 1 6 1 18
142 1 7 0 6 1 15
143 6 12 1 9 2 30
144 3 12 3 2 2 22
145 2 8 1 3 2 16
146 3 9 1 3 1 17
147 1 9 2 3 3 18
148 1 4 1 0 3 9
149 7 15 2 5 1 30
150 5 6 2 2 4 19
151 1 9 1 5 0 16
152 2 6 2 3 3 16
153 1 5 0 4 0 10
154 3 7 1 2 1 14
155 1 6 1 1 0 9
155 3 7 1 3 2 16
156 2 11 1 4 4 22
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1 February: 15 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLES BOTNIA URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
157 1 4 1 0 0 6
158 1 5 3 4 3 16
159 9 7 7 1 3 27
160 1 8 2 2 2 15
161 3 12 3 2 2 22
162 1 7 2 1 0 11
163 1 10 2 2 6 21
164 1 9 2 3 8 23
165 2 13 2 6 1 24
166 2 2 1 2 5 12
167 2 6 1 4 6 19
169 2 10 2 4 0 18
170 3 4 0 1 1 9
171 1 5 1 2 8 17
172 2 11 3 8 5 29
1 January: 12 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
173 4 3 1 3 6 17
174 1 8 5 1 6 21
175 1 11 0 8 1 21
176 2 8 2 2 1 15
177 1 7 0 1 1 10
178 1 18 1 7 0 27
179 1 9 1 9 2 22
180 2 11 5 4 10 32
181 3 4 3 3 6 19
182 1 8 2 5 1 17
183 1 4 0 2 1 8
184 1 9 3 0 8 21




109

YEAR 2007: 170 ARTICLES
(26 articles chosen)

1 December: 12 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
185 3 9 0 4 6 22
186 1 1 0 1 1 4
187 2 2 0 0 1 5
187 2 3 0 4 1 10
188 1 8 1 2 4 16
189 2 5 0 2 3 12
190 3 8 0 4 0 15
191 3 2 2 1 0 8
192 2 5 0 3 1 11
193 1 3 2 1 2 9
194 5 8 3 1 3 20
195 2 1 0 1 0 4
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1 November: 35 articles 7 4 key articles

ARTICLES| BOTNIA | URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN; GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

196 2 1 1 0 3 7
197 5 9 2 4 2 22
198 3 11 2 6 4 26
199 1 12 2 5 9 29
200 4 19 6 9 3 41
201 3 2 1 3 1 10
202 2 16 4 6 3 31
203 6 7 3 2 1 19
204 6 5 3 0 1 15
205 3 5 1 1 3 13
206 1 7 2 1 1 12
207 7 6 3 2 1 19
208 1 10 0 10 1 22
209 6 5 3 3 0 17
210 5 5 2 2 2 16
211 4 3 5 0 2 14
212 2 5 0 0 4 11
213 5 10 2 2 4 23
214 5 4 0 3 1 13
215 1 2 0 1 0 4
216 5 15 3 14 3 40
217 2 6 0 5 1 14
217 5 9 2 6 9 31
218 4 4 0 0 3 11
219 3 3 1 1 0 8
220 5 11 0 12 0 28
221 5 6 0 5 0 16
222 4 5 0 3 4 16
223 4 5 0 4 0 13
224 4 6 3 3 0 16
225 1 2 1 7 0 11
226 6 4 0 1 0 11
227 3 2 2 2 5 14
228 4 9 0 6 0 19
229 9 6 1 2 0 18
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1 October: 10 articles 7 2 key articles

ARTICLES| BOTNIA URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
230 1 3 0 1 1 6
231 4 2 0 1 2 9
232 2 6 5 2 1 16
233 2 5 2 4 4 17
234 3 10 3 2 1 19
235 7 6 1 1 5 20
236 5 9 0 6 2 22
237 6 7 0 1 4 18
238 4 6 1 0 0 11
239 3 3 1 0 5 12
1 September: 22 articles z 3 articles
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
240 3 11 0 9 3 26
241 3 4 1 1 6 15
242 5 4 1 0 0 10
243 6 10 1 6 4 27
244 2 6 1 5 0 14
245 6 14 0 10 5 35
246 1 4 0 5 0 10
247 5 9 0 8 0 22
248 2 3 1 2 0 8
249 2 5 0 0 0 7
250 2 5 0 0 0 7
251 4 7 0 4 1 16
252 3 7 2 5 0 17
253 2 9 1 7 0 19
254 8 7 0 4 0 19
255 3 4 1 1 1 10
256 6 10 2 7 0 25
257 6 12 2 3 4 27
258 3 7 0 4 3 17
259 6 11 3 9 2 31
260 3 5 4 1 2 15
261 4 4 4 1 5 18
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1 August: 14 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLES| BOTNIA URUGUAY| FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

262 5 12 0 6 1 24

263 4 6 1 1 1 13

264 S 4 1 0 1 11

265 7 5 3 3 8 26

266 1 4 1 0 5 11

267 1 1 2 0 0 4

268 5 9 0 5 2 21

269 2 4 1 5 1 13

270 1 3 1 3 3 11

271 3 6 2 1 2 14

272 1 3 1 2 2 9

273 2 1 3 1 0 7

274 3 10 1 6 0 20

275 5 3 1 3 3 15

1 July: 7 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

276 1 2 0 3 4 10

277 4 21 3 10 0 38

278 2 12 1 6 0 21

279 1 4 2 3 1 11

280 2 1 1 1 3 8

281 2 1 0 3 1 7

282 3 2 1 1 5 12

1 June: larticle z 1 key article

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

283 1 4 1 3 2 11
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1 May: 9 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
284 3 13 2 7 0 25
285 2 3 0 5 0 10
286 3 5 1 3 0 12
287 1 2 1 1 0 5
288 1 1 1 1 2 6
289 2 4 1 6 0 13
290 1 1 0 0 4 6
291 1 5 1 4 0 11
292 5 4 1 2 0 12
1 April: 16 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS

293 2 4 1 2 3 12
294 3 5 2 5 4 19
295 2 4 0 1 2 9
296 3 4 1 3 0 11
297 5 12 0 5 0 22
298 4 6 2 5 0 17
299 2 2 0 2 1 7
300 1 8 0 8 0 17
301 7 8 0 4 0 19
302 1 5 1 4 0 11
303 5 6 0 4 0 15
304 9 10 1 4 3 27
305 4 6 0 10 2 22
306 5 11 2 7 1 26
307 1 1 3 0 2 7
308 10 4 4 2 0 20
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1 March: 12 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
309 5 4 4 4 6 23
310 9 5 5 3 2 24
311 3 3 0 0 1 7
312 2 5 1 5 0 13
313 5 3 0 2 3 13
314 2 4 1 1 1 9
315 3 14 5 4 2 28
316 2 5 2 1 2 12
317 1 4 0 1 2 8
318 1 3 0 1 0 5
319 6 5 1 3 0 15
320 1 8 1 5 1 16
1 February: 12 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
321 5 11 2 5 0 23
322 2 8 0 3 1 14
323 1 3 0 3 3 10
324 9 8 1 1 2 21
325 5 7 0 0 1 13
326 2 7 2 3 1 15
327 7 8 1 3 4 23
328 2 8 0 4 0 14
329 5 7 1 2 3 18
330 8 9 4 5 3 29
331 3 9 1 7 1 21
332 2 7 2 2 6 19
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1 January: 20 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
333 1 7 0 2 0 10
334 2 3 1 2 0 8
335 1 5 0 8 1 15
336 7 6 1 3 2 19
337 3 7 1 4 0 15
338 3 18 2 12 3 38
339 1 6 1 3 1 12
340 1 I 0 4 1 13
341 2 3 1 3 5 14
342 1 4 2 0 3 10
343 1 9 0 3 3 16
344 5 2 4 0 1 12
345 7 2 2 0 2 13
346 3 6 3 4 3 19
347 1 5 0 2 4 12
348 3 3 1 0 0 7
349 2 7 2 7 0 18
350 9 5 2 2 2 20
351 6 6 1 2 1 16
352 1 2 0 1 5 9
YEAR 2008: 80 ARTICLES
(18 articles chosen)
1 December: 8 articles 7 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
353 1 1 1 1 4 8
354 6 3 0 1 1 11
355 3 3 1 2 3 12
356 5 3 1 0 4 13
357 5 6 1 2 3 17
358 1 9 0 6 0 16
359 2 5 2 1 3 13
360 3 1 0 1 1 6
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1 November: 5 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
361 4 7 2 4 6 23
362 2 3 2 1 4 12
363 5 2 2 1 3 13
364 9 11 2 7 2 31
365 5 1 0 0 3 9
1 October: 9 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
366 2 4 0 0 5 11
367 4 5 3 1 2 15
368 5 6 1 3 4 19
369 1 3 0 1 4 9
370 2 4 0 2 5 13
371 2 3 2 1 2 10
372 3 3 1 2 2 11
373 2 4 1 1 5 13
374 1 10 1 I 2 21
1 September: 4 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE | Botnia Uruguay | Fray Argentina | Gualeguaych TOTAL
Bentos
375 4 6 1 3 4 18
376 2 13 2 7 5 29
377 1 7 1 3 2 14
378 5 6 2 3 5 21
1 August: 2 articles z 1 key article
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
379 2 1 1 1 5 10
380 2 3 0 2 7 14
1 July: O articles
1 June: O articles
1 May: 1 article z 1 key article
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
381 2 4 1 2 0 9
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1 April: 4 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
382 2 4 1 2 5 14
381 3 5 1 3 4 16
382 1 5 2 2 4 14
383 1 3 0 0 1 5
1 March: 10 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE| BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
384 2 2 0 0 0 4
385 1 1 0 0 0 2
386 1 5 2 2 4 14
387 8 4 1 6 1 20
388 3 6 0 1 5 15
389 2 4 0 1 1 8
390 3 6 0 1 0 10
391 4 3 2 1 3 13
392 4 3 4 1 5 17
393 7 7 2 3 2 21
1 February: 19 artices z 2 key articles
ARTICLE | Botnia Uruguay | Fray Argentina | Gualeguaych TOTAL
Bentos
394 8 8 2 1 0 19
395 5 4 2 1 2 14
396 4 2 0 2 3 11
397 2 7 2 8 0 19
398 5 4 1 2 5 17
399 1 3 0 2 3 9
400 5 6 0 4 0 15
401 4 1 1 4 4 14
402 7 9 1 6 2 25
403 7 5 2 1 2 17
404 2 6 0 3 0 11
405 5 3 1 3 2 14
406 2 2 0 2 4 10
407 5 2 1 4 4 16
408 3 3 0 2 2 10
409 1 1 0 0 0 2
410 4 6 0 0 3 13
411 3 3 0 0 2 8
412 9 7 2 2 5 25
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1 January: 18 artices 7 2 key articles

ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUAYCH TOTAL
BENTOS
413 3 3 1 0 0 7
414 2 7 1 4 3 17
415 2 3 1 3 1 10
416 0 7 2 3 4 16
417 1 6 0 4 0 11
418 3 11 0 7 2 23
419 7 4 2 7 1 21
420 4 2 2 1 3 12
421 2 2 1 0 1 6
422 2 5 0 2 2 11
423 1 5 0 0 2 8
424 2 4 2 1 3 12
425 1 4 0 1 1 7
426 2 7 1 4 3 17
427 2 4 1 1 1 9
428 2 1 2 1 2 8
429 6 0 2 0 4 12
430 1 2 1 1 5 10
YEAR 2009: 68 ARTICLES
(18 articles chosen)
1 December: 8 articles 7 2 key articles
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
431 1 2 3 0 0 6
432 3 4 4 2 0 13
433 1 7 3 1 5 17
434 6 7 0 5 1 19
435 2 3 0 2 0 7
436 3 7 0 4 1 15
437 3 7 2 4 1 17
438 8 7 1 10 1 27
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1 November: 8 articles z 2 key articles

ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
439 1 4 0 3 3 11
440 4 4 0 11 0 19
441 4 6 1 10 1 22
442 4 1 2 3 3 13
443 8 8 1 7 1 25
444 1 2 1 1 2 I
445 3 1 0 1 3 8
446 4 1 0 0 3 8
1 October: 9 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
447 2 9 0 3 1 15
448 5 16 0 14 0 35
449 3 5 0 1 0 9
450 2 5 0 5 0 12
451 3 4 1 1 0 9
452 1 8 1 6 6 22
453 1 10 1 5 4 21
454 2 3 1 8 3 17
455 3 2 1 1 2 9
1 September: 6 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
456 4 14 2 8 2 30
457 6 11 1 8 1 27
458 7 7 0 8 1 23
459 2 4 0 3 0 9
460 5 8 0 10 0 23
461 3 3 1 2 3 12
1 August: O articles
1 July: O articles
1 June: 2 articles 7 1 key article
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
462 2 3 2 1 1 9
463 2 8 2 1 6 19
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1 May: 2 articles z 1 key article

ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
464 3 2 1 1 1 8
465 10 14 3 12 2 41
1 April: 2 articles z 1 key article
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
466 2 2 1 0 2 7
467 1 5 1 0 2 9
1 March: 5 articles z 2 key articles
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
468 3 6 2 3 1 15
469 2 4 2 1 2 11
470 4 32 2 15 4 57
471 3 2 0 1 1 7
472 1 1 1 0 0 3
1 February: 4 articles z 2 key article
ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN| GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS
473 4 2 3 1 1 11
474 1 7 1 0 0 9
475 5 I 0 1 2 15
476 5 6 2 3 4 20
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1 January: 22 articles z 3 key articles

ARTICLE | BOTNIA | URUGUAY FRAY ARGENTIN] GUALEGUACH TOTAL
BENTOS

477 4 2 1 0 4 11
478 5 7 1 2 2 17
479 4 6 0 0 3 13
480 4 2 1 1 3 11
481 3 5 0 2 1 11
482 5 2 0 0 4 11
483 4 2 0 1 0 7
484 1 2 1 0 6 10
485 1 2 2 0 1 6
486 1 5 0 1 1 8
487 3 3 1 0 4 11
488 4 2 0 1 1 8
489 0 4 0 0 0 4
490 1 3 1 0 2 7
491 2 3 0 0 2 7
492 1 3 2 1 3 10
493 5 3 1 0 4 13
494 1 3 1 1 4 10
495 1 11 1 5 3 21
496 2 4 0 1 2 9
497 3 2 2 4 5 16
498 5 7 4 0 5 21
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APPENDIX 3. The final sample and the key stakeholders

YEAR | MONTH ARTICLES STAKEHOLDERS
Botnia Uruguay FrayBentos | Argentina Gualeguaychu
January 0 0 0 0 0 0
February | 0 0 0 0 0 0
March 0 0 0 0 0 0
April 1 2 13 0 4 3
May 1 1 12 3 4 1
June 0 0 0 0 0 0
2005 [ guly 2 2 19 3 10 3
August 1 2 5 1 8 5
September| 1 1 8 1 0 6
October 2 3 22 4 6 10
November | 1 1 7 1 5 0
December | 2 2 23 3 8 14
Total 11 14 109 16 45 42
January 2 3 29 6 11 10
February | 2 11 18 10 9 8
March 2 13 27 3 14 3
April 3 30 38 4 15 3
May 2 6 36 4 21 3
June 2 4 26 4 23 3
2006 [ "guly 2 4 23 3 23 3
August 0 0 0 0 0 0
September| 2 2 17 4 14 2
October 2 14 12 2 11 4
November | 2 6 24 4 21 1
December | 2 8 29 3 12 2
Total 23 101 279 47 174 42
January 2 12 23 4 14 5
February | 2 15 17 5 8 7
March 2 12 19 10 7 4
April 2 14 21 3 11 4
May 2 5 17 3 13 0
June 1 1 4 1 3 2
2007 ["guly 2 6 33 4 16 0
August 2 12 17 3 9 9
September| 3 18 37 5 22 11
October 2 12 15 1 7 7
November | 4 16 59 15 35 18
December | 2 8 17 3 5 9
Total 26 131 279 57 150 76
January 2 10 15 2 14 3
February | 2 16 16 3 8 7
March 2 15 11 3 9 3
April 2 5 9 2 5 9
2008 May 1 2 4 1 2 0
June 0 0 0 0 0 0
July 0 0 0 0 0 0
August 1 2 3 0 2 7
September| 2 7 19 4 10 10
October 2 6 16 2 10 6
November | 2 13 18 4 11 8
December | 2 6 15 1 8 3
Total 18 82 126 22 79 56
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January 3 11 25 6 7 10
February | 2 10 13 2 4 6
March 2 7 38 4 18 5
April 1 1 5 1 0 2
May 1 10 14 3 12 2
2009 [ June 1 2 8 2 1 6
July 0 0 0 0 0 0
August 0 0 0 0 0 0
September| 2 10 25 3 16 3
October 2 6 24 1 20 6
November | 2 12 14 2 17 2
December | 2 14 14 1 15 2
Total 18 83 180 25 110 44
TOTAL 96 41 973 167 558 260




