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resources and climate change

the decision environment related to climate
change and water resources is

(shared) and dynamic, with decision makers
representing users, governments and civil society

depending on several factors, such as
complexity of object, actors and
decision-making stage (" the table”), the
decision process needs

of negotiation until consensus

In this same environment, the
decision makers negotiate,
establish relationships, avoid
and influence each other
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Decision / Consensus
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TRANSFORMATION:
CONSENSUS BUILDING

NON - EQUILIBRIUM:
CONFLICT

PRE - NEGOTIATION

EQUILIBRIUM:
CONSENSUS AND DECISION

FINAL NEGOTIATION
MEETING

INTERMEDIATE:
NEGOTIATION MEETINGS
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RELEVANT
DECISION
MAKERS

DOMINANT
PREFERENCES
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Fuzzy logic modelling approach

Savage et al. (1989), Lewick et al. (2016), Myers & Myers (1995), Kacprzyk et al. (1992), Nogueira (2006), Braga (2008)




formulation of and
decision on water
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inter-state transboundary basin conflict resolution
/ negotiation meetings during 12 months
28 decision makers in each meeting

6 institutions: 2 federal and 2 for each state

psychological types collected for each DM

monitoring DM’s negotiation engagement

validation of negotiation outcomes against model results




