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| ntroduction

1.1 Introduction

Democracy is not a universal and pre-existing dimiof society. We continuously challenge each
other in the question about how we want to goverhlze governed, and democracy is continuously
changed and developed in interaction with societyetbping. Some people regard democracy
primarily as a set of procedures to aggregate il of interests into policy on which societynca
be governed (Ross 1967), whereas others regardadacyoas a way of life (Koch 1981) that is
exercised and kept alive through citizens’ actiatipipation and construction of political life
(Kristensen 1998; Sgrensen 1995).

The premises of democracy changes. The Danishtgd@s changed from the 1950-60s' economic
growth and technology optimism to the 1970s' adisrand pollution problem, financial restrictions
on private consumption in the 1980s and moderoisati the ever growing public sector, to the
1990s’ debate about sustainable development. Cawlkalge base and technological opportunities
have increased tremendously over the last 50 y&hrs.causes a range of options, each of which is
connected with more or less well-known risks, wheseeone has to make the necessary choices,
with its more or less well-known distributions cegsences. The main challenge by year 2000
seems to be how to ensure a qualified but also deatio decision process for making these

choices.

In the same period, political participation hasrefed. The grassroots movements of the 1960s and
1970s were gradually replaced by corporate safdguaof interests along with the public sector’s

introduction of user boards and enhanced freedomhofce to ensure a more efficient public



service. By the end of the 1990s, political focusugs, consensus conferences and deliberative
polls appear to enter the stage to assess the ‘oonuitizen’s attitude towards concrete political

questions.

But how do the Danes patrticipate today, and whahdg think about it?

Danish state forest management is an interestiagnpbe for investigating political participation
and the development of different discourses ontigpation’, i.e. how ’'participation’ is given

meaning and content by different stakeholders gjindime. It is interesting for two reasons:

First, participation and public involvement was @feally given priority in the 1994 ministerial
strategy for sustainable forest management, apthaienorder to fulfil international forest policy
obligations (Miljgministeriet 1994). Same year, tRerest & Nature Agency established user
councils at all state forest districts with the amnenhance local users’ influence on state forest
management and utilisation. These user councilEgeaan opportunity to study participation in an

institutionalised setting.

Second, forestry is characterised by forests befnighmediate interest to people while the forest
sector as such is professionalised and expectbd tather distant in people’s mind. One the one
hand forest and nature is an integral part of etdpgbe’s every-day life, as a physical element but
also as a part of our mind set. Forests cover ardin% of the land area and only a few hectares
originate from pristine forest. Still, they creatsom for half of all threatened species in Denmark
(Asbirk & Sggaard 1991), they are considered ingoarfor groundwater protection, to avoid soil
erosion and as carbon sinks. Forestry contributéslny 0.1 % to GDP (Statistics Denmark 1997)
and the financial situation of the 20,000 forestnews is poor, the 1996 average surplus from
forestry per se only being 312 DKK per ha for prevéorests and —489 DKK for state forests
(Dansk Skovforening 1997; Miljg- & EnergiministearieSkov- & Naturstyrelsen 1997). Instead,
forests are considered of major recreational vedusociety, as e.g. 90 % of the population between
15 and 76 years visit the forest at least onceag, yiee median Dane visiting the forest 10 timeas pe
year (Jensen & Koch 1997). The multiple values afe$ts have been captured and, partly,

articulated through the all-encompassing concepustainable forest management, as reflected in



international and national forest policy agreemamnis strategies.

From that perspective, forests should hold goodbdppities of being of public concern. Also, it
becomes clear that forests by today are claimdzktof legitimate, but also potentially conflicting

interests on local and national as well as globales

On the other hand, forest management is a professed, physically and administratively
delimited sector. It operates with complex decispyocesses where silvicultural management is
characterised by a long time horizon of ‘productiamp to 200 years, and a high degree of
uncertainty conditioned by the internal bio-phykidependencies between forest stands as well as
fluctuations in climate and other environmentalides (Helles et al. 1984). At the same time, the
market demand for wood and other products as wetha social/political demand for non-market
benefits, has proved to change within a few yedns. short-term ability to adapt forests to meet the
changing demands is therefore quite restricted thvnat is a demand for high quality-wood or a

demand for, e.g. more biodiverse forests.

However, considering the numerous potential - afftgénoconflicting — interests in forests,
operationalisation of sustainable forestry canreobhsed on the assumption of consensus between
utilisation and protection of forests. There is'‘oiwe best way’ to ensure sustainable forestry. &@her
is likely to be disagreement not only on what tlipat should be, but also on what processes and
structures are agreeable and appropriate, and Wbolds bear the costs and have the benefits,
respectively, from forest resources managementreitre, the concept of sustainable forestry
implies forest policy formulation. Operationalisatiof the concept provides a common framework

for discussing the distribution of scarce resoureigisin forestry and in relation to society.

From that perspective, the question is who shoalke fpart in decision-making related to forest
resources management. Who is perceived to hagterlate interest in participating, who actually
participates, how, and why, and what strategiethdyg use to gain influence. What is perceived as

opportunities and barriers?



1.2 Aims of the dissertation

One aim of the present dissertation is to develaraceptual framework for participation as a
phenomenon and policy instrument by year 2000, Wigmish state forest and natural resources
management as an example. A second aim is to égalua user councils’ function and whether

they fulfil the aim of enhancing local users’ irghce on state forest management and utilisation.

Participation in state forest decision-making igestigated in two cases and a survey: (1) Analysis
of a state forest user council. This case was chtsestudy the particular form of participation
called 'user democracy’ in a formerly closed mamaget bureaucracy; (2) Analysis of participation
in relation to a planned state afforestation proj€his case was chosen to study participationsacro
the sectoral and administrative borders betweeesfor and agriculture/the countryside, and
between state forest district, county and munidypahflso, the case represents major investments
and major change in the landscape, but with a tong horizon of realisation; (3) Analysis of a
user council survey carried out by the Forest &uUKatAgency among all state forest user councils.
Together with the user council case, this surveglyais serves to evaluate the state forest user

councils’ function.

The dissertation is based on understanding 'ppédimn’ as a dynamic, changeable concept, where
the meaning is partly derived from the context.olighout the dissertation it is therefore sought to
uncover and understand the meaning and how measimggnstructed, rather than aiming at
discovering 'facts’ in a (nature) scientific sen$ée dissertation is based on three types of studie
to conceptualise participation in a theory, polayd practice based context, respectively: (1) A
literature review of participation in forest andtural resources management as well as in other
social contexts. The aim is to provide an overvieivthe different theoretical approaches to
understand, interpret and evaluate participati@hp;Analysis of conventions, strategies and other
documents in Danish and international forestryrtoaver the development in the meanings that are
derived from and ascribed to the concept 'partiogoe; (3) Empirical case studies of a state fores
user council and a planned state afforestatioreptojrhe aim is partly to establish an empirically
founded understanding of 'participation’ as a pracin forestry, partly to evaluate whether state
forest user councils have worked to fulfil the afrenhancing local users’ influence on state forest

management and utilisation.



1.3 Delimitations

The empirical part of the present study has beesigded to gain the broadest possible
understanding of participation in relation to stiteest management and afforestation, as perceived
by the participants. The case studies have beeseohas ‘critical case studies’', examples that each
can tell something different about the researcrstjpres. Similarly, the case study informants were
selected with the aim at maximum variation, gainingst possible information relevant to the
research questions. This means, on the other Hhhatl,the study doesot aim at a socio-
demographically representative picture of perceystiof participation in state forest management
and afforestation. The evaluation of the user cibsimg restricted in this context. The user council
survey provides a representative picture of the eseincil members’ perceptions of success,
whereas it cannot tell anything about what the ayerDane thinks about the state forest user
councils or whether he/she is aware that they .€kist case studies provide a few indications about

this, but again, the main focus has been on thdseastually participated.

1.4 Structure of the dissertation

The dissertation is structured in three parts, &@mwithin a problem formulation and methodology
outlined in Chapters 1, 4 and 6, as outlined inldakl. The first part is devoted to conceptuadjsi
participation as it appears in theory, policy amdcfice, Chapters 2, 3 and 7, respectively. The
second part is devoted to evaluate user councifecteon local users’ influence, using the
afforestation case for comparison. This is carpadin Chapters 5, 8, 9 and 10. The third part,

Chapter 11, concludes on each of the two aimseodlitsertation and provides recommendations.

Chapter 1 presents the background for our reseab@ctives and the aims of the dissertation.
Chapter 2 is a review of public participation lgtmre. Chapter 3 outlines the emergence of public
participation as a concept in the international awadional forest policy discourse. Chapter 4
presents the methodology of the empirical studidspter 5 provides an analysis of the state forest
user councils based on a survey. Chapter 6 intesithe two case studies. Chapter 7 conceptualises
participation on the basis of the two case studimpter 8 analyses the case studies in terms of

representativity. Chapters 9 and 10 provide anyarsgabf the case studies in terms of power, as



Chapter 9 is specifically devoted to studying te&ationship between knowledge and power in
participation. Finally, Chapter 11 compares thdéedént ways of conceptualising participation and
resumes the findings in relation to whether pgrition, mainly user councils, accomplish to gain
influence. Based on this, we draw conclusions abppbrtunities and premises of participation in

forestry and give recommendations based on thghtssof our research.

Research strategy Conceptualisation Evaluation
1. Introduction Research problem
2. Literaturereview Participation in theory
3. Pp emergencein policy Participation in policy
4. M ethodology Case study methodology
5. User council survey Influence in all forest user councils
6. Case study description | Case study descriptions
7. Participation in practice Participation in practice
8. Representativity Perceived representativity of part.
9. Knowledge & profession Knowledge as a source of influence
10. Power & participation Influence in case study participation
11. Conclusions Conclusions Conclusions




2

Review of public participation literature

The aim of the present chapter is to make a rewkliterature related to public participation in
forest and natural resources management and itiorek@ the Danish society. Based on this, it is
the aim to develop a research framework for anadyshe different views of the nature and content

of the concept participation, that are brought fnavin the selected case studies.

2.1 Participatory planning versus participation in planning and policy making
Broadly, research on participation can be dividgd normative research on participatory planning

(e.g. Kangas et al. 1996; Loikkanen et al. 1999) descriptive research on participation in
planning and policy decision-making. Research aggres can be inductive, trying to conceptualise
participation, based on empirical observations.(dakobsen 1998; Tuler & Webler 1999), or
research can be deductive in terms of hypothesisite particular theories applicable to

participation (e.g. Moote et al. 1997; Renn etl895a; Skollerhorn 1998; Pelletier et al. 1999).

Eventually, the research approach can be a conndainat both.

During this chapter, the aim is threefold. First, ¢haracterise and categorise the concept
participation as it is defined in existing resealtitbrature. The second aim is to provide an
overview of literature on participatory planning tmads. Third, it is aimed to provide a brief
overview of five sets of theories that have beepliag in recent research on participation in
planning and policy decision-making, with particufacus on forest and environment decision-
making. The five perspectives are: (1) power paspe (2) democracy perspective; (3) efficiency
perspective; (4) empowerment perspective; (5) edgul perspective. Finally, we shortly resume
the five perspectives in order to provide prospdotsfuture research. Outline of these theories

reveals that some of them are fundamentally oppdse@ach other due to different basic



assumptions about, e.g. the nature of interestgtheh consensus is an opportunity or not, the
relationship between state and individual, etc. eguently, participation cannot be understood as
an objective phenomenon to study or grow such der&st’ or ‘a tree’. Participation is, what the

analytical framework puts into it or takes outtof i

2.2 Conceptualisation of participation

2.2.1 Definitions of participationO
According to Arnstein (1969, p. 216), (citizen) fi@pation is 'a categorical term for citizen

power. It is the redistribution of power that enablthe have-not citizens, presently excluded from

the political and economic processes, to be deditedy included in the future”

This is well in line with Verba & Nie (1972:2) anBarnes & Kaase (1979:42), who define
participation asctivitiesthat directly or indirectly araimed at influencing the political authorities
That is, merely having an opinion, an attitudea drelief does not suffice. This definition is cldse
Potter & Norville (1983) stating that public paipation can be viewed as the participation of any
person in purposeful activity directed at a govezntal decision-maker with the intention of

influencing his/her decision or action.

However, as Andersen et al. (1993) note, partimpamay not always be directed at political
authorities and may not always be a matter of arfae, as that way of perceiving participation is
linked to an instrumental perception of politice, i where interests are assumed to be exogenously
given, individual preferences, and where politesnerely an arena for negotiating these predefined
interests. Taking an institutionalist perspectimggrests are being modified and new may emerge in
a political process, so that politics can be cargid as goal oriented action aimed at caretaking of
interests as well as communicative action orietd@dhrds mutual understanding, expectations and
binding, and normative principles. Consequentlyplifigal) participation can be defined as
“activities that affect formulation, adoption andpi@mentation of public policies and/or that affect
the formation of political communities in relatido issues or institutions of public interest”
(Andersen et al. 1993:32).



To Andersen et al. (1993), participation also ha®municative objectives, and a political learning
effect, as far as participation teaches citizensgocome more/better capable of understanding and
taking a position towards political issues. Addiadly, new, common understandings may emerge
through participation. In addition to this, Anderset al. (1993) claim that participation can have
non-instrumental purposes and motivations, e.grgghg to a group, solidarity, feeling responsible

to participate (moral).

The above definitions of participation take a @hg perspective, whereas, from an administrative
perspective, participation can be considered atrument for the achievement of administrative
goals (Glass 1979; Renn et al. 1995b). The intdresthere with the institutionalised forms of
participation, i.e. where a decision-maker delitiyaaims at involving actors in decision-making,

e.g. defined as

"Public participation is the process by which pabtioncerns, needs, and values are incorporated
into governmental decision-making. Public partidipa is two-way communication, with the
overall goal of better decisions, supported by plblic...public participation is a mechanism by
which the public is not only heard before the decisbut has an opportunity to influence the

decision from the beginning to the end of the deaimaking process(Creighton 1992:2-3).

As opposed to the citizens' and administrativegesatve being concerned with the outcome of the
participation process, Renn et al (1995b) are ameck with the qualities of the participatory
process as such, and whether it manages to banficompetent to all participants, specified into a
number of requirements (Webler 1995). Hence, tldepta definition of public participation as:
"...forums for exchange that are organized for plugpose of facilitating communication between
government, citizens, stakeholders and interesiggpand businesses regarding a specific decision
or problem"”(p.2). Hereby they exclude, e.g. protest actisia@d expert workshops, whereas they
include models for citizen participation like hewys$, public meetings, focus groups, surveys,

referendum, etc.

ILO (2000:9) aims at an interpretation combiningd érspectives"Public participation is a

voluntary process whereby people, individually @rotigh organized groups, can exchange



information, express opinions and articulate instsg and have the potential to influence decisions
or the outcome of the matter at hanéfowever, an additional number of demands andnipai
restrictions are required for the process to bdifipch as participation. The process should be
inclusive, fair, transparent and based on partidgpacting in good faith, similar to Webler (1995).
Moreover, participation, as well as the initiatiointhe process and the implementation of its result
should be voluntary and cannot conflict with legabvisions, ownership or user rights (ILO
2000:9). One the one hand, these additional clagfes to an ideal of a participatory design while,
on the other hand, they do not acknowledge theabjearticipation as, ultimately, policy-making
and an arena for negotiation and alteration ofesurownership, tenure and use rights. This reveals

that, basically, ILO (2000) still takes the admirasive perspective.

The different definitions of participation revediat the particular meaning of participation is
context-dependent, depending on the perspective martcular goals of participation. The
synonyms used for participation further reveal difeerent meanings and contexts associated with

participation, as outlined below.

2.2.2 Synonyms for participation
The term ‘participation’” can be associated with c#ipe roles given to citizens: Popular

participation, people’s participation and citizengarticipation indicate the non-professional,
ordinary citizens participating in a system domacklby professionals, be it a political or a paoditic
administrative system. User participation relaeghe participation in a political-administrative
system of clearly delimited groups of users of \egiservice/utility in the administration of that
service, e.g. school boards. Finally, grassrootsggaation is confined to bottom-up participation,
e.g defined aparticipation in collective, political activitiespen for everyone and not reserved
particular groups or organisationsThe scope of the activity is partly to formulatenénds
towards the public authorities, partly to influenites attitudes of the participants and the pubbc a
such Finally, the social aspect may be an importanttdirthe participationTogeby 1989:10)

Participation may also be divided into politicaldasocial participation, as "asial participation
deals with more or less formalised organisationsassociations that exist to meet public or social
needs, where commercial profit is not of primarpamance and which are not performed in the

service of government...If the goal of the orgatnise.is clearly political, then the term political
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participation will be used..in all other cases, sbeactivities will be labelled social participation
(van Deth 1997:2-3). This distinction is the foutdia of much research on the relationship
between social participation and social structareshe one hand, and political participation on the
other hand. Examples of this are mobilisation tlesofe.g. Togeby 1989) and social capital theory
(e.g. Putnam 1995) to explain participation. Anreiaw is provided by van Deth (1997).

The term ‘participation’ may be substituted by greeticular form of participation applied and the
intended intensity, e.g. public consultation, dodleation, co-operation, joint management, or
partnership. These particular forms of participatere outlined below. Similarly, management
systems containing participatory elements and nmmreess delegation or public control of
ownership, may be connotative with the word ‘pgpation’, e.g. community forestry and social

forestry, as discussed in Chapter 3.

The words ‘involvement’ and ‘participation’ are dseinterchangeably, often considered
synonymous. Some, however, define ‘involvementthes administrative, top-down approach and

‘participation’ as the citizen's bottom-up approagbernow 1995; Langton 1981; Glass 1979).

2.2.3 Categorising participation
Participation can be categorised and classifiedanmous ways, depending on the perspective. The

citizen's perspective (Andersen et al 1993; Buttd989) focuses on the different channels of
influence and communicative action. A power perpecwould focus on the potential power
redistributive effects of different participation ethods (Arnstein 1969). An administrative

perspective (e.g. ILO 2000) focuses on participatibthe various levels of decision-making.

Categorising participation based on a citizen'sqpactive
Andersen et al. (1993:38-39) suggest a frameworknfieasuring the extent and intensity of

participation among the public, based on a citeperspective, see Table 2.1.

On the one hand, there is participation relatedhstitutions, such as voting at elections, being a
member of a party or another non-governmental asg#ion. Thisinstitutional participationcan be
subdivided into participation according to membgrstf (a) organisations of primary, economic

interest; (b) role based organisations, e.g. hawgaers organisations; (c) political organisations,
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e.g. environmental organisations or the Social Deats; (d) humanitarian organisations, e.g.
charity or an organisation to combat cancer, and l€esure time organisations, e.g. sports
associations, boy scouts, theatre associationsAetsimilar, but somewhat simpler model for
forestry is presented by Buttoud (1999) suggestm@nly distinguish between organisations of
economic interest, and citizen interests groupsnpitong ethic considerations about the role of

forests in society in general, typically environrtamuestions.

Table 2.1 Categorisation of participation

Examples from forestry

Institutional Organisations of primary, econ. Interédfood industries organisation, forest
participation, in owners association

terms of

membership of..Role based organisations House owners organisation, forest

owners association, farmers association

Political organisations Danish Nature Conservation
Association
Humanitarian organisations

Political manifestations, collectively do.
initiated: demonstrations, strikes,

petitions
Participation Political contacts, e.g. to public do.
authorities, politicians, associations,
lawyers, etc.
determined by  Political discussions with family, ProSilva, forest excursions
friends and colleagues
the situation Public communication, e.g. reader’s do.

letter, articles in newspapers/journals,
presentations at meetings

User democracyParticipation offered to ‘users’ ofa  Forest user councils, advisory
public institution, i.e. selective group o€ommittees,
citizens

Based on Andersen et al. (1993)

On the other hand, there psrticipation determined by the situatio(@) political manifestations,
being collectively initiated, e.g. participation gdemonstrations, strikes, petitions. These are all
typical ‘grassroots activities’, as surveyed by @&log (1989); (b) political contacts, e.g. to public

authorities, politicians, associations, lawyers,;€t) political discussions with family, friendsd

12



colleagues. This one is included because of themoamcative aspect in the chosen definition of
participation; (d) public communication, e.g. redsldetter, articles in newspapers and journals,

presentations at meetings.

Finally, Andersen et al. (1993) identify a categofyparticipation in locally based democracy,
mainly ‘user democracy’, i.e., where a group ofzeibs receiving a service or otherwise being
affected by a public institution (‘users’) are givihe opportunity to participate in decision-making

at some level.

The broadness of participation is characterisedhbyvarious forms of participation, whereas the
intensity of participation is characterised by fhequency of various forms of participation. This
could, e.g. be measured as the number of meetittgisdad in relation to the total nhumber of

meetings invited to.

Categorising participation according to degree ofyer redistribution

Another way of categorising participation is inatn to the degree of power redistribution that
takes place between the decision-maker and théciparits, as suggested by Arnstein (1969).
Arnstein suggests a typology of participation, adogy to the level of power redistribution, ranging

from non-participation and tokenism to increasiegrees of citizen power, see Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.Fejl! Ukendt argument for parametet evels of citizen participation from ARNSTEIN
(1969)

8. Citizen control
Delegated power Citizen participation level
6. Partnership

~

5. Placation

4. Consultation Symbolic participation level
3. Informing

2. Therapy

1. Manipulation Non-participation level

Rungs (1)Manipulation and (2) Therapy are both non-participation levels substituting gea
participation, actions aimed to enable the powekrsl to ‘educate’ or ‘cure’ the participants.

Rungs (3)informing, (4) Consultationand (5)Placation degrees of tokenism, bear the opportunity
that participants may hear and be heard but withlmeit having the power to make sure that their

views will be incorporated in the decision-makimggess.

At rung (6) Partnership power is actually redistributed, as decision-mgkiand planning
responsibilities are shared, e.g. in boards wittistten-power. At rung (7delegated powerthe
citizen power may be dominant, e.g. by having thegonity of seats in a governing board. (8)

Citizen control, where the participants take owartml of public property.

An intermediate between Andersen et al. (1993) Antstein (1969) can be found by Buttoud
(1999), that distinguishes between various stratetp represent interests: (1) Co-management; (2)
Co-operation where the interest groups accepteainokducating their members and the public in
order to have the decisions implemented in theebeatbnditions; (3) Lobbying/pressure; (4)
Confrontation/demonstration; (5) Violence/civil disedience, where there is total deny of
legitimacy of the rules of the game, and some sialkiers decide to play separately from the

system.
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Categorising participation from an administrativergpective
Finally, participation can be classified accordiaghe planning and policy level at which it ocgurs
as e.g. suggested by ILO (2000) in comparing ppeimon efforts in forest policy and planning

among the European countries, see App. 3.1.

2.3 Planning for participation — Literature on part  icipatory planning
Literature on participatory planning deals with theerall planning design, methods, the appropriate

choice of method, and/or on technologies and teglas to facilitate the participatory process, e.g.

the expression, comparison and evaluation of opsand preferences.

2.3.1 Overall planning design
Guides and handbooks are concerned with designargjcipatory planning in forestry and

environmental decision-making (Canadian Standardssogiation 1996; CIFOR 1999a;

1999b;1999c; Creighton 1992; Loikkanen 1994; Loilda et al. 1999; Ministry of Forests 1981,

USDA 1993; ILO 2000). The handbooks as well asrtwee specific literature typically focus on

the following issues related to participation:

* What are the objectives of the participation pre@es

* Who is the public, how are participants identifiadd who should participate?

* How, when and where should the process be orgaaisgchitiated?

* What is the usefulness and the limitations of dfeciethods of participation?

* How can data input be analysed and evaluated?

« What feed-back methods and eventually debriefinganficipation can be applied?

* What are possible barriers or limits to participatie.g. lack of public interest, professionals’
resistance against participation, lack of skillsesources?

* What requirements can then be set to the processxtension of staff etc (e.g. Shindler &
Nebraska 1997).

2.3.2 Choosing the appropriate level and method of participation
Based on assumptions of rational causal relatipssheétween particular participatory methods and

their outcome, authors have suggested models wdieie the appropriate level and method of

participation, given the objective. A group-decrsimodel of Vroom and Yetton (1973) has been

15



further developed by Thomas (1990; 1993) and foedvy decision-making, Daniels et al. (1996),
Sample (1993), into a model for deciding what degyepublic participation is appropriate, given
the attributes of the particular decision-making ogass. Similarly, matrices of

compatibility/relationships between the scope aftipipation and specific participation methods
and techniques have been developed (Glass 1979AU=IPest Service 1993; Loikkanen 1994;
Loikkanen et al. 1999; Thomas 1993).

A comprehensive review of empirical studies of pubheetings, workshops and community
advisory committees (Chess & Purcell 1999) showsydver, that the form of participation (public
meetings, workshops, citizen advisory committeeay mot determine process or outcome Success.
Different forms of participation sometimes yieldsinilar outcomes, whereas identical forms of
participation sometimes yielded different outcomAsiempts to develop a typology of public
participation efforts is therefore problematic, eitbhough some general ‘rules of thumb’ may find

empirical support (Chess & Purcell 1999).

2.3.3 Specific methods and techniques
Participatory planning is associated with numerousthods and techniques to accomplish the

objectives of the participation process.

Information feedback
From a citizen's perspective, gathering of publinmn by means of, e.g. surveys, may not be

considered a participation method, following e.gingtein (1969). From an administrative
perspective, it can be an efficient means of dafdeaction and an integral part of a broader
participation strategy (Dennis 1988; Ministry ofrésts 1981), e.g. social (Clark & Stankey 1994,
Burdge & Robertson 1990) or environmental impacteasment. Surveys and/or impact
assessments may be used to refuse the need folimtense dialogue with the public. For instance,
the Danish EIA process and associated hearing gsdeas been examined by Bramsnees (1997)
who finds that EIA barely has had any effect onrttenagement practice, and Jensen (1997), who
finds that the EIA merely legitimises an alreadydmalecision. On the other hand, a case from
tourism development in the Czech Republic showett the EIA procedure with its limited
participation fuelled an NGO-driven parallel pubtiarticipation procedure that managed to affect

the decision outcome significantly (Richardsonle1898).
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Surveys have been carried out to monitor peopleésai forests (Koch 1978; 1980; 1984; Jensen &
Koch 1997), people’s preferences to the desigroists and landscape (Berg et al. 1998; Koch &
Jensen 1988; Tahvanainen et al. 1996), opinionfo@st management (Kangas & Niemeldinen

1996; Kearney et al. 1999) and the effect of infation on these opinions (Jensen 2000). Surveys
have been carried out to investigate the opiniopasticular stakeholder groups, such as private
forest owners’ values and objectives (Karppinen8l%hd reasons for managing the forest or not
(Amdam et al. 2000), and public officials’ opinioasd values towards environmental conservation.
Finally, surveys have been carried out to moniewgle’s general level of knowledge and attitudes

towards wood and forestry (IFO 1997) and agricelti@allup 1999).

Quantitative surveys based on extracts from theomat register have the strength of ensuring
demographic representativity of the public and, tbg size of the sample, also (statistically)
representativity in opinions (Hansen 2000). Morepgeantitative surveys are easy to analyse for
decision-making support. The potential weaknessuofeys is that the questions are detached from
the particular decision-making context (Lauber &uin1998; Satterfield & Gregory 1998; Zinn et
al. 1998). Moreover, people do not necessarily lmvadvance opinion on the particular subject at
hand. Therefore, surveys may illustrate currentimadd newspaper treatment of the issue rather

than individual/autonomous reflected opinion onghbject (Hansen 2000).

Consultation
Consultation relates to those forms of participatishere the decision-maker asks a group of
stakeholders to give their opinion and/or providlviee on some topic, without delegating any

decision authority to the stakeholders.

Consultation methods can be divided according tethdr they aim at reaching consensus or at
using constructive conflict to stimulate debate t{Bud 1999). Some participation methods are
directly aimed at promoting co-operation among &cémd reach at common points of agreements.
Among these methods are ‘collaborative learningir{iels & Walker 1996a; 1996b; 1998), ‘mutual
gains method’, ‘the community of interests’ meti{@aniels & Walker 1998; Sirmon et al. 1993),

and ‘consensus conferences’/ ‘informed consenspsaph’ (Andersen & Jaeger 1999; Coninck et
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al. 1999; Joss 1998). Other participation methdds at treating disputable issues and create a
debate from opposite arguments. Among these areagoewvorkshops (Andersen & Jaeger 1999),
‘the environmental mediation method’, ‘the 4R meth{Buttoud 1999), and ‘the constructive
confrontation method’ (Burgess & Burgess 1998; &udt 1999; Daniels & Walker 1998). The
methods are briefly described in App. 3.2.

Some methods specifically aim at bringing togetiiezens’ preferences, political and stakeholders
interests, and the expert knowledge of speciah$tsa coherent outcome, e.g the deliberative poll
(Hansen 2000; Price & Neijens 1998), citizen paf@tesby et al. 1986), planning cells (Dienel &
Renn 1995), consensus conferences and the infacoresdnsus approach (Andersen & Jeeger 1999;
Coninck et al. 1999). The first three methods #se distinguished by the aim at ensuring

representativity as well as deliberation (Hansed020

Co-operation

Co-operation involves some sort of shared decisaking. It can be divided into collaborative
management and co-management (Buttoud 1999). @odiabe management typically means,
where an advisory board can make decisions thatrgaiemented by the administration (usually as

a majority with a veto from the state represenés)v

Co-management is where stakeholders participatingecision-making at various levels manage
the forest together with the public authoritiesthaghared responsibilities and related authority.
This means that (a) the compromise is fully acapteall participants who engage themselves in
getting it implemented and that (b) every partioiptully agrees on every aspect of the solution
which is a real consensus; (c) the public authasityot able to implement the solution alone with
sufficient effectiveness, efficiency, and equity{®ud 1999). Co-management appears in different
forms. For instance, a public authority may wanpravate land owner to take part in nature
conservation (Carskadden & Lober 1998; Daniels &k&tal1998), implying bilateral co-operation
and voluntary agreements (Carskadden & Lober 1G8®8sbergen 1998).

Self-governance initated or stimulated through dlmpvn initiatives

Public authorities may have an interest in stimuoga@and facilitating governance mechanisms at
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local level, ‘community action’ or ‘partnershipsihich do not involve the state as such, but which
aims at fulfilling governmental ambitions, suchrasal development or environmentally friendly
behaviour. Within the participation framework, @rcbe considered a top-down effort at initiating
bottom-up participation, grassroots participatidhe means to stimulate this can be professional
advice, institutional or maybe financial supportdstablish self-governing groups such as, e.g.
Australian Landcare groups formed by local peopiefarmer communities to deal with rural

development of specific land areas (Curtis 1998ti€et al. 1999).

Institutionalisation of consultation and co-opemti
Consultation and co-operation can be informal ab agformalised in institutions. Examples of

institutions are expert advisory boards (Frentaletl997), citizen advisory boards (Knaap et al.
1998), user boards associated with specific puhbBtitutions (Sgrensen 1995; Kristensen 1998),

focus groups (CIFOR 1999a), or hearings associaiida specific project or document.

Specific techniques to collect, analyse and comgata

Participation literature may also concern spegqigeticipatory techniques to collect, analyse and

compare data in a (participatory) planning proc&ssticipatory assessment methods are mainly

related to tropical forest management (e.g. CIFO894;1999b;1999c; FAO 1989; Stephens 1988).

They aim at mapping, e.g.

» locality specific perceptions on present and futesources distribution and scarcity, e.g. using
'the histo-ecological matrix’ or the 'pebble diswition method’ (CIFOR 1999a)

» perceptions on the distribution of management asel tights and responsibilities to local
resources, e.g. using 'participatory mapping’ pebble distribution method’ (CIFOR 1999a).

» the respective involvement of local stakeholdersfarest management and the level of

interaction among stakeholders locally, e.g. u§magticipatory card sorting’ (CIFOR 1999b).

Techniques to facilitate participation can be dgaé#iie, such as nominal group technique (Glass
1979; Loikkanen et al. 1999) and delphi technidQedit & Kweit 1987; Loikkanen et al. 1999), or

they can be based on mathematical modelling, eagedian belief networks (Cain et al 1999),
metagame theory (Jeffers 1997), analytical hiesanpitocesses (Kangas et al. 1996), numeric
decision analysis (Pykalainen & Loikkanen 1997itiah decision analysis (Bonnicksen 1985) and

multi-criteria decision analysis (Behan 1994; Brakhal. 1999).
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2.4 Research on participation in planning
Studies of participation in planning and policy nmakcan broadly be divided into descriptive and

explanatory/experimental research, as well as relseamed at understanding and conceptualising

participation.

Descriptive research aims at describing the amamat intensity of participation, by means of

surveys, e.g. Andersen et al. (1993), Togeby (1989)

Explanatory research aims at explaining the factoasising participation, i.e. why people
participate. For instance, Togeby (1989) uses gratss hypothesis (Goul Andersen 1980),
mobilisation theory, supplementing theory, valuedlly (as developed by Inglehart 1979; 1981) and
‘aggressions due to frustrations’ theory to explgrassroots participation. Other studies aim at
explaining social structures and social participatin voluntary organisations and associations as
factors enhancing or decreasing political partitgra e.g. the social capital theory (Putnam 1995;
van Deth 2000), reviews being provided by van O@®$07) and Sullivan & Transue (1999). Yet
other studies aim at actor-oriented behaviouralamgtions, e.g. rational choice theory to explain
collective action (Ostrom 1998), statistical anely® predict the likelihood that private land-
owners would undertake co-operative managementqmg) (Stevens et al. 1999), and surveys to

explain motivations and barriers for joining parstep agreements (Williams & Ellefson 1997).

Explanatory research may also aim at explainingoréicular effects of participation. For instance,
there are experimental studies on the effect abdedtion on participants' viewpoints of the policy
domain, such as food policy (Pelletier et al. 1988) health system (Hansen 2000), as well as

studies of the effect of participation on manadeiiciency (Thomas 1993).

There are studies aimed at understanding and cadising participation, through inductive case
study research (Jakobsen 1998; Tuler & Webler 1989)hrough review of existing theories e.g.
Wengert (1976), Arnstein (1969) on power, Hamptt®0Q) on environmental equity, and Wellman

& Tipple (1990) on direct democracy. Finally, theaee evaluation studies based on deductive
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testing of theories, e.g. communicative action the@Renn et al. 1995a) and participatory

democracy theory (Moote et al. 1997).

2.5 Five theoretical perspectives on public partici pation
In this section, we will discuss and compare fieespectives to be used as a theoretical framework f

better understanding and analysing public partimpa These theoretical perspectives include (1) a
power perspective; (2) a democracy perspectiveari3drganisational efficiency perspective; (4) an

empowerment perspective; and (5) a regulation petisge.

2.5.1 Power perspective
Participation is frequently analysed from a powesrspective, as it appeared from the

conceptualisation of participation above (ArnstEa%9; Andersen et al 1993).

Power can be said to have four dimensions (Chsster& Jensen 1986), where the three first fit
with Arnstein’s ladder: (1) Direct power, exercisduectly in the particular decision process in
terms of access to process, access to put issudbeoagenda, decision competence, budget
authority, possess relevant knowledge etc.; (2ydot power exercised, e.g. by public officials by
filtering’ what issues are allowed to enter thecid®on arena, being considered ‘irrelevant’, or
considered too resource demanding to pick up, #sawdiltering what decisions are actually being
implemented afterwards. Ambiguous decisions as @aglluse of framework decisions typically
enhance this indirect power of those to implemémt decision; (3) Consciousness controlling
power, assuming that power can be exerted in tdeni, manipulating people’s objective (or at
least ‘reflected’) interests into some other, pexe interests that correspond with the intereéts o
the manipulator. This can be done by use of authananipulation or collective pressure/influence;
(4) Structural power, as the routines, norms, tiastinal settings impose power on all actors ag the
regulate behaviour while simultaneously unrefledtethg produced and reproduced by that same
behaviour. It can be argued, that you cannot esttepénstitutional prison’, as anything you doas
result of, or is reflected by, the institutionakts®. In simple terms: ‘you are a product of your
surroundings’. However, recent sociologists, as &igdens (1991) have tried to overcome this
dichotomy between an actors versus a structur@eetise to power. Modern society implies ever

changing premises for action, and individuals faudtiple roles in relation to all the different
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institutional settings they pass every day, asrmiayeas employees, as consumers, as members of
various organisations or religion societies etcn€aguently, the individual is constantly forced to
reflect on his/her particular situation in societwhat setting am | in’, ‘what are the rules ofnga
here’, ‘how am | expected to act?’. A sense of-sflexivity (reflection on being reflective)
evolves that questions the given institutional fearark, and exactly that reflexivity can be said to
create the link between actors/agency and strit@@ when Andersen et al. (1993) talk about the
political learning effect of participation, this gnhe seen as a strategy to empower the powerless,
not necessarily by taking away power from others,implied in Arnstein’s idea of power
redistribution, but by increasing the absolute amiaf power. On the other hand, once you start
debating the structure, once you start argue fangimg existing norms, values and structure, power
redistribution is likely to take place. In this sen the ideas of reaching mutual understanding
through communication, Habermas” theory of commathie action, can be argued to be a strategy

for a more civilised form of power struggle.

Finally, Christensen & Jensen (1986) suggest thalecision-making processes in loosely coupled
systems of a garbage can character (as opposettianal decision-making structures) (Winter
1991), other participatory strategies are importhan for the traditional four dimensions. Where
there is a flow of decision opportunities, soluspmproblems and participants, power becomes a
question of: (1) keeping on, decisions rejectecayodre made tomorrow; (2) let others get the
honour as long as you get it your way; (3) overltsgsystem in order to have something to bargain
with; (4) create many decision opportunities. Thisw of power has substantial potential in
explaining some of current forest policies and pses for participation, particularly in so far as
forests are considered unambiguous goods to spanetymatter the setting. Current Danish
afforestation politics at a national level seemdéoa good example, where an arbitrary goal of
doubling the forest area has been forwarded byirsfpifneans, in shifting arenas and with shifting
argumentation, but always with ‘more forests’ asn@ethe solution to any problem, be it

groundwater protection, recreation, or excessivieafural production.

2.5.2 The empowerment perspective
Empowerment means - through deliberation - to en&y people to participate in policy forums

where more competent and skilled actors have alrgagditioned themselves. The objective of

empowerment is to spread and extend the influehdayopeople into new areas and to enhance
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their control with the social and political sphetéat affect them (Korten & Klauss 1984). The
empowerment perspective does not understand paticn as the endeavour to reach aggregate
compromises of individual, conflicting interesthal means, participation is not only an arena for
negotiating conflicting interests, but also, othet a forum where common values are shaped and

transformed through simultaneous (political) leagnfMacpherson 1977).

The idea of empowering the participants is to gham the feeling that they can make a difference
and that they have a say. In that way, they magrbecmore committed. Thus, the empowerment
perspective focuses on the issues that could metithee participants to become active political
participants. This process may be analysed andetivinto four stages, as suggested by Andersen et
al. (1997).

The first stage concerns the participants’ undedsiey of policy and democracy, which depends on
their way of looking at and perceiving the worlchi§ can be analysed by investigating e.g. the
participants’ democratic ideals, their basic idg@s and values, and their understanding of

communication.

The second stage concerns the participants’ wilesire to act politically, which may depend on
the identity, interests and goals of the partiegiaindividuals and communities. The motives for

political action may include fighting for interestaoral obligation, legal obligation or social desi

The third stage concerns the resources and capaggrticipate. The ability to be politically acsi
depends on the resources and capacity of the iparticrelative to the demands of the decision
process. This ability may depend on a range ofofactincluding participants' (1) access to the
decision process; (2) communicative skills; (3htacal knowledge; (4) understanding of the ‘rules
of the game’ in decision-making (e.g. how to co+ape how to establish confidence, and how to
exploit a bargaining position); (5) political netskowith influential actors and institutions; (6)

access to financial resources for bargaining; ¥@)lability of time and money to participate.

The fourth stage concerns agency, which dependmdwidual and collective obligations and

incentives. Such incentives might include influerftandling of interests, knowledge, the feeling of
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belonging and identity. Obligations might includee tobligatory participation of organisations in

councils and boards or legal obligations of citezémparticipate (Andersen et al. 1997).

2.5.3 The democracy perspective
Public participation in forest management is oféssociated with strengthening democracy. The

basic meaning of democracy is ‘rule by the peopieiyvever, in reality democracy is understood in
different ways. As a result, the interpretation amdluation of public participation varies accoglin
to the democratic principles that are applied.riheo to understand the democratic perspectivs, it i

useful to distinguish between thebstance of democraeyd thedemocratic procedure

Substance of democracy

The substance of democracy concerns the understpofipeople’s interests, the type of regulation,
legitimacy and the role of participation. Thggregativeviewpoint of the substance of democracy
assumes that the interests of the people are jmmedednd exogenous to the political process. Ih tha
way, democracy is primarily an institutional arrangent to negotiate conflicting, individual
interests (as suggested by Schumpeter 1943). Additigs some basic individual rights, protecting
the individual from the state equals the liberatition (Mill 1967). The aggregative viewpoint also
assumes that goal formulation (input) and regutatioutput) are separable. Consequently,
regulation should be a result of rational excharggween individuals, majority rule and
bureaucratic implementation of decisions made lgcted leaders. The success criterion of
regulation is an efficient and optimal distributiah scarce goods. The legitimacy of political
systems is created through the existence of af ggboedures regulating the competition for votes

between political elites (Sgrensen 1995).

The integrativeviewpoint (Republican tradition), on the other harglects that people’s interests
are predefined. Instead, it assumes that the sudestaf democracy concerns the modification of
people’s interests and the emergence of new, commtmnests and understandings through

dialogue. Democracy becomes a way of life. Withiis position, there are different interpretations:
(1) The communitarian perspectie.g. Barber 1984; Etzioni 1995) assumes a comgumd,

based on certain substantial interests, moral mwobdrs and values, e.g. striving for a just

society;
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(2) The participatory approachege.g. Pateman 1970; Macpherson 1977; Arendt 19&@&rd
participation as having a value in itself, as acpralition to democracy, stimulating political
learning and sense of political efficacy by whictdividuals can better enhance own interests
(Pateman) or realise individual autonomy (ArenHtjgtensen 1998);

(3) The discourse-democratic perspectregards a common good as such being incompatiithe w
a pluralistic society. Rather, it focuses on a camrpolitical identity, a political community
based on agreed, common democratic principles evxkgures for dialogue (Habermas 1984;
Kristensen 1998).

Furthermore, the integrative perspective assumasgbal formulation and regulation cannot be
separated, and so cannot the regulator and théateduRather, it should be a dynamic, two-way
process of influence and dialogue between citizamd society, and the criteria of successful
regulation is the ability to solve defined problerhsgitimacy of the political systems is achieved
when citizens regard themselves as being an itpgra of the community, so that they actively
support the norms and values constituting soci8grénsen 1995). Consequently, participation
becomes essential to create and maintain legitinahdyre political system. Note that the three
interpretations of the integrative perspective haveommon understanding of regulation and
legitimacy, but different interpretation of the pésis interest, and, consequently of the scope of

participation.

Democratic procedure
Ideals of democratic procedure vary as well, fraread democracy, over strong popular control of

representatives, to substantial delegation of detimaking competence to elected representatives.
Direct democracy has been criticised for leadingdialitarianism, in so far as (1) individuals
become transformed to full-time ‘citizens’ beindl fime engaged in public decision-making; (2)
all activities should be based on consensus leawihglittle/no room for individual choice; (3) ful

participation in all decisions would make efficigvernance impossible (Sgrensen 1995).

The alternative is democracy based on either maratadelegate representation:
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Mandate representation: Representatives are graetgdimited autonomy, as they are elected to
advocate the viewpoints of the people who eledbednt This ensures strong, popular control but

may counteract holistic governance.

Delegate representation: When people elect repiasass they also agree to delegate substantial
decision-making competence to the representativee, are then free to make decisions based on
their own judgement. This relative independencespfesentatives is conceived to enhance a more
holistic attitude towards governance, as reprefigataare not tied up to defending the particular
interests of those who elected them, as is thelmasgandate representation. Rather, representatives
are expected to govern in the general interesbaks/ as a whole. However, the aim of enhancing
regulatory efficiency and a belief in professiosalutions to political problems may tend to take
over and advance dictatorship, either in form chtecracy or ever growing, centralised political
leadership. Also, it is feared that delegate repregion leads to uninformed decisions, as
politicians are assumed to lose contact with thmeseg involved and affected by the decisions and,

hence, not get the necessary information (Sgreles).

Obviously, the role of public participation varigscording to the type of representation. In thecas
of direct democracy, active participation becontesdore of democracy. In the case of a mandate
representation, participation is also essentiainfran integrative perspective (Pateman 1970),
whereas from an aggegative perspective (Mill 196% only necessary in so far as it strengthens
individuals’ chances of promoting own interests.tle case of delegate representation, public
participation may be considered necessary to niganinformed decision-making and
technocracy, and, from an integration perspeciive,also essential in order to create and maintai

legitimacy of actions.

Only few studies have explicitly used the democrtiteories as a foundation for research on public
participation in natural resources management. Ajribase are Moote et al. (1997) considering the
implications of participatory democracy for publ@and planning, Wellmann & Tipple (1990)
discussing the potentials for using direct democrmagublic forestry, and Renn et al. (1995a) and
Skollerhorn (1998) using Habermas’ theory of comivative action to, respectively, develop a

model for evaluating public participation and toaidst environmental policy, and Pelletier et al.
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(1999) testing the effects of deliberative demogrpgnciples on participants viewpoints on the

local food system before and after engagemenparticipatory process.

2.5.4 The efficiency perspective
When we evaluate public participation we need tovknvhat are the criteria of success. Whereas

there may be agreement on the need for participati@re is most likely disagreement as to what is
actually the goal of participation and how thatlgman be measured. From a manager’s perspective,
it is interesting how public participation can k&ed to optimise forest management. As noticed by
Lund (1997) this has been a vital part of the disse forwarding participatory developing projects
in the Third World, uncritically assuming a pos#icorrelation between level of participation and
successful development. Such assumptions shoula¢thb#enged, e.g. in relation to current
European forest policies forwarding participatoegional forest strategies or in relation to the
extensive use of user boards in Danish societyirfstance, Sgrensen (1995) studied school boards
to investigate whether there was a trade off batwedective democracy and effective regulation.
She found no trade off when taking a strict aggeegeerspective where after democracy equals
influence. On the other hand, she found an inangasistitutional egoism, on the possible expense
of sense of responsibility towards common societarests. Moreover, she emphasised the need to
involve the user board members more actively ingihveerning process. If this does not happen, she
fears that the end result will be a strengthenedimidtrative and professional system on behalf of

the political system, i.e. weakening democracy.

We argue that efficiency of forest management eameasured both in terms of (1) the outcome
(goods and benefits), (2) the related ecologieahmological, social, and organisational processes
(e.g. habitat disturbance, machinery failure, pgoétion, working injuries), as well as (3) the
structures determining forest management (e.g.epsadnal skills, level of technology, financial
resources, knowledge, vertical co-ordination witlrsery or wood industries) (Boon and Helles
1999). In addition, we also believe that there as‘ane best way' to ensure sustainable forestry.
This means that the participants or actors in avort related to forest management may likely
disagree on the output of forest management, Bot@i the appropriate processes and structures to
rely on. This basically implies that the end-meeatsonality is not sufficient when planning for
sustainable forest management. Consequently, wet toderoaden our definition of efficiency from

conventional instrumental efficiency to also inaudhstitutional efficiency, based on value
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rationality (Jgrgensen & Melander 1992). Survivialh@ organisation (or, broader, the forest sector)
may then become a value in itself, and where legity is the keyword in relation to the
surrounding society. Following this line of thougbttput is not only: ‘are we producing the right
amount and quality’, but: ‘are we producing thehtighings?’ Similarly, processes are not only
‘having an optimal process in relation to productgput’, but ‘using acceptable processes, based
on acceptable values’. Finally, structures areardy ‘having optimal structures, considering our
surroundings and the aimed output’, but ‘are owrcstires based on acceptable norms and values?’
(Boon and Helles 1999). Table 2.2 provides an aeenof different forms of forest management
efficiency. If we want to evaluate how participatiaffects forest management efficiency, we could

relate it to each of these forms of efficiency.
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Table 2.2 Forest management efficiency

Instrumental efficiency Institutional efficiency
(historical, legal, political legitimacy)
Output  optimal output legitimate output
wood, economy, recreatiorMarketable goods legitimated via
biodiversity, groundwater, soil erosiomarket
landscape aesthetics Immaterial goods required through
law/rules, legitimated via pp/discourse
Process optimal process legitimate process

Efficient use of time, money, laboutegitimacy of using pesticides,
knowledge (including local), minimis@loughing afforestation areas, work
failures and conflicts in order to havajuries, etc.

optimal output Representative in relation to own
reach consensus/compromise organisation, to ‘public’, to law,
transparency
Structure optimal structure Legitimate structure

Efficient organisation structure itUsing the right technology, the right
relation to exogenous factors and aimiedbwledge, the right values, the right
output capital, having right ownership, right
The right amount/quality of capitainterpretation of law, right certification
knowledge, skills, technology, etc.

From the instrumental efficiency perspective, pulgarticipation in forest management is (1) a
means to reach an optimal output of goods and e=yvie.g. by use of preference surveys; (2) a
means to avoid resource demanding conflicts; (8uaof acquiring (local) knowledge on the forest
area or volunteer assistance in daily work, athnder to have an optimal output of forest goods and

benefits.

From the institutional efficiency perspective, palgarticipation in forest management planning (4)
serves to provide a legitimate and maybe optimghutuof goods and benefits; (5) can be a means
to reach legitimate processes (e.g. discussinghghé¢he use of pesticides, and size of clear-cuts,
etc. is acceptable); (6) becomes an end in itg&lén participatory structures provide legitimacy to

society.
Stepping out of the manager’s perspective we may veaknow, not the effect of participation on

forest management efficiency, but the efficiencytlod participation process as such (Chess &

Purcell 1999). In a sense, it is included in the$b management efficiency perspective, as far as i
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is part of anoptimal/legitimate forest management procedswever, in order not to blur the
picture, it should be mentioned separately. Efficieof the participation process would focus on
issues like representativity, fairness, informatiexchange, group process and procedures for
communication (Chess and Purcell 1999). Researcthisrtopic within environmental politics is
new, but rapidly growing (e.g. Tuler and Webler @9Renn et al. 1995a; Renn 1999; Burkardt et
al. 1998; Skollerhorn 1998).

2.5.5 The regulation perspective - how to implement a mode of behaviour?
The regulation perspective focuses on how to implama particular mode of behaviour and how to

make a legitimate regulation. As discussed forcedficy above, one can distinguish between an
instrumental and an institutional perspective tcesb management. Moreover, one can think of
regulation in various ways. Sgrensen (1995) disistges between (Xggulation by self adjustment
and maintenance of equilibrium within closed systemnd (2)intentional regulationwith an
intentionally acting subject as the driving foraehlmd the regulating activity. By combining these
two types with the instrumental versus the ingbhdl perspective she ends up with a typology of

four different types of regulation, as shown in [Eab.3.

Table 2.3 Typology for different types of regulation

Form | Regulation as self adjustment Intentional regulkatip
Substance
The instrumental perspective  The Invisible Hand ®od The Top-down Model
(Adam Smith) (Max Weber)
The institutional perspective| The Community Model The Bottom-up Model
(Habermas) (B. Hjern and C. Hull)

Source: Sgrensen (1995:50)

Regulation by self adjustment from an instrumempiispective is represented by Adam Smith's
theory of the regulating capacity of the marketrexoy, where actors with goal-oriented rationality
strive at reaching goals optimally with efficiergeuof resources. Relevance of participation is here
limited to eventually communicating the non-markleteenefits of forests into the market, as
through certification of wood from sustainable mged forests. Ideally then, citizens gains

influence on forest management by choosing whatymts to consume, as ‘political consumers’.
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Jirgen Habermas’ theory about communicative ralityrnia taking an institutional perspective, but
is also based on an idea of self adjusting systéimsgever focused on the production of social
norms in the life world (Habermas 1984). Here, ipgration is the core element in regulation, as it

assumes citizens ability and will to enter a ‘snecand deliberate dialogue’.

Max Weber's top-down model represents the classi@h on regulation in political science,
developed as a tool with which political leadera aaplement their goals. Legal authority is seen
as the key to transform political authority inton@distrative sets and hierarchies of rules, a
bureaucracy. Bureaucracy institutionalises a séparaof policy formulation and policy
implementation, and it formalises and rationaliges implementation process to the extreme. The
ideal model of a bureaucracy is a machine: allbastishould be predetermined through a detailed
distribution of tasks and controlled through a cslyi hierarchical distribution of competence
(Sgrensen 1995). The problem is that reality isstrattly rational, so bureaucratic control happens
to be at the expense of reaching the desired gddlerefore, it has been tried to develop a
regulating apparatus that is better at solvinggygbiroblems, at actually reaching the goals. This i
what is also increasingly seen in European foreahagement by, e.g. the use of voluntary

agreements between public authorities and private bwners.

Clearly, the role of public participation withindua top-down system is limited in terms of power
redistribution, whereas it may have prospectsifgoroving the system’s ability to reach the goals,
partly by creating and sustaining public supportle system as well through local or scientific

advice to the system.

As the ultimate alternative, Sgrensen (1995) suggedottom-up model of regulation, taking an
institutional perspective and relying on intentibaetion. As opposed to the top-down model, the
bottom-up model relies on the individual, not thgamisation, as the basic unity of action, and
intentionality is not tied to leadership but iski@d to every single individual involved in the pess
of regulation. This fourth category of regulatiaems to have less firm theoretical grounding than
the other, but it is relevant to study, as it seenuite well characterise today’s types of retiolg

also in European forestry, as they mostly take eplat co-operation between a number of
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organisations at various levels, and not one aum@us organisation. Further, informal phenomena
such as motivation, mutual understanding and naveahtegration in an organisation become
crucial for the realisation of successful regulatids proponents of this type of regulation, Hj&n
Hull (1984) claim that goal formulation and seleatiof means should be produced in a dialogue
between all those involved in the regulatory precédierarchical relations may still exist, not a
priori related to formal organisational featureat bmerging in the informal relationship between
the individual members of an organisation. Where dther three types of regulation rely on each
their type of rationality, this bottom-up mode @&gyulation is suggested to advocate the use of
empirical studies of actual regulation processesumicover the many conditions and causes

influencing a specific regulatory process.

Each of the four models of regulation and the eelatationalities may continuously be justified
within the particular social subsystem for whicleytthave been developed. It is the application of
one particular rationality and model of regulattorall societal spheres that could be criticised. O
the other hand, choosing a bottom-up model of egm with no standard ‘rules of regulation’, no

basic rationality, implies the risk that it neveoves beyond tradition.

2.5.6 What can we learn from the different ways of approaching public participation?

In this chapter, five different types of analytidehmework for studying participation have been
presented, each of which contains internal corgrdgtthe same time, all the perspectives presented
are related, and the contrast between an instr@neatsus an institutional perspective appears in
all of them: The democracy perspective inevitabBald with power and efficiency, as the
aggregative democracy perspective is closely mlabethe instrumental efficiency perspective,
whereas the integrative democracy perspective aset} related to an institutional efficiency
perspective and a structural power perspectiveil&iy the regulation perspective focuses on the

‘output’ side of democracy and is also comparablie efficiency perspective.
Still, it may be beneficial to take the differerrppectives in order to also recognise the difiezsn

One example: Voluntary agreements are increasinggd as a means in current Nordic forest

policy, e.g. to enhance biodiversity of private elsis as in Sweden or to enhance private

32



afforestation as in Iceland. From a regulation pective, voluntary agreements between public
forest authorities and private forest owners maprove bureaucracy's chance of reaching the
political goals. However, from an integrative demamy perspective, voluntary agreements tend to
privatise what should be public decision-making armhagement of public funds and hence makes

it inaccessible to participation by the public etdd.

Considering the different perspectives for studyinglic participation in forest policy and
management, our ambition has been (1) to show #jermotential for gaining interesting, new
knowledge on the nature of participation, by defibely drawing on political theory, (2) to stress
the need for public participation researchers émiifly their own values and ideological positions
and how it relates to their research approach mptications for results. By doing so, the potential
for comparing different studies across politicdtunes, nations etc. is greatly improved. As
suggested by Shannon et al (1996) science advixawyvitable, so we should deal with it. A first
step could be reflection of own political attitudeesd beliefs before designing the next research

project.
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Appendix 2.1 Categorisation of participation according to level of planning and policy making

Figure Fejl! Ukendt argument for parameteil ypes of public involvement processes
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Appendix. 2.2 Brief description of different consultation methods

Collaborative learning
The collaborative learning method aims at estaislislconsensus solutions through participation. Tethod is

founded on thdntegrative viewpoint (republican tradition) assuming that théstance of democracy concerns the
modification of people’s interests and the emergesicnew, common interests and understandings ghralialogue.

Hereby, a real consensus solution becomes an option

Buttoud (1999) notices that the public authoritysiially in charge of leading to this consensusdpct. Further, he
finds, that the approach is used for planning fdation by regional and local forest services wheaythave to propose

or make decisions that need legitimisation fromféicdent degree of stakeholders’ participation.

The method is to promote an open discussion thrasgimg everybody to express his or her own opioiomprinciples,
analysis of the present situation, needs for chengad new objectives and means. The ambition igite all

participants full access to information and the anymity to participate in dialogue about the resioh of issues.
Public enquiries are the main technique for calgctadditional information from people. It can benwpleted by
workshops where participants discuss this inforomatacting as advisory committee. Buttoud (1999ues that the
method is much used when the main objective ofphielic authority is to restrict the participatoryopess to an
information bow, as he finds that it is theoretig@nd practically impossible to draw decisions docompromise using

such a method.

Literature about collaborative learning: Buttou®%®), Daniels & Walker (1996a; 1996b; 1998), WilskrMorren
(1990).

'Mutual gain’ method
Buttoud (1999) describes a ‘mutual gains’ methosedaon the hypothesis that co-operation among satdhe only

way to get a compromise, and that only gains (aovefits) are additive. This means that the besttiswiufor the
community is the situation when the sum of theuidlial gains is the most important. Buttoud writest this approach
participants are invited to consider what they edfiectively gain from the implementation of possitdlternative
compromising (or not compromising) solutions pragbdy the administration. On the basis of positiexgressed in a
participatory way and discussed in workshops, #udifator submits to the representatives somearadtese decisions
which can bring a compromise, and asks each ofp#réicipants to consider the benefits drawn from thlated
solutions. The final solution is that on which mosthe participants draw benefits. This methoduscessful when the
problems to solve are very concrete ones (espgeitithe local level) and when the related needslianges are not all
expressed by formal interest groups (as for the oflforest in rural development). The constraemsl limits are
numerous: a) first, it may lead to a very directimanagement of workshops by facilitators (especialien they come
form administrative structures), who are in an gassition to give the answers instead of askingpirticipants: b) this

approach is not relevant as soon as the probleni tdiscussed concern public goods and servicasr(@tities,
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abstract or ethic, anyway unappreciable gains) lwhi the case in forestry field, especially congegnthe
environemntal benefits. The method is sometimesl iseexplain to participants - considered as passines - the
benefits which can be drawn by the community inecas retaining a solution previously conceived hg public

authority solution and proposed for discussionufyiothe workshops” (Buttoud 1999:8).

"The community of interests’ method
The ‘community of interests’ method is based oraggregate perspective to democracy, where pantitipanotivation

to participate stem from the opportunity to looteaindividual interests. The method is initiateihvan expert study to
clarify and express the various interests in a geimgnsive and systemic way, based on enquiriehefntain
representatives from the interest groups. Basedhan workshops identify the common interests frima various
positions, and the strategic lines for policy atehping are defined, based on these common inge@attoud (1999)
finds that the method is easy and rapid, but itakmess is, that it often relies on typologies ¢éiests, on principles,
and not on real life positions and facts. Moreoweéten participation in such a procedure is conegiin a way that can
restrict the concrete role of stakeholders andcéethey may be less likely to accept/acknowledue resulting

solution.

Literature: Daniels & Walker (1998), Sirmon et @993).

The environmental mediation method and the scenesi&kshop
The idea of the scenario workshop is to have apomnsisting of policy makers, business represertatexperts and

citizens, to discuss possible solutions to a sfepifbblem, based on scenarios worked out in advaihthe workshop
(Andersen & Jeeger 1999). The environmental mediatiethod can be considered a sector specific veddithis. The
aim of the environmental mediation method is to enpkople negotiate and agree on a long-term peihgpecvision,
that then also is officially approved by the forasthority as the goal of forest planning (Buttdi@99). All disputable
items related to different future scenarios arewtised by the various participants, but in an abstvay. Buttoud
(1999) mentions the following possible topics irlsseminars/workshops: (a) the future situatiofioodstry; (b) the
related incidences of the way forest is managedh related incidences of the way the decisioag@be taken, e.g.
empowerment of some (new) stakeholders. In theébeynegotiation and the solution is therefore etdted to present
problems but to prospective viewpoints. Buttoudicest that it can be a problem for participants éefkapart present

and future problems and issues and that such abdiszussions require a skilled facilitator.

The 4R method’
The ‘4R method’ is based on the assumption thaipEration among actors only come from a balang®imer among

these actors and any imbalance is identical witloralict, either leading to a situation of competit (dependence or
domination) or disengagement (escape or passiyectdle agreement). The aim of the method is tleeefo analyse

the role of each interest group in a given decigimocess/system, where the main variables to cteaise the role of
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each interest group are: rights, responsibilitiesenues, and relations. By comparing the differetes for each
interest group and their interrelationships, evahitncoherences are identified as the problemsdad at. Usually, this
is done as an expert analysis. Hence, the methodeaused in case of unexpressed positions or edssEnformal
representation of local groups. However, as notlmgduttoud (1999) the concept of balance is veryjective and

therefore may give the public authority a centodd 1in ordering the solution.

The 'constructive confrontation’ method
Buttoud (1999) outlines the method in brief:

This method is based on the hypothesis that dimeggin opinion are more important in a negotiatltan common
positions for determining the solution. Consequerttie method aims at making each participant seelgrexpress
their viewpoints, so that the various disputablkués are listed and treated separately. Heredtfierissues and the
various viewpoints are discussed at meetings amfingarticipants, ultimately leading to negotiatiagcompromise on
each of the disputable issues. Technically, eaelwpoint expressed by individual participants isssified into a
typology that distinguishes between positions whiol commonly compatible, positions that may bepatible under
certain conditions and, finally, positions that rreencompatible. Some framework conditions for thetmod are
established and agreed upon prior to the proces$ypitally, cards on boards are used to facilitheeprocess, in order
to guarantee that everybody gets a chance to exgliemselves. The procedure for choosing issutmisthe issues
expressed but not disputed in meetings are comsldas admitted as possible solutions by the contynugfi
participants, independently of their coherence wither issues. Incompatible positions are geneeadbjuded from the
discussion and left out of concern. Buttoud (198%)s that the method may be relevant where aligpants agree
with the public authority on the need for changejtaleals concretely with the problems to solvewsver, in case of
many disputable issues, it can become a resouroaraing process and negotiation of the individaaliés does not

necessarily lead to a coherent, final solution.

Literature: Burgess & Burgess (1996), Daniels & Kéal(1998)

Consensus conferences, the informed consensusaabpro

The consensus conferences is a process that aloliveary citizens to be involved in the assessménbmplex issues,
e.g. technology assessment. The conference is lmmsadlialogue between experts and citizens, feguh a written

report on the consensus or non-consensus achibeecdnference is open to the public and the méditizen panel

of about 14 people is introduced to the topic bprafessional facilitator. The panel formulate thgestions to be
debated at the conference, and they take partiécts®y the experts to answer them. The expertigar@mposed in
such a way that opposing views and professionailictencan emerge and be discussed at the conferéring the

conference, the experts provide answers to thetiques followed by questions and discussion amoagdiqgpants.

Hereafter, the citizen panel write their report afirthlly, present it to the experts and the audéerin order to correct

any factual errors. The process is governed bydssary/planning committee, who has the overalpoesibility of
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making sure that all rules of a democratic, fail &ransparent process are followed (Andersen & J4&3%9; Agersnap
1992; Coninck et al. 1999).

Deliberative polls, Citizen Panels, and Planningl€e
Deliberative polls (Hansen 2000; Price & Neijen®8p Citizen Panels (Crosby 1986), and PlannindsG&lienel &

Renn 1995) are similar methods, all aimed at bmggiogether citizens’ preferences, political andksholders'
interests, and the expert knowledge of specidhi$tsa coherent outcome. The methods aim at ersuejpresentativity

as well as deliberation (Hansen 2000). In the fwithg, deliberative polls are described.

Deliberative poll is a representative sample ofbpulation being gathered in a forum (eventuadidp where they,
based on common information and facilitated by a@enator, can discuss with each other, politicians experts about
a given subject. Participants are asked their opinin the subject before entering the poll, attbginning of the poll,
and at the end of the poll (Hansen 2000).

In detail, the poll is structured as: (a) A regrstive sample of the population (demographyhissen and they are
posed a number of questions on a given subjecs Tan be by telephone interview or interview byityigh) A
representative (demography and opinion) samplaexfe informants are invited to participate in aateband, if accept
(c) the participants are provided with backgroumfdrimation in advance of the debate/meeting; (deWparticipants
enter the meeting, the answer to yet a second \suf@egroup debates at meeting, among citizerth mbderator, (f)
plenum debate where citizens can ask politiciasexiperts; (g) at end of meeting/poll, the partcis fill out the third
survey, including also evaluation of the processuash; (h) communication of results, keep the psces open to

public as possible, in order to counteract skewéatination or debate, etc. (Hansen 2000).

* The deliberative poll provides an expression ofwiele populations’ viewpoints as they would hawekied like,
if all citizens had been through a similar procétswvever, the deliberative poll is artificial acieates an idealised
forum for informed, deliberate, equal etc. debat®iag ideally composed participants. This is notdage in daily
life.

« Moderators play a crucial role to facilitate a Heliate debate in such a forum. That is, a debateattivances
responsiveness, mutual understanding, argumentb¢éised on fairness more than nurturing own interestd the
opportunity to change opinion even it goes agansbmmon norm about consistent argumentation. Tavbaled
is: manipulation, parternalism, groupthink, confagnaduring process.

* It may be hard to have enough individuals williogparticipate in such a debate unless/even if #reybeing paid
to participate. This was experienced by Hansen@R00

e The information provided should be balanced, affécts opinion.

e The poll can have an educative effect on partidgpan

e The poll may have an empowering effect on partitipamaybe even recruit them to local politics.
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* The poll may enhance the sense of responsibilitgreyrparticipants afterwards, either because these@singly
understand the arguments behind current policyhemause there have been built up some common yadhats
strengthen the feeling of being part of a localetydHansen 2000:27).

« It should be noticed that the sample of participamily be representative to the population as Shichy are,
however, not the representatives of the population as thereoigdinect link between the population and the
participants, such as is the case with electedigalis.

e ltis argued (e.g. by Habermas) that deliberatigraies consensus. This was also found by Hans@®).20oth
within the individual groups of participants delbatias well as among participants as a whole. Tdusdcpartly be

explained by participants having read the samedvacikd information, but only partly.

Literature: Crosby et al. (1986); Dienel & Renn §59 Hansen (2000); Offerdal & Aars (1998); PriceN&ijens
(1998).
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3

The emergence of public participation in
Danish and international forest policy

Chapter 3 analyses how ‘public participation’ hasesged as a concept in Danish forest
policy formulation. We will show that public paripation in Danish forestry results from a
top-down as well as a bottom-up process. Sectidn d&scribes the history of public
participation in international forest policies, whiwere gradually introduced in Denmark,
resulting in a top-down introduction of public peipation in Danish forestry policy, as
outlined in Section 3.2. Section 3.3 describeshibitom-up process, as the Danish grassroots
organisations and the public gradually became mmavelved in Danish forestry policy.

Section 3.4 summarises and concludes on the cangergnds of the three developments.

3.1 The emergence of participation in international forest policy
The first efforts to introduce public participatias a concept in forest policy were related to

tropical forest policies. Until about the 1970spical forest policy concentrated on industrial
forestry and plantations. These management forme &0 seen as means to improve
welfare in less developed countries, including wedfare of the poor. According to Hobley

(1996), however, this policy failed for several geas. First, the oil crises in 1973 and the
subsequent economic crises showed that indus#t@iisdoes not necessarily lead to social or
economic development in developing countries. Agsult, development policy shifted its

focus towards rural and urban poverty, and esggcal the sustenance of basic needs.
Second, energy dependence revealed the linkagesdiepeople’s need for fuelwood and the
rapidly decreasing forest resources, predictingutaré disastrous lack of fuelwood and,
consequently, a serious threat to millions of pewplivelihood. Third, the modernisation

theories of that period increased the gap betwednand poor rather than improving the

welfare of the poor (Hobley 1996).



UN Conference on the Human Environment

As a parallel to this, the first UN conference be HHuman Environment in 1972 focused on
sustaining the environment for the well-being adgant and future generations, as reflected in
the Stockholm Declaration (UNCHE 1972). The Stodkhaleclaration does not consider
participation as a distinct means or end in enwvitental policy. It is considered that the
environmental goal should be reached through lacal national governments' large-scale
environmental policy and action (preamble 7) by nseaf rational planning (principles 2, 13-
15) carried out by appropriate national institusiqiprinciple 17) and supported by science
and technology (principles 18, 20). Moreover, itasidered, that international co-operation
among nations and among international organisaieongeded to solve the global problems.
The task of citizens and communities is only comiegras the need for "acceptance of
responsibility by citizens and communities and hyegorises and institutions at every level;
all sharing equitably in common efforts. Individsiain all walks of life as well as
organizations in many fields, by their values amelsum of their actions, will shape the world
environment of the future" (preamble Fjnally, environmental education and environmental
information in the mass media are considered "¢isden order to broaden the basis for an
enlightened opinion and responsible conduct byviddals, enterprises and communities in
protecting and improving the environment" (prineidl9).

In the 1970s, however, a range of internationaicgahitiatives began to introduce concepts

of public participation.

Social forestry

In the late 1970s, Westoby (1979) proposed a ngoaph to forest management, known as
‘social forestry’, embracing notions of communali@a by rural people. FAO also supported
the model of social forestry, which it entitled téstry for Local Community Development’.
According to FAO (1978), its objective of ‘Forestigr Local Community Development’ is
“to raise the standard of living of the rural dvee]lto involve him in the decision making
processes which affect his very existence andattsform him into a dynamic citizen capable
of contributing to a larger range of activitiesnh@e was used to and of which he will be the
direct beneficiary". Accordingly, FAO introduced major programme to help the
development of community forestry programmes arotivedworld. Likewise, World Bank-
projects increasingly focused on forestry that doilfil local needs rather than industrial

forestry (World Bank 1978). Thus, participatory dstry emerged as a new practice for

42



tropical forestry development, and was promotediriigrnational organisations as social
forestry and community forestry or joint forest rmagament. The participatory content in the
implementation varied a lot, though. Some earlyiagoéorestry programmes reduced
participants to provide paid labour. Also, the agpis had overlapping meanings and a
concept like community forestry had different megysi in different contexts, e.g. Nepal and
Tanzania. It is therefore inadequate to try andasstp the different concepts in distinct
categories (Fisher 1995).

UN Conference on Environment and Development

In 1992, the United Nations held a Conference om Emvironment and Development
(UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro, based on the Brundtl&sgort ‘Our Common Future’ (UN
1987). UNCED was the successor to the first UN €arfce on the Human Environment in
Stockholm in 1972 and was likewise concerned alouenvironment that will sustain the
needs of present and future generations, reforeailas a ‘sustainable development’. Both
conferences put human beings at the centre of comcr sustainable development.
However, whereas the Stockholm Declaration of 1&fi2d much on rational planning, the
UNCED documents (Rio Declaration, Agenda 21, Farestciples, Biodiversity Convention,
Convention on Climate Change) revealed a much g&ntoemphasis on the role of people's
participation to reach the environmental goal. Erample, the Rio Declaration (UNCED
1992a) stresses the need for public access toommvental information and to participate in
decision-making processes in general (principleniibe Rio Declaration); the role of women
(principle 20); and indigenous people and commesitand their related knowledge and

traditional practices (principle 22).

Agenda 21

Another important result of the UNCED was the Aged, which is a global action plan for
sustainable development (UNCED 1992b). Agenda 2phasises participation and local
action, including co-operation among actors andpdueicipation of various actors to ensure
sustainable development. Agenda 21 also mentionsug benefits of participation (see
Appendix la for an overview of these benefits). Adge 21, chapter 11 is especially
concerned with people’s participation in relatianthe combat of deforestation. The basic
ideas is that participation may enable local comiies) forest dwellers and indigenous
people to defend their legal and traditional laseé and tenure rights as opposed to timber

concessionaires that have an agreement with the $taaddition, participation may help to
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combat deforestation and forest degradation cabsetbcal communities, assuming that
power redistribution will enhance communities’ respibility towards forest conservation

(see also Appendix 3.1a).

Forest Principles

The non-legally binding ‘Forest Principles’ (UNCED992c) concerns the institutional
arrangements, such as participation, to facilitatgtainable development of forest resources.
The Forest Principles especially refer to the ifigtron of costs and benefits of forest
management at a local level among indigenous pemptanunities and other communities,
and the distribution of costs and benefits at allagational and international scale. Also, the
Forest Principles notice the value of indigenoysacéy and local knowledge as a means to

sustainable forest management (see Appendix 3riibdee details).

Biodiversity Convention and Convention on Climataaye

Participation is briefly mentioned in the BiodiviegsConvention (UNCED 1992d) and the
Climate Convention (UNCED 1992e). The Biodiversiignvention is concerned with the
distributional consequences of biodiversity conagon and management (e.g. gene resources
transfer) at a national level. Also, the Biodiverstonvention deals with the importance of
knowing the relationship between local knowledgel &orest management practices and
biodiversity conservation. Nevertheless, actuatigpation of stakeholders at a local level is
only mentioned briefly in the Biodiversity Conventi Basically, the Convention recognises
the relationship between indigenous and local conities, local knowledge and biodiversity
conservation, and the need for full participatidrwomen at all levels of policy making and
implementation for biodiversity conservation. Howewvthe Convention is very little specific
about how participation can be achieved (see ApgeBdc). The Climate Convention is
mainly concerned with participation and environna¢atvareness as a means to manage and

counteract climate change.

Summing up on UNCED declarations

Apparently, participation has taken a major stepmfrthe 1972 Stockholm Declaration
towards the various 1992 UNCED declarations. Hpgtmon was genuinely introduced on the
political agenda and became an integral part ofyfdNCED agreements. Nevertheless, in
binding conventions, such as the Biodiversity Catie& and the Convention on Climate

Change, participation is primarily considered asemns to inform and advice the public and
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make them accept and adopt the ‘necessary’ chatge®nserve biodiversity, mitigate
climate change, respectively, rather than truagpation in forest or environmental policy.

Intergovernmental Panel on Forests

As a global follow-up to the UNCED, the UN Commasion Sustainable Development
(CSD) established an Intergovernmental Panel oast®(IPF) for the period 1995-1997. The
task of the IPF was to promote national progressnplementing the Forest Principles and
the forestry aspects in Agenda 21. IPF aimed atdpen, transparent and participatory
process involving governments and all interestetigs including major groups, particularly
indigenous people and local communities” (UN-CSDP3)9 The final report recommended a
number of participatory mechanisms for all intezdstparties in the development and
implementation of National Forest Programmes andhm development of strategies to
combat deforestation. In addition, IPF also recomshed decentralisation and empowerment
of regional and local governments, recognition segpect for traditional rights of indigenous
peoples, local communities, forest dwellers, fomshers, secure land tenure arrangements,
and establishment of effective co-ordination medma and conflict-resolution schemes
(IPF 1997)(For more details, see Appendix 3.1d).

The IPF was followed by an Intergovernmental Foamiorests (IFF), working towards the
formulation of a global forest convention. The praéhary recommendations of these
meetings (IFF 1999) can be found in Appendix 3.Centrary to the aforementioned
intergovernmental conferences, both the IPF and #®Euments are concerned with
partnership, i.e. co-operation among stakeholdéfs asmore balanced distribution of power

and resources than is indicated by ‘participation’.

Other tropical forest policies

Participation is also a constitutive element irogff towards operationalisation of sustainable
forest management and certification systems, swchha initiatives of the International
Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO) and Forest Saedship Council (FSC) to develop
criteria and indicators for sustainable forest ngemaent. ITTO was established in 1983 with
the International Tropical Timber Agreement. Thggeeement did not mention any kind of
participation for indigenous people or local comities (ITTO 1983). In 1990, however,
ITTO developed guidelines for sustainable manageéroktropical forests, even before the
UNCED was held (ITTO 1990). In 1992, ITTO developedteria and indicators for
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sustainable forest management (ITTO 1992), whictewevised in 1999 (ITTO 1999). These
criteria and indicators also include considerati@mut the relationship among actors,

including participation (see Appendix 3.1f).

In 1994, The Forest Stewardship Council issuefirgsset of principles and criteria for forest
areas to be certified as sustainably managed (F8@)1They were slightly revised in 1999.
These principles and criteria have a concern foallaommunities and indigenous people,
maintaining control with legal or customary tenwreuse rights, for mechanisms to resolve
disputes over these rights, and grievances caugddsb or damage affecting the legal or
customary rights, property, resources, or livelifmof local peoples. According to the FSC
principles and criteria, forest management plansl amonitoring systems should be

established and summaries should be made publieilagle.

European follow-up to the UNCED

The UNCED documents were not limited to tropicakkis only, but concerned all types of
forests in the world, including European foresistHe European follow up to the obligations
following the UNCED, public participation was alpart of the task. Already in 1990, the
European ministers on forestry agreed to co-openatthe protection and sustainable use of
European forests (Strasbourg conference). Thispesation was mainly initiated by the
growing decline of European forests. The ministeassed six resolutions and a general
declaration, all concerned with the technical-emwmental improvement of forest health and

vitality. However, social aspects were not consader

In 1993, following the Strasbourg conference aslvasl UNCED, the second ministerial
conference in Helsinki adopted four resolutiongwn as H1-H4, concerning the protection
of forests in Europe. Participatory aspects ar@dom H1, about sustainable management of
European forests, and in H2, about conservatiobiadiversity. H1 and H2 were mainly
devoted to improving the biodiversity of Europeamekts, by introducing more ‘close to
nature’ forest management. The societal concerms rastricted to efforts supporting
improved biodiversity and improved financial comalis within forestry (MCPFE 1995a)
(See Appendix 3.19).

The third ministerial conference on the protectadnforests in Europe, in 1998 in Lisbon,

focused on the social aspects of European for¢stGPFE 1998a; 1998b). The Conference
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adopted two resolutions, known as L1 and L2, basethe work made in the FAO/ECE/ILO
report ‘People, Forests and Sustainability. Sd€ilaments of Sustainable Forest Management
(SFM) in Europe’ (ILO 1997). The expert group behihis report pointed at five essential
social elements, because "current trends alonenast unlikely to yield outcomes conducive
to SFM” (ILO 1997:29). One of these five elementnaerns participation: "to create a
climate of trust and confidence with people, listenthem, raise their awareness of forest
issues, re-establish their contacts with forestd &mes and foster communication and
participation” (ILO 1997:29).

Resolution L1 (‘People, forests and forestry enkament of socio-economic aspects of
sustainable forest management’) refers to theioelstiip between forests and society, and
how forests may contribute to the quality of life, particular the role of forests in rural
development (MCPFE 1998a). The resolution emphadise need for increased dialogue
between the forest sector and the general publidef;me widely accepted objectives for
forest policy. Also, resolution L1 points at theedeand obligation to enhance participation,
transparency and education in order to raise awaseabout sustainable forest management

and the role of forests/forestry in sustainableettgyment. (See Appendix 3.1h).

Resolution L2 (‘Pan-European criteria, indicatonsd aoperational level guidelines for
sustainable forest management’), however, refelg slightly to participation. None of the
quantitative criteria and indicators or the suggesbperational level guidelines for forest
management demand for participation (MCPFE 1998h)y one operational level guideline
states that “Forest management practices shoulc rttek best use of local forest related
experience and knowledge, such as of local commegniforest owners, NGOs and local
people”. A guideline about public participationaaiocal level was included in the preparatory
material (MCPFE 1997), but is not present in tialfiversion. At an overall level, however,
the signatory states commit themselves to "encaeuthg adaptation of the “Pan-European
Level Operational Level Guidelines for Sustainablerest Management” to the specific
national, sub-national and local economic, ecolalgisocial and cultural conditions, with the

participation of the interested parties.” (See Appe 3.1h).

! Proposed guideline:"With due regard to the denisimking of the land owner, the public participatand
transparency should be encouraged in forest marexggstanning, where appropriate” (MCPFE 1997)
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Forestry strategy of the European Union

The EU forestry strategy barely mentions partigéguatlit is concerned with the role of forests
in rural development, following the intentions diet Agenda 2000. The relevance of
participation is only mentioned in relation to deyeng countries’ forest management,

designation of protected areas, and forest ceatibn (EU 1998).

Convention on access to environmental informatiat public participation

In 1998, the European Ministers on the Environnmeat in Aarhus, Denmark to agree on a
Convention on access to environmental informatiath gublic participation in environmental
decision-making. The convention encompasses a lieéidition of the environment. That
makes the convention relevant to forestry, evendhdorests are not specifically mentioned.
However, the convention is vague and complicategtaol, even say understand, which must
be considered unfortunate for a convention argéongccess to information and transparent

policy processes!

The so-called ‘Aarhus Convention’, is entirely deb to obliging the signatory states to

“‘guarantee the rights of access to environmentébramation, public participation in

environmental decision-making, and access to j@st{@rticle 1) in accordance with a

number of specified rules.

The convention is divided in three main parts.

» Atrticles 2.3, 4, and 5 oblige the public authostief the signatory countries to actively
collect, make available and disseminate informattout the environment, the latter
understood in a very broad sense.

* The second part demands access for citizens tacipate in environmental decision-
making in relation to specified activities, as wal in general in relation to plans,
programmes, and policies related to the environment

* The third part relates to the right of citizensfipeal decisions and/or have them tested by
the court. This right pertains to three situatiqd3,the access to public information on the
environment; (2) questions pertaining to the righparticipate in decision-making about
establishment of new activities that may be pallgiti(3) a general declaration about the
access of citizens to raise a case or appeal questlated to legislation on environment,
nature and planning, where the individual natioeside who is to have this right. That is,
the convention as such does not automatically gliveitizens a right to raise a case or

complaints (Miljg- & Energiministeriet 1999a).
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Summing up

From international forest policy, there are verw fiegally binding international obligations
for Danish forest policy to involve public partiaifion as an explicit element. There are many
recommendations for participation that could bemefd to, though. The different objectives
of participation mentioned in the international ldeations and agreements are outlined in

Table 3.1 and summarised below.

The need for participation in tropical forestrynmtivated by an aim to ensure development
and improved livelihood for those worst off, alomgth nature conservation, sustainable
development. In other words, it is believed thaisitpossible to find an overlap between
improved livelihood of the individual and sustaineatural resources for society. Industrial
forestry and rational, expert-based planning amgzeaot to provide the key to the solution.
Instead, four assumptions paved the way for padton. It was assumed that involving
people to manage the environment, including actedgcision-making about environmental
use, facilitates wise use of resources, as, firstgsource users are likely to follow
environmentally benign practices when they haveidgéec on, or at least consented to,
resource management regimes. Second, as resowace people often have valuable local
knowledge which can contribute to environmentafipr@priate management practices. Third,
it was assumed that development and conservatiais goe not necessarily antagonistic.
Fourth, it was assumed that local people are réadyommit themselves to some level of

participation or collaboration in environmental ragement.

Finally, the whole problem complex in tropical fetgy derives from major shifts in tenure
rights. In many countries, traditional (indigenausl local) tenure systems abruptly shifted to
state control, as e.g. the Philippines, Indonesid &hailand (Poffenberger 1990, Fisher
1995). With the emerging global environmental pglioew global actors claimed tenure
rights to the tropical forests as sources of biediity and as sinks for carbon dioxide. From
that perspective, the introduction of participatemuld be considered an opportunity for local
users to regain control over lost rights, andsrciintinuation, participation can be considered
a forum for negotiating and compromising amongdtierent (claims for) tenure rights to a

given land.
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The possible role of participation for negotiatemgd redistributing tenure rights may explain
why the appearance of participation in the inteamatl conventions and agreements may best
be described as "the non-legally required goodhirdas on participation”. The Agenda 21,
the Forest Principles, The Intergovernmental Panelorests are all concerned and explicit
about people's participation. The legally bindimmnwentions, however, i.e. the Biodiversity
Convention, the Convention on Climate Change, theofean Helsinki and Lisbon
resolutions on European forests, are vague andybsgtany requirements for participation.
Whereas the former resolutions are concerned waitltypcontent, the 1998 Convention on
access to environmental information and public ip@dtion in environmental decision-
making is specifically concerned with the enviromta¢ policy process, and it is legally

binding, once it is ratified.
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Table 3.1 International forest policy objectives and motivationsfor participation

Objectives/motivations for participation References

Process-oriented objectives
Enhancing participatory democracy through NGOsigggtion (Ag21 27.1)
Ensure an open and non-discriminatory decision-ntpgirocess  (IPF 1V124, V133 c&v)

Ensure a transparent decision-making process (EU D4 on forest certification)
Tenurerights, distribution of costs and benefits
Along with delegation of decision-power (Agenda®4gq)

Defend & recognise rights of local communities,ig@hous people (Ag 21 26.3) (ITTO action 34) (FSC 2.2,
3.1-3.4) (L2 suggested indicators 6.5, 6.25)

- and rights of women, i.e. a gender perspective (Ag21 24.2-24.4, 8.5 g-h, FP 4b)

Ensure equitable distribution of incentives, costsd benefits(ITTO ch.4, pr.34).

among participants and, hence, ensure sustaingetiproduction

Resolve disputes & grievances over legal, customangre rights  (FSC 2.3, L2 suggested indicatd@} 6

Local knowledge and knowledge exchange

Take into account traditional lifes-styles, locakds and values (Ag21 11.13i, IPF ID46d)

Take account of local, traditional, forest-relakedwledge (IPF 1A17e-g, IF58Db vi)
- when developing new man. systems coping withrnedtange &
economic pressure (IPF 1C33, IC35, IC40)

Recognise, respect, record, introduce indigenouscél capacity (FP 12d)
& knowledge in SFM,
- authorities learn from local people through kiedge exchange (Ag21 28.2-3)

- to facilitate exchange of information and teclogy (BC artl7, artl8)
- to involve local people as their knowledge, pid affect

biodiversity conservation (BC art.8)

To enhance technology transfer & capacity-building (IPF UB77f)

And integrate research in forest planning (IPF 1A17e-g)

Environmental awareness

Public and environmental awareness and supportugh. slev., (Ag21 8.10, Ag21 28.2-3, BC art. 18a-

forest or biodiversity conservation IFF 1IDi8, IFF Ild iii7, H1 12, L1 G
guidelines 1, L1 part Il Fut. act. 1-2, H2 7,
L2 suggested indicators concerning public
awareness 6.17-20)

- eventually by NGOs ‘educating’ the public (Ag21 27.4)

Consensus-building

Identify/create common purpose/widely accepted aibjes of

- environmentally sustainable development (Ag21 27.2)

- forest policy (IFF lid iii 7; L1 preamble D)
Sustainable forest management: development and nature conservation

To promote a holistic approach to sust. dev. and SF (Ag21 11.1)

And ensure the integration of socio-economic andrenmental

issues (Ag21 8.3)

To diversify the roles and functions of forestspmpote non-wood

forest products a.o. forms of forest resourcestdpam fuelwood, (Ag21 11.22 f)

develop alternative management systems, offsetspres on

fuelwood, old-growth forest, etc., and thus enhai®&®eM and

environmental conservation (Ag21 11.3, IPF ID46d)
To enhance SFM, combat deforestation, forest degjad and (IFF 1IDi8, IFF IIDi2 & 4)
strengthen fragile forest ecosystems

Resources, attract them and use them in effective way

Attract resources for forest conservation (IFFiilire)

To promote effective use of financial resources F(IFAB)

Other instrumental purposes, such as:

- to ensure forest conservation (Ag21 11.13)

- pp in planted forests & agric. crops to offseegmure on old-

growth forests (FP 6d)

- to choose research priorities (IPF 111B93b)

- to develop national C&lI (IPF 1ID115 a-b)
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- in certification schemes (IPF 1V124, IV133 ¢ & v, EU section D 4)

- in international forest policy dialogue (IPF V139 & 143 & 145)
- in National Forest Programmes (IFF 19 e-g)

- in forest related technology development (IFF 1IC4)

- for biodiversity conservation (EU section D 1B)

- to implement Pan-Europ. Operational Level Guigedifor SFM (L2 7)

Abbreviations;

AG21 Agenda 21

AG21 11 Agenda 21, chapter 11 ‘combating deforistat

IPF Intergovernmental Panel on Forests, report fterfinal (fourth) meeting

IFF Intergovernmental Forum on Forets, report fitsnthird meeting

ITTO ITTO Principles and Criteria for sustainabtedst management, 1992

FSC Forest Stewardship Council Principles for snatde forest management 1994

L1 Lisbon Resolution L1
L2 Lisbon Resolution L2

The different objectives of participation can bdegarised according to how they affect
management efficiency, similar to Table 2.2 in Gkeag, on participation as a means to reach

instrumental versus institutional efficiency.

Table3.2 International objectives of participation, related to forest man. efficiency

Instrumental efficiency Institutional efficiency
(historical, legal, political legitimacy)
Output optimal output legitimate output
PP to enhance sustainable forest managenieRt,to create a common purpose towards Sust.
combat deforestation, ensure forest abDdvelopment/ SFM/forest policy. (close

biodiversity conservation, choose researmbnnected to creating environmental

priorities, develop national criteria andwareness/support)

indicators, NFP, to diversify the multiple roles

and functions of forests

Process  optimal process legitimate process

PP for effective use of financial resources PP to defend rights of indigenous p., local

PP to integrate/luse local knowledge ¢ communities, women etc.

research in forest planning PP to enhance participatory democracy, to

PP for conflict resolution ensure a fair, open, non-discriminatory,
transparent process.
PP as an end in itself: pp in developing national
criteria and indicators, in NFP, in certification
schemes, forest related technical development,

etc.
Structure  optimal structure legitimate structure
PP to create public awareness and supportHBr to recognise and respect local, traditional
forest conservation knowledge, take account of traditional life-styles
PP along with delegation of decision-power. and of local needs and cultural values
PP to attract (public) resources PP to have a legitimate NFP, certification

PP to get local knowledge, to strengtheoheme etc.
technology transfer and capacity-building
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3.2 The emergence of participation in Danish forest policy debate

-1970s Production forests

The earliest Danish forest related regulations amge during the 17 century’s late
autocracy. It was often quite detailed rules al®iviculture, thinning, illegal cutting, goat
management, taxes on farmers’ pasture pigs inatiest, or employment of gamekeepers and
forest officers. Together, these rules expressed altocracy’s forest policy (Fritzbager
1994).

It was, however, the Forest Reserve Act of 180&t thday is considered tlw®nstitutionof
present forest policy, as it defines the relatigm&letween forest as a private property and the
forests as a collective good (Fritzbgger 1994). flimelamental rule was, that existing forests
should remain as such. To ensure this, no graziag allowed. Since then, Danish forest
policy has traditionally been based on productiorerded forestry, implemented by an
increasingly well-educated and professionalisedugrof forest officers, forest rangers and
forest supervisors (Fritzbgger 1994). As a consecpiethe Act of 1805 formed the basis for
gradual increment of the Danish forest area frope2cent of the land area towards around
10 per cent today.

Forest affairs belonged under the Ministry of Aghiare since its establishment in 1896. In
1911, a Directorate for State Forestry was estaddisin 1935, a production oriented Forest
Act was launched and it was in force until 1989. 1873, public forest affairs and
administration of the Forest Act was transferredtite newly established Ministry of
Environment. In 1975, the State Forest Directovess renamed the Forest Agency, and a

parallel Nature Preservation Agency was formedeal @ith nature protection issues.

1970s-1980s Multiple use forest policy and corpenadrticipation

During the 1970s-1990s, Danish forest policy chdrfigem a production oriented perspective
to a multiple use perspective. The Danish Natures€ovation Association made claims for
conservation of the beech area, and the politieaypthe radical left’ in 1982 proposed a
parliamentary decision on the issue, without suscé®wever. Also, the political party

‘socialistic peoples party’ failed twice, in 198986 to propose a new forest act. Finally, in
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1989, a new Forest Act was adopted, that spedyfieahphasises the multiple-use concept of
Danish forestry (Miljgministeriet, Skov- & Natursgsen 1990). The 1989 Forest Act should
ensure that forests were managed to increase aptbum wood production as well as
concerns related to landscape, nature history,r@mwient and recreation, in particular in
public forests. Also, the 1989 Forest Act specifabetailed production-oriented rules for
‘good and multiple use forest management’. Bio-hitg concerns, however, were limited to
the conservation of particular biotopes such agdaknoors and oak shrub. This policy
change was reflected in institutional changes dirda 1987, when the two agencies, the

Forest Agency and the Nature Preservation Agencg werged.

Along with the change from production-oriented &irg towards multiple use forestry,
participation emerged as an issue in Danish fquekty debate. Initially, the concern was
restricted to the need to inform the public to gaioreased understanding and accept of
forestry as a business. Also, it was recommendestiblish a board of experts to advise the

Minister on forestry affairs (Landbrugsministeri&36).

In 1987, The Ministry of Environment operationatisthe need to inform the public by
developing a system of nature guides, nature sshemitors' centres, who issued information
folders, and put up new shields and signs to ditbet traffic in nature (Skov- &
Naturstyrelsen 1990). Also, the state forest mamageé planning process introduced a
hearing of main contributors (i.e. national repreéatves of Danish Nature Conservation
Association and the Outdoor Council and affectednties, since 1992 also municipalities)
(Driftsplankontoret 1990; MR211097). In 1989, tharést Act introduced Forest Councils to
provide advice to the Minister on National forestigy making and on the administration of
the Forest A& Also in 1989, the Nature Management Act intragtlgoluntary agreements
between the authorities, private landowners androsgtions concerning nature conservation
and nature management. In 1990 a forest informatiogramme, ‘Skov-Info’ aimed at forest
owners’ and forest managers’ extension, was ietidity the Forest & Nature Agency (FNA),
the Danish Forest and Landscape Research Instidar@sh Forest Society, Danish Forestry

Extension and Danish Land Development Service.

% The Forest Council replaced the Forest Board ffmer1935 Act that was originally involved in adnsimative
decisions but whose role had gradually change@tei@l, professional advice. The Forest Counciehav
representatives from The Ministry of Food, Agricuét and Fisheries; Danish Forest Society; Danisbgty
Extension; Danish Land Development Service; DaNiature Conservation Society; the Outdoor Counaidt a
four members to represent forest and nature scetioe Forest & Nature Agency, and the state fatis$ticts.
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NGO, business, ministerial and research represessatvere gradually involved in advisory
boards associated with legislation and schemestaffeforestry. Besides the Forest Act, this
included nature management schemes (Board on Nistanagement), administration of the
Act on Nature Preservation (later Act on Nature s&wmation) (Nature Conservation Board,
later replaced by the ‘wise men’ in the Nature Golypand game management (Board on
Game Management). Each Act included rights to dpgesasions made according to the Act,

the rights being restricted to a narrow group, haewve

1990s Sustainable forest management and biodiyersiicerns

The international discussion about ‘sustainablefbmanagement’ in the early 1990s (Rio
declarations 1992, Helsinki resolutions 1994) gedigu changed the perception of
environmental conservation towards a ‘close-todatnanagement’ perspective, focusing on
biodiversity. This is reflected in the 1994 Danghategy for sustainable forest management
(Miljgministeriet 1994; Miljg- & Energiministerietl999b: 243-244). According to this
strategy, biodiversity conservation should be irdégfd in forest management in terms of
using indigenous, site adapted species, rely oaralategeneration, avoid or limit drainage

and soil preparation, and leave wood for decay (B&dHollender 1996).

In 1996, the Ministry of Environment revised therési Act to better take into account the
new view of ‘sustainable forest management’. TheeSioAct maintained the concept of
‘good and multiple use forestry’, because it “athgdoday is synonymous with sustainable
forestry” (Miljg- & Energiministeriet, Skov- & Natstyrelsen 1996:243-244). The concept
‘good and multiple use forest management’ is furtbecified, in that the revised Act has
been supplemented with rules giving priority to umat and environmental concerns.
Obviously, it was perceived as if a stronger comcier biodiversity was the only thing

lacking to ensure sustainable development. In otends, it was implicit, that the social

dimension was taken into account already.

Again, the legal changes came after precedingtutistnal change, which provided the
occasion for what had originally been labelled ageehnical revision’ of the Forest Act. In
1995, the remaining forestry affairs under the Bliryi of Agriculture were transferred to
what is now the Ministry of Environment and Enerdyis included a range of subsidy

schemes regarding afforestation, product innovaaod improvement, and subsidies for
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professional advice regarding forestry. Moreovéngo affairs regarding private forestry, the
education of forest technicians, and the Danisle$taand Landscape Research Institute were
tranferred to the ministry. Today, The FNA is resgble for administration and policy
making on forestry, nature, raw materials, leisanel conservation of historical sites and
buildings. The Department seems primarily to hawsmrolling and co-ordinating function,
whereas serving the Minister and strategic deve@nof forest policy and administration
takes place at Agency level. Daily administratidritee Forest Act takes place at the Forest
Policy Division of the FNA and draft forest polisyrategies are formulated here. The Forest
Policy Division shares responsibility of internatéd forest policy with the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Administration of the Act and fatepolicy formulation take place with the
help of the national Forest Council, see Sectidn 8nd ad hoc groups of invited national
stakeholders. The 25 State Forest Districts angoresble for looking after forest owners’

observance of the Act.

As compared to earlier, the present institutionalickures are expected to enhance the
possibility of formulating and implementing coheremational plans and programmes on
forestry. On the other hand, there is a risk thegatiation and balancing of conflicting
interests, i.e. policy making take place in a legen and transparent manner, enhancing the
need of public insight and participation at a poditadministrative level to counter-balance
this.

1990s participation in forest and environmentalipprom user democracy to partnership
During the 1990s, a growing political ambition egext to more actively involve the public,
in order to fulfil the international obligations drntentions in the UNCED agreements and
Helsinki resolutions (Miljgministeriet 1994). Thexgernmental forest policy statement from
1994 summarises the Danish efforts towards susti®rdevelopment of forests into twelve
items. One of the aims is to initiate extension anfbrmation campaigns "to extend
awareness about sustainable forest managementaedstanding/accept of the use of wood
products” (Miljgministeriet et al. 1994:10), anddnhance the dialogue about (state) forest
management. Another aim is to further the work tolwaa global forest convention, by
showing the way with Denmark as the role model f$osstainable forest management
(Miljgministeriet et al. 1994). Obviously, this alsncludes international obligations and

recommendations concerning participation.
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The governmental statement was based on a strédegyustainable forest management,
published by the Ministry of Environment in 1994heT strategy included objectives to

enhance participation of the public and NGOs inislen-making related to forest and

afforestation policy, planning and management (@#ijnisteriet 1994: 43, 120) as well as in
relation to strategic environmental planning (Mifjimisteriet 1994: 117). The strategy

especially considers information as a means toresghand improve the dialogue on forests
(Miljgministeriet 1994:120). The strategy does, bwer, not consider what the benefits of
participation could be, beyond being an end infitdéot surprisingly, therefore, the strategy

for sustainable forest management finds it impdsdib set up indicators to characterise the
state-of-art on participation. At the same timewbwer, the Ministry of Environment assesses
that "public involvement in decisions related téoedstation is already ensured via existing
legislation and practices”, referring to the exigti public hearings and meetings

(Miljgministeriet 1994:215).

The strategy for sustainable forest managementhasstitutional approach to participation
insofar as participation is simply wanted to compith international forest policies. On the
other hand, the discussion about indicators foluatimg participation reveals an instrumental
approach. Participation is here considered a méansfficient decision-making, as it is

suggested to evaluate "the effect of the Danisbstgoolicy” (Miljgministeriet 1994:215), and

to investigate "to which extent the public feelttli@ey are being involved in forest policy
decisions" (Miljgministeriet 1994:215).

As mentioned above, state forest management plgnnias added a formal hearing

component in 1987 and extended with affected mpaiities in 1992. The 1992/93 work of

an internal Forest & Nature Agency commission ondempisation of forest management
planning concluded this to be an appropriate pdeast that it could also be extended with
local, public meetings. Such meetings could "mdleedistrict and the Agency visible in local

society and contribute to their demystificationdahey could ensure taking local interests
into consideration" (Miljgministeriet, Skov- & Nasityrelsen 1993:30). In 1994, the state
forest districts introduced an annual open-housgngement, ‘Day of the Forest’. Also, state
forest districts aimed to publish popular versiofsheir forest management plans (Skov- &
Naturstyrelsen 1995a: 11, Skov- & Naturstyrelse®51840).
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More recent reports from the FNA provide objecti@sparticipation, namely participation
as a prerequisite for sustainable development aradnaeans to provide the forest district with
good ideas and detailed knowledge about the ateasrmanage (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen
1995a: 11). In 1995, all state forest districtsenagtablished user councils. The aim of these
user councils is to "enhance the involvement afidence of local users on the management

and utilisation of public forests" (Skov- & Natwstlsen 1995c:1).

While the Ministry started formulating and designiparticipation efforts at a regional level,
NGOs continued to participate at a national levdley participated in national advisory
boards associated with legislation, as well asdrhac panels established by the FNA or
Danish Forest Society to, e.g. develop the strategyustainable forest management, develop
guidelines for sustainable forest management (NpsnConsult 1996) etc. Also, they
participated on own terms. A range of Danish wowtlistry organisations joined to carry out
an information campaign, ‘Woad environment’, to enhance the sales of wood pradddie
Outdoor Council made efforts to affect outdoor ldéed -policy, e.g. campaigns and
formulation of a common outdoor policy, and the BaAnNature Conservation Association
continually worked to ensure nature conservaticatum experience and communication

about nature, to their members and society.

The close-to-nature-management dimension fuelled gharticipation of new NGOs with
expertise in this matter, mainly World Wildlife FdifWWF) and Nepenthes. They took part
in the ad hoc panels on various policy efforts. Monportantly, though, they joined in 1996,
to establish a Danish working group under the aespdf the Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC) with the aim of developing guidelines fortifeation of Danish forests. Here, the
FNA was reduced to a spectator, as FSC did nawdtho members from public agencies. The
FSC committee did not agree on the final draft witmvas ready in 1998, and new
certification efforts followed. However, the WWFdhepenthes managed to put themselves
on the forest policy map. Even more so, when inr61&8d again in 1998, the WWF published
a report on the state of European forests (WWF 19%Be 1998 report created much
discussion, as Denmark had the record low of atbpean countries. The debate took place
mainly within the Danish forestry profession, (eEanfeldt 1998; Fodgaard 1998; Feilberg
1998; Koch 1998) but also managed to reach thaguoiddia (Steensgaard 1998).
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By the end of the 1990s, the FNA states that ugkrence and dialogue is extensive, but that
future co-operation also aims at public-privatetpanships, i.e. “private people acting as the
public authorities’ partners and as those pradyicahplementing projects” (Skov- &
Naturstyrelsen 1998). The FNA aims at closer cosjmn with private landowners,
industrial organisations, nature and outdoor assiocis, as well as with other public
authorities. In addition, FNA aims at “deliveringlanced solutions considering all involved
stakes” and finds itself “obliged to systematicalyd actively involve all stakeholders in the
countryside" [decision-making]. The aim is co-opera among private associations about
nature restoration projects, eventually initiated;ordinated and counselled by a public
authority. Another suggestion is to have privatedl@wners and farmers initiate extensive
management systems, e.g. private afforestation FN#e stresses that such private initiatives
presuppose that current nature conservation léigislas maintained and combined with
active communication about the current rules angodpnities. Legislation should be
enforced, so that a change from public to privab@servation efforts does not imply
deterioration of current conservation, but rathenproved/strengthened co-operation.
Information and dialogue with land owners is coestdl a precondition for effective
enforcement of the legislation, as good managemsgntires extensive knowledge of current
law and distribution of responsibilities (Skov- &tirstyrelsen 1998).

By 1999, the FNA can be said to consider partiogpafrom four perspectives:

(1) Partnership with landowners, NGOs and other auikerito save and use nature
management resources efficiently and to reach lroadjreement on the actions
undertaken by the FNA (Forest & Nature Agency )9%®r example, partnership in
outdoor policy implies that "the task is to inspinefluence and motivate others [to act]
rather than being directly in charge of the maftestest & Nature Agency 1999). One of
the clear objectives is to develop a model for peration among counties, municipalities,
and water companies to enhance afforestation (F&rddature Agency 1999: Section
5.1.3). In addition, co-operation among FNA, thatestforest districts, municipalities,
counties and other actors should be strengthenedugh specified co-operation
concerning: landowner information via internet;agtgy for future nature management
and conservation and distribution of responsilketifia national forest programme with
extended, local involvement; information material municipalities about childrens’
understanding of nature, a plan for FNA contribosgido the local Agenda 21 activities;

and some more issues (Forest & Nature Agency 188&ion 5.2.3).
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(2) Open dialogue with users to cope with the changemgands to forestry (Forest & Nature
Agency 1999: Section 4.1);

(3) Public participation to maintain and enhance publenmitment in forest and nature
management and the other issues within FNAs jutisch (Forest & Nature Agency
1999: Section 5.2.3); and

(4) Improved access to environmental information andess to participate, through
extensive use of internet, in order to fulfil thequirements of the Aarhus Convention
(Forest & Nature Agency 1999: Section 5.2.4).

Appendix 3.2 provides an overview of current forofhparticipation related to forestry.

Summary

Within three decades, Danish forestry has changad production oriented forestry under

the Ministry of Agriculture towards a multiple usgented forest policy under the Ministry of

Environment & Energy. Forestry has changed fronr@ngly professionalised forest agency
into still being professionalised units embeddedme ministerial Forest & Nature Agency

(FNA). This agency is responsible for administrgtistate forest areas as well as laws
concerning most of the different, conflicting irdgsts related to management of forest
reserves, i.e. outdoor life, environmental consgoma production of wood and other forest

products.

In the same period, the sector has aimed at magangss towards society. First of all, the
private as well as the public forest sector hasedirat enhancing the information level, in
order to enhance public understanding. Secondpcatg networks have developed in relation
to all legislation pertaining to forests. Third,etli990s brought along ambitions to fulfil
international recommendations on participation.o&ff were made to involve the broader
public, reflected in open house arrangements, pubdietings and — user councils. As the user
councils are comprised by NGOs and public represees, they are, however, largely to be
nominated as corporate as well. Fourth, by the anthe century, the policy increasingly
focuses on participation and partnership as meanattract resources to solve nature

management tasks in the most efficient way. Finalhtroducing ‘participation’ as a
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formalised policy issue can be considered as gaathattle about defining who actually has
leadership in forest policy, in the sense that tme who establishes ‘participatory

programmes’ considers himself in charge of polmyrfulation.

Table 3.3 summarises the Danish forest policy a@ives on public participation, put in the
context of forest management efficiency.
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Table3.3

Danish forest policy objectives of participation, related to
forest management efficiency

Instrumental efficiency Institutional efficiency
(historical, legal, political legitimacy)
Output optimal output legitimate output
PP to enhance sustainable forest managemer®®Ro to reach broad agreement on actions
enhance afforestation, to make a National Fonastlertaken by the FNA (1999)
Programme (1999) Open dialogue to cope with changing demands
PP to ensure balanced solutions (1998) to forestry (1999)
PP for increased awareness on Sust. for. Man.
and accept of the use of wood products (1994)
Process  optimal process legitimate process
PP for effective use of financial resources aRB to fulfil international obligations, including
partnership where non-public implemettie Aarhus Convention (1999)
environmental policy (1999) PP as an end in itself (1994)
PP to provide local Agenda 21 activities with
input from the FNA (1999)
PP to provide access to environmental
information and access to participate (1999)
User councils for local users' influence (1995)
Information on legislation as precondition for
efficient enforcement of legislation (1998)
Structure  optimal structure legitimate structure
PP to create public understanding of forestryRiB to create public commitment in forest &
an industry and its related nature (1986) nature management and other FNA activities
PP to attract (public) resources (1999) (1999)

3.3 Participation in a general Danish policy context
Sections 3.1 and 3.2 discussed the emergence tfipation as a concept in respectively

international and Danish environmental and foredicigs from a top-down perspective. This

section will concentrate on the general developroéparticipation in the Danish society.

In Denmark, political participation is based onosty historical traditions. Today,

participation in elections seems more or less t@a Ineoral obligation of every citizen. More

than a century ago, however, only 30 per cent lofiatens participated in elections. Since

then, participation has gradually increased to &B8uer cent in the 1970s, and about 83 per

cent today (Goul Andersen 1993: 48). On the otlaexdhthe percentage of electors that are

member of a political party has declined steadibnf 27 per cent in 1947 to 7 per cent in
1990 (EIklit 1991, Goul Andersen 1993: 52).

Participation may also encompass communicative céspand in that sense, democratic

participation in the Danish society can be datetklia Grundtvig in the 1®century, when

the first ‘Folkehgjskole’ was founded. ‘Folkehgj&Kois a place for adult education to
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enhance public enlightenment (‘folkeoplysning’).igpublic enlightenment was oriented
towards improved self-consciousness of common gegaasants, and hereby counteracting
that democracy would be reduced to negotiation éetwparticular interests (Leessge 2000:
224). The labour movement, aiming to develop itduce and contribute to Denmark as a
welfare society (Laessge 2000: 224), adopted adultaion. Along with the development of
the welfare society, Leessge (2000) notices thalimperception of public enlightenment has

been replaced by enlightenment as ‘public infororatrom above’, from state to citizens.

1960s-1970s: grassroots participation
Historically, Denmark has had a strong environmentavement. The late 1960s and the

1970s were characterised by the emergence of nusi@massroots movements. Grassroots
activities were concentrated on issues such aspegoality of gender, membership of the
European Community, and nuclear power. In the 198@sse issues have partly been
replaced by more local and tangible issues, sucleragonmental problems and public
service problems (Togeby 1989:124).

The major social changes that took place in théd4@td 1970s may explain the emergence
of the Danish grassroots activities. These chamydsde a declining agricultural sector, a
growing public sector and public employment, insieg women’s employment, and a higher
general educational level. These social changesicad political changes, where the
traditional major parties lost momentum to the audage of new parties. Grassroots activities
mobilised the new groups of citizens without trextial political affiliations (the so-called
‘middle layers’ of young, well-educated people, éogpd in the public education, social or
health sector (Svensson & Togeby 1986; Togeby 1989)

1980s: corporatism and professionalisation of theieonment debate
By the 1980s, grassroots activities increasingppsemented other political activities, as they

were a fast and efficient way of expressing demawagrds the public sector (Togeby
1989:128). The large national NGOs were less suddthndle such issues. Instead, different
types of participation could supplement each otHeessge (2000) notices the same
development within environmental participation. Dgr the 1970s environmentalism
gradually became institutionalised in public indidns and more professionalised (e.g. the
establishment of the Environment Agency in 1973jadSroots organisations were less
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suitable at managing this institutionalisation, ahdir role was gradually taken over by
organisations better geared at matching the newlitons, such as the Danish Nature
Conservation Society, World Wildlife Fund (WWF) a@deenpeace (Lsessge 2000). These
organisations probably managed better to enhangeoamental awareness among the broad
public than grass roots organisations did. On therchand, the same organisations tended to
reduce participation to passive membership more #wlive participation, reducing citizens
to ‘the worried observer (Laessge 2000). This ieficmed by Andersen et al. (1993) who
argue that most members of environmental orgapisstionly are ‘supporters’. The
percentage of the Danish population being memberamfenvironmental organisation
increased substantially from 5.8 per cent in 19999.4 per cent in 1990. However, the
activity in relation to environmental organisatiamss not increased. In 1990, 1.0 per cent of
the population said to have participated in mestiofyan environmental organisation during
the last year, compared to 1.3 per cent in 1979s Téndency is also found for other
organisations, such as political organisations @seén et al. 1993: 59-60). Compared with
other organisations, a larger percentage of theisBapopulation are members of an
environmental organisation, but a lower percentafjghe population was active in an

environmental organisation.

So, grassroots participation on environmental isgreompasses two tendencies. Some may
participate in grassroots organisations becauseateeconcerned about major questions such
as global pollution and sustaining the Earth. Gthmiay participate because of their own
experiences, protesting against actual local enmental problems (Togeby 1989: 119).
Thus, along with institutionalisation of environn@nissues, NGOs have taken over the
global questions, whereas grassroots participatifien is the result of concrete, local
problems (Goul Andersen 1993).

Late 1980s -1990s: modernisation of the publicaeetoking user participation
Togeby (1989) argues that growth in the public @eticreases grassroots participation. A

large public sector with extensive public serviegsates a basis for new conflicts, as
grassroots may more efficiently look after intesesather than the traditional, organisational
structures. At the same time, the population iseasingly well educated, providing them
with individual resources and changing values ihatease the propensity of behaviour that is

less tied up to hierarchical organisations (TogE®§9).
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From a critical perspective, growth of the pubkcter has transferred policy decision-making
from the political-parliamentary level to the paél-administrative level, implying a risk of
eroding democracy. As an increasing number of titgthalised ‘user councils’ were
established during the late 1980s and 1990s (ligemmisteriet 1998), this could be
considered a way to re-strengthen democratic liHksvever, user democracy can be labelled
as a ‘fragmented citizenship’, as it is limiteddiscussion of particular issues, irrespective of
general concerns within society. Also, only theets$ of the specific public service can
participate, not the elected representatives otialfens, such as municipal councils or the
parliament (Torpe 1990:12). From this perspectitree spreading of user councils is
considered to be motivated by an attempt to moderand reform the public sector, make it
more efficient, rather than an attempt to strengttiemocracy, public participation, or sense

of community (Kristensen 1998: 14).

Both the republican and the liberal tradition regaolitical participation as an activity
initiated from civil sphere to induce change in gwditical system. User democracy, however,
goes the other way. The political system definete§’ for citizens, related to the political-
administrative institutions, and participation isiited to these roles (Kristensen 1998:26).
Accordingly, participation is increasingly orientemlvards output (i.e. regulation) rather than

input (policy formulation).

1990s: publicly defined and initiated participatitmom below
Surveys on political participation in Denmark weeggried out in 1979 (Damgaard 1980) and

in 1990 (Andersen et al. 1993). These two survegscampared on several issues, such as
participation in elections, membership of and/divéy in political parties and organisations,
and grassroots participation. The comparison revibalt 1990 is characterised by a decline in
active participation in politics as well as a deelin active participation in organisations, as
compared with 1979. Participation in elections bBs® declined, political parties have less
members, and grassroots activism has dropped.efddme time, however, NGOs have more
members and the number of petitions has incrededl Andersen (1993: 72) argues that
participation as such possibly not has decreaset,thHat participation has shifted from
collective towards individual means of influenaenh participation on the input side towards

participation on the output side, from the ‘bightext towards the near local context.
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The decline in participation cannot be explainedaby particular group of the population.
Rather, there is a tendency towards equalisatiomaify of the differences in political
participation among various groups. DifferencesMeen gender as well as between people
with different educational background have dimieghand in relation to participation in
organisations and grassroots activities, differenbetween classes have also diminished
(Goul Andersen 1993:72).

The political commitment has not declined, the pgapon is involved in political questions
and Goul Andersen (1993) demonstrates that theigabliconsciousness has increased in
some sense. In this sense, a ‘spectators demodsbging developed, where citizens are
politically conscious at an observatory level, dsoadiscussed by van Deth (2000). The
decline in participation need not be a threat tma&acy. The challenge is how to ensure
efficient and qualified two-way communication beeme citizens and government,

considering the change in patterns of participation

Top-down initiated participation to implement emrimental policy goals

While active participation declined, public authi@s increasingly urged participation in
environmental matters. The aim of participationtas stimulate the behavioural change
considered necessary among citizens to ensureiraldt& development. The aim at
participation is linked with the EU subsidiarityiqeiple, i.e. highest possible degree of
decentralisation in decision-making, as decenaitia is also considered to benefit a
meaningful, locally adapted implementation of tharieus political goals (Miljg- &
Energiministeriet 1999b: 64).

The governmental aim is “to create public undeditaspn and involve the public in the
formulation of future nature and environmental pgliThe public participation in the debate
and the resulting feed back to the politicians addinistration is the individual citizens’
responsibility. The public’s commitment is decisifcg a democratic process within nature
and environmental policy. Future environmental effoshould be an expression of the
political will of the population to go through thehange of production and consumption
necessary for a sustainable development” (Miljg-E&ergiministeriet 1995: 55-56). To

enhance this, provision of information about th@iemment, publicity about the decision-
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process and openness on all levels about problemispassible solutions is considered a
prerequisite (e.g. Miljg- og Energiministeriet 1995).

The aforementioned UNCED introduced the local Ager&l thought, and the Danish
government accordingly urged municipalities andntims to facilitate Agenda 21 actions
(e.g. Miljg- & Energiministeriet, Kommunernes Lafarening & Amtsradsforeningen 1997,
1998). Green guides were employed to facilitatezenis’ participation and change towards
more environmentally sustainable behaviour. In 1984Green Fund was established to

finance citizens’ and NGOs’ activities for the sapugpose.

The Aarhus Convention provided another impetustitoutate participation and access to
environmental information. In 1999, the governmsates that “Denmark will work for even
more countries signing the convention and all feifgy it up” (Miljg- & Energiministeriet
1999b: 11). The government commits itself to putvird a plan for the application of the
Aarhus convention. Specifically, the government puta itself to enhance public
involvement in decision making, to enhance operntrassparency, dialogue and
subsidiarity/proximity in public communication angnproved access to information,
knowledge and data on the environment (Miljg- & Emainisteriet 1999b: 606). The Aarhus
Convention was implemented through slight modifaa of the existing environmental
legislation (Act no. 447/2000; Miljg- & Energimineiet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 2000), see
also Appendix 3.2b.

Summing up

To summarise, the tradition for active participatise founded in 19th century efforts at public
enlightenment, initiated by ‘Folkehgjskoler’ andtdr, the labour movement. Today, most
adult citizens are active participants in Danigttgbns, as compared to a narrow group of
participants a century ago. During the second dfdatfie 20th century, however, the relative
rate of membership of political parties declinesbslily. New forms of participation appeared
along with the major social changes that took pladbe 1960s and 1970s. A new group of
young well-educated, publicly employed people ug@dsroots participation to articulate
demands for new policy formulation within the peldiector. One of the new policy areas was
environmental policy. Gradually, during the 197@BQ98, the new policies became
institutionalised and professionalised, and paréition shifted accordingly towards more

corporative forms of participation where profesaloNGOs more or less gained access to
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dialogue and co-operation with the public sectatefining policy goals and ways of
ensuring their implementation. Environmental NG®&gegienced increasing numbers of
members, as opposed to the political parties, veseltee percentage of active members
decreased. The public sector went through a ‘maskgian’ during the late 1980s and the
1990s. In practice, that meant a decentralisatf@aanumber of functions with transfer of
decision making power from parliamentary-polititapolitical-administrative levels. User
councils, school boards, etc. were establishedeate the dialogue between the public
service suppliers and the users, in order to erefticeent delivery of services. These forms
of participation were initiated by the public sedi narrow groups of citizens in their roles
as ‘users’ of public services, i.e. participatiarreélation to policy output. Also, the public
authorities initiated participation aimed at citigechanging towards environmentally
friendly behaviour. Gradually, participation seetmgshange towards a spectators democracy,
where the focus of interests has shifted from ctile towards individual interests together
with the shift in focus from policy input to policutput. This opens up for new forms of

participation suited at affecting policy outputy.ethe political consumer.

3.4 Comparing the trends with focus on participation in Danish forestry
The government aims at fulfilling international igaitions in relation to forests,

(Miljgministeriet et al. 1994) as well as the AashQonvention (Miljg- og Energiministeriet
1999b:11), in order to serve as the good exampiars other countries. Looking through
the international forest policy agreements andDhaish tradition of participation, it is clear,

that the background as well as the objectives &otigpation differ.

There are interesting similarities as well, though it appears from Table 3.4. Basically, the
Danish and international forest policies contentgwverge: multiple use, biodiversity,
sustainable forest management, afforestation amtbatng deforestation, respectively. Also,

the policy instruments tend to converge:

Requirements to the participation process as opphos@articipation to ensure content
The forest related conventions and agreements awendb by context and history.
Consequently, participation is often motivated asirstrument to reach particular policy

contents: sustainable forest management, combdgfgyestation, afforestation, forest and
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biodiversity conservation, criteria and indicatarsnational forest programmes, technology
development etc.

International as well as Danish forest policies\agy little concerned with the achievements
that participation and/or information may bringtih@ policy process as such. The Agenda 21
aims to enhance participatory democracy and the di##s to ensure an open and non-
discriminatory decision-making process. The EU dorstrategy aims at a transparent
decision-making process in relation to forest @edtion. As opposed to these sporadic
requirements, the entire Aarhus Convention is aiedeneral rules on policy procedures.
Consequently, it is expected to affect future Eesoppolicies to fulfil the obligations of this

convention.

From post-war industrial forestry to participatofgrestry

The post-war technological-rational industrial firg approach was replaced by different
efforts. In Denmark, new tenure rights (multipleeugnvironmental conservation) were
claimed by NGOs towards the government. In tropfoaésts, however, obvious conflicts
over existing, but not formally institutionalised publicly recognised tenure rights were
gradually taken into account by introducing pap&tory management systems, such as social
forestry and community forestry. The major differes between Denmark and the tropical
forestry context are (1) the dependency of tenigkts on people’s livelihood in tropical
forestry; and (2) the level at which negotiationtefure rights takes place. In Denmark, the
negotiations resulted in legal changes, whereasmonty forestry, etc. aimed at managing
conflicts over tenure rights at a local level, it necessarily changing existing legislation

or institutions causing the conflict.

Tenure rights

In the tropical forestry context, and reflectedtie UNCED declarations, participation is
considered relevant as an instrument to negotiadedafend the legal and traditional land use
and tenure rights of local communities, forest devsland indigenous people, as opposed to
timber concessionaires, state agencies, and/ogdlkernment. In many tropical countries,
tenure rights are not formally settled and recestescontrol of forest land has resulted in a
controversy between people’s access to exercigetthditional rights and governmental use
of the land. As opposed to this, tenure rights mraperty rights to Danish forest areas were

separated already by the 1805 Forest Reserve Acth® other hand, new tenure rights to

69



Danish forests are continuously being claimed, hatggl and institutionalised in acts, by
different stakeholders. Examples are public actedsrest areas (Nature Preservation Act
1969), forest owners’ obligation to multiple userefstry (Forest Act 1989) and to be
concerned with nature and biodiversity conservat{dlature Preservation Act, Nature
Conservation Act 1992, Forest Act 1996). Most rdgethere has been a debate on improved
public access to forests and the country-side, viniay result in new legislation as well.

Power delegation is assumed to enhance environmegaonsibility

In the tropical and international forest policy t®xt, participation is considered a means to
combat deforestation and forest degradation aseped caused by local communities,

assuming that power redistribution will also enfemommunities’ responsibility towards

forest conservation. This assumes that developmuthtenvironmental conservation can be
combined, and that the local communities are vglkio participate. But also, it assumes, that
the existing institutional arrangements allow comihas to act environmentally responsibly.

This may not be so, following the discussion almmrocracy and efficiency in Chapter 2.

In fact, a similar assumption can be found in tl@iBh environmental policy. The Agenda 21
is based on the idea that people themselves shaeudlop environmentally responsible

behaviour. The feasibility of this should be quastid. First, it assumes that other policies
and institutions do not counteract environmentaigndly behaviour. Second, it assumes that
people are provided the necessary instruments, lkedge and networks to build up lasting

institutional arrangements to ensure behaviourahgh.

Participation to provide legitimacy, public undeasting and environmental behaviour

In the European and Danish contexts, the goverrsnantivate participation in forestry by
the need to (1) enhance public understanding acebaof forestry as a business; (2) enhance
public environmental awareness and sense of conregponsibility towards environmental
conservation; (3) create public commitment to statestry and the FNA. These motivations
reflect that Danish and European forest and enmiarial policy debates largely are based on
nature/environment centred analyses of problenierahan also focusing on the subjective,
human factor. Such an environmentally focused amtr@assumes people to stand outside the
problem and it only studies citizens’ practiceseérms of the environment, i.e. ‘environmental
behaviour’, ‘environmental consciousness’. Consatye solution strategies are rational-

technological, and participation becomes a quesifanforming and advising citizens about
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solutions or to have them accept and adopt solsitifreessge 2000). In this sense,

tropical/international forest policies focusing e relationship between local knowledge and
management systems, on livelihood, gender aspestgre rights, etc. as, e.g. the Forest
Principles or the ITTO principles, better refleetople and forests as equal parts of the eco-
social complex called forestry.

The present review of participation in internatioaad Danish forest policy and in Danish

society as such pointed at some general aspedisrfber consideration.

When is participation in forestry likely to makeyadifference?

The general development in participation in Dangitiety has changed from public

enlightenment and bottom-up participation towards op-down public

information/involvement. People’s focus of interdsls changed from the ‘big’ context

towards the local and near context, from the coitectowards the individual. The active

participation in NGOs is declining. Together, thigy be labelled a spectators democracy,

where people are increasingly well-educated andsiplys aware, but where the actual

participation depends on the perceived politicéiesay of the individual subject. This raises

two questions in relation to participation in fargsmatters:

 When are people likely to participate in forestsgues — when does it have political
saliency?

* With the decline in active participation, are thevieonmental NGOs (still) considered
legitimate players in environmental policy — andatvihappens when state forest user
councils are added to this system?
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Table 3.4 Overview of participation and policy characteristics, 1960s-2000

Characteristics of International foregtDanish public adm, Danish forestry:
forest policy, DK policy Forms of participation forms of participation
1960- | Production focus, institutionalisedndustrial forestry Grassroots participation. Citizens protestikgrest professionals advising the
1970s | distinct property & tenure rights. | Complex sets of informal andgainst the system inducing political chanlyénistry of Agriculture
Techn.progress, Professionalisgiirmal tenure rights to areas| and new policies, e.g. on environment
Nature protection
1970- | Multiple use Social forestry, communityNGO parttipation, Corporatism, Profession Governing/advisory boards with NGQs
1980s | Focus on recreation and beech arfea., joint forest managementNGOs negotiating with professional, publi& experts
EU agricultural policy enhancing administration
opportunities of afforestation Tropical forest policy: ITTA Danish Nature Cons. Ass. debate [on
ITTO beech area conservation
1980- | Forest decline European forest policies: Inform and educate: nature guides |&.
1990s Strasbourg, Helsinki schools, visitors' centres, folders
Nature conservation resolutions
State forest user councils (1995) and
Biodiversity concern, close-toTropical: Participatory forestUser councils. Modernisation andounties’ Green councils (1992) with
nature man. management decentralisation of public sector. User coundi§sOs & officials
introduced to provide better/efficient service
Afforestation Day of the Forest (1994)
Agenda 21 ‘System induced grassrdots
Sustainable forest management | International forest policy: | participation’ to enhance environmentgIWWWF forest scorecards
UNCED, IPF, IFF, certific.. |friendly behaviour/change
International forest policy
1990s| Forest certification standards Forest certification standardgsPolitical consumer Forest certification initiatives by FSC,
- 2000 WWF, Nepenthes, Forest Owners
Europe: Lisbon resolutionsAarhus Convention Society, etc.
Aarhus Convention
Shrinking finances of FNA/MEE Partnership in afforestation, and |in

Private afforestation

Partnership: i..g
equal/autonomous  partne

Public access debate

rThe every-day  maker’ participatid

sharing costs & benefits

irrespective of the system

environmental conservation
n
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Appendix 3 Stated benefits and purposes of participation in international agreements

Appendix 3.1a: The benefits and purposes of pagton in Agenda 21

Chapter in
Agenda 21 | Benefit/purposein general

27.1 To shape and implement a participatory denoydog involving NGOs

27.2 To create a common purpose towards envirorathgnsustainable development through
participation, genuine partnership and dialogu¢h wiparticular role of NGOs

27.4 To provide experience, expertise and capavigessary for environmentally sustainable
development by involving NGOs, i.e. NGOs are giaen‘educative role’ towards the public
at large

26.3 To allow indigenous people and their commasito defend their rights

24.2-4, 8.5 To ensure women full and equal padidim in issues and decisions on sustainable
development through participation with a gendespective
8.3 To enhance full integration of socio-econonmid anvironmental issues
8.5 To delegate decision-making to the lowest fsdevel

8.10 To enhance public environmental awarenesdadilitating direct exchange of information
and views with the public

28.2-3 To create a dialogue between local autlesriind its citizens, local organisations and peivat
enterprises to adopt ‘a local Agenda 21'. Partitiqpais expected to enhance local authorities
learning from other, local stakeholders, as welltasincrease household environmental
awareness

Chapter in
Agenda 21 | Benefit/purposein relation to combating defor estation

111 To ensure a rational and holistic approachhto sustainable and environmentally sound
development of forests

11.3 To promote the multiple roles and functionsfarksts, supporting sustainable development
and environmental conservation through participatiy various actors (the private sector,
labour unions, rural co-operatives, local commasitindigenous people, youth, women, user
groups and non-governmental organizatioimsforest-related activities. Other institutional
arrangements mentioned are rationalisation of adtnative structures, decentralisation,
improving infrastructure, intersectoral co-ordioatiand improved communication.

11.13 To maintain and expand existing vegetatiorecavithin well-defined “sustainable units in
every region/watershed with a view to securingaheservation of forests”

11.13 To formulate, develop and implement forekiteel programmes and other activities, taking
due account of the local needs and cultural valttesugh better opportunities for
stakeholders to participate

11.22 To promote/popularise hon-wood forest praglaectd other forms of forest resources, apart
from fuelwood through participatory forest actiggiand social forestry activities

11.30 To establish systems to monitor forest resgsurand forest related activities through

participation of especially rural people

Source: UNCED (1992b)

Appendix 3.1b: Participation aspects in Forestdédpies

Forest
Principle Participation aspects

2d Participation by interested parties in natidoedst policies

5b Participation by women in all aspects of foraanhagement and conservation

6d Involvement of local inhabitants in planted &isgeand permanent agricultural crops to offset
pressure on old growth forests

12d Collaboration with local communities about mpuging, respecting, recording and
introducing indigenous capacity and local knowkedg sustainable forest management
programmes

Source: UNCED (1992c)
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Appendix 3.1c: Participation aspects in the Biodsitg Convention

Article Participation aspects
8 Need to involve indigenous and local communiiiesin-situ conservation, as their local
knowledge and practices affect biodiversity conaton efforts
14 Establish environmental impact assessment alwv dlor public participation in such
procedures, where appropriate
13 Enhance public understanding for the necessaasures to conserve biodiversity
17-18 Facilitate exchange of information and tedbgy relevant to biodiversity conservation,

including specialised, technical and indigenousvWdedge/technologies

Source: UNCED (1992d)

Appendix 3.1d: IPF recommendations for participptoechanisms

of

Article Participation mechanisms
I A10,1 A17 | National forest programmes that rg@uise partnership and participatory mechanismslasy/a
element
IA17 e-g Countries should develop, test and im@et appropriate participatory mechanisms for
integrating timely and continuous multidisciplinargsearch into all stages of the planning
cycle. Also, countries should elaborate systemspfanning, implementing, monitoring and
evaluating National Forest Programmes, also inwglvi broad participation
indigenouspeople, forest dwellers, forest owneid lanal communities, include training and
extension services, and taking due account of |@alitional forest-related knowledge
| A29b Develop mechanisms to improve open, pauditiry policy formulation, e.g. EIA
| C 33, 35 & 40| Participatory approaches to forestd land management in order to draw on local
communities' sustainable life styles based on ticadil forest related knowledge in the
development of new management systems that cope twé technological change and
economic pressures
| D 46d Participation in order to (take accounttrdditional lifestyles and) develop management
systems that support fragile ecosystems and coddsattification
| F 58 bvi Participation to take full advantagetioé traditional knowledge regarding countries vitv
forest cover
B 77f Participation to enhance technology tfansnd capacity building
NB93b Participation in choosing research pties as well as research on participation
Il D 115 a-b | Participation of all interested pastin developing national Criteria and Indicators
IV 124 & 133 | Participation of all interested pastienon-discrimination and open access in voluntary
certification schemes
V 139, 143 & | Participation to be enhanced in international foneslicy dialogue among all interested
145 parties and major groups

Source: IPF (1997)

Appendix 3.1e: IFF preliminary recommendationsgarticipatory mechanisms

Article Participation mechanisms

19e-g Participation in National Forest Programmes

A6 Participation as a means to effective usérancial resources

Ic4 Participation in forest-related technologgvdlopment

IIDi2&4 Participation needed in relation to coating deforestation and forest degradation

IDi8 A number of measures to enhance sustatnédrest management (combat deforestation and
forest degradation, strengthen fragile forest estesys, etc.) are proposed to be undertaken in
partnerships with the participation of all inteesbtparties. Among those measures are
procedures for effective participation, approprigded tenure/law arrangements, capacity
building in communities, and creating public awasn about deforestation and forest
degradation.

Idiii 7 Participation to create environmental aeness, public support and resources for forest

conservation. The means is to identify convergdretaveen the interests of indigenous and
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local communities versus those of protected folm#as, that will allow the effective
participation of all interested parties and, hefieesst conservation and protected forest areas

II'diii 10 b-d

Countries are encouraged to strbBegt participation and forest management mechanisms

providing for partnerships and participation

Source: IFF (1999)

Appendix 3.1f: Participation aspects in ITTO Cridesind Indicators

Principle Participation aspects
1 National forest policy should be formulated inpeocess that seeks consensus among all
involved actors: government, local population, atévsector
34-36

Sustained timber production depends on aitaddl distribution of incentives, costs and
benefits among the participants. It also dependsoompatibility with the interests of the local
population. Timber concessions should have conderrindigenous peoples

Provisions should be made for consultation wittalgpeople, starting in the planning phase
before road building and logging commence

Source: ITTO (1990)

Appendix 3.1h: Participation aspects in Helsinks&ations H1 and H2

Article Participation aspects
N A declared desirability to enable participatignlbcal communities, forest owners and NGOs
in forest policy formulation and implementering
H1, 12 Need for public awareness, as knowledgés slid public opinion affect forest policies
H2, 7

Education and public awareness programmesntble effective participation by local
communities, forest owners and NGOs in bio-divgrsg@nservation

Proposed, not adopted,
voluntary descriptive

Institutional support to enhance public participat{(6.21-6.24)
Institutional support to enhance public awarenésk7(6.20)

indicators associated with theRecognition of customary and traditional rightdaxfal peoples (6.5,6.25)

Helsinki process

Means to resolve disputes (6.5)

Source: MCPFE (1995a;1995b)

Appendix 3.1h: Participation aspects in Lisbon Resmns L1 and L2

Article

Participation aspects

L1, preamble D

Need for increased dialogue betweesst sector and the general public to define tyide

accepted forest policy objectives

L111,111-2 | Need and obligation to enhance p#pttion, transparency and education to raise avesse
on sustainable forest man. and the role of forfesestry in sustainable development
L2 guidl. 6.2a| Forest management practices shonfike use of local forest related experience and
knowledge, such as of local communities, foresten@nNGOs and local people
L2, 7

Participation of the interested parties ia #taptation of the pan-european operational level

guidelines for sustainable forest management

Source: MCPFE (1998a; 1998b)
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Appendix 3.2a Overview of public information, participation and appeal proceduresin Danish forestry 1999, see also Appendix 3.2b

One-way infor mation Two-way Consultation Co-operation Rights to appeal
communication decisions
Relevant |Act on Access to public From FA, NCA, PA
legislation |information, Act on to Nature
public administration, EU Complaints board
directive 90/313/EQF
National, |Ministries = homepagesfForestry extension Forest Council (FA), Board for GreeneryRights restricted t
adm. acts [info on legislation & Nature Management Board (NCA), Productions fundaffected partieg
silviculture in ‘Skov-info’| Survey on preference®ature Council of four ‘wise men’ (NCA), (FA), Appropriation| local authorities an
and use of forests foAd hoc boards associated with projects and poligmmittee for organisations,
recreation, ‘Forest &formulation, e.g. sustainable forest strategy, |product developmentmainly DNCA and
People’ 1975, ‘OutdogrState Forest Planning groups of major NGOs |dRé\) oC
Life 1995'. affected counties/municipal. (not obligatory).
Regional/ | No legal requirement fgrOpen-house arrangement@bligatory hearing on regional plans wjtNature Conservangy
Local forest plans. A few statén public & private| designation of afforestation areas (PA) boards (NCA)
forest plans have beeforests, public meetingsState forest user councils
issued in popularnature schools & guidedCounty’s green council (NCA)
versions. tours Ad hoc state afforestation user councils
Abbreviations:

FA = Forest Act, NCA = Nature Conservation Act, RIlanning Act,

DNCA = Danish Nature Conservation Association, OO&tdoor Council
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Appendix 3.2b
Public information, participation and appeal proceduresin Danish forestry 1999

Legal rights of public accessto information

A number of Acts provide the public with rights afcess to public records, including: Act on AcdesBublic
Records (Act no. 572/1985), Act on Public Admirasibn (Act no. 571/1985), EU Directive 90/313/Edtthe
public access to environmental information and Act Access to Environmental Information (Act no.
292/1994). The basic rule is, that any citizen framy country within the EU can ask for access tolipuecords
without giving a reason. The legislation pertamgtblic authorities on a national, regional anthldevel being
responsible for or possessing information on thérenment. The legislation also pertains to institns with a

public environmental responsibility and assigne@ublic control.

When a public authority is asked for informatianshould respond within ten days, and provide imiation no
later than two months after enquiry. The publichauty has a right to ask the citizen to relate tiadl for
information to a specified file or subject. Alsdet public authority has a right to decide in whatnf
information can be provided and to ask for paynwrtosts connected with distribution of documehtssome
cases, the public authorities have a right to town an inquiry: If the information affects pubBecurity; if it
relates to trials and lawsuits or is part of anang investigation; if it threats intellectual pey rights or
business secrets; if it is information providedtbiyd party without a legal obligation to do sogdikclosure of
information on the environment is expected to affe given environment negatively; if informaticelates to
confidentional personal data or documents; if doent® are unfinished or internal messages. In pliecthis
leaves public authorities with wide opportunitiesrefuse to provide information. This does not sdenbe

practised, however (Danmarks Naturfredningsforediags).

L egal rights of public accessto decision-making

Basically, the fundamental rights of Danish citigeme given with the Constitution Act (Act no. 16833). One
of the cornerstones is the inviolable property tighowever, regulating society to the common gadterently
reduces the property rights of the individual. Thesgulations are institutionalised in terms of Adthe basic
rules for national policy making and passing of SAaire provided by the Order of Business of Theighan

ParliamentFolketingets forretningsorden

A number of Acts directly affect forestry. Each these acts are administered by public authorities they

often encompass boards of stakeholders to proddieaor make decisions according to the Act:

Forest Council
The Forest Council of the Forest Act (88 41-42)vjtes advice to the Minister on national forestigomaking
and on the administration of The Forest Act (Act 989/1996). The Forest Council has a chairman iapgubby

the Minister. Further eight members are represepgfrom The Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Ré&sies,
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Danish Forest Society (2), Danish Forestry ExtemsiDanish Land Development Service, Danish Nature
Conservation Society (2) and The Outdoor Coundihally, four members are appointed representatofes

forestry science, nature science, The Nationaldt@ned Nature Agency and the State Forest Districts

Appropriation Committee for Product DevelopmentwitForestry and Wood Industry

An Appropriation Committee for Product Developmevithin Forestry and Wood Industry is administrating
funds according to the Forest Act (842a). The Mani®f Environment and Energy designates members fr
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries, DaniBbrest Society, Danish Forestry Extension, Dahiszhd
Development Service, Danish Nature Conservatiornéiation and The Outdoor Council, besides four mensb
represententing forest science, nature scienceN#tmnal Forest and Nature Agency and the Statedto

Districts, respectively.

A Board for the Greenery Production Duties Fund

A Board for the Greenery Production Duties Fundaldighed according to the Forest Act (820a) is
administrating the fund in order to enhance prodigstelopment and marketing and information effarithin

the greenery sector. The board has representdfiioas Danish Christmas Tree Growers’ Association, (2)
Danish Forest Society, Danish Land Developmentvi&er Danish Forestry Extension, Association of iBan
Greenery and Christmas Trees Wholesalers, DanisturéaConservation Association, Danish Labour
Movement’'s Trade Council, The Agricultural Counaf Denmark, Federation of Danish Agricultural
Associations, Danish Family Farm society, DanisheBt and Landscape Research Institute and Thendati

Forest and Nature Agency. And an observer froniNiiesery Association.

The Nature Management Board

The Nature Management Board of the Act on Natures@ovation (861) provides advice to the Minister on
major nature management projects, including puafforestation (Act no. 835/1997). The Board congsis
members from the Ministry of Finance, Ministry add€l, Agriculture and Fisheries, the AssociatiorColinty
Boards in Denmark, The Association of Municipalti®anish Nature Conservation Association, The Gutd
Council, Federation of Danish Agricultural Assomats, The Danish Hunting Association, Danish Forest
Society, Danish Birdlife Society, Danish Anglingdegation. Besides these, the Minister of the Emvitent and
Energy appoints two members with expertise in sgeand cultural history respectively, a represargabf

Danish tourism, the head of Board and a numbeemfsentatives from the Ministry.

The Nature Council

The Nature Council of the Act on Nature Conservaii§64) is comprised by four “wise men”, who e.gll w
give advice to the Nature Complaints Commission iaitéhte environmental consequence analyses gépi®
and legislative proposals. The Nature Council igpsuted by a secretariat and 30 representativesufties,
municipalities, interest organisations and sciefidee Nature Council replaces the formdature Protection

Council
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The Green Councils

In each county, a 'Green Council' provides advicehe administration of The Nature Conservation &&4).
This includes advice related to state afforestatiime Councils should be balanced in terms of wprEng
business interests and organisations on natureoatdbor activities, but the Act does not specifyichh

organisations should be represented.

The Nature Conservancy Boards

In each county, a Nature Conservancy Boards of Atteon Nature Conservation (833,3) leads proceeding
towards conservation of an area. Such proceediagsbe initiated by municipalities and Danish Nature
Conservation Society. Nature Conservancy Boardsamngprised by a judge, a member of the county dbunc
and a member of the relevant municipality coundihe Board also make the final decision as to wdretb
carry out a conservation action or not. During pneceedings, the conservation case is subject keaat one
public meeting (837) where owners and users of ridevant properties, affected state authorities and
municipalities, and organisations with an expedtgdrest in the case are invited as well as persdrs have
expressed a desire to be invited. The decision Natre Conservancy Board can be appealed by theeab
mentioned stakeholders to the Nature Complaints ri@ission (the financial part of it to the Commission

Valuation, but only by those expected to receivpar compensation).

The National Board on Wildlife Management
The National Board on Wildlife Management providelwice to the Minister of the Environment and Eyesg
the administration of the Act on Hunting and WitdIManagement (Act no. 114/1997).

The National Commission for Reserves
The National Commission for Reserves providing eelvdn the establishment of wildlife and bird ressrv

according to the Act on Hunting and Wildlife Managgnt.

Public hearing requirements

The Planning Act (BKG no. 518/2000) demands pubéarings (§822-33). The rules on public hearings al
pertain to the designation of afforestation areabé regional planning process. The actual affaties projects
do not require public hearings, unless they argelathan 30 ha and situated in areas where affdi@stis
unwanted. Then an environmental impact assessmeatiired, including a public hearing. The samesdor

clearance of forest reserves older than 20 yeat$amger than 30 ha without afforesting an aresimilar size.

The Departmental Order on public involvement in enajature management projects (BKG no. 836/2000)
prescribes public involvement in nature managemeujects that have legal background in Chapter th@fAct

on Nature Conservation, when the projects are cif susize and cost that they have to be brougthtetdNature
Management Board for approval. In that case, tlesoia authority should inform affected stakehotdabout
the main contents of the planned project at lesstweeks before the submission to the Nature Managé
Board (83). The ‘'affected stakeholders' are defiaed (1) affected land owners; (2) state and mpaici

authorities with interests affected by the planpediect; (3) if requested: local associations vétkignificant
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interests, national organisations with nature coua®n objectives or taking care of recreatiomdéiests that
are potentially affected by the planned projecth# project is approved financing, the authoriyobliged to
involve the affected land owners, local NGOs amute@sentatives of local society in the planning pes; e.g.
through representation in commissions, advisorygsoetc. (85). The local state forest user coustdll be
involved in projects on land owned or getting owned the Forest & Nature Agency during project
implementation.

Legally binding public rightsto appeal decisionsrelated to forestry

Acts related to forestry include some rights to ptaim about administrative decisions. All decisianade by
counties, municipality councils, and conservancgrde according to the Act on Nature Conservatiam loa
appealed once.

The Nature Complaints Board

The Nature Complaints Board of the Nature ConsemaAct (879) is the authority for complaints redjiag
administrative decisions related to the Nature @oragion Act, the Planning Act and the Forest Atte board
has a chairman, two members appointed by the Supfaoart and a number of members appointed by partie
represented in the Finance Committee. Before th@eimentation of the Aarhus Convention (during thsec
study period for the present dissertation) thetrighappeal decisions was restricted to the adedees$ the
decision, affected public authorities and localamrigations that can document significant intemeshé decision.
Moreover, Danish Nature Conservation Associatioth ddegitimate rights to complain according to Buwt on
Nature Conservation and together with the OutdoaurtCil, the two organisations also have a righappeal
decisions taken according to the Forest Act rel&tethe imposition (88) or suspension (89) of foreserve
declaration on land areas, as well as dispensatiiotige prohibition of building, establish instaidens or change
the terrain (812, rf. §10).

With the implementation of the Aarhus Conventidms taccess to appeal decisions was broadened tlorabts

to encompass: (1) the addressee of the decisipanf@ne with a significant personal interest ia tlase; (3) all
local associations with a significant interest ime tdecision; (4) national associations, with natarel
environmental conservation as their main objectarel organisations looking after affected, recremtio
interests (Act no. 447/2000). In the hearing on fiiwations of regulations to the environmental Bation,
‘anyone with a significant personal interest in¢hse' is, first of all, also the owner of the mp encompassed
by a particular decision.

In practice, the law change means, that any orgtois asking to be informed about the aforementione

decisions will receive them as they appear (Lagsers. comm.).

Non-legally binding initiatives on public participation in forest management
There are a number of non-legally binding initiavon public participation. Some of these are dm=sthbelow,

encompassing most initiatives taken by The NatioRafest and Nature Agency. However, other public
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authorities, forest owners” representatives, NG@saher stakeholders may also carry out activitigkin the
span from one-way information dissemination to iegvcontrol of decisions to participants. Some ludse

initiatives are listed below.

User councils at each State Forest District

Since 1995, each State Forest District has estedulisadvisory user councils. User councils have ragve
designated members, including representatives fftwn Outdoor Council, The Danish Nature Conservation
Society, The Danish Federation of Sport, the adf@atounties and municipalities as well as the fodéstrict
supervisor. Other members are elected at publi¢ing=e Generally, all members of a user councilusthtrave
local affiliation. The user councils have no demisiauthority and their composition and meeting daty
(minimum one meeting per year) vary, see Chaptei/ish the aforementioned departmental order on ipubl
involvement in major nature management projects, tiser council is provided its first legal right§ o

involvement.

Advisory board of “Vestskoven”a major afforestatiproject west of Copenhagen

A major afforestation project “Vestskoven” west@dpenhagen was initiated in 1967. In 1992, the &fémi of
the Environment and Energy established an advisosyd with the purpose to provide advice to Theidval
Forest and Nature Agency about purchase of arettetafforestation project. The board is compribgdsix
members appointed by The National Forest and NaAgency by nomination from the municipalities

surrounding the afforestation area.

Advisory board of “Dyrehaven”
The most intensively visited forest and park are®enmark is Dyrehaven situated north of Copenhagen
advisory board provides advice on the managemetiteofrea, according to provision of 27 August 1986

board consists of nine members, mainly expertspiapgd by the Minister of Environment and Energy.

User councils of the forests of Aarhus municipality
Following the establishment of the state forest useincils, the forest administration of Aarhus ncipality

forests also established a user council to proaitiéce on forest management.

Day of The Forest

Since 1994, all State Forest Districts and someatwiforest districts have held an open-house geraent on
the second Sunday of May, called “Day of the Fd&rdstis provides an opportunity to exchange knowkednd
views with the public on forest activities. In 1988 well as 1997, the number of visitors was 27, 0G&x is,
around %2 % of the population (Einfeldt 1998a).

Popular management plans

The National Forest and Nature Agency has issupdlppsummaries of the 15 years management plaredo

State Forest Districts (e.g. Miljg- og Energimiaiét, Skov- og Naturstyrelsen 1996a).
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Nature guides and nature information centres
A forest ranger scheme has been established, wegers (“nature guides”) based on extension cepiravide
information on forest and nature to the public.1893, 55 such centres had been established. Thenilat

Forest and Nature Agency is responsible for theaicoed education of these nature guides.

Campaign to promote the use of wood

A range of organisations in the Danish wood indukts recently joined to carry out an informati@mpaign
called “Woodis environment”. The aim is to enhance the salesafi€h wood products. Initially a countrywide
survey was made about people’s knowledge, attitaddsehaviour in relation to forestry and to wgodducts

as compared to substituting products (IFO 1997).

Forest Information programme

The National Forest and Nature Agency has sinceé) 188ether with Danish Forest and Landscape Rdsearc
Institute, Danish Forest Society, Danish ForesttieBsion and Danish Land Development Service beedifig
and running a Forest Information programme, coimgjsbf a continuing professional information cangpai
targeted at forest owners, with the aim to impréweest management and the general awareness dft fore
management principles. The programme takes duédmyation to the multiple values of forests, exafigd by
Koch and Kristiansen (1991).

Richer Forest
During 1995-1996, all employees at the state ownegkts have been on a one week extension colRgeher
Forest” on how to manage the forest with due regardnvironmental aspects. The same opportunitynioas

been provided to employees or managers in privagstry.

Projects “Skov & Folk” and “Friluftsliv ‘95"

A major survey 'Forest and People' has provideetaildd picture on a national as well as local lefgeople’s
preferences and use of forests for recreationghqaas (e.g. Koch 1978). The survey has been repeaid
extended in the 1990s (Jensen and Koch 1997).sLiniey may be the closest to obtaining the opinibthe
unorganised Dane towards forest management (foeagonal purposes) and could be regarded as avaye-

form of user participation.

Initiatives by Danish Nature Conservation Society
Danish Nature Conservation Society has a campaignhiance children awareness of nature
and another campaign to enhance members’ awarehdaseir rights to call for public information antd

participate in environmental decision processes.
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Public participation initiativesin natural resour ces management besides forestry

Advisory councils on the cultural environment

Since January 1998, each county can establishnalgiprofessional councils on the cultural enviremtn to
provide advice to municipalities and counties adoay to Act on Councils on the Cultural Environméatt no.
429/1997). The councils are to ensure that thei@llenvironment is taken into consideration mvieonmental
policy-making and administrative decision-makingheTcouncils will be involved in decisions relatenl t
conservation of buildings, city planning and prdégem re-establish nature. Each council has 7-9 lpeesn Two
appointed by the Museum Council, one from the Cp@duncil, one from the Association of Municipadii

one from the Association of Local Record Officas] @ne from Danish Nature Conservation Society.

User groups for wildlife and bird reserves
The Act on Hunting and Wildlife Management allowsr fdesignation of wildlife and bird reserves. The

designation process is guided by the Reserve Wlitignal Forest and Nature Agency) and carriedimwo-
operation with various stakeholders. There is diticm, that is, no legal obligation of involvingdal user
groups in the appointment of the specific resemagaand formulation of restrictions related to ute and
protection. Danish Hunting Association, Danish Bifd Association, Danish Nature Conservation Sgcaatd
Danish Open Air Council are responsible for joiningers whose interests could possibly be affected b

coming regulation. This results in a legal noticethe area.
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A

M ethodology

The aim of this dissertation is to conceptualisklioiparticipation in relation to Danish forestry a
basis for evaluating participation efforts. Thisnceptualisation is carried out in three steps. In
Chapter 2 it was investigated how patrticipatiophsased and investigated in research literature. In
Chapter 3, it was studied how public participatemolves as a concept in the forest policy debate.
In the following chapters, participation in forgsts conceptualised based on a context-dependent
analysis of real-life practices. The aim of theger® chapter, thus, is to outline the methodology

used to conceptualise participation as it is exq@esn real-life activities.

4.1 What is methodology-method-research design

4.1.1 Research as a craft where methodology is a guide to train research skills

Basically, we consider research as a craft, a pgoétraining and exercising skills, craftmanship,
to produce, in a systematic way, netnystworthy knowledgerelevantto a particular research
problem and for potential use by someone. The ptalissertation can be considered the first stage
of a life-long learning process towards some lefeéxpertise, eventually the intuitive expert, as
suggested by Flyvbjerg (199 Besearch methodologdlgen, is concerned with the ways of scientific
craftmanship, in terms of specifying the researcbbiem in relation to theory, designing the
research process, and choosing relevant methaglstiher and analyse data and report the research

findings.

It is tempting to consider research being simitathie baker baking bread, or the bricklayer buddin

a house. The outcome is no better than the qudalitiye process and the choice of input factors. As



a novice social science researcher, we have tbatately investigate what may characterise a high
guality research process, in order to set standardsvaluating our own work and progress as a
researcher. The overall determinants of successselirch may be

» Scientific relevance: that the issue has been ficgritly assessed theoretically

» Scientific quality: validity and reliability meases considering rules of 'good scientific practice’
In applied research, additional criteria of sucaesdd be

» Practical relevance: that it takes a point of diejpa in a practical policy problem

« Practical quality: that the research can be apftiegractical use in the future (Lund 1997).

This seems straightforward but is not.

4.1.2 Overview of methodology concepts
The planned process of generating, analysing aedpireting data can be calledesearch design

“A research design is a plan that guides the ingatgir in the process of collecting, analysing, and
interpreting observations. It is a logical modepadof that allows the researcher to draw inference
concerning causal relations among the variablesuna/estigation. The research design also
defines the domain of generalisability to a lang@pulation or to different situations”. (Nachmias &

Nachmias 1992: 77-78).

The components of a research design can be iltadtes in Figure 4.1 (Andersen 1990:171).

The way we perceive our research problem and, tlowg,to generate relevant knowledge and what
methods to use, in short, tlesearch paradigmis determined by ouontology i.e., how we
basically look at the world, and by oepistemologyi.e. how we can obtain knowledge about the
world (Maalge 1996).

A methodologyis "a general approach to studying a researclt:tdipestablishes how one will go
about studying any phenomenon" (Silverman 199%B), methodology considers the underlying

assumptions and what types of explanation are deresil satisfactory (Rigby 1965)

Method is“ a procedure or process for attaining an objestadl) : a systematic procedure,

technique, or mode of inquiry employed by or propra particular discipline or art (2) a
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systematic plan followed in presenting material ifestructionb (1) : a way, technique, or process

of or for doing something (2)a body of skills or techniques” (Merriam-Websté0Q).

Figure 4.1 Components of aresearch design

Problem formulation
U
Ontology and epistemology
U
Personal experienees 0 Theory
U
Methodology
U
Method
U
Data analysis

(validity, reliability)

Surveys, experiments, case studies, are exampldisfeentresearch methods/strategidsach of
these research methods relies on one or moamtitative or qualitative data-gathering methpds
e.g. the qualitative methods: questionnaires, vigars, observation or document analysis (e.g. Yin
1994; Flyvbjerg 1991; Silverman 1993). Varioeehniquescan be used to structure and analyse
data, e.g. statistical analysis, putting informatiato different arrays, create data displays, e.g.

flowcharts, or tabulate the frequency or chronolofjgvents (Miles & Huberman 1984).

Together, the methods and techniques should beedayut in a way that ensures thaidity and
reliability of the produced knowledge and to what extent ev haan begeneralisedo a broader
context. Validity refers to the extent to which our measures cooresdo the concepts they are
intended to reflect (Manheim & Rich 19933eliability refers to the consistency of the research
findings (Kvale 1996).
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4.1.3 Identifying the research problem

Applied research is oriented towards providing itie knowledge to solve practical problems, as
in this case related with forests and other nattgaburces. This is in contrast to fundamental
research, where the main interest lies in the d@weént of scientific theory and where ‘forest and
natural resources issues' may just be one amonyg o@ses to examplify, verify or maybe falsify

theory-building efforts.

Basically, a problem is a question looking for arswer or remaining unanswered. A practical
problem does not need to imply a research probemedl. But if we do not possess knowledge to

solve the problem, we may point at a scientificybem.

In the present dissertation, the practical probless that the Government had a particular goal of
strengthening public participation in relation todstry (Miljgministeriet 1994) without specifying
the contents and by what success criteria it shbalaneasured, as outlined in Chapter 3. Thus,
there were two practical problems: (1) how to openalise a goal of strengthening public
participation and (2) how to measure progressrimgeof strengthened participation. Analysis of the
policy documents showed a vague and uncertain staaeling and interpretation of the concept of
public participation and what it meant to strengthie in the particular context of forestry.
Therefore, the first research problem appeam#hat is understood by participation in the
particular context of Danish forestryrhis problem was reformulated to capture the dyoarature

of the creation and modification of concepts, t& B®Ow is participation conceptualised in the
context of Danish forestryRccordingly, the second practical problem of me@msguprogress could
possibly be answered, combining present theoriepasticipation with the conceptualisation of

participation in a Danish forestry context.

4.1.4 Ontology, epistemology and research paradigms - what knowledge can we have?

The basic ontological question is: Does there eoust true reality, independent of our ways of
perceiving this reality? In gositivist (as well ascritical theory) philosophy, knowledge is a

reflection of the real world. Reality exists indapgent of our perceptions and is of a material
character. This means that there is a singuilgh about this reality which can be described by

means ofobjectivedata, namely by using quantitative methods. Sules#ty, we should try to
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disclose this truth by means of social structuressocial facts, e.g. by testing hypotheses amjusi
guantitative methods (Maalge 1996). The role ofrdsearcher then, is the 'objective, disinterested

scientist', informing decision-makers (Guba & Lihc®994; Launsg & Rieper 1997).

Critical theoristsclaim that knowledge is highly influenced by tlesearcher's values during the
research, and knowledge is dynamic, depending @ridtorical and structural insights. Therefore
research leads to\alue-mediategerception of truth. Hereby the role of the reslkear becomes

the ability to perform transformative researchadgocate or activist (Guba & Lincoln 1994).

In a post-modern perspective, the conception ofwkedge as a mirror of reality is replaced by
knowledge as a social construction of reality (kvaB96; 1997). The extreme assumption held by
social constructivistss that reality only exists through our perceptidherefore, there is not one
true reality, but several competing ‘realities’.rilation to research, all findings are subjectvel
scientific knowledge igonstructedoy the scientist based on the interaction betwkenesearcher
and the researched. Subsequently, the researchsratidisclosing these social constructions and
deriving meanings from them, namely by use of dqatie methods (Maalge 1996). The
consequence is that truth becomes relative and whainsidered a ‘fact’ changes over time and
space. Truth is constituted through dialogue. \iglisbf knowledge claims is discussed and
negotiated among the members of a community, with rorms and debate being the court to
evaluate knowledge claims. In other words, validitgcomes the issue of choosing among
competing and falsifiable interpretations, of exaimy and providing arguments for the relative
credibility of alternative knowledge claims, ’inseibjectivity’ (Polkinghorne 1983), involving three
issues: (i) Focus on the process of producingsfaather than on the produced facts; (ii)
Communication of knowledge; (iii) Pragmatic probfdugh action, as the positivist justification of
knowledge is replaced by the ability of knowledgeperform effective and ethically right action
(Kvale 1996; 1997). See also Boon & Helles (199%9)dn application of validity and reliability

criteria to the development of descriptive indicatof sustainable forest management.

In this project, we have chosen an intermediatatpafi view, where we acknowledge that part of

the observed reality mirrors a material reality,endas part of it is a social construct. Hereby the
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purpose of research becomes twofold: to describeféictual’ content, and to disclose the social

constructions embedded in the field we are studying

4.2 Choosing the case study method for the present study

Participation is context dependent. The mechananpsarticipation should therefore be analysed in
relation to the specific situation, in orderunderstandhe mechanisms of participation in planning
for forests and afforestation areas. By this apgrpdialogue and learning become central aspects
of the research process. The research queStihra is understood by public participation in the
context of Danish forestryand “How is participation conceptualised...point towards a study

aiming at understanding the phenomenon participatie. a phenomenological study.

4.2.1 When is a case study an appropriate research method?

As outlined by Launsg & Rieper (1997) and Yin (1p3fferent types of research questions point
towards different types of relevant research methddcase study design, Yin (1994) argues, is
most likely to be appropriate when investigatingesfions relating to 'how' or 'why', similarly to
experiments, archival analysis or history. As ogao® this, statistical studies based on quantéati
data may better answer questions of the form whatywhere, how much, how many. Following
Launsg & Rieper (1997) case studies are also tdeal/estigate questions of the phenomenological
type ‘what is x?’ as the research question of tresgnt dissertation. The case study approach is
indeed appropriate in a phenomenological studit,@®vides an opportunity to
* investigate the contemporary phenomenon ‘partimpatvithin its real-life context, especially
as the boundaries between the phenomenon and tantexot evident
e capture the complex situations, the many varialgksnterest related to participation and
forestry. The aim is to conceptualise participaiiforestry in a way that captures the dynamics,
I.e., the interaction on the borderline of whatcesidered as the ‘forest sector’ and what is
considered as ‘society in general’, between thamesidered ‘outside’ and those considered
‘inside’ forestry, between those considered denisi@kers and those considered participants,
and between actors and structure.

» rely on multiple sources of evidence
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* benefit from the prior development of theoreticabgositions to guide data collection and
analysis (Yin 1994).

4.2.2 Analytic generalisation of case studies

Case studies, like experiments, can be generdlsteboretical propositions and not to populations
or universes. In this sense, the case study daesepesent a statistical sample, as e.g. a survey,
and the goal of the investigator is to expand atkgalise theoriegnalytic generalisationand not

to enumerate frequenciedtatistical generalisatiofYin 1994).

4.2.3 An integrative approach to case study research

A case study can be carried out with an inductiveaodeductive research approach or a
combination. The deductive study aims at testitigearetical framework on reality (e.g. Yin 1994),
whereas the inductive starts with investigating eitg and develops a grounded theory from
empirical evidence (e.g. Strauss & Corbin 1990). Naee chosen an interaction between these two
approaches, called an integrative or, dialectic dlda 1996) approach, in order to get a 'thick’
understanding of the problem complex. We have vesik various literature and theories of
potential relevance to the issue of public paréitigm. Within this theoretical framework we have
developed a semi-structured interview guide for ¢hse study research. The data generation and
analysis will be determined partly by the theomdtitamework, partly by the issues that emanate
from the interviews. The aim is to generalise thasutts from the case studies to some broader

theory on participatioranalytic generalisation

4.2.4 Establishing the quality of case study research

The present study relies on the idea of researehcaaftmanship, where guidelines for establishing
the research quality can support the novice reBearéds argued by Kvale (1996; 1997), validity
and reliability is not restricted to the researabntext, as verification of information and
interpretations is a normal activity in the intdracs and routines of daily life. But, we would
argue, social trust in the validity, reliability dugeneralisability of research based knowledgéas t

ultimate legitimacy of research as a disciplinee Tuestion is, whether this social trust is best

91



ensured by formalising the rules determining wiaaicgquality research is, and apply it as a 'quality
insurance' to any research outcome. The alternaite let the research outcome speak for itself.
“Ideally..”, Kvale says, "..the quality of craftrsdmp results in products with knowledge claims that
are so powerful and convincing in their own righgt they so to say carry the validation with them,
such as a strong piece of art" (Kvale 1997:246gs€hare the words of an intuitive expert, though,
and do not suffice for the novice researcher or aeesearch, not knowing the ranges of research

paradigms, methods and techniques.
Research quality should be considered throughaatrésearch process. For this purpose, Kvale

(1997:232) suggests validation of an interview gtiadbe considered at seven stages of the research

process, as outlined in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 Validation at seven stages

1) Thematising.The validity of an investigation rests upon thersiness of the theoretical presuppositions of dystu

and upon the logic of the derivations from thearyhe research questions of the study.

o

2) Designing The validity of the knowledge produced by a reseaesign involves the adequacy of the designtlaa

methods used for the subject matter and purposkeo$tudy. From an ethical perspective, the validita researc

=)

design involves beneficience — producing knowletbgmeficial to the human situation while minimisihgrmful

consequences.

3) Interviewing Validity here involves the trustworthiness of thebject's reports and the quality of the interuigu
which should include careful questioning to the nieg of what is said and a continual checking @& tifformation

obtained.

4) Transcribing The question of what is a valid translation froral to written language is raised by choice odiistic

style of the transcript.

5) Analysing.This involves the question whether the questiomstp a text are valid and whether the logic of |the

interpretations made is sound.

—

6) Validating This entails a reflected judgment as to what &wh validation are relevant in a specific studye
application of the concrete procedures of validgtand a decision on what is the appropriate contynfor a dialogue

on validity.

7) Reporting This involves the question whether a given regores a valid account of the main findings of edgt

and also the question of the role of the readetsenfeport in validating the results.

Source: Kvale (1997: 232).

Boon & Helles (1999) outlined specific criteria fiaasearch validity and reliability within the sdcia
constructivist conception of research, but basetramtitional positivist conceptions of validity and
reliability. The criteria were developed to fulfiequirements of construct validity (Yin 1994),
communicative validity (Kvale 1996; 1997), pragmoatialidity (Manheim & Rich 1995; Kvale
1996; 1997) and reliability (Yin 1994). With speciinterest in developing descriptive indicators of

sustainable forest management, they reached tlogving steps to ensure the research quality:
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» Specify the propositions/hypotheses underlyingcti@ce and interpretation of indicators.

» Specify what variables are focused on when anajysiuidence in relation to each indicator.

» Specify sources of evidence that are being used.

» Have data generated for a given (set of) indicajdd reflect a picture of the competing realities.

» Take different perspectives on the same data setlisouss credibility and strength of the differimérpretations.
» Specify what scale the data relate to.

« Have the draft research report reviewed by keyrimémts.

* Check results obtained from use of the indicat@ira results obtained from use of another indicttat is known

to be a valid measure of the concept, or tespthdictive validityof the indicator.

* Have the final report discussed by a paneuropeael g experts (Boon & Helles 1999: 28-29).

4.2.5 Two case studies chosen in order to provide maximum variation

In the present dissertation, two cases of decisiaking in relation to forest resources management
were chosen, along with the user council surveyprioter to provide a broad perspective on the
premises, opportunities and barriers to publicigigdtion in forestry and afforestation. As opposed
to statistical samples, cases are often chosenpr# representative of a particular populatiast, b
in relation to the information they are expectegtovide. One alternative is to choose the extreme
and deviating cases, e.g. the most problematic ast reuccessful cases of participation. Another
alternative is to use critical cases, which alleme to conclude that if a particular conclusion can
(not) be made for the particular case, then it fmanall (no) cases. A third choice can be the
paradigmatic case, a case that can be used asphuoetbr create precendence for future practice in
the specific area. Finally, the choice of casesbmaimed at maximum variation, in order to obtain
information about the effect of different conditsoon the case (Flyvbjerg 1991; Launsg & Rieper
1997). This can be either systematic comparisoon® effect, following a replication logic as
suggested by Yin (1994). Or, as in the presentysitidan be deliberate choice of different cages t

provide as broad and 'thick’ understanding of #iiéiqular phenomenon to be studied.

In Chapter 6, the cases will briefly be descrilbeterms of
» History of the case, i.e. how it originated andlegd
» Case context. Physical, social and political conitexhe local environment and how they are

manifested locally, facilitated by what actors?tiN@aal context partly described in Chapter 2
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» Decision-making structure, formal and informal
* Results of decision-making and distribution of samtd benefits from decisions
» Case activities and case behaviour

* Main conflicts (Flyvbjerg 1991).

4.3 Data gathering

The present study relies on semi-structured int&rsj observation of/participation in meetings,
document analysis and analysis of survey matesialada sources. The following sections outline
the applied data generation methods in detail.thoecases: Copenhagen state forest user councils

and Afforestation at Ringsted, are presented irendetail in Chapter 6.

The only empirical study on the Danish state fousgr councils so far is a survey of user councils
function carried out by the Forest and Nature AgeBasically, the survey tested the performance
of the user council guidelines, more than the perémce of the user councils, in enhancing their
influence on forest management (Boon & Meilby 200 erefore, | found a phenomenological

study useful to investigate the nature of partitgrain Danish forestry, the user councils and how
they function. Accordingly, we have aimed at aregmative approach, with snowball sampling of

informants and data material guided by informants arevailing data, as well as by a framework of

overall research themes/issues developed on tliedfabe theory review in Chapter 2.

The present case studies rely to a great exteimiterviews as a primary source of information, as
the main focus lies operceptiongelated with public participation more thabjective facts'The
facts' related with public participation, i.e. iggtion and rules, planning procedures, sizes of
NGOs, formal roles of the various actors (municdtped, counties, NGOs) are outlined in Boon
(1998). Some questions like: “Did the user coulsat to changed decision-making?” are very hard
to answer unambiguously. From meeting reports ameniiews it may be found that the user
council supported a given decision to be carried ©he decision may or may not be executed. It
cannot from the outside be judged whether it wadlyrex result of the user council’'s opinion.
Instead, the user council members, the forest sigmeror other actors involved in the decision

could be asked. The meeting report contents cavigeadditional information in order to get a
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thick description of the possible situation. Bull,sthe aim is not to tell as a ‘fact’ whether thiead

influence, but perceptions whether the user cowgifakcted, or did not effect, the decision.

4.3.1 Interviews
We have used semi-structured, individual interviéased on one interview guide that was refined

and revised during the round of interviews.

Informants
We have used a combination of strategic sampling smowball sampling to identify my

informants.

Part of the aim has been to describe and concéggual framework for analysing public
participation. We have therefore deliberately chosdormants in order to have as many different

perspectives as possible.

One case study is a user council established at®@gen State Forest District in 1995. It therefore
seemed obvious to have a first interview with theest district supervisor and thereafter continue
with some of the other user council members, partsipg snowball sampling (sampling based on
accumulated information), partly considering sigatesampling, as the user council is composed of

a number of interest groups.

The forest district supervisor would be a key imant that we could go back to, time after time.
The forest district supervisor suggested who weiksh@alk with, adding his perception of them.
We participated in two user council meetings in88@d again one in 1999, where we got a first

impression of the participants. This has also &fthe choice of informants.

On one hand, it is tempting to try and have 'regmegive informants', informants that are
representative or typical of their organisationobithe situation they are in. Representativity in a
statistical sense is not possible, however, evererso that the case study has not been randomly
selected. And sometimes 'the typical' or 'the regmetive’ are not those that provide most

information, new perspectives on an issue. So rdtten choosing informants that are considered
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typical, |1 chose informants in order to maximisespectives, seeking the extreme rather than the
average. The aim was to continue interviewing nafermants until we had the (subjective!)
impression, that interviewing one more informanulgonot add significantly new information/new

perspectives on the case.

In total, 11 informants were interviewed in the €bagen user council case. This includes the
forest supervisor, one ranger, two user council bemfrom the Danish Outdoor Council, three
user council members from Danish Nature ConsemvafAigsociation (DN), one user council
member from a municipality, one technical managemf the administration in the same
municipality, one local NGO 'Friends of Farum Natéark' non-member, and one Forest Planning

official from the Forest Planning Division, the Matal Forest and Nature Agency.

We have used semi-structured, individual interviewith one core interview guide that was refined
and revised during the round of interviews. It agpd, along the way, that the interview types
differ, according to (1) whether the informant ipwblic official or whether he speaks as a private
person representing himself, an NGO or perhapsniin@cipal councils; (2) whether the informant

has solid knowledge on forestry and nature or nas we tended to forget our own particular

forestry background and how that affects the inéswsituation.

A similar approach was used in the afforestatieca total of eight informants were interviewed.
This encompassed two farmers, a DN chairman, acipahiofficial, an Outdoor council member, a
county planning official, a state forest supervismd a journalist. Two other interviews were
planned but not realised, i.e. an interview with thayor and one with a representative of a local

business people network.

Place
The interviews took place at the informant’s wodqa or residence. Mostly, we were alone with
the informant, but at one occasion, we had anvr@erin an office landscape, at another occasion

the informant had invited a second informant, st thbecame more like a group interview.
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Transcription

All interviews were recorded on tapes and transcriby ourselves. We have aimed at transcribing
the interviews word by word. We did this for twasens: (1) To analyse informants’ language: |
have assumed that participation partly depends @m people communicate, i.e., how they

command and use language, what words they useylagaidmeaning they put into particular words.

This is closely related to the phenomenologicahpof view, according to which reality is shaped

through the things we say. This means, that whasayeand how we say it, is a mirror of our

individual realities; (2) To learn about the intfan interviewer - informant, study our own

interviewing style, way of asking and how it affeatformants and their way of answering.

After each interview, we briefly made some refleos, in order to grasp our intuitive sense of the
situation, on (1) the interview situation; (2) thormants’ role in the case study; (3) ideas for

further selection of informants and modificationimierview guide.

Interview issues

The main interview issues were:

» Informants’ background and organisational affibati motivation to participate

* Informants’ (organisations’) connection to Coperdra§tate Forest District (CSFD)

» Perception of interests, their relevance and ptesepresentation in connection to CSFD
management.

* Questions specific to the user councils function

» Perception of what makes 'good co-operation’, jpéiae of 'participation’.

» Perception of opportunities of exerting influenbew

» Knowledge acquisition - how, what, where?

Particular questions that proved useful:
* What do you see as the major, future challeng&stieD?
« What do you see as the major future challengesto future work in relation to...(be in NGO-

work, at district or..)?
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Validity and reliability of interview data

The interviews have been recorded which shouldnoeigh to ensure the immediate validity and
reliability of data. Not in terms of: “Are they telg us the truth?”, but in terms of: “Did this
informant put forward that viewpoint?” The contimugrocessing of data may require a second
level of validity testing, as we may have misunt®rd the intended meaning of given statements.
A way of overcoming this is to send out the cageoreto all informants in order to see if they
recognise the points of views put forward. Thisolwes the risk of informants ‘denying’ or not

wanting in public statements, that they actuallyfpuvard, even if they are considered anonymous.

Anonymity and confidentiality

As a rule, we always started an interview with sgythat interview data are confidential, and only
our supervisor and ourselves will see them as #ney Informants will be anonymous in the final
report, and in cases where it is apparent, who aadtdid what, we will contact them to ask for
permission for citation. In principle, this seengywgood. In practice, it provides a problem, ag, e
anyone could find out in a minute exactly who ‘fbeest supervisor' is in the user council case

study.

4.3.2 Observations
During the case study research we participatechénfollowing meetings at Copenhagen State

Forest District:
e User council meetings (two in January 1998, on#&aimuary 1999)

* Public meeting (in May 1999 and in June 1999),

Similarly, during the afforestation case, we pd@pated in two local plant-a-tree-committee
meetings, we had a meeting with municipal plannans, with two informants we went to see the

landscape planned for afforestation, as well azr@dtation realised elsewhere in the district.

For all observations, we used an observation cordekeme with the following categories of
registration: Surroundings, Who are present/whaaésent, Who talks/who is silent. Eventually we
have registered distribution of actors on age arigr, who is sitting/standing where, clothing, eye

contact, attentiveness, etc. Immediately after ealobervation we aimed at writing down the

99



following: the observed occasion, place, time amdedfor observation, name and role of the
observant, time and date of registration of obg@mwmsg, reflections about contents of observation

and their usefulness.

We have aimed at enhancing the validity of obseymatby (1) being the observant ourselves, i.e.
first hand information; (2) having co-observantfidating our observation context scheme in terms

of stating whether it corresponds with their petwepof the occasion or not.

4.3.4 Documents
The following documents have been included as pathe Copenhagen case study, handed out

from the Forest Planning Division, the Forest & INatAgency:

* Meeting reports from all user council meetings apé€nhagen State Forest District.

» Copenhagen State Forest District Forest ManageRlant1995-2010

« Letters and other documentation collected in a $ta®eNature Agency file on the Copenhagen
State Forest planning process.

* Newspaper articles, some of them handed out frenfrtrest & Nature Agency.

Besides this, we have used general documentatiternms of legislation, administrative rules and

national strategies, obtained at libraries, viagbeernmental institutions and/or via internet.

The documents have been analysed individually, rdouog to the content we were looking for.
However, for each document not easily obtained frorblic libraries or the National Forest &
Nature Agency (i.e., not books, national stratediegislation) we have made a document context
sheet with the following information: reference \hahe document will be referred to in the
literature list), who it was received from/assoethtvith, when it was received, a brief summary of

the context, reflections on the significance/impode of the document and on its contents.
Similarly, the afforestation case is supported lbguwmhents: municipal council meeting reports,

county documents and files from the regional plagnrocess to appoint afforestation areas, and

documents from the state forest district.
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4.3.5 Other sources of information
In 1997, The National Forest and Nature Agencywatald the user councils of each state forest

district by means of a survey. A total of 323 gimstaires were given to 303 persons, as some
persons are member of more than one council. Thebauof respondents was 244, or 76 per cent.
The material has been analysed by Boon & Meilbp(@@&nd will be used here as well, see Chapter
5.
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5

User councils
a survey

Tove Enggrob Boon & Henrik Mellby

The aim of the present chapter is to examine takvhktent the members of all 25 state forest
district user councils perceive that the councdsehenhanced the influence of users on state
forest management. We also analyse whether the srsemperception of their influence

depends on factors such as organisational affiiedind affiliation to forest district.

The analysis is based on a survey to evaluateutetibn of the 25 state forest user councils,
carried out in 1998 by the Forest & Nature Agencyl aas such, the data were given

beforehand. The present chapter can also be fouBdan & Meilby (2000).

5.1 Introduction

Public participation has come up on the Europessst@agenda. The Lisbon Resolution ‘People,
Forests and Forestry’ (1998) emphasises the needafo adequate level of participation,
education, public relations and transparency iediwy.” Also, the Intergovernmental Panel on
Forests recommends development of national fonegjrammes with participatory processes
(IPF 1997) and, in particular, the 1998 Conventiaraccess to environmental information and
public participation in environmental decision-makihas called attention to the issue (UN-
ECE 1998).

Public participation in forestry has a long tragttiin the US (for a bibliography see, e.qg.
Lawrence and Daniels 1996). In European forest gemant, public participation is a new
issue (Solberg and Miina 1997). Denmark may bec@pn this sense: Advisory boards are
found at the national level of forest policy formtibn and administration like, e.g. The Forest

Council in Denmark, and various subject-specifigcigaly groups may assist in the formulation



and implementation of particular projects or polgtgtements, e.g. development of a strategy
and operational guidelines for sustainable foreahagement (Ministry of the Environment
1994; Nepenthes Consult 1996). However, the mendjdfsese advisory groups are all easily
identified stakeholders, such as major non-goventaherganisations and public authorities,
rather than representatives of the general pubticer forms of public participation at national,
regional, and local levels have been concentrdtsthgle points in time, and the involvement
has mostly been at the later stages of the plamqrimgess. For instance, state forest planning has
traditionally included hearings of major non-goveental organisations, municipalities, and
counties within the particular state forest distriic these cases, forest users’ real opportuaity t
influence the process is limited, as the problesreddress and the possible solution alternatives

have already been selected.

It therefore seemed as a bit of a breakthrough veeanish Government in 1995 decided that
all 25 state forest districts should establish onenore user councils. The main objective of
these councils was to enhance the involvementrghgnce of local users in the management
and utilisation of public forests (Skov- & Natunstisen 1995c).

In total, 33 user councils have been establisheiti wp to 14 members each. Most are
designated members from municipalities, countiad, @ few major interest organisations, see
Table 1. However, some councils also have membected at public meetings as well as
representatives from The Defence and from agri@ljtthunting and tourist organisations. All

members should have local affiliation.

The councils have now been active for more than years, and the fundamental question is

whether they have succeeded to enhance the infuerocal users.
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Table 1. Organisations represented in the 33 state fosestaouncils by July 1997.

Organisation Number of members Per cent of totalbar
Designated members 75.5
Municipalities 102 31.6
Counties 35 10.8
Danish Nature Conservation Society 36 11.1
Outdoor Council 37 115
Danish Federation of Sport 34 10.5
Other members 79 245
Total 323 100.0

Source: Driftsplankontoret 1997.

5.2 Initial assumptions

When we look at the initial position of the useugcils and compare with similar experiences
from the US and Canada, including Arnstein’s (1988racterisation of public consultations as
tokenism, there are many reasons to expect thatcasecils will not enhance users’ influence

on state forest management:

» User councils only have an advisory function, wheréhe decision authority is with the
forest district supervisor. Hereby their role mayge “from empty ritual to meaningful
influence” as found by Knaap et al. (1998) in asialg the function of citizen advisory
groups in relation to the US remedial action planseverely degraded Areas Of Concern.

* Meeting frequency is low: Most user councils meei or three times a year. Other councils
only meet once a year, and sometimes council nggetire in fact part of a public meeting.
This limits two-way information flow and therebytsacas a barrier to influence. This is
supported by results from the evaluation of OuacNhiational Forest advisory committees
(Frentz et al. 1997), as well as Moote et al. (J3aluating the Coordinated Resource
Management at the San Pedro River in Arizona.

» The forest district literally sets the agenda,tasalls in members’ proposals for the agenda
and prepares reports from user council meetingseliyethe district can leave out
‘troublesome problems' as irrelevant for the ageaa troublesome comments may be left
out of the meeting report.

* Majorissues, such as tree species choice, harvestiadudehor drainage, are principally not

subject for discussion. These issues are outlinetthe management plan which is being
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prepared every 15 years by the central adminigtradf The National Forest and Nature
Agency. However, the local forest user council assulted when the forest management
plan is revised (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1995c).

* Only few user council members can be expected te lexpertise on silviculture and
economics, which are the principal foundations ofe$t management and planning.
Discussions about increased multiple concernseapdissible expense of silvicultural ideals
become a battle between different paradigms of kedye and values. As far as the forest
district supervisor has the full decision authgrage could expect the discussion to follow
his premises. In addition, technical jargon magalisage the council member’'s expression
of emotionally motivated values when presentingrtiperspectives on future resource
management (Magill 1991).

» Council members may easily fail to represent lacadrs if (i) they have to cover a large
geographical area; (ii) they don’'t have sufficieliilogue with their base of support, and
instead develop a group identity of their own, asnfl by Hendee et al. (1973). This is
particularly expected to be a risk for municipaligpresentatives, as they have to represent
all municipalities within the state forest distrantea while, at the same time, forestry is an

untraditional issue to discuss in a municipalitpteat.

Immediately, user councils seem to be a neat saltdi the political aim of public participation.

Low cost, low influence, low risk - but what do tmembers think themselves?

This chapter examines to which extent the membersejve that the councils have enhanced
the influence of users on state forest managenw¥at.also analyse whether the members’
perception of their influence depends on factochsas organisational affiliation and affiliation

to forest district.

5.3 Material and methodology

In 1998, The National Forest and Nature Agencyuatatl the user councils of each forest
district by means of a survey. A total of 323 gioestaires were distributed to 303 persons, as
some persons are member of more than one courted. nimber of responses was 244,

corresponding to a response rate of 76 per cent.
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The Agency formulated 66 questions, mainly relai@dhe user council guidelines. These
guidelines were also included in the questionngi@v- & Naturstyrelsen, Driftsplankontoret
1998). The survey included questions about the reeémperceived influence, the composition
of the user council, the meeting frequency, theeams of council meetings, dissemination of
information in advance of meetings, responsiveradgsthe forest district and other council
members, involvement of non-represented stakelmlded personal interest in various issues.
The background variables comprised organisationdl lacal affiliation, number of meetings

invited to and attended, age, gender, and occumpatio

The scientific use of the material is limited byidencies in the survey structure and contents:

* Some questions are ambiguous and/or too broad.e-Htémeresponses become ambiguous as
well, and this may result in high percentages oftdknow answers, e.g. for question 1 (see
Table 2).

Graduation of the responses using a Likert-scalédvoave provided a more detailed picture
of respondents’ perceptions, e.g. as regards pect@ifluence (1, 2) and attentiveness (42,
56, 43).

» The guidelines outlining competencies of the usemcils are specified above each survey
guestion. Hence, it is unsure whether the respdndeswers according to the outlined

competencies, or according to how the respondeuldiie things to be.

Questions are posed in an inexpedient order, ag sfrthe most sensitive questions, e.g.

concerning the perception of influence (1, 2),thesfirst questions to be asked.

Bearing these deficiencies in mind, we focus oeéifi questions that deal with the perceived
influence of the user councils, the meeting fregyeand the communication between forest
district and council members. Table 2 lists theileeih questions and the response rates. The
guestion numbers are the same as in the origiredtigmnaire. However, we have rearranged
the questions into a more logical sequence for ¢hegpter. Questions 1 and 2 concern the
member’s general perception of influence; questi®ngd and 55 are related to the member’'s
interest in and dialogue on forest management;fallewing seven questions consider the
communication between forest district and user cihuend the last questions 62, 63 and 22 are
concerned with the meeting frequency. In the firg¢lve questions the respondents could
choose between the answers: 'yes', 'no' or 'doivk In questions 62 and 63 the respondent

reports the number of meetings invited to and dd#dnThe responses to questions 62 and 63 are
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used to calculate the attendance ratio (63/62yubstion 22 the response alternatives are: 'too

high', ‘appropriate’, 'too low', and 'don’t knosgspectively.

Table 2. Survey questions analysed.

Question Don't
no. Yes No know
% % %
1 Has the work in the user councils enhanced thadnfte of users on the mana- 50 22 28
gement and use of the district areas in general?
2 Has the work in the user councils enhanced your/gaganisation’s influence 49 32 19
on the management and use of the district areas?
3 Has the work in the user council enhanced youréstdn the management 94 4 2
and use of the district areas?
4 Has the establishment of the user councils enhatheedialogue in your sup- 61 25 14
port base about the management of the state f@rests
55 Have you, as a consequence of your work in the emancil, carried on infor- 86 9 5
mation about management of the state forest distiacyour base of support?
32 Are the opportunities to have issues put on thedaesatisfactory? 84 3 13
33 Are the agenda and supplements sent out timely? 94 3 3
34 Is information provided by the district in advarareat the meeting sufficient? 90 5 5
42 Is the district attentive towards the viewpointsfeeward in the user council? 86 3 11
56 Are the other user council members attentive tos/godir viewpoints? 71 3 26
43 Is the district’s treatment of and reporting backquestions and suggestions 85 5 10
from the council satisfactory?
35 Are the most essential points of view held by teericouncil members repor- 86 8 6
ted in the minutes from the user council meetings?
62 How many user council meetings and/or public mestit the forest district - - -
have you been invited to?
63 How many user council meetings and/or public mestit the forest district - - -

have you attended?
63/62  Attendance ratio (100% * number of meetings attendaeetings invited to). - - -
22 The number of meetings is... (too high, appaipritoo low, don’t know). - - -

The survey shows that half of the respondentstife¢lthey and/or the forest users have gained
influence by virtue of the user councils. The vasjority (94 per cent) finds that user councils
have enhanced their interest in state forest mamage In addition, many respondents (86 per
cent) state that they have passed on informatioheio support base, and 61 per cent finds that
dialogue on forest management has increased atstiygport base, following the establishment
of the user councils. Finally, the majority alsmsiders the forest district (86 per cent) as well a
the other council members (71 per cent) to be respe. Nevertheless, about one fifth of the
respondents do not feel that user councils havareail the influence of forest users, while one
third does not experience that their own influehas increased. The respondents reported an

average rate of 4.3 meetings during their partimpgperiod (end of 1995 to end of 1997).
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Satistical analysis
Different groups of respondents may have diffeadtitudes towards the achievements of the

user councils or towards the communication betwémest districts and user councils.
Therefore we tested the homogeneity of contingeables where each group of respondents,
e.g. those representing a specific organisationpisidered a fixed-size population. For each
population a multinomial distribution is assumed #me homogeneity assumption implies that
the a priori probability of a specific responsey. éyes’, is the same for all populations of the
contingency table. The homogeneity assumption niigttested by means of traditional Pearson
x> and likelihood-ratio tests (e.g. SAS 1990:865)wewer, in these tests the test quantities (Q
and G, respectively) are only approximatef/ distributed, and in the majority of the
contingency tables the number of cells with expkdtequencies less than five proved to be
high, implying that the tests might not be valictcArdingly, it was decided to apply Fisher's
exact test whenever it was practical in terms ahmpatation time. In all other cases, the
observed value of Pearson’s Q test quantity wasdesgainst the approximate distribution of Q
under the null hypothesis (homogeneity). This tligtton was generated by Monte-Carlo

simulation (100,000 observations).

5.4 Analysis of survey results

Table 3 presents the distribution of the resporigeyarious organisations. The first twelve

guestions are included in the table.

Table 4 shows the attendance ratio for respondemts various organisations, attendance ratio
being calculated as the number of meetings atte(@@ddivided by the number of meetings
invited to (62). Moreover, the table reports thetrbution of responses for question 22

concerning the adequacy of meeting frequency.

Table 5 summarises the results of the homogenedis.t The table shows whether the
distribution of answers to a question appears fterdior various groups of respondents. The
respondents are classified with respect to orgamisaforest district, local affiliation,

occupation, and gender.

Apparently, organisational affiliation does notlirgihce the response of council members very

much. Homogeneity is only rejected for question(tdBeliness of information in advance of
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meetings), question 22 (appropriateness of meé&twagency), the number of meetings attended
(63), and the attendance ratio (63/62). In thesescmarked deviations can be observed between
the responses of members from public authoritiesn{apalities, counties) and, particularly,
members from The Danish Nature Conservation Soeiety The Outdoor Council. For other
guestions, significant deviations from the commesponse pattern might appear for specific
organisations, see Table 3. Some of these devsasioould be mentioned: As regards questions
concerning the influence of users and organisat{@dnand 2, respectively), the only marked
deviations are observed for the answer 'no’', wiieee Danish Nature Conservation Society is
above average in both questions. As regards que3timembers pointed out by municipalities
and counties apparently have a relatively highaang to state that the work in the user councils
has enhanced their own interest in forest managembis fact, however, is not reflected in a
more pronounced perception of enhanced dialoguerest management among this group of
respondents (question 4). Instead, such positiveatitens from the common pattern are
observed for The Danish Nature Conservation Soa@ety The Outdoor Council. Council
members from private companies, on the other harel,less inclined to report enhanced
dialogue than other groups of members. As regéelsendency to carry on information about
the management of state forests (question 55), menfoom counties, The Danish Nature

Conservation Society, and The Outdoor Council apjeelae above average.

Questions regarding communication between forestticts and council members (32, 33, 34,
42, 56, 43, 35) are answered in almost the sameowall groups of members (Tables 3 and 5).
However, leaving out question 56 (attentivenesstloér council members) where all groups of
members have high rates of 'don’t know' answersninees pointed out by The Danish Nature
Conservation Society (and The Outdoor Councilleappo be less inclined to answer 'yes' than

other groups of members.

In contrast to the above observations, the homatyeaesumption is rejected for all questions
regarding information from the forest district acoimmunication between forest district and
council members, when the respondents are groupearding to forest district (council).

Apparently, the members of some user councils aoee nsatisfied with the democratic
achievements of the council (question 1) and timenconication with the forest district than are

some others. Not surprisingly, the reported numlzdrsneetings invited to and attended
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(questions 62, 63), as well as the perceived adggolameeting frequency (22), depend on

district affiliation.

The local affiliation of council members only seetmsnfluence their answers to five questions
(4, 33, 34, 35, and 63, Table 5), where non-ldealge a higher tendency to answer 'don’t know'

(or 'no’) than locals. In all other cases, thisleamty is less obvious.

From Table 5 it appears that occupation has a rdarkkience on the respondents’ attitude
towards questions concerning the communication detworest district and council members
(significantly in questions 33, 34, 42, 43, and. 3)alyses, not reported here, show that non-
working respondents have a higher tendency to arldat know' than respondents working in

private or public enterprises. Similarly, resporidefiom private enterprises have a higher

tendency to answer 'yes' than other respondents.

In a few cases the homogeneity assumption is egjeghen respondents are grouped according
to gender (Table 5). In both question 1 and 2 amieg the influence of users and organisations
on forest management, the frequency of positivevarssis lower for women than for men. In
agreement with this, the tendency to answer 'nd''don’t know' is higher. As regards the
response obtained to question 33 it seems that walmenot to the same extent as men think

that the agenda and other material is receivedytime
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Table 3. Distribution of responses for respondents fromous organisations™) is the number of respondents in each category.

Question Municipalities Counties Danish Nature QOutdoor Council Danish Federation of Other Members
Conservation Society Sport
yes no n yes no n yes no n yes no yes no n yes no n
% % % % % % % % % % % %
1 55 20 71 55 9 22 38 34 29 45 24 29 44 20 25 53 2564
2 48 35 71 57 26 23 38 45 29 41 34 29 56 20 25 55 8 2 64
3 97 0 71 96 0 23 86 7 28 90 10 30 96 4 25 95 5 64
4 58 25 71 43 35 23 82 14 28 80 17 30 60 24 25 55 8 2 64
55 78 15 72 96 4 23 97 3 29 94 3 31 88 8 25 83 11 4 6
32 88 4 72 78 0 23 82 7 28 87 3 31 84 0 25 83 2 64
33 99 0 72 96 4 23 90 10 29 90 3 31 88 0 25 95 3 64
34 94 3 72 96 0 23 83 17 29 90 3 31 88 0 25 86 8 64
42 87 1 71 87 0 23 79 10 29 90 6 31 83 0 24 84 3 64
56 68 3 72 82 0 22 67 0 27 65 10 31 72 4 25 73 3 63
43 82 4 72 91 0 23 79 17 29 81 10 31 83 0 24 89 3 4 6
35 89 7 72 96 4 23 76 17 29 81 10 31 88 4 25 87 6 3 6

* The response category 'don’t know' is obtainednfthe table by adding 'yes and 'no' and subtigttie sum from 100 % .
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Table 4. Attendance ratio (63/62)* and responses to que&for respondents from various organisations;the number of respondents in

each category.
Question Response Municipalities  Counties Danistuinda Outdoor Council Danish Federation of Other Members
Conservation Society Sport
63/62 Less than 20 % (%) 25 22 10 13 8 9
20-40 % (%) 6 4 0 0 0 0
40-60 % (%) 11 9 0 7 4 14
60-80 % (%) 28 35 17 19 12 27
More than 80 % (%) 30 30 73 61 76 50
n 72 23 29 31 25 64
22 Too high (%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Appropriate (%) 90 78 62 62 68 69
Too low (%) 7 22 35 38 28 31
Don'’t know (%) 3 0 3 0 4 0
n 71 23 29 29 25 64

* Attendance ratio is calculated as number of mestattended (63) divided by number of meetingsdadyto (62) times 100 %.
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Table 5. Results of homogeneity tests for contingency t&bkere respondents are grouped with
respect to various criteria. Significant tests catkt that the homogeneity assumption has been
rejected. The significance levels are: NS: notigant; *: 5 %; **: 1%; ***: 0.1 %.

Question no.  Organisation Forest Local Occupatiof? Gende?
district” affiliation?

1 NS * NS NS *
2 NS NS NS NS *
3 NS * NS NS NS
4 NS NS *x NS NS
55 NS NS NS NS NS
32 NS * NS NS NS
33 * * *%* *%* *
34 NS *% *% *% NS
42 NS * NS * NS
56 NS * NS NS NS
43 NS * NS * NS
35 NS *x * * NS
62 NS Fkk NS NS NS
63 * *x * NS NS

63/62 *x NS NS NS NS
22 * *%%k NS *% NS

1) Pearson’s Q quantity was tested against theoappate distribution of Q under the homogeneityuagstion. The
approximate distribution was generated by MontdeCsimulation (100,000 observations).

2) Homogeneity was tested by means of Fisher’'stérat

5.5 Discussion

Our initial question was to which extent the merslrforest user councils perceive that the coancil
have enhanced the influence of users on statet foresagement. The survey did not show major
differences between respondents from various ocsghans. Instead, considerable differences are
observed between forest districts, as respondesits Some districts are more likely to find thatrsse

in general, as well as their own organisations,ehgained influence. Also, user councils at some
districts apparently communicate better than cdsiatiother districts, both among members and with

the forest district supervisor.
Knowledge about the issue at hand is essentidddimg able to provide input to a decision process.

Clearly, such knowledge can be obtained by recgisufficient and timely information in advance of

a meeting (questions 33 and 34). The survey shiaataniost respondents are satisfied in this respect.
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However, in question 33 concerning timeliness trimation, the response pattern varies signifigantl

with organisational affiliation and forest distras well as local affiliation, occupation, and gemd

A x? independence test not reported here was carrietbouarious pairs of questions. It showed a
clear relationship between the perception of imfage(1, 2) and the number of meetings attended (63)
Hence, low meeting frequency may partly explain 8Byper cent of the respondents answered 'no' to

having experienced increased influence of their organisations.

Unfortunately, the survey does not allow us to stigate how respondents perceived the influence of
their organisation before the user councils wetabéished. Currently, the answer 'no' to the tnsi
questions about influence may mean that: (i) Tilspoedent is not satisfied with the influence of
his/her organisation on forest management, andsttuation has not changed since the council was
established. (i) The respondent represents ammsag#gon which already had a lot of influence and,

therefore, no significant improvement of the leveinfluence is perceived.

5.6 Conclusion
Based on the judgement by the respondents, thecasecils are a mixed success. Apparently the

guidelines of the user councils are followed in tmzeses, as reflected in the positive responses to
guestions 32, 33, 34, 42, 56, 43 and 35. But $ti##, main objective of the councils, which is to
improve the involvement and influence of local stabders in forest management, is only partly

achieved.

The structure and procedure of the user councilg & conceived is quite well balanced and
satisfactory, as no distinct stakeholder seemsdfisigntly more or less satisfied with the procedure
and people seem to be quite loyal to the guidelidAssthe council has no legislative power, the
success of the council strongly depends on theestteind enthusiasm of the local forest supervisor,

who carries the main responsibility in the wholegass.
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6

Case descriptions

The present chapter introduces the two case studies case study investigates the function of the
state forest user councils at Copenhagen StatestFDistrict. The other case study investigates
informal and formal participation in relation tdf@festation in a peri-urban agricultural landscape.
The aim of the case studies is to investigate thaah participation of various actors in relatian t
forest and afforestation management. More spetlifiche aim is to outline who participates, the
motivations to participate, objectives and stragegdf participation, as well as the barriers and
opportunities to participation as perceived by itifermants. Additionally, the user council case

study examines whether and how user councils hifeeted State Forest District management.

The aim of the present chapter, then, is to desdtie historical, physical, social and political

context in which participation takes place. Thisoaincludes the decision-making structures and
process, case activities and behaviour, and the owaflicts of the case study. Section 6.1 provides
a short introduction to the two cases and compidueis main characteristics. Section 6.2 describes
the state forest user council case more detailedtidh 6.3 describes the afforestation case, and

Section 6.4 outlines and compares the types oicpgaation taking place in the two cases.

6.1 Introduction to the two cases

6.1.1 Copenhagen State Forest District user council

The user councils at Copenhagen State Forest @istreé an interesting case for several reasons.
First, user councils are a new and un-investigatattept in Danish as well as European forest
management, where this will be the first close stigation of their function. Second, the distrit i
situated in a densely populated area, coveringetiomunties and more than 40 municipalities,
including Copenhagen and its suburbs. This indecateomplex network of actors with potential

interest in state forest management. Third, theidiss one of the most intensively visited foest



in Denmark, indicating a massive group of recremtictakeholders. One of the main challenges is
to prioritise different recreational interests asllvas maintaining the balance between using and
protecting the forest. Fourth, the main part of fimested areas of the district are in a mature or
steady-state phase. The afforestation initiatiieth® forest district are not included in the prase
study. Hence, the case study can focus on participen and perceptions on management and
utilisation of existing forests.

6.1.2 Afforestation around Ringsted

The history of the afforestation case, in briefa®ut how a planned, major afforestation project
within the municipality of Ringsted ended with avfédnectares of privately funded afforestation.
The aim of the present case is to investigate th@ahparticipation of various actors in relatian t
state afforestation planning, in order to revea thotivations to participate, objectives, and
strategies for gaining influence, as well as hoe @bportunities and barriers to participation were

perceived by different actors.

6.1.3 Comparison of the two case studies

The cases differ in a number of ways, as outlime@iable 6.1. The case of Copenhagen State Forest
District relates to forest reserves, where cordliere confined to conflicts over different
management types and uses, and participation matmed/institutionalised in user councils,
established within a well-defined management buneany with clear hierarchic relationships and
detailed regulation for management practices. Ttieerocase is related to afforestation and
therefore is about conflicts over different landesismore than about forestry as such. Here,

participation is more shaped as informal netwofkréed for or against afforestation.
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Table 6.1 Characteristics of the two case studies

Characteristics
of cases

Copenhagen State Forest District
user council

Afforestation in the vicinity of
Ringsted

Nature context

Forest reserves, mature forest

Planned afforestatio
dominated by agriculture

landscap

D

Location Urban forest next to capital Peri-urban landscape

Property rights | State forest, publicly owned Private land

Management |Bureaucracy with hierarchj®Network of public-private actors with
relationships, detailed regulation, cledispersed  distribution of  rights,
distribution of rights & responsibilitiesresources and decision power

Formalised State forest user councils Hearing of afforestajilam

participation

Actors Forest & Nature Agency, district staffarmers and their associations, State
forest users, county, municipalitiegorest District, county, municipal
NGOs, Cph water supply, Defenceouncil, local NGOs, Ringsted citizens,
media Nature Management Board, media

Local conflict|C. over different uses of the forest, |e€s over different land uses, over dity

issues over different forest management type®rsus agricultural concerns

Character  of|Rational decision-making determingdarbage-can decision-making, as a

decision by rule rationality result of individual actors' rationales

process and motivations in the decision

process.

6.2 User councils at Copenhagen State Forest District
In 1995, Copenhagen State Forest District, like ciler state forest districts in Denmark,

established user councils. User councils are agvigmoups, consisting of various interest groups

or stakeholders, such as local authorities, NGQO$ lacal individuals. The objective of user

councils is to enhance local users’ involvemerdand influence on the management and utilisation

of the state forests.

The guidelines for state forest district user cdlgrstate that the user council should “enhance the

involvement and influence of local users on the ag@ment and utilisation of the forests owned by

the population” (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1995c:1hat raises a number of questions: (1) Who are

the local users of Copenhagen State Forest Distndthow are the forests utilised?; (2) Are the

local users represented in the user council?; @gsDthe user council manage to enhance the

involvement and influence of local users, or atsieaf the user council members, on the

management of the forests?; (4) Does the user domanage to enhance the involvement and

influence of local users, or at least of the ugemcil members, on the utilisation of the forests?
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The following background description is based oe tbrest district management plan, county

regional plans, user council meeting reports, surmaterial, and some interview data.

6.2.1 Copenhagen State Forest District

Copenhagen State Forest District is situated iarsely populated area close to Copenhagen.

In total, the district administers around 5,800 dhatributed on 2,400 ha deciduous forest, 900 ha
coniferous forest, 1,100 ha lakes and 1,200 har@treas (Miljg- & Energiministeriet, Skov- &
Naturstyrelsen 1998). This means that only a lititere than half of the area is forest. The distsict
divided into four ranger districts and physicaligtdbuted over about 25 areas. The district igesta
owned and administered by the Forest & Nature Aganwer the Ministry of Environment &

Energy.

The district is intersected by roads, paths anblogds, so infrastructure is well developed, and
people have easy access to the areas. From a dmsitivpoint of view, however, the intersections

may be regarded as landscape ecological barriers.

Recreation

The district is intensively used for recreationlbgal people as well as people from Copenhagen
and its suburbs. The district is the most interlgivesited forest district in the country, in terroé
how many per cent of all forest guests went todistrict on their latest forest visit (Jensen &dko
1997).

All public access to the forest is regulated, failog the Act on Nature Conservation. The intensive

use of the area calls for significant logistic aohination of the use of the forests, lakes and open

areas. This co-ordination is based on a set o$ figdleprioritisation among activities, as outlined

the forest management plan:

« Unorganised activities go before organised acésiti

» Children and young people use have higher pridhian other age groups. Particular concern is
given to activities for handicapped, to elderly plecand to socially loaded young people.

» Activities affecting nature adversely as well asnilmating, loud activities should be restricted,
particularly if they can take place elsewhere or thiey require facilities (Miljg- &

Energiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1998).
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As one consequence of this, almost 1,000 ha haga bppointed as so-called B-forests where
major organised arrangements, such as orienteerragyot allowed. Hunting is carried out by the
district staff and no commercial hunting takes plathe district has established and maintains a
number of recreational facilities, including pargigrounds, camp sites and fire places, walking
paths, horse tracks and a single playground. Iticpdar, the district runs two nature schools iR co
operation with surrounding municipalities and diegcat primary school visitors. Six nature guides
are responsible for the daily management of thedshand they also carry out a range of activities
of nature presentation aimed at the broad publesides, the district distributes five information
folders about the district, with maps, history dfetareas and paths to follow (Miljg- &
Energiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1998)ndtly, the lakes support a number of activties,
namely angling, canoeing and kayak paddling. Thetridi aims to restrict these activities to
primarily one of the lakes in order to balance th&mwards nature conservation concerns and
concerns of neighbours, as boat racing competiticas be rather noisy (Miljg- &
Energiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1998).

Nature conservation and cultural heritage

The district has a variety of biotopes, preservaiceas (300 ha in total), historical remnants and
other cultural heritage to be conserved accordinth¢ Act on Nature Conservation (83). Around
320 ha of forest has been appointed as untouchredtfdorests to be managed as ‘plenterwald’,
forests for pasture as partial fulfilment of theaBtgy for Natural Forests (Miljgministeriet, Skov-
& Naturstyrelsen 1994). Accordingly, particular aseare assigned to various forms of nature
conservation or preservation of nature or cultinedtage. Hence, the management is directed by
various sets of guidelines pertaining to all ane@maged by the Forest & Nature Agency (Miljg-
& Energiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 199&)deed, around 1200 ha, i.e. 22 % of the
district, has been appointed as EU habitat arelaso#t all of these areas are already encompassed
by the conservation requirements of the Act on Ma@onservation (83) or the Strategy for Natural
Forests.
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Economic structure

The District had the following financial statemefus 1996:

Operating income (Net) DKK

Commercial affairs 2,186,000
(wood, christmas trees and greenery, minor proddoesst maintenance)
Other commercial affairs 422,000

(rent out areas for agriculture, hunting, husbangiant/seed production, other activities)

Nature protection -1,285,000
Recreation -3,721,000
Administrative activities -8,537,000
Total -10,935,000
Capital activities -94,000

6.2.2 Decision-making structures and planning procedures in state forest management

The daily administration of the forest districttisrried out by a forest supervisor, an assistaesto
officer and five forest rangers. Each forest rarigeesponsible for a ranger district. One is a@so
wildlife specialist whereas two are responsible tfee two nature schools. The district personnel

furthermore encompass a so-called nature guidea@edretary.

The Forest Planning Division at the Forest & Natdmgency centrally works out the forest

management plans for all state forest districtsD@mmark. That means, Copenhagen State Forest

District is only responsible for implementing therent management plan for the period 1995-

2010, not for the actual planning. There is no ganget of guidelines for the planning procedure,

and they gradually change. Ideally, the planningcess endures 1-2 years (Jensen, pers. comm.).

Public hearings are not obligatory, but have besam @f the procedure since the 1980s, following

the tradition of the Planning Act (MR211097). Thet8 Forest District is involved throughout the

process. The following groups of actors are invdlve

* A matrix group with representatives from differémirest & Nature Agency divisions.

* A meeting with permanent contributors, i.e., Danlshture Conservation Association, the
Outdoor Council and the affected counties and nipailities.

* A meeting with the state forest user council.

» The public is invited to provide input at a meetorgoy written proposals (Jensen, pers. comm.).
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See Appendix 6.1 for a more full description ofoawentionalised planning process.

These were the ideals. In practice, the planninggss for Copenhagen State Forest District took
place over a period of 7 years (DS3PlanCph.doc;jgMil& Energiministeriet, Skov- &
Naturstyrelsen 1998). The planning procedure wdgted in 1991 when a contributors file was
distributed to permanent contributors, i.e. DamNstture Conservation Association and the Outdoor
Council. For reasons of personnel and adminiseativange, the process did not continue until
1996 and the final plan for 1995-2010 was endonsd®97.

The forest supervisor develops the one-year platis tuming of planned operations and working
methods, within the budget restrictions set bydéetral administration. Each ranger is responsible
for the more or less informal planning of how toplement the one-year plan, whereas the forest

worker is the final conveyor.

The district has a number of functions besides mpament of own areas. Among other things, the
district is responsible for other forest ownerssetvance of the Forest Act, and they provide advice

on schemes related to the Forest Act.

Structure and contents of the forest management pla

The forest management plan is structured arourse thvain elements:

* A detailed description and state-of-art of the $breistrict at the time of the planning process.
The description encompasses data about wood producecreational use and facilities of the
district, cultural history, preservation and prdiee areas, areas for research and seed
procurement, and data about the property as suschkyeld as county planning relevant to the
district.

+ Objectives of forest management in the planningodefThe objectives are based on numerous
guidelines to direct forest management at all apesaining to the Forest & Nature Agency, see
Appendix 6.2 for an overview.

» Calculations and budgeting of costs and revenwes the planned forest management.

The main objectives of the forest management pla&@openhagen State Forest District are:

* to continue and improve economic and ecologicalstanable forestry;
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* to continue and improve initiatives to maintain amdrease recreational, natural history,
cultural history and landscape values (Miljg- &eEgiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen
1998).

The management plan reflects due regard to theiptaulbbjectives of state forest management,
including recreation. However, the basic assumpisothat the recreational value of forest goes
along with wood production (Miljg- & Energiministet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1998). Thus,
planning is basically founded on wood productiofeotives, measurement of total volume of wood
and growth, and silvicultural and financial consegges of given harvesting and regeneration
schedules. On top of this comes a huge numbemgaflyeand/or administratively binding concerns
to recreation, cultural heritage, nature conseowa@nd preservation, and landscape aesthetics.
Some of the specific policies are outlined in the\ae background description of the forest district.

6.2.3 Participation procedures in state forest management

To summarise, there are no legally establishedeghares for participation in relation to state fores
management, except for restrictéghts of DN and the Outdoor Council to appeal saeeisions
made according to the Forest Act and the Natures@wation Act.

Following guidelines from the Forest & Nature Aggnall state forest districts are obliged to have
one or moreuser councilsand obliged to hold at least opeblic meetingand anopen-house

arrangemenper year.

The state forest districts make effortaniiorm and educatéhe public about forests and nature, via
nature guides nature school or visitor centrewith tour folders available at libraries and at
entrances to the forest, as well as viahbmepag®f the state forest district. The Forest & Nature
Agency had planned to publish popular versionsheffbrest management plan at all state forest
districts. After two issues, it was cancelled ageneral strategy due to the costs of producing them
Copenhagen state forest district chose to provwidexaerpt of the forest management plan to each

of the user council members.
Besides these established procedures for pariieipand public information, the districts have

informal contacts with individual forest users, N§@nd other stakeholders in relation to state

forest management.
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"Yesterday a lady came to my office to talk abbeseé role plays 'dungeons and dragons', in the
forest Hareskoven...To me, she represents moreheself. Many people think the same. There is
a treshold before people knock at my door, callomerite to me... We are contacted maybe every
fourteen days about such things., about other usexery seldomnly is about our management. It
is what interests the individual...Often it is abawuntain bikers...and sometimes people call us to
tell that a stripped car is standing out there,tbat they thought they saw a theft. Things like"tha
[1T2].

6.2.4 Brief characterisation of network of actors

The district functions within the bureaucracy of #Ministry of Environment & Energy. The district

refers to the Minister of Environment & Energy, butlso co-operates with the divisions in the
Forest & Nature Agency, either in relation to pleaghand management (Forest Planning Division,
Trade Division, Division of Financial Affairs), imelation to administration of the Forest Act
(Division of Forest Policy), administration of th&ct on Hunting and Wildlife Management

(Division on Wildlife Management), or in relatiol ttonservation and protection (Division on

Cultural Heritage, Ecology Division, Division on tdiae Management).

The district is in touch with some of the municipas within the district and with the three
counties, as counties are responsible for regipla@ning (ground-water, roads, afforestation, etc.)

and administration of the Act on Nature Conservatio

Through the user council, the district also hasnfrcontact to some of the NGOs in the area. This
includes some of the local committees of DanishuMatConservation Association, Danish

Federation of Sports, the county-wise committeeth@fOutdoor council and the organisations they
represent: boy scouts associations, Danish Federafi Orienteering, Danish Canoeing Society,
Danish Golf Union, the Council for aids and appties for handicapped persons, Danish

Association of owners of Icelandic Horses, and Blamiikers’ Society.

Examples of other NGOs not directly representethe user councils but expected to having a
stake in state forest management: Hunting assongtand Danish Birdlife Society, farmers

organisations, local residents associations.

Some of the districts’ areas are being used byp#fence and they have a representative in the user

council as well.
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Forest users

Forest users encompass a broad group of peoptmgiand enjoying the forest and its presence in
many different ways. The District also manages daked streams. Therefore, users such as
canoeing and kayak sailers are also part of theazas of the forest user council. Some users come
individually, eventually with their dog, others family groups or small clusters of horseback
riders, mountainbikers, etc. and others again th&tforest as part of a bigger, organised group of
e.g. orienteering runners, boy-scouts, militaryniray. Some users, like the wanderer, exercise low-
impact activities unlikely to affect nature or athierest users significantly, ‘soft activities’ #sey

are called in the forest management plan. Othersusgercise high impact activities (‘*hard
activities’) that affect the forest system as suech, mountain bikers and orienteering runnersgusin
the forest floor and disturbing the habitats ohpdaand animals, or horse-back riders ploughing up
the road. Yet other ‘hard’ users affect the quatdityther uses in terms of creating noise, hindgrin
free access on paths and roads, affecting the etiestlor in other ways creating disturbance or

stress in relation to other recreational uses.

Following the interviews, users can be categorisatifferent ways:

» The silent wanderer versus soft users of the fu&sius the ‘hard’ users.

* The nature conservationists versus the recreatsonis

« The unorganised users versus organised usersjsees being members of an organisation

related to their use of the forest

Some users can be reached through an organisati@naeas others are ‘unorganised’

Some users are typically organised, such as baytsemd orienteerers, whereas other users such as
the family picnic, the wanderer, the dog ownerjdglly are not organised according to their use of
the forest. This provides a distinction between ‘thrganised users’ that the district or the user
council can get in touch with through their orgatisn, and then the ‘unorganised user’ that can be
hard to reach except by use of mass media or pot#etings. But also within a user group, some
may be organised whereas other not. For instaac®ers using the lakes can be divided into those
being members of the local canoeing associatiosugethose occasionally renting a canoe for an

hour or a day.
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Frederiksborg, Copenhagen and Roskilde Counties

The district administers areas within three countieach of these counties have launched regional
plans in 1997 (Kgbenhavns Amt 1997; Frederiksborgt A998; Roskilde Amt 1997). These
regional plans affect district management as faregards planning of land use in the countryside,
including designation of afforestation areas, piagrfor recreation, ground-water protection and
digging up gravel and other raw materials. For eathhe following issues (of interests), the
regional plans designate areas where the inteséstsld be paid particular attention to: landscape
aesthetics, recreation, landscape biodiversitgil&abiotopes, geology, cultural heritage, ground-
water protection. Some of the guidelines for eddih@se designated areas put restrictions on forest
management. In particular, most of the district bagn appointed as areas for ground-water
protection. This limits the opportunities of usimgesticides in forest management, mainly
production of Christmas trees and greenery. Howetver district already only has 12.8 ha of
greenery, as it is considered to conflict with theensive recreational use of forests. (Miljg- &
Energiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1998).

The district has limited contact with the counti@he county administers the Act on Nature
Conservation, being responsible for providing pesioins according to the Act. Each county has a
representative in the state forest user counalfg)) the State Forest District supervisory has & sea
in the 'green council’ in each of Roskilde and Capggen Counties, providing advice on the
administration of the Act on Nature Conservatiomally, there may be ad hoc co-operation in
relation to particular projects/cases, e.g. mamter of the lake 'Furesgen’, or how to maintain a
nature area as such (the Forest & Nature Agencgrbes a potential buyer, or the county could

consider to want to designate the area as a rgserve

Municipalities

The district covers more than 40 municipalities,a2@vhich the forest district has regular contact
with. Municipalities have planning authority pertimg to urban areas, implemented as municipal
and local planning. Therefore, their main relatidnsthe forest district are when they need
dispensations from the Forest Act, e.g. concerpilags to build within the construction border
along or into a forest area. Those municipalitieg bwn forests have recently been affected by the
Forest and Nature Agency registering all publie$ts (including municipality forest) as they are,
legally, forest reserves and under the observahtteed-orest Act. Among other things, this means,
that forest areas owned by the municipality carb®tonverted to other land uses. Municipalities
that want to extend the city border into existingekt reserves, be state owned or owned by the
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municipalities, need a dispensation from the Foledtas well as arrangements of establishing
compensatory forest reserve areas.

Also, municipalities may wish to use the forest fducational, pedagogical or recreational
purposes, eventually ‘forest kindergartens’, iiadkrgartens based on kids spending most of their
day on outdoor activities in the forest. Also, thagy have nature schools or co-operate with the
state forest district about management of suchreathools.

In addition, municipalities may have a generalri@séin having an attractive environment, in order
to attract citizens, particularly good tax paye@onsidering this, the municipality chosen for
interviewing was one with a high percentage ofestiarest reserves. An official as well as a
politician were interviewed, as it was expected thay would each have their interests and points

of view on co-operation with the State Forest Distr

Copenhagen Water Supply

Copenhagen Water Supply (CWS) is another stakehodde Copenhagen State Forest District
contains some of the water reservoirs to be usedupplying water to the capital. In practice, this
means that CWS may want to establish water-boacdities in forest areas, and it means that the

forest district management potentially affectsqhality of the ground water.

The media

There are a number of local, weekly newspapersenarea, but a lack of ‘regional’ newspapers.
The forest supervisor notes that it is hard totgetattention of the nation-wide newspapers, unless
in the case of a serious scandal [IT2]. Therefadimds that the district has a more anonymous
existence than other districts who have a regialagdly newspaper. However, the local, weekly
newspapers are generally very positive towards riesns the forest district. The District use this

as a way of informing the public about coming atge, felling or afforesting an area, etc.

6.2.5 User councils

At the time of the case study (1998), Copenhagate$torest District had two user councils. The
objective of the user councils is to strengthenitivelvement and influence of local users on the
management and utilisation of the forests ownethbypublic. The user councils have an advisory
function, whereas they have no formal decision @utih Basically, the fifteen-year forest

management plan is not for discussion in the ueanal during the plan period. However, the
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forest user council is involved when the forest agement plan is revised (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen
1995¢).

Composition of the user council

The two user councils are comprised by forest idispersonnel and a total of 23 members
designated from NGOs, counties and municipalitidsee out of four members are men. The
members’ age is not known, but the average isylikelbe similar to the average of all state forest

user councils, which was 54 in 1997.

Each of the two councils were composed of:

» Three representatives from the Outdoor Council{eddhem representing another NGO within
the Outdoor Council: two boy scouts, AssociationCainoe and Kayak, Council for remedies
assisting disabled people, Danish Golf Union, Daiklging Association)

* One representative from Danish Federation of Sgorté Danish Federation of Orienteering)

« Two representatives from Danish Nature Conservafiesociation, appointed by the county-
wise coordinating committee

« Three representatives from the municipalities waiitthie district, appointed by the association of
municipalities in the particular county (three piolans)

* One representative appointed by the county (a pulfficial)

* One representative from The Defence (only in one@fuser councils).

« The forest supervisor (head of the council), thredgtorest rangers and the principal.

The user councils were evaluated in 1998, and dribeoresults was the merge of the two user

councils into one (DS2), covering the whole digtric

User council meetings - Meeting frequency

The Forest & Nature Agency user council guidelipesscribed at least one council meeting and
one public meeting per year, perhaps at the same Bince 1998 each council should have at least
two meetings per year, whereas the public meesngoluntary and could be replaced by other
activities (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1995c).

At Copenhagen State Forest District, each of tlee asuncils (Roskilde and Copenhagen county,

and Frederiksborg county, respectively) have had user council meetings and four public
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meetings within a four year period (Sept 1995-38%9). In addition to this, the Forest District has
arranged a Day of the Forest on the first Sundaylay every year, similar to all other state forest

districts and many private forests around the agunt

User council meeting procedure

The forest district acts as a secretariat for ther wouncils, calling in members’ proposals for the
agenda and distributing minutes of user counciltmgse. No formal decisions are made, as the
councils only have an advisory function. Howevehe t meeting reports may contain

recommendations from the council. The meetingschegred by the forest district supervisor, who
also takes on the responsibility of summing uphendiscussion.

Who talks at the user council meetings
Participating in three user council meetings ancé @ublic meeting, | experienced some
participants to be more active discussants thagreth

As the forest district supervisor was providingommhation about the district, he tended to speak
much of the time. When others asked for the woedwbuld listen to the different viewpoints and
give feed-back afterwards. The Outdoor Council eéspntatives tended to establish their own
internal discussions/discourses. One of the reptatves from the Nature Conservation
Association was actively questioning what seemedbéo predominant opinions about forest

management and outdoor recreation. Representétorasmunicipalities tended to remain silent.

What is discussed at the user council meetings
The meeting reports provide an overview of what gsencils are dealing with, what issues are on

the agenda, as outlined in Appendix 6.3.

The meetings have covered a wide range of isstiest. of all, the district hasnformedthe user
council about various issues. This includes dens&molicies and activities at the forest district
level, decisions and activities at the level of therest & Nature Agency, as well as general
information relevant to the forest district managemand the user council functiddecond other
members of the user council hawdormed the user council of activites relevant to the $bre
district, e.g. the outdoor policy of the Outdooru@oil, a report made by local NGOs about the
traffic on ‘Mglleden’, a stream running through fttistrict, as well as guidelines for protection of

stone dikes, provided by the county representalihed, the district has called for thaginion of
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the user council on a number of issues. This ireduckgulating outdoor activities in the forests,
establishment of recreational facilities, afforésta the function of the user council as such, and
contact with the public through public meetings amdtten information. Fourth, user council
members have called fdiscussiorof issues related to the forest district manageeeg. habitat
conservation for specific plants, walking and bikpaths, maintenance of horseback riding paths,
public information about tracks accessible by wiobeiir.

Most of the issues dealt with at the user couneitimgs are about outdoor recreation, i.e. fagditi
to support outdoor activities and regulation andaggment to minimise adverse recreational and
ecological effects of recreation on forest resoswrdéery few issues are directly about biodiversity

conservation, nature protection (soil/water) andilyaany are about production and/or economics.

6.2.6 Main issues of conflict as they appear from the user council meeting reports

Looking through the meeting reports from the usemecil meetings (Appendix 6.3), interviewing

and observing meetings, the following key issugseaped:

« Use of pesticides. The Forest & Nature agency hadiay of abolishing the use of pesticides on
their areas. The forest district supervisor agiaggrinciple, but is not keen to totally abolish
them. It will cause an annual loss of income oni€ihnas trees plantations around 45.000 DKK.
And it will make maintenance of the forest roadsréasingly difficult. And finally, pesticides
are used to fight the exotic hogweed. However, mb#te district is designated as ground-water
protection area and for that reason, Copenhagemtyg@iactively against use of pesticides. One
of the council members contacted a politician amigsue, who then contacted the Minister of
the Environment & Energy. This resulted in an iastion to the district of abolishing the use of
pesticides.

« What should be the balance between recreation estdgtion? The user councils agreed with
the forest district supervisor that in some lakiese angling from the bank should not be
allowed, as anglers” activities could disturb tbgetation too much. In another case, most of the
council agreed with the district about a plannediatching tower near Farum Lake. The
district received a permit (Nature Conservation)Aobm the county to establish the tower in
1996 and the funding was approved by the Forestafuidé Agency. The local Danish Nature
Conservation committee was against it and appdhledecision, but the Nature Complaints
Board decided to allow the establishment of thestowowever, being out of the budgetary year

1996, the district did not succeed to get finanafgroval by the Agency again in 1997.
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» Should there be a forest playground or not? The osancil said no in harmony with the
opinion of the forest district supervisor. Nevelt#ss, the district established a playground
afterwards, in order to fulfil the obligations detward in the Forest & Nature Agency’s policy
on outdoor activities (Miljg- & Energiministeriédkov- & Naturstyrelsen 1995).

* How can the district manage the forest without neany restrictions and establishments being
alien to the forest environment and still make theests accessible and user friendly for the
various user groups, including the majority of sileisers? The councils have discussed (1)
tracks for mountain bikers and horseback rider};tli2 need of physically disabled to have
access via consolidated tracks and parking groumndssus an aim to restrict these
establishments, (3) forests where dogs can ruandravithout a leash and training with dogs
versus consideration for other forest guests.

» Restrictions on military use of forest areas. Lqmaticipants at the yearly public meeting of the
district had expressed dissatisfaction with thensity of military exercise in one of the forests.
The issue was raised again by the user councilrefidfiksborg and Roskilde county. This
brought about a meeting between the district ardniiitary, who subsequently agreed to limit
the activities in the concerned forest.

« Regulating the canoeing traffic on Farum Lake.

Excerpt of user council survey

In 1998, the Forest & Nature Agency carried outiavay to investigate whether the user councils
were functioning satisfactorily and to examine gegceptions of the user council members about
their participation in forest management (Skov- &titstyrelsen, Driftsplankontoret 1998). Some
main results from the survey are analysed in Chapté comparison showed that the responses
from Copenhagen state forest user councils didlaviate significantly from the average response

pattern.

Follow-up report from the user councils on part@uguestions

The user council survey was followed by nine questito be answered by the user council in
common and reported by the forest supervisor td-thhest & Nature Agency. This resulted in a so-
called ‘white book’. The nine questions relatewtbether the user council guidelines should be
changed or not. Among the issues are: selectiolmgherequirement of local affiliation, public
meetings, representativity of the user council,dgeninvolvement of landowners, management

plan, and a general assessment of the user caunaittion.
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The resulting two reports from Copenhagen Stategtdpistrict were more or less identical. This
may reveal great similarity among the two user cdanMore probably, however, it reveals that
the discussion and resulting recommendations welideqg and reported by the same forest
supervisor. Considering this, the value of the ebibok should be questioned as regards the degree

to which it expresses the diversity and (not ottyg sum of opinions of the user council members.

According to the report, the user councils at Chyagien State Forest District supported a four-year
selection period. They find local/regional affil@at a natural requirement. Too local affiliation is
considered inappropriate, as sometimes concerrdifferent local forests will have to be weighed
against each other. The public meetings have facoseindividual forests, and the user council
supports this as future practice as well. The gsancil finds it evident that it should ensure its
representing interests at broad, also those netttirrepresented in the council. It is not desied
elect representatives directly from public meetires public meetings are not held in all forests.
The organisations select their own representativestherefore it does not make sense to require
equal representation of mandwomen, although it could be recommended. It ismemended not

to make patrticular rules concerning landowner imgoient, as local councils should be established
during eventual nature restoration project progréss supported that the conditions for forest
management planning can be discussed at user towestings. In total, the user council finds that
it has worked well until now. Both councils suggélsey merge into one, and instead have
substitutes for each representative, in order wumenbetter contact with the individual support

bases (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen, Driftsplankontor@®8b).

6.2.7 Preliminary conclusions — perspectives for further analysis

Copenhagen State Forest District covers a big avith,many citizens. It is intensively used for
recreation. As a consequence, production has beem ¢pwer priority as compared with other
state forest districts. Conflicts are therefore emtpd mainly to be among different recreational
uses, and maybe — between recreation and conservaterests, rather than between recreation

and production interests.

Production interests as well as immaterial benefteyests are institutionalised into numerous
management guidelines and legislative regulatioc@snsequently, the district is regulated,
monitored and managed in detail, as reflected éenftinest management plan. This is expected to

leave very little room for the user councils to liganegotiate about interests and discuss
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management strategies at a principle level. Alse,forest supervisor and district are expected to
find themselves restricted in their managementeagogir.

The district is the face of the Forest & Nature Aggas well as of the Ministry of Environment &
Energy towards society. The expression of thisefag shared by all the employees at the district:
forest district supervisor, principal, rangers,retries, nature guides, forest workers, etc.

Based on management plan excerpts and user caueeiling reports, the following questions

emerge:

* Who is considered the ‘common public’ as compacethe specialists’?

* Why is ‘the common public’ given priority over ttepecialists’?

* How is the forest management plan perceived aslartdthe user councils?

* The user council meetings appear to reflect theposiion of the council. The members are
interested in the aspects of forestry that roesilviculture, production and economics. Is it
really so, or should the district try to activehwolve them in silvicultural questions?

« Do any negotiations take place in the user coun@¥?is it merely legitimisation or
information?

* Are demands of the user council rejected with efee to management or economics?

* How do the forest district officials look upon thser councils?

6.3 Afforestation case

6.3.1 Physical and social context of afforestation case

In 1993, a 600 ha area north of the city Ringstad shosen by Odsherred State Forest District as a
potential area for state afforestation. If the phaas adopted, it could mean future forest for

multiple uses, paid by the Danish taxpayers artteédenefit of the 30,000 (1999) people living in
Ringsted municipality. This initially appeared asadution to many problems, or, at least, support

to a desired development:

Ringsted municipality belongs to the county of estZealand. It covers 295 krand is situated
within Odsherred State Forest District. The murattp is located within an hour's travel distance
from Copenhagen (64 km) and is connected with #s¢ of Zealand by a highway as well as a

railway from Copenhagen through Zealand and viatiages, to Funen and Jutland.
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Ringsted municipality has about the lowest pergmtaf forest per land area, compared to other
regions of the country. In the municipality plahetmunicipal council specifically outlines an
ambition to maintain nature areas close to thelwigder and to ensure opportunities for locations
for playing and doing activities within nature asg&ingsted kommune 1997:36). The municipal
council has reasons to want this. The city Ringseatesignated as one out of 11 regional centres in
Western Zealand county (Vestsjeellands Amt 1997is teans that Ringsted should provide other
parts of the county with services related to soaftdirs and health care, trade, education, culture
and trade. The municipal council aims to utilises thpportunity as well as possible. As they say:
“The better opportunities Ringsted city provides, itiore people become attracted to locating an
industry or buying a residence in the are@Ringsted Kommune 1997:5). Further, the municipal
council states thatDlevelopment opportunities should be improved by-@rdinated and goal-
oriented effort within an array of sectors. The bo&the effort will be to profile Ringsted as an
attractive place to invest or settl¢Ringsted Kommune 1997:21).

Historically, agriculture played a significant rote many people in the area around Ringsted.
Today, agriculture has a rather limited economgmigicance which is also a reason for Ringsted
municipal council's concern with the need for naygibess development opportunities. Therefore,
it is tempting to see afforestation as a means a@enRingsted attractive as a place to settle for
workforce as well as firms. The question is, whettines perception is shared by people in and
around Ringsted. The municipal council is concernveith ensuring the opportunities for
agricultural business development. Countrysidemplanis within the jurisdiction of the county, not
the municipality. Yet, the municipality plan refeis the county regional plan, stating thdh
general, the country-side is reserved for agricrdtypurposes. The aim is to protect particularly
valuable agricultural areas against designationr@w urban areas and to ensure the necessary

development opportunities of the agricultural besisi’ (Ringsted Kommune 1997: 10).

The initial state afforestation project was neealised. It was suspended for the immediate reason
that all land around Ringsted was occupied by actiull-time farmers. Other actors were
interested in afforestation, though, and urged ringnicipal council to go into public-private
afforestation, resulting, in 1999, in a 4 ha folgetk. The participation during this process is
interesting, as it involves actors and interegsimfnational to local levels of governance, and s&ro
administrative borders. The case history is shgtBsented in the following section, after which,

the decision structure and actors are introduced.
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6.3.2 Case history - genesis

The state afforestation programme

In 1989, the government set forward the goal tobteothe forest area within one tree generation,
l.e. the coming 80-100 years. The target was ptedeby the Minister of the Environment, in
comments on the 1989 Act on Natural Resource Manage(since 1992 the Nature Conservation
Act) which forms the legal basis for funding oftstafforestation (Helles & Linddal 1996). The
background is to be found in the emerging struttcnanges in the European agricultural sector
and the ECE (now EU) regulations to improve thécediicy of the agricultural sector in the late
1980s. Afforestation was seen as an (economic)naliige to agriculture on land that presumably
would become economically marginal because of obdriguropean agricultural policy (Helles &
Linddal 1996).

Half of the afforestation area should originatarirprivate afforestation, the other half from public
afforestation. In the period 1989-1998, DKK 398 migere spent on state afforestation projects
(Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1998a). The effort to futfie objective has recently been fuelled by the
1998 adoption of the plan for water conservatiod protection of water resources. In that context,
afforestation is seen as an alternative to agtoellin terms of improved ground-water protection.
An additional 175 mio. DKK have been set aside &fforestation, primarily for private

afforestation, though.

A first step towards current afforestation was a@@EEegulation in 1985 that allowed forestry
measures on agricultural holdings (Reg. 797/85is Tilad no real effect until the introduction of the
1989 Forestry Action Programme which included tlssibility of obtaining forestry premium.

The reform of the Common Agricultural Policy in Z9provided another stimulus to afforestation.
Accordingly, the EU member countries were obligedatinch national legislation on afforestation.
Prior to afforestation, areas should be designatetb minimise conflicts between different land

uses.

Designation of afforestation areas within the regibplanning process
In the Planning Act the county authorities becanmmmitted to designating areas where
afforestation is desirabl@l(s areay, in these areas the highest economic level aftgif@r private

afforestation is givemeutral areasvhere afforestation is permitted and a lower eacandevel of
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grants is given, and negative areas where affdi@stas prohibited ihinus areap These
appointments were guided by national criteria @idd by the Ministry of Environment
(Miljgministeriet, Planstyrelsen 1990). The resudtiappointments were outlined in afforestation
maps covering the total land area of Denmark. Téggthated areas intend to control both private
and state afforestation in the landscape. In comgahe afforestation plans for each county,
Jensen (2000a) demonstrates significant differeagesng the counties as to how much of the area
is designated for afforestations (2-7 %) and amghere afforestation is prohibited (10-35 %)
(Jensen 2000a). She argues this variation to leswdtrof a complex political process with many,

often contradictory, (sector) interests both atrtagonal and regional level.

In the county of Western Zealand, to which Ringdtetbngs, the reactions to this designation of
land areas were strong. The proposed designatignbwaught into public hearing, as required in
the regional planning process. This led to 239 arsps. Broadly, the responses from landowners
can be divided in at least two categories: (1) MEmdowners objected against their land being
designated aplus areas as they thought that designation of afforestatiozas implied their land
had to be handed over for compulsory state affatiest, eventually by expropriation; (2)
Somewhat fewer, and predominantly large landowaobjscted to the restriction on their lands use
imposed by the designation wiinus areasThey regarded it as a preservation ‘coming thraigh
back door’. The other responses related mainlyolmcerns of maintaining the open landscape,
either for aesthetic/cultural reasons (e.g aroundahes), for business (electricity grid, wind s)ill

as well as recreational reasons (civil aviationggigjeellands Amt 1991). The county held local,
public meetings with the state forest supervispasticipation during that phase (MR040491), and
meetings with municipalities and potentially affstttinterest groups (JB 1991-05-03). In total, 2/3
of all appeals to the plan proposal were compliét,whereas a 1/3 were turned down. The main
consequence was, that theutral areas increased by 5 % on the expense ofminesand plus

areas (Vestsjeellands Amt 1991).

State afforestation plans at Ringsted
The 1992 regional plan specifically points out &rafforestation areas within Ringsted

municipality: one area west and two north of Riegsone of which is around the village Benlgse.

In 1993, Odsherred State Forest District presetedafforestation plan for an area north of
Ringsted, next to the village Benlgse, which is higgest, connected residential area in Ringsted

municipality, dominated by low and open settlemasitene-family houses. The project proposal,
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the location and overall design were prepared leydfate forest districts. The process of state
afforestation at Odsherred state forets districtoudlined in Table 6.2, based on the forest

supervisor's description.
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Table 6.2 The state afforestation planning processt Odsherred State Forest District

The state afforestation planning process at Odsheed State Forest District

Overall designation of potential afforestation prof

As a first step, the State Forest District madeoaerall identification and priority of afforestaticareas within th
district. Ringsted had second priority, after thig/municipality Kalundborg. The prioritised areagre sent to th
central part of the Forest & Nature Agency, whichepted the priorities with a few comments.

The criteria for choosing the afforestation are@sewas outlined by the forest supervisor: (1)niigito urban areas;
(2) ground-water protection. Vicinity to summer tege areas was also considered. (3) The currergstf

coverage/citizen, as low coverage, particularlyrnedan areas, would increase the priority towaidisrestation; (4
Current landowner structure and potential for lavwdilable for afforestation. A measure would be tlnber of
properties and their location, as well as a comattln of the state of the agricultural productigmit, including the
need for land for spreading manure. If the farnesfaly modernised, with expanding production, aéfstation is not
likely option for those landowners, whereas farmdose to retiring, maybe less modernised, mighsicter selling
land for afforestation. (5) Pragmatic concernsupport, e.g. other nature conservation projectisdrarea.

Monitoring local support and interest
After the initial approval by the Forest & Naturgency, the district contacted organisations anHaxiites to monito
local support and interest in afforestation. Thgetwith the county, the district held some meetifigLJ 1990-04-04

and hearings about the afforestation plans, as seey a letter for orientation. They received stets from the

county, the municipality, the Outdoor Council, theture Conservation Association, and the Lands Cigsion
(‘jordbrugskommission’). They did not get any sfiiecstatement from the agricultural associationg, iad a meetin
with them instead. The forest supervisor explaie maybe found it more appropriate. It can beidaliff for
agricultural organisations to express their opinion paper, as it will always be in conflict withetlopinion of some ¢
the members[IT18].

Presentation, approval and funding of project preploat Nature Management Board & Board of Finance

Based on this investigation of attitudes towardsrastation, the forest district prepared an ovexiiprestation projec
proposal, a frame, which was sent to the centrab$to& Nature Agency and presented in the advidéayure
Management Board, where national level represeesmtf various NGOs are seated.

The project proposal was adopted by the Nature gemant Board where-after it went to the parliamgnBoard of]
Finance to get an appropriation.

During these phases of project formulation, theegbrsupervisor had numerous informal contacts agficultural
organisations, local farmers, local NGOs, etc. Whiontinues in the following buying phase.

Buying phase
When the project is approved, the forest distraet start looking for land to buy, the buying phase.

Planning phase

This is followed by the planning phase, i.e. howactly the forest should be designed, once the isnadailable. The
planning encompasses decisions about where to gtahhot to plant, cancellation of drainage, pldoesvet areas o
lakes, possible viewpoints and eventual shadoveeffen adjacent buildings. Choice of tree specdmbed on test

soil properties, experience and demands for variadind recreational values. In those places whifoesatation ha
been implemented, the detailed afforestation debig®m sometimes been presented at public meetingstually

M W

or

=

invited representatives of NGOs, residents' orgainigs, public authorities, etc. [IT18].
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Agreement between Ministry of Environment and Niyisf Agriculture

In 1995, the Ministry of Environment & Energy anbet Ministry of Agriculture made the
agreement that purchase of land for public affetest can be set aside in order to meet farmers'
request for land for harmonisation purposes, falhgwthe rules of the Agricultural Act regarding
trade of agricultural land. In practice, it had #féect, that any time a state forest district wamto
buy some farmland was met with farmers' requelesdistrict would withdraw its claims without

further efforts. This also happened in Ringstedhashistory will show.

Land available for afforestation but farmers clao@eir interest in purchasing the land

In 1996-1997, the municipality as well as the churouncil declared their willingness to sell farm
land for public afforestation purposes, 50 ha taltorhe Forest & Nature Agency was prepared to
buy the land. However, a member of the municipalnocd contacted a farmer, who accordingly
urged two farmers to claim their right to buy tlaad for harmonisation purposes. Consequently,
the Forest & Nature Agency withdrew its interesibinying the land. Consequently, by 1997, the

afforestation project was formally suspended.

Private afforestation initiatives

Other actors were interested in afforestation, ghoun 1998 the church council decided to afforest
their own land, assisted by the DanishLand DevekgnService. And, in 1998-1999, private
business people from Ringsted, ‘the Benlgse Chéan'group of representatives from local
organisations, including residents organisatiomy, $couts, sports associations, etc. (MR110399)
and the residents' organisation ‘The citizens' @ation of Benlgse village’ initiated a minor
afforestation project at Ringsted. They suggedtednunicipality to start an afforestation project.
Consequently, in Sept. 1998, the municipal couasiled the NGOs to initiate a working group to
analyse the opportunities for afforestation. In 8fat999, the municipal council approved their co-
financing of the project proposed by the NGOs, lmndondition that the NGOs could raise private
funds as well (Ringsted Kommune 1998-1999). The N@G@anaged to raise 190,000 DKK, the
municipality added 170,000 DKK, of which 95,000 DK#ere support to communal afforestation
from the Forest & Nature Agency (Ringsted Dagbl2022000). The area was afforested during
autumn 1999, and in spring 2000, the municipal cowecided to guarantee financing of 120,000
DKK for afforestation of additional 6 ha, on condit that the Forest & Nature Agency supported
the project with 115,000 DKK (Ringsted Dagblad 020Q0).
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Two days after the municipal council decision in rbfa 1999 about private-communal
afforestation, the local ‘Plant a tree committeelchtheir annual meeting, with ‘afforestation
around Ringsted’ on the agenda (MR110399). Theingead been announced as an open meeting
and the committee had specifically invited représ@res from the Outdoor Council, Danish
Nature Conservation Association and other NGOs,waffi as a journalist from a national
newspaper, the state forest supervisor, and themayRingsted. The aim was to present and

discuss the current plans of afforesting 5 ha dsagehe original aim of state afforestation.

The meeting resulted in an article in the natior@l/spaper about afforestation around Ringsted. A
few days later, the Minister of Environment & Engigent a letter to the Ministry of Agriculture,
saying, that the Ministry of Environment & Energy urban areas/areas close to cities no longer
intends to withdraw purchase of land for afforastatdue to concern for farmers' need for land for
harmonisation purposes (SNS 1996 201-0154).

In 1998-1999, the regional plan for designated rafftation areas was revised, including two
hearings. This time, the protests were less, andolner responses were mainly requests to
change land status from areas where afforestaamoi wanted to areas where afforestation is
desirable (Vestsjeellands Amt 2000). This is outimemore detail in Chapter 7.

Still, however, there were farmers protesting agjaafforestation. Their motivations and objectives

are studied in more detail in Chapter 7.

6.3.3 Decision-making structures and planning procedures related with state afforestation

As the history reveals, the decision structureteelao state afforestation is divided among a
number of actors, each having his resources andte®wf authority. Some have the legislative
authority, others the planning authority, otheraiadghave the financial authority and finally, some
are in charge of designing and implementing theuactafforestation project, depending on

landowners’ willingness to sell land. The decisstructure can be illustrated as shown in Table 6.3.

National level
At a national level, the government designates mooe the National Budget for nature

conservation and state afforestation. EU fundsaadable to support private afforestation.

The allocation of money designated to nature coasi®n projects takes place within the Ministry
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of Environment & Energy, by a board of expert stakders, the Nature Management Council,
following the Act on Nature Conservation. The Natilanagement Council makes its decisions
based on a number of project proposals developethdyofficials within the Forest & Nature

Agency in the Ministry of Environment & Energy.

Table 6.3 Decision structure related to state aff@station

Legislation Policy fora Administrative/
Planning
International - EU regulations EU Commission EU DG VI
National - Nature Conservation Act  Parliament/gov.ment F&dency
- Forest Act Nature man. Board

- Agricultural legislation

Regional - Planning Act County board Countynadplann.office
state forest distri
Lands Commissi

Local Municipal council Municipal plamy
Lamgters decision to sell lan
Farmers’ claim farm land

Regional level

The counties designate afforestation areas ands arghere afforestation is prohibited
(Vestsjeellands Amt 1997), based on guidelines fitmenForest & Nature Agency (Miljgministeriet,
Planstyrelsen 1990; Miljg- & Energiministeriet 1899These guidelines have been into public

hearing among organisations and different publtb@nities.

The state afforestation project proposals, thaiation and overall design are prepared by the state
forest districts. As a rule, the area should béiwithe areas designated in the regional plapiuss
or neutralareas. The planning approach used at Odsherrezl Rigest District is outlined in Table

6.2 above.

Local level
There is no active regulation on the concrete lonadf afforestation projects. The municipal plans
only pertain to urban areas and summer cottags,andeereas country-side areas are only passively

regulated by the regional plans, as outlined abdwerefore, the actual location of afforestation
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depends on the landowner's decision. In case td afforestation, the state forest district is the
decision-maker in dialogue with the Forest & NatAgency, the Nature Management Board and
the county's Green Council, giving advice on theiadstration of the Nature Conservation Act.

The decision factors were as outlined in Table 6\d¢inity to urban areas, areas needing ground-
water protection, and — basically - where thertaml available for afforestation. The state forest
district is not legally obliged to make hearings the afforestation project, although it is done

anyway.

For private landowners, then, decisions of aff@tsh and its location is a private matter, without
local plan and hearing obligations. Afforestatiamd with support of public schemes can be said to
be indirectly regulated, as the donation of schemdimiked with a number of requirements as to
tree species choice and location in relation tagieded afforestation or ground-water protection

areas.

6.3.4 Participation procedures in relation to afforestation

To summarise, the only formalised participationgadure in relation to state afforestation is (&) th
public hearing of the regional plans on designatibafforestation and non-afforestation areas, (2)
the evaluation of the state afforestation projeoppsal by the nationalature management board
The further consultation and hearing procedurescarged out on a voluntary basis by the forest

district supervisor, as outlined in Table 6.3.

6.3.5 Actors
The afforestation case involves numerous actorisciftens are potentially affected by the state
afforestation plans. Some are clearly more direafigcted than others, however.

The farmers and their associations

The farmers in the area are affected, as someeof thill have (the opportunity) to sell land for
afforestation. Farmers are a rather heterogenaugpgiSome of them are (pig) farmers in a phase
of expansion, where they have a continued neednfime land for spreading manure in order to

fulfil EU requirements of harmony between land aagd number of animals on the farm.

Other farmers are maintaining current size of poatidn and may be slowly gearing down,
preparing for their retirement. Yet other landoveneray be part time farmers, with a job in town to

secure the household income. A few large-scalederhave combined agriculture and forestry,
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often in connection to a manor. Farmers are orgdrisrough different farmers' associations.

Lands Commission and Ministry of Agriculture
Each county has a three member Land Commissionmdiee decisions according to the Act on
Agricultural Properties (LB 598-1999) and assis¢ tMinistry of Agriculture in looking after

agricultural interests in spatial planning.

The municipal council

The Ringsted municipal council is evenly composédepresentatives from left-wing and right-
wing parties, mainly dominated by the socialistyp&ocialdemokratiet’ and the liberal, (originally
farmers’) party ‘Venstre’. The even distribution ams that the rule easily changes from election to
election. In the period 1994-1998, the mayor wa®@al democrat, whereas in the period 1998-

2001, the mayor is from ‘Venstre’, the traditiof@mers' party.

Urban residents —the residents NGOs

In the current case, the urban residents are remess by local residents NGOs. The village
Benlgse next to the planned afforestation areaghasbiggest, connected residential area in
Ringsted municipality, dominated by low and opeftlesments of one-family houses (Ringsted
kommune 1997).

The outdoor NGOs

Numerous (outdoor) NGOs are found at the localllevem sports association and boy scouts
organisations to hunting associations, Danish afionservation Assocation and the Plant a Tree
Committee. The outdoor recreation NGOs have th@immon voice through the Outdoor Council,

which, however, only has representatives at a gdentl, the nearest being seated in Kalundborg.

State Forest District

Ringsted municipality is located within Odsherredt& Forest District.

County
Ringsted municipality is seated within Western Aedl county. A 'Green Council' provides advice
to the county on the administration of The Natumns§ervation Act (864). This includes advice

related to afforestation. The council should beabedd in terms of representing business interests
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and organisations on nature and outdoor activiiasthe Act does not specify which organisations
should be represented.

Nature Management board

The national level Nature Management Board of tlaé @n Nature Conservation (861) provides
advice to the Minister on major nature managemeoijepts, including public afforestation. The
Board comprises members from the Ministry of Firgridinistry of Agriculture, the Association
of County Boards in Denmark, The Association of Mipalities, Danish Nature Conservation
Association, the Outdoor Council, Federation of BanAgricultural Associations, the Danish
Hunting Association, Danish Forest Society, Dariggtillife Society, Danish Angling Federation.
Besides these, the Minister of the Environment &gy appoints two members with expertise in
science and cultural history, respectively, a repnéative of Danish tourism, the head of Board and

a number of representatives from the Ministry.

6.3.6 Main conflicts
The main conflicts appear to be between alternddind uses, i.e. afforestation versus farming, and

extension of industrial area, respectively.

Another expectable conflict deriving from that wbdde a conflict between the interests of urban
citizens and farmers. However, this is not clear-8ome farmers are keen to afforest areas around
the city, whereas other farmers are keen to coatfauming, handing their land over to the next

generation.

6.4 Comparing the types of participation in the two cases

The two cases show that participation takes placenumerous ways and under numerous
conditions, of which the established proceduresptaticipation are only a few, and at the lower
level of Arnstein's ladder (Arnstein 1969), i.et mouch power sharing beyond consultation. An
overview is provided in Tables 6.4 and 6.5.
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Table 6.4 Actual participation in relation to the two cases

Types of actors’ participation

Case: Ringsted

CaseCopenhagen State forest district

Institutional
Participation,
In terms
membership
organisations

of
of

Organisations of primary, econ. Interes

Role based organisations

Political organisations

Humanitarian organisations (...)

[ Farmers' association

business peoples network

Danish Nature Conservation Association,

The Soroptimists, Plant a Tree committees

House owners organisation, farmers associatidouse owners’ organisation

(Copenhagen Water supply officials)

Danish Nature Conservation Association
The Outdoor Council, Danish Sports Ass. etc.

officials?!)

(Municipalities and counties — politicians and

National and regional advisory boards
adm. legislation, with NGOs, official
researchers

tborest Council (nat.) , Green Council (re
sNature Management Board (nat.)

jHorest Council (nat.), Nature Management Bd
(nat.), adv. board on forest man. planning.

ard

Participation

Political manifestations,  collective

\Farmers' petitions against afforestation, used

for

initiated: demonstrations, strikes, petitionsearing on regional plan's designation | of
afforestation areas
Determined by Political ~contacts, e.g. to publle Village network and business peopte Attendance to public meetings and Day| of
authorities,  politicians,  associations, network's contact to municipality for municigal The Forest
lawyers, etc. afforestation + Contact to politicians to influence the
» Same network's collection of private funds [forMinister of Env. & Energy concerning pesticide
municipal/community afforestation use
» Contacts to newspaper on failed sfate Contact from 'Farum Nature Park Friends| to
afforestation efforts various public authorties on co-ordinated nature
» Contacts between municipality council gndconservation
farmers on available land for harmonisation|vs. Ad hoc NGO efforts to co-ordinate
afforestation purposes recreational use of nature, e.g. Report on uge of
« Input into hearing process for regional plan| 'Mglleden’
e Networking  among NGOs, farmets, NGO published strategies and other input to
municipality politicans on afforestation aroundpublic ~ policy-making,  including  forest
Kalundborg management and regional planning. Individual
forest users contacting forest staff or NGO |for
questions or critics
The situation Political discussions with family, frieng&Solidarity’ building among farmers againBbrests an 'apolitical issue'!
and colleagues afforestation through dialogue
Public communication, e.g. reader’s lettes, Newspaper articles about afforestation projeet NGO campaigns for behavioural change

articles in newspapers/journal

5y Plant a Tree meeting discuss afforestation

among recreational users of nature: e.g.'claf

the
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presentations at meetings »  Farmer on afforestation in newspaper and TV horse'.

Participation offered to 'users' of a public
User democracy | institution, i.e. selective group of citizeng Forest user councils — but not from Ringsted | Forest user councils

Based on framework by Andersen et al. (1993)

Table 6.5 Established procedures for participation

Case: Ringsted Case: Copenhagen State forest district user counsil
National Parliamentary board of financing Forest Council*

Nature management board* Advisory contact group on forest management plapimrgeneral
Regional Hearing in relation to designation of edfdation areas in regional plan* User council

Hearing in relation to municipal planning in urbeommes* Open-house arrangement every year: Day of the Fores

(state forest supervisors land owner consultatiomsdividual basis) Public meeting once a year

(Bilateral, informal dialogue with NGO, municipéis a.o.) Information: folders, homepage

(Eventually public meeting about afforestation pod) Education: nature guides & nature schools

Rights to appeal decisions acc. to Planning Actauxe Cons. Act* Rights to appeal some decisions acc. to Forest(Bi*& O.Council)

*The only procedures that are required by law. dtieers are governed by internal FNA (Forest & Natigency) guidelines or carried out on a voluntaagis, as decided by
the individual forest supervisors
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6.4.1 Bottom-up participation in relation to forests and afforestation

Institutionalised participation, initiated by publorganisations wanting to involve the public, is
only one dimension of participation. Much partidipa takes place on participants' own initiatives.
For convenience it is here called bottom-up paoéiton. This term may be misleading, however, as
it presumes layers in a hierarchy, with some puldicision-makers on the top and the public on the
bottom. In some contexts, it is more appropriat@bo about public-private networks, where public
as well as private actors all are participants,vath different sorts and amounts of resources. The

broad range of actual participation is illustraited ables 6.4 and 6.5.

Afforestation initiated through participation
The Ringsted case showed how the efforts of villageworks and business peoples networks

resulted in afforestation carried out by the mypaéty, partly financed through private funds.

The nation-wide network of Plant a Tree committeestinuously works on a voluntary basis to
stimulate tree planting, particularly in urban ael Ringsted, the committee was also active,
thanks also to the support of another NGO, theofsonists'. Here, the Plant a Tree committee
members would support those land owners and shppkeevanting to afforest an area or plant
trees along their buildings, but they would notsash involve themselves in the afforestation
debate [IT11].

NGO participation
NGOs patrticipate in various ways in relation tdesfarest management. First of all, NGOs like DN

and all the member organisations under the Out@mamcil provide a forum for exercising core
activities, i.e. nature experiences, orienteeriognoeing, hiking etc. These activities may be

educative as well as aimed at experience, e.geifidrm of guided excursions.

Second, the NGOs are a forum where people can affaes to take care of common interests,
either through active participation or through pass supporting membership. There are
organisations of primary economic interest, suchthes farmers' assocation at Ringsted, who
became active players during the afforestation elddhere are role based organisations, such as
the house owners' association and business peapésorks, who also participated actively in
relation to afforestation north of Ringsted. Thare political organisations, such as DN and the

Outdoor Council, and humanitarian organisations;hsas the Soroptimists, who also took
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responsibility of the local Plant a Tree committeed hereby became involved in the afforestation
debate.

At a national level, organisations such as Worlddife Fund and Nepenthes have been active
forest policy players, challenging and suggestitbgraatives to current (state) forest management
practices, whereas DN and the Outdoor Council lepeared more as co-players to state forest
management and forest policy administration. Aegianal level, however, DN and the Outdoor

Council are the main players, as the other orgéaisahave no regional and local organisation.

The NGOs join boards and committees, such as #recosincils, the green councils in the counties,
or the Forest Council and various forest certifaratnitiatives, at a national level. They formdat

their own policies, strategies and management pgarasd. One example of this is the Outdoor
Council's national outdoor strategy (Friluftsradi@®7), which gradually is also being formulated at

a regional level [IT19].

The NGOs carry out campaigns to affect behaviouelation to nature and outdoor recreation, e.g.
the Outdoor Council campaign 'Clap the hotseimprove polite horse-back riding, and the DN
campaign ‘Tracks and roads' to improve public actethe country-side.

Third, NGOs may aim at affecting or co-ordinatingbfjc and private land management. One
example is the organisation 'Friends of Farum MaRark' that has as a main objective to ensure
conservation of a particular area called Farum iaRark, by furthering co-ordination among the
different public authorities and private land-owsiar that area.

NGOs as well as individual actors use various tygestuational forms of participation:

Political manifestations - petitions
Land-owners made petitions against afforestatiaeletion to the hearing on the 1991 afforestation

plan in Ringsted (WZ County 1-50-11-8-011).

Political contacts
A group of villagers-business-men contacted the ionjp@l council to suggest public-private

afforestation at Ringsted. Other actors contadtedriedia in order to stimulate a renewed dialogue
[IT10]. And, finally, the local farmers' associatle lawyer was an active player in the land owner
protest against afforestation in 1991 (WZ Coun$0111-8-011).
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Political discussions with family, friends and ealfues

The massive land owner protests against afforestatiere fuelled by the solidarity-building that
took place among farmers in relation to the 199arestation plan and afterwards. [IT11; IT20;
IT18]. As noticed by the state forest supervisdhe protest against afforestation was not that
massive either... Some (farmers) kept a low profike they were actually interested in doing

business. It was group pressure."

6.4.2 Comparing the forms of participation in the two cases

In the case of Copenhagen State Forest user cotheiliser council appears, at the first glance, to
be the most crucial form of participation in rebatito state forest management at a regional level.
However, this institutionalised form of participati slides into a network of ongoing participation
and other public administrative bodies, e.g. thenties' green councils. The user council depends
on the existence of NGOs and their and other usenal members' active participation to
contribute with knowledge as well as to represamt disseminate relevant information to their
support base. Comparing the user council activityvo meetings per year with the other activities
that the user council members are involved in,eitdmes clear that user councils are only one
among numerous participation activities relatefbtest and nature management. The special thing
about user councils as compared to other activiseshat they provide a formal forum for
simultaneous dialogue among many different acgpsgifically about state forest management. In
particular, the user councils provides an oppotyunior co-ordinating interests across
administrative and geo-physical borders, i.e. statest district-municipality-council, and forest-
farm — land - urban areas. The other forms of giadtion are either carried out by individual
groups of actors, as e.g. DN committees excursionsnembers, or they are not directly linked
with public state forest management, as e.g. thed@un Council campaigns to change, e.g.
horseback riders or dog owners' behaviour in outdite Finally, the user councils have a public
authority, a decision-maker at the table, wheregs GO efforts to co-ordinate different public

authorities' activities depend entirely on the geididand voluntariness of the different actors.

The case of afforestation at Ringsted differs frima Copenhagen case in a number of ways.
Afforestation relates to major change as compaweddintaining an existing state forest reserve as
such. Also, afforestation involves a number of peadly affected stakeholders, mainly the land
owners currently using their land for other purmoddany different interests are at stake with the
view to risk losing from the change. This is refegt in active participation during the hearing
process of the 1991 afforestation plan, and a #wd lowners' active protest and efforts to avoid

actual public afforestation at Ringsted. A rangeddferent forms of participation are used,
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including petitions, contacting politicians, lawggeprganisations, etc. What may surprise is that th
many potential beneficiaries of public afforestafid.e. the citizens of Ringsted, as well as the
municipal council on their behalf, remain silentatRer, members of the municipal council are
concerned about the rights of farmers to claim ldod manure, as it has priority to state
afforestation [IT20]. The only really active promorts of afforestation appear to be the DN
committee during the hearing process of the 19%dredtation plan, and, in 1998, a network of
villagers — business people, aiming at public-gavafforestation together with the municipality,

and the Plant a Tree members as supporters offtre e

151



Appendix 6.1 Conventionalised state forest plannmprocess

The Forest Planning Division at the Forest & Natdgency centrally makes the forest management gtamall state
forest districts in Denmark. Public hearings ar¢ algligatory, but have been part of the procedimeesthe 1980s,

following the tradition of the Planning Act. TheaB Forest District is involved throughout the e

A conventionalised planning process could be dsva, based on documents from the planning procéssandbgl
State Forest District (Forest & Nature Agency 1998)

1. month
Introductory meeting between the Forest Planningditin (FPD) and the State Forest District. FPD ffigpares a
framework for the plan; (2) writes initial chaptenscluding general guidelines for the forest ptamd management; (3)

draws maps and generates data in relation to ttiglaipurposes of the forest plan.

3-6. month

FPD appraisement plan (volume of wood, growth) dame the existing central forest file (CSR) witle tRorest &
Nature Agency and field data collection. FPD ammaient of selected stands; preliminary calculatams budgets.
Eventual questions are discussed with the disficiof reading of maps by the district.

7. month
Information folder about the planning process istributed on ‘Day of the Forest’ and later alsolibvaries and

municipality offices.

8. month
Meeting with the district, discussing: contributile, time schedule, disagreements and discrepan@garding

regeneration plans, sales and purchases of areasigtion of greenery etc.

9. month

Distributing the contributor file to

» The so-called matrix group of representatives ftbefollowing divisions of the Forest & Nature Agsn Forest
Policy, Trade, Nature Management, Ecology, Cultitafitage, Outdoor Recreation, Marine and Raw Malter
Landscape.

* The permanent contributors, i.e. Danish Nature €omsation Association and Danish Outdoor Couraikl the
affected counties and municipalities of the StaieeBt District.

* The state forest user council

Writing the plan.

11. month
Meeting with user council and public meeting.

Agree with district on regeneration plans, caldalad in relation to planned fellings etc.
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12-13. month

Processing input from contributors and the genauhlic. Meeting with the forest district, FPD arne tcontributors.

14-..? month

Second proof reading of maps by the district.

Integrate input from contributors, user council amatrix group into the plan in co-operation witlstdict.

Finalise maps, calculations etc.

Presenting the draft final plan at a meeting vaéhticipants from the FPD, the State Forest Distaitd the deputy
director of the Forest & Nature Agency.

Finalise plan.

Endorsement of plan by the deputy director of theeBt & Nature Agency and by the head of the FPD.
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Appendix 6.2 Guidelines for areas owned by the Fest & Nature Agency

The Forest Act (81) prescribes that the multiplriea of forests should be paid particular attentam forests owned
by the public.Therefore, all areas administeredhsy Forest & Nature Agency are managed accordirg tange of
guidelines developed by the central administratibogether, these guidelines form a very detaileiné&work for
management of state forest areas. The guidelireplanned to be compiled and revised into a cardistet of
guidelines (Driftsplankontoret 1998). This can ketpof a future national forest programme for than3h forest

sector.

General guidelines on forest planning

» Guidelines for user council®ivision of Forest Planning, The Forest & Natédgency 1995.

» Memorandum about planning procedures and use ofixngiioups.Division of Forest Planning, in preparation (by
1998).

Tree species choice

» Policy on choice of tree specid3ivision of Forest Planning, In preparation (1888).

» Policy for the state forest beech arfde Forest Agency, 1983.

» Strategy on the production of greenery and Christriraes in the state forestSivision of Forest Planning and
Department of Trade, 1991.

» Strategy on the growing of greenery and Christmass in the state forestivision of Forest Planning, 1995.

Silvicultural methods

» Strategy for sustainable forest managemd®eport no. 1267. Ministry of Environment, the &sir & Nature
Agency, 1994,

» Strategy for the Natural Forests and Other Foregpds of High Conservation Value in Denmavkinistry of the
Environment, the Forest & Nature Agency 1994.

» Strategy for the use of pesticides on the areasedviry the Forest & Nature Agendpivision of Forest Policy,
1994.

» Strategy for the use of fertilisers on the areasi@dvby the Forest & Nature Agendivision of Forest Policy, in
preparation 1997.

e Guidelines for investments in regeneration in tteeSforests1991

« On ‘dangerous trees’ and the leave of coarse walahyis Division of Forest Planning, 1995.

» Guidelines regarding Ips beetle species attackamgHh in Northern ZealandDivision of Trade, 1995.

» Fight against Fomes annosus (root rot) in conifereeood Division of Trade, 1997.
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Agriculture

Guidelines for the management of agricultural areasned by the Forest & Nature Agendyivision of Trade,
1995.

Environmentally friendly agricultural measur€Bhe Structure Directorate, Ministry of Agriculeyrl995.

Hunting, fisheries and wildlife management

Guidelines for hunting and wildlife management o®aa owned by the Forest & Nature Agendivision of Trade,
1994.

Strategy for the feeding of bird of prey on areamed by the Forest & Nature Agendyivision of Wildlife
Management, 1994.

Guidelines for fisheries on areas owned by the Bob& Nature AgencyDivision of Trade, In preparation (by
1998).

Immaterial concerns

Ecological principles in forest managemenhe Forest Agency 1982.

Ecological guidelinesDivision of Forest Planning, in preparation (1898).

Guidelines on the registration of protected nattyqges Division of Ecology, 1993.

Draft strategy for Nature careDivision of Forest Planning, in preparation (1898).

Biological diversity in Denmark. State of affairadastrategy Ministry of Environment & Energy, The Forest &
Nature Agency, 1995.

Draft strategy for the use of seeds of trees amdshfor forest and landscape purposes in Denmi9R7.
Ramsar-areas and EU-bird protection and habitaterdivision of Ecology.

Adventures in the State forests. The outdoor lifehe areas owned by the Forest & Nature Agemiyision of
Outdoor Activities, 1995.

Rules on the organised use of the state for@stgsion of Outdoor Activities 1995.

Memorandum on the management of cultural and hésbiinterests in the State Forest DistridBivision of
History of Civilisation, 1992.,

Forest management planning guidelines regardingucal remnants and traces of ancient civilisatioBivision of

Forest Planning and Department of History of Csation. 1996.
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Appendix 6.3 Contents of user council meetings angublic meetings 1995-1999

t

no

Date User council User council Issues on agenda
Copenhagen-Roskilde | Frederiksborg county
counties
130995 Meeting Council composition, guidelines,FENDutdoor policy, presentation of district
200995 Meeting, Cph county Council compositioridglines, presentation of district, motivation frarticipation
270995 Meeting, Roskilde Discuss tasks of the council, its compositiondglines, presentation of district
county
240496| Meeting, Cph +Roskilde Discuss number of outdoor facilities based ondtieloor policy of S&N, walking and biking paths sitgnate lakes
for different types of angling, date for next magti“Richer Forest”, discuss overall trend in dfafest managemen
plan
290996 Public meeting,
Vestskoven
140197 Meeting Inf: Bird watching tower postporka: to DN-claim, no popular version of FMP due toldpet cuts, contents of FM
on the future use of pesticides
Dis: evaluate public meeting, horseback riding an&se Ore, Defence activities in Tokkekab Hegn][{#an for
Day of the Forest, FLR meeting with horse backrade
290197 Meeting Inf: Bird watching tower postporka: to DN-claim, no popular version of FMP due taldet cuts,
Dis: evaluate public meeting, horseback riding ioigtsiding paths to be prohibited, Day of Foresteting frequency
Inf: FMP 1995-2010, future use of pesticides
110597| Day of the Forest DoF, Fiskebaek natufe
school
240897 Public meeting (27 public + 3 csfd and pradmarv, Acer pseudoplatanus, untouched forastiral regenerations, forest health,
public afforestation , use of forest (politce tinqnmotorbikes, removal of boy scouts orienteepogts, improve
gravel paths), management (regeneration, fencehimaéelling, birch intermingling, tree species mieighbour
representaion in forest not possible but user dband district should become more visible, rentbay scout cabins|
by the county, game (killed in traffic, poachers)from the public/forest guests when fire, fireod thiefs a.o. law
breakers, shooting range, request from Farum Natksp/enner to become member of the user council
Public meeting, (40 public +3 cfsd and 4 uc) Inf: Introductiondistrict, outdoor policy of S&N, new FMP, naturakést strategy,
210997 Lille Hareskov and Richer forest, pesticide strategy, water leveléased in Parykmagermosen, oak forest managemawbibtillers,
Jonstrup Vang history of why horseback riding and other traffasinow been separated, Christmas trees man. jreolitse man.,
natural forest area, grazing of bog, camping gropotlard of trees in order to avoid human injuries
Dis: regeneration, clearing, bogs, area for unasgghmountainbike riding, call for benches,
210198 Meeting Inf: Jensen & Koch “Friluftsliv i skovendi relation to CSFD practice

Dis: Evaluate public meeting, “dog forest” in Tokleb Hegn to be reduced, FLR outdoor policy actimgmmme
[by FLR] and in relation to CSFD practice, cancglaaking lot by Deempegard, Tokkekab Hegn, AnglinGarum

Lake and St. Donsedam, State of art for recredtfandities (KB:naturstatus?), Day of Forest, Byale user council
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280198

Meeting

Inf: pesticide use restricted due to Cpbinty and member of parliament, FLR outdoor poéiction programme [by
FLR] and in relation to CSFD practice, Jensen & iKKtriluftsliv i skovene” in relation to CSFD prace, angling at
Farum Lake, introduction to user council evaluatimmmber of recreational facilities and sale of fgedal to
municipalities and instead establish new visitartee by Herstedhgije, Day of Forest 1998, partsh® Rvas
distributed together with forest maps-

Dis: Evaluate public meeting 210997, problem withumtainbike traffic, trimming path, lights alongtks,
playground established opposed to user councihnetendations, rowing boat traffic at Farum Lake
Attached to report: FLR opinion on nature conseoveand management, rules for dog training in \lesten

100598

Day of the Forest

DoF, Store Hareskov

030698

Meeting

Dis: Evaluation of user councils, conrtbet walking path system in Farum Lillevang with thanicipality’s path
system, reconsider public afforestation FMP (Habitat for the plant “Foldfrg” [KB], insufficiertlearance of
horseback riders paths after felling [FH for Natumsad)], request for handout/pamphlet about trackalsle for
wheel chairs [PEP], request about the plannedvis@tdhing tower [KK])

080698

Meeting

Dis: rules for dog training in Vestskov&valuation of user councils, going through eaclmimers” filling out of
evaluation schemes, merging of the two user cosin@tonsider public afforestation areas. FMP toredtation of
Kollekolle fields, concerns for “socially loadedbdyng people, concerns for historical remnants éngitound, appeal
for giving up draining in Vestskoven, objectionsofgportunity of raising prices for motorboats atdagen, forest
guests’ waste and grafitti around the house “Mallphldset” by Mgnterne, request for additional naguiee,
shelter, new rules for horseback riding.

060998

Public meeting,
Ravnstrup skov

130998

Public meeting,
Karlstrup skov

200199

Meeting Cph-Roskilde-
Fr.borg

Inf: merged user council composition and functi@Gneen accounts 1997,

Dis: evaluate public meeting, popular version offENdermanent orienteering-posts, bird watching tawe
Vestskoven to be improved, traffic in Brede Engaxuf, Day of the Forest, date for public meeting,

Inf: reduce traffic with motor vehicles in Tokkek#tegn, sale of Kroppedal/new center by Herstedhd@terne in
Vestskoven, a cultural/historic site will be moddiin order to easen maintenance, rowing boatdraffFarum Lake,
NGO report about traffic on Mglleden, Afforestatianlyllinge, Vestvolden maintenance plan. Infoioragbout
conservation of stone dikes (Act on Nature Condemaetc., handed out by county representative)

Attached meeting report: horseback riding agreempestponed, meeting with mountain bike clubs,

090599

Day of the Forest,

Karlstrup skov

260999

Public meeting,
Store Hareskov

and Bgndernes Hegn

(15 public, 2csfd, 7 uc) Inf: Present district arsgtr council members and function, DN trip in tbeeét [ABH],

101199

Meeting
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Participation in practice

The aim of this chapter is to conceptualise paréton in forest and afforestation
management, as it appears from the two case stubies different forms of participation
taking place in relation to management of forestd afforestation areas were outlined in
Chapter 6. Here, we want to know (1) who parti@pat(2) what motivates them to
participate; (3) what are the perceived purposesedfects of participation and, finally; (4)

what are perceived as premises or barriers tocgzation.

7.1 Who participates in forestry decision-making?

The two cases showed that there is a 'the usualdtitbat participates in decision-making
related to existing forests, whereas afforestatiwobilises a broader group of potentially

affected stakeholders, each with strong opiniomaibbfforestation.

Few NGO representatives participate in many differ@ra related to forest and nature
management, typically DN and Outdoor Council repnéstives, along with state forest
district staff. The state forest user councils emgass this 'usual crowd' as well as involves
new actors: municipality politicians, county offds and representatives from the Defense.
The selected representatives from the NGOs have d&eteve for years in the NGOs, often 20
years or more, and they typically also participata number of other committees related to
nature management or outdoor/social activities. ®bedoor Council representatives, county
chairmen, have many years' background in otherntsghons as well, such as boy scouts,

canoeing or hikers associations, under the umboéliae Outdoor Council.



The Danish Nature Conservation Association reptasges were elected among those
chairmen of local committees based in municipaitigth most state forests. The same was

the case for the municipality representatives.

The user council guidelines allow for representsttielected directly at public meetings. The
forest supervisor chos®t to use this opportunity, as he believed that dredates at such
public meetings would anyway be representativas fooganisations who then urged them to
get elected (MR200995).

The afforestation case revealed a bigger and marersgé group of participants. The
afforestation plan in 1991 involved a hearing pesceith many participants, each with strong
viewpoints. The process was repeated in 1998. 81 1fhe county received 239 responses
during the hearing process. Landowners, farmerstlagid organisations participated out of
economic interest, to either have their land inetlich or excluded from the areas designated
for afforestation. A number of potentially affectechanisations participated in order to cater
for their particular interests. The Ministry of Agulture wanted to minimise the area
designated for afforestation with reference toapgecultural qualities of the areas. Museums
wanted afforestation areas to be cancelled, inrdoavoid destruction of historical remnants
in the ground. Power stations are concerned abpatesfor putting up wind mills. The
Outdoor Council was concerned about variation itur@atypes and in public access to new
afforestation areas, giving priority to urban faseand public afforestation close to existing

private forests.
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Table 7.1 Overview of p

articipants in hearing proces on afforestation plan, 1991

Participants

Purpose of participation/demands to afforestation [an for Western

Zealand County, 1991(WZ County 1-50-11-8-011; Vestsjaellands Amt 199]

)

Landowners and the lawyer
their farmers association

of ranfer 'areas designated as desirable for afftiest to 'neutral areas’, feari
future obligatory afforestation, i.e. expropriati@ome fearing lack of land f
spreading manure, and landowners' restricted lpaorunities

Protest against planning 'over the heads' of mil@tdowners

Asking for confirmation that expropriation will ntdke place

ng
Dr

(excerpt of responses)

streams, to leave areas for natural evolution.

Improve public access and recreational concera$famestation

Ringsted: make urban forest, e.g. on areas ownghebipefense.

Garlev: No afforestation on good farm land, as itot profitable to farmers

Landowners (primarily big) | Transfer 'areas wherdoraktation is not wanted' to 'areas desirable| for
afforestation' or to 'neutral area’, as 'not waniedonsidered a restriction [of
property rights/foregone opportunities

Venstre, political party inReduce designation of afforestation areas to atbatecorresponds to the funds

Sorg available to subsidise afforestation. Designatibareas where afforestation|is
not allowed, is considered unacceptable, being-Gurnpensated'

Ministry of Agriculture Reduce designation of afistation areas as well as non-afforestation aeas t
use the land for agricultural purposes instead

Forest owners associatigids above — and less focus on forests for recreation

southern Zealand

Museums Less afforestation areas, in order to presailtural remnants in the ground

The Church Maintain scenic view to churches

Energy Agency and E. firms| Keep areas with muchdveivailable for wind mills

Aviation club No afforestation that restrict thepmptunities of aviators to start and land

The Outdoor Council Ensure variation in nature $ypad tree species choice, ensure public access to
new afforestation, priority to urban forests andlmu afforestation close to
existing private forests

Danish Nature Conservatiphet nature concerns determine location of affot@stae.g. to ensure landscape

Association corridors and habitats for biodiversity, to consemyround water, lakes and

Municipalities
(excerpt of responses)

landowners' access to afforestation subsidies

Hgng: wrong to plan without informing landownersaitivance
Dragsholm: restrict afforestation areas to maintaipportunties for city
expansion, and to maintain good agricultural land

Ringsted: expand area not for afforestation wesRiafjsted in order to ensu
view to the town. Emphasise close co-operation withnicipalities whe

planning for urban forests for recreation

Jernlgse: unite the areas for afforestation withributral areas, not to restrict

re

!

In 1998, the afforestation plan was revised. Thentpreceived 65 responses during the first

phase of the hearing process and 30 response® isettond, in 2000 (Vestsjeellands Amt

2000). The responses of the first phase differgulifstantly from the 1991 hearing process, as

the intense protest from farmers and their orgdioiss. about being located in ‘areas where

afforestation is desirable' had ceased. Two tlofddl responses in the first phase expressed a

wish to change area status from 'non-afforestatmm''neutral’ towards ‘'areas where

afforestation is desirable'. Five responses, mdmoiyn the Nature Conservation Association,

wished some areas to be designated as not desicatdéforestation, whereas the rest were

general or no comments. One peculiar thing was dimaentrepreneur expressed aims to

change area status towards ‘afforestation desinatitereference to agreement with the three
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different landowners on future afforestation. Evide shows, however, that the landowners
were not informed about this, nor did they agre& @bunty J 8-50-11-20-1006-1997).

The concrete plans about afforestation north ofgRted involve a more narrow group of
people, confined to the area. There are landowwhbcs participate to defend their economic
and agricultural interests, to maintain the actesand for spreading manure in order to fulfil
EU requirements of harmony between the size oflahd and the number of cattle/pigs on
each farm. There are landowners participatingitoudate voluntary afforestation. Then there
are a business people's network, and citizen graimpisig to enhance afforestation. There are
NGOs representing the interests of recreation aamirea conservation, i.e. the Outdoor
Council and DN, and NGOs specifically aiming at &mting tree planting in urban areas,
called 'Plant a Tree', and associated with the hitaréan association 'the Soroptimists'.
Journalists and the media participate as well, ntumicipality council is involved, as are
municipal officials, and the state forest supenvisahe initiator of state afforestation efforts,
whereas the user council associated to that stastfdistrict is absolutely absent in the

debate.

7.2 What motivates them to participate?

The two cases show that people are motivated taipate for numerous reasons, see Tables
7.2 and 7.3 for an overview. The two cases differethe sense that user council members
participated to defend interests on behalf of aewgtoup, whereas the afforestation case also

involved personally affected participants.

7.2.1 Gaining influence and taking care of interests
Participants are often motivated to participatehvitie view to gain influence and have the

opportunity to take care of some more or less gegneterests. A DN member in the user
council wants'to leave one's mark on big and small issupg$8]. Similarly, The Outdoor
Council representatives in the user councils aigaating influence [IT6] in order to improve
public access to the forests, get better path mgsteand expand some other facilities,
including some more handicap friendly shelters @ddings (MR200995). One of the
Outdoor Council representative recalls that he wadted user councils already twenty years

ago in order to get influence, have rules changed, improve public access to the forest
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areas, particularly for the organised users, ey.doouts. He called the Preservation Agency
at that time and made his claims for improved acc€bey referred to the Outdoor Council,
and that guided him into their work [IT19]. One naipality politician motivated his interest
with the fact that 75 % of his municipality was eo&d with forest and lakes administered by
the Forest & Nature Agency, whereas another p@iti@imed at taking care of the interests of

the municipalities he was selected to representZ00R95).

7.2.2 Being personally affected - take care of personal, financial interests
The afforestation case revealed participants miad/dy the opportunity to defend and take

care of personal, finanicial interests. The 19%ring process in relation to the designation of
afforestation and non-afforestation areas involueghy landowner responses. Most of the
landowners specifically asked to be exempted frdforestation areas, fearing a future
expropriation, whereas a few asked for the opposdeto be excluded from afforestation as

an opportunity.

Yet, the landowner responses were obviously mad/dty more and other things than pure
caretaking of interests (WZ County 1-50-11-8-019119 Many expressed uncertainty about
future governance of the afforestation plans, f&aprivate, financial loss, lack of public

recognition and anger over not having been heamktMrobably these feelings have been

motivating factors for participation, as outlinegldow.

7.2.3 Uncertainty about future governance
Landowners expressed uncertainty as to whetherestftion will be voluntary or obligatory,

and whether it will involve expropriation as thetAm Nature Conservation allows for. This

uncertainty is fueled by lack of confidence in #tate and its governance.
"Officials and politicians have verbally assured ,ntieat afforestation cannot be enforced
without the consent of the individual landowner 4t bre verbal promises kept when the

‘green environmental wave' really starts movinghi@ coming years?"

"l refuse that(to have land designated as suitable for affotiesta. If the county office has
nothing better to do, | vote for its abolitioVZ County 1-50-11-8-011-1991)
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7.2.4 Fear of financial loss
Landowners fear personal, financial loss from tksighation of afforestation areas, due to

restricted management opportunities, which is faiso to result in less favourable loan

opportunities associated with the particular farm.

".It (afforestation) will be detrimental to the gfitability of the farm, if big areas are
afforested and get out of production, and as loppartunities and the trading price of the

property will be reduced"

"We are active farmers, 100 % depending on our faffa have a mink farm and we just built
a new pig stable. The municipality ordered us tensp many hundred thousind Danish
crowns on environmental investments, so now wendiepe being able to get rid of the liquid
manure....(etc.)..We have understood that affotiestahould be done with due consideration
to business interests — and we surely think thatarerefer to that. So please confirm, that
afforestation is voluntary and that we will be exéed for this in all future"(WZ County 1-
50-11-8-011-1991)

7.2.5 Lack of public recognition
The hearing responses as well as interviews witmdes in relation to afforestation at

Ringsted reveal a landowners’ perception that thenty and the public do not acknowledge
or recognise the real agricultural value of theopgerty, nor the life and traditions associated
with the farm, since the county apparently doesmrisider the farm worth better than giving

up for afforestation.

"The land is among the best classified in the agur@nd very suitable for seed production.

And we also want our investments to benefit tharapgeneration”.

"Besides, | find it totally wrong, that good faramb should not stay as such”

"The basis for my living will be totally amputatguhysically as well as mentally.."
(all: WZ County 1-50-11-8-011-1991)
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"We are not shown any understanding. Peasantsiatepgeasants. Either they make a mess,
or - in principle, nobody likes us, to be honesistltake a look at the current debate, the
radio this morning — the action plan against Salmitan doesn't work, the food quality is
poor. And it's true. IT20]

"Try to imagine — if you had been used to watckdrior 30-40 years - Wouldn't it be odd if
you suddenly had to watch grain instead? One cgatlused to it, of course. But - as |
usually say — to have a field without seed produrcts like having a pig production without
sows"[IT20].

"It would be bitter [to give it up for afforestatip, if my son could have continued this
place...They have to pay for the fact that | amneated to this place, because of the nature,
being so close to Ringsted, to town, etc. We hvthé country-side and still not. Our only
nuisance is the horseback riders riding over oatdj forgetting to use the road. They say it's
a fallow field, and then you have to go out and enakuss, and then you come to quarrel. |

think we are really happy about living hergT20].

7.2.6 Anger of not having been heard in advance
Landowners are angry that they have not been daalsah an individual basis in advance of

preparing a regional plan proposal that impliesngivag status of private land and, maybe,

reduced future opportunities.

"Forests are necessary and planning is a good thBgt this looks like a mess, and is not
well considered...

We don't want to become part of an afforestatiogaalf we do, anyway, then we will claim
for compensation or immediate expropriation of puoperty. So that also we can plan our
future. No one can tell what the future brings. Yéhéhere is a will to force through
afforestation, the means can always be procuredmadter what mr. xx (county official)
might 'believe'.

Last, we accuse the way this case has been ddalt avid thereby also how we have been

treated. It is absolutely unfair that we ourselvesore or less by accident, have to get

165



informed that we are part of a plan encompassingpraperty — without us even having been
asked.

Moreover, it is unreasonable that we have to appealrder to be exempted. This is 'reverse
democracy" that we don't hope to experience agaithé future. This is not a way to treat
your fellow human beings. This will never lead tpasitive dialogue'{WZ County 1-50-11-
8-011-1991).

As opposed to the 1991 hearing, the 1998 hearinfpeofrevised afforestation plan did not
reveal these worries any more, as those landoworaments were primarily interest-seeking

in terms of having their land designated as swetétn afforestation, as outlined above.

Basically all the worries expressed during the 1884ring of the afforestation plan were
among the motivations for some farmers' activegatodgainst afforestation north of Ringsted
[IT20], during the 1990s.

7.2.7 Professional interest. Promote nature experience and knowledge to people
Professional interest in the subject is a motiatactor for user council members, as well as

for some of these NGOs and officials involved ie #fforestation case at Ringsted. The DN
members in the user councils state that they [jaatie out of interest, e.g. curiosity combined
with an interest in Vestskoven and its history amd ambition to promote nature to the
citizens in the neighbourhood, make them go out amdch it [IT8]. This interest in

promoting nature experience and knowledge abouir@db other people is a motivating
factor shared also by other environmental NGO mepr&tives, e.g. Outdoor Council

representatives [IT19] and the association 'Frieridgéature Park Farum' [IT17].

7.2.8 Enhance social integration in the neighbourhood
One participant in the afforestation case is cjearbtivated to participate by an ambition to

enhance social integration in his neighbourho@d,tc make people know each other, to be in

good company, to make things work for the bendfihe neighbourhood:

"It is informal...l don't make the big decisionsuded to be in the board of the bank, the board

of the farmers' association, the board of the skiagy. But that wasn't really me.
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Theoretically, one was there to decide somethingjrbpractice | didn't. There were leaders
to take care of that... No, | have a local counwaigrking for the local population here. | like
that... We are going to give name to our new fooesConstitution Day, and there will also
be a concert in the church on that day. And we Wwalugurate our common playground.. |
like to get things connected, make it work...I amaus, | like to know and take part in what

Is going on, and | can't, if | don't participate'..

" | like to make people meet...If we don't looleraéach other out here in the villages, we end
up behind each our locked doors... The mentalitthefcapital has also entered the country

side. When people move out here, they are inwtecoimmon dinner once a montiT11].

He finds that this ambition may collide with oppenrities of furthering more particular

interests, such as afforestation. As he says:

"If we go into the debate about afforestation, vet igto conflicts that we can't afford. We
want to be nice and neutral people here in townvdfstart saying that now there should be
forests, we will get enemies. We don't want torkaking the waves. We come in the second

phase, to support those who might wish to accomplsnethingIT11].

7.2.9 Solidarity
The question of social integration among peoplh@neighbourhood relates to solidarity as a

motivating factor for participation. A landownercedls the establishment of a motorway in
the district, and how he and other landowners ogghds it for similar reasons to those
identified in the hearing process about the affatesn plan. In addition, it was a question of

solidarity:

"It was a combination of many things — also solidawith your neighbours. You can't say:
'yes thank you, it's fine', while all your mates aiound you at a big meeting, deciding
something else. You were part of the group, anchveheeaders' letter was written, you were

in it as well. That was just how it waqIT11.]

The landowner protesting against afforestation edéers to solidarity:
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"If we don't talk together — in the beginning, alrairman of the farmers' association had a
problem of understanding that our attitude was mrable. He was actually positive towards
afforestation...l called him and told him that hasn't allowed to have that opinion...to
express an opinion different from those who wefectdd. Because if he says okay, then it is

just us others who are perceived as backward. agteed in thatIT20].

"It is up to each individual to decide. But untibm we've agreed not to [sell land for
afforestation]... And | would of course like usstay in this agreement. And if anyone wants
to sell, then you contact your neighbour first,hiear if he is interested in buying the land.

This is a dream for me - that we stay shouldehtwugder with each other.[IT20.]

7.2.10 Urged by other to participate — push and pull
Apparently, many participants in NGOs were iniyjalrged by others to participate, and then

participation in relation to one issue leads to titleer. A DN member explained how he

became involved in DN and various organisations:

"Because | can't keep my mouth shut! If you stgmand talk about something, you will be

elected. Then you become known in the municipdlitg].

From this, the impression is that anyone who wantsparticipate can become active
participants in the NGOs. A public official expredst as being the active people's democracy
[IT14].

7.2.11 Participation as part of job fulfilment
Finally, some may participate as part of their jither because it is compulsory, or because it

IS a means to reach something else, e.g. a gooy istdche newspaper [IT16], or more
employment, as suggested by an informant:

"The farmers' association wants to make themsehekspensable as well. Give me a case, so
my presence is justified. That is what counts.h®a tawyer would inform the farmers about
all the problems they were not aware that they hawld now they're a whole army down

there, managing the problems of the farmers...Aeg tvere also coupled to the afforestation
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project...They will tell them about their rightscademands. That is how the world turns...|

may sound sulky.[IT11]
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Table 7.2 What motivates people to participate? CasCopenhagen state forest user council

Motivation for participating

DN1

DN2

Outdoor
Council 1

Outdoor
Council 2

Env.
NGO

Municipal
politician

Municipal
official

Forest
supervisor

To gain influence

- improved public access to nature

- have rules changed

- look after the municipality's interests
- improved access for organised users

X

X
X
X

X
X

To promote nature experiences and knowledge {
people

They speak up and then they are dragged into partip.
- "l can't keep my mouth shut, and then | becoraetet!”
- "Because | am the head of the committee/org./..."

- "My neighbour got me into i, then he left as chmin,
and | thought: somebody has to take over after him"

Professional or personal interest in forestry
Out of professional interest
Out of personal interest in forestry

People have opinons when it comes to change, ¢
afforestation, much less to existing forest

2.g.

Issue has to be close to personal interests, evetay life

Table 7.3 What motivates people to participate? Ca&sRingsted

Motivation for participating

Lando
wner

Farmers
assoc. &
Ministry
of Agr.

DN

Outdoor
Council

Energy

agency,
aviation
club etc.

Plant 4
Tree
member

Muni-
cipal
politic.

Muni-
cipal
offic.

list

Journa

Forest
supe-
rvisor

Uncertainty and lack of confidencein governance g
afforestation: voluntary or obligatory with expré@iion?

X

Fear of financial loss & reduced production opportun.
Reduced space for production due to afforestatiolaind
Reduced property value due to restrictions on lesel+/-
Lack of land for spreading manure — higher landegsi
Unclear implications on debt and loan opportunities
Unclear impl. for inheritance of farm to next geatén

Use opportunity to maximise benefits and reducéscos
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Lack of public recognition

-of the absolute quality of land for agriculturabguction
-of the GDP value of agricultural production

-of farms as bearers of traditions, a way of living

-of private property rights and the right to beexskirst!

Gain influence — i.e maintain or improve opportunities
agriculture, aviation, scenic view to church, windlls,
public access, urban forests, nature conservaton e

Qix x x x

Wanting to enhance afforestation next to Ringsted

Being with and doing something good for other peopl
- to come to know people and the neighbourhood

- good company: women instead of men with cigars

- it takes a good chairman with visions, and osirs i

- make something work for the benefit of neighbaarth
- make people meet each other (matchmaking)

X X X X X

They speak up and then they are dragged into partip.
-l was asked to substitute the chairman at gemeeating,
and suddenly, | was elected

Solidarity — with neighbours or fellow farmers

A story that sells/tells: news, substantial conflicts
views/opinions, exemplary case for more generalatie
preferably philosophical dimension and 'story chtaa
Forests are joyful news, compared to agriculture

Professional interest

- in nature, birds

- get political focus on environment as living dtyafactor
- obligatory activities due to employment

Issue has to be close to personal interests, evetay life
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7.3 What are the purposes/effects of the different types of participation?
Motivations to participate and the purposes of ipigdtion may be nearly identical. When

participants are motivated to participate in orderdefend some interests, the purpose is to
influence decision-making to take these interagts account. They may also differ, however. Some
may be motivated to participate for the good compand the view to come to know the
neighbourhood, whereas the purpose of their ppdtiicn is to influence decision-making, provide

local knowledge or whatever.

The two cases revealed numerous purposes of paitimn, as outlined in Tables 7.1 and 7.4. Some
of them are identical with the motivations to papate, whereas additional purposes and effects

appeared as participation took place.

The official purpose of the user councils was thaste thenfluenceand involvement of local
users on state forest management and utilisatiased on experience, the forest supervisor and
some council members found that the user counailiges arinformation flowabout forest district
management to the participants, and hereby intirastprove their opportunities of gaining
influence. The forest staff considered the usemcis less valuable in providing the forest staff
with knowledge about users’ demands, which theymdit already have from national surveys.
Rather, the user councié®nfirm the district that they are managing accordinhwishes of the
population. Some members found, however, that tber @ouncil as well as other forms of
participation provided a potential fgaining local knowledge and monitoring natuhat was not
fully utilised by the district. The user council mbers disagree as to what level they should
contribute with knowledge and opinions to forestnagement. Some, like the Outdoor Council
representatives, found that the purpose of the asencils is todiscuss principles rather than
particular caseswhereas DN representatives tended to think th@gifgpand were therefore also
more likely to see the potentials of user counadsproviders of local knowledge to benefit forest

management.
Some user council members as well as the foresirgispr recognised the opportunity of using the

user council tdegitimise actiontowards the Forest & Nature Agency, that mighteothse be

difficult to have accepted by the Agency. Other rhers were, on the other hand, worried about
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being reduced ttegitimise decisions that they had been informeaualbut not involved inand in

which they might not agree.

More user council members found that, besides mmédion exchange, the user councils have the
biggest potential in establishimgutual understanding of conflicting interesasd establishingew
communication channels between municipalities, N@Qk state forest districFinally, the forest

supervisor recognised, that user councils havesdiy®a political signal functionworth the efforts.

Together, some of these purposes and effects ttipation can be considered possible ways to

enhance efficiency in forest management. Some mdker instrumental efficiengyreferring to

Chapter 2) e.g. having NGOs participate in natuenitoring, gaining local knowledge about
habitats or cultural history, get complaints andpmsals for improvement from forest users, and

improve communication among different stakehold@wher may further_institutional efficiency

l.e. legitimising the production (producing thehtigservices), the process (having a participatory

process!) and the values on which the forest disbperates.

Many of the identified forms of participation inetliwo cases were undertaken with some of the
same purposes and effects as found for user ceunthlis is outlined in Table 7.1 for the
afforestation case by Ringsted and in Table 7.4HerCopenhagen case. The respondents in the
public hearing of the afforestation plan in 1991d @998 clearly participated with the aim to
influence decision-making to take into account rthggrticular interests. Similarly, influence is a
purpose to many other participants, as a meansdohr other, more ultimate purposes, e.g.
afforestation or nature conservation. An examptem®& of the NGO initiated participation efforts
were specifically aimed &b-ordinating use and management of forest andreagsources among
different users as well as among different publitharities and landownersThe ultimate aim of
this co-ordination was to ensure nature consemdhoough indirect influenceNGOs like DN and
the Outdoor Council participate with the purposesohancing other people's knowledge about and
interest in natureand make them use it, both with a motive to furtheture conservation through
enlightenment as well as improving the quality i6é for other people. Finally, some participate
with the primaryaim to be part of and strengthen the social netwarkheir neighbourhoodas

discussed in Section 7.2 about motivations to gipgte.
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Table 7.4 The purposes of partici

pation, as accordg to case: Copenhagen

Purposes of participation Type of participation Initiators Participants Advantages Disadvantages

Efficiency in forest management

Gather information for more efficienNGO surveys in advancé&orest districtEnv. NGOs: DanishMore effic. forest man., moteNot  stable  ‘workforce'

forest management of for.man.planning, counttaff Birdlife Society countingfocus on NGO interests (forest staff),
birds, habitats birds, or DN Untrustworthy?

(DOFanklagen)
Provide forest staff with local knowledgiformal dialogue  atForest staff ofLocal people, school kids,
about the forest, its use and users school, in phone, at publjidocal people | NGOs as facilitators

meetings etc.

Watch and report on other forest us

eB8|f-initiated volunteerin
behaviour and state of the forest as suchas ‘forest guard’, call th

e

gForest guests

Forest staff save
early warning system

resou

rédisk of serious conflict

among forest guests, n

district stable workforce
Complaints over forest management Self-initated  sqoeal| Forest user Forest user, evt. also NG&@ast and easy way of reachifgo established procedurges
contacts to district facilitating the contact | the forest distrcit for complaints to rely on,
neither for district nor fof
the complainant
Co-ordinate use & management of forest
& nature resources
Co-ordinate use & man. of forest/nature INGO groups dev. pOutdoor NGOs related to the usélolistic plan for regulation gfRisk of excluding interest
Regulate recreational use common strategy fgrCouncil of the 'Mglleden' anprecreational use of a whaolgroups, particularly the
recreational use of a given assoc. with the Outdoowater course system, savemn-organised users in the
area, e.g. the stream Council public resources for this worlplanning phase.
'Mglleden' and assog. and may ease recreational amthforcement of  plap
lakes env. pressure on nature. remains by the public
authorities
Co-ordinate use & man. of forest/nature [Hearing over a horsebackorest district | Local horseback ridinglearing assures accept arRlan developed together

Regulate recreational use

e
st

riding path system to b
established by the fore
district

groups, as ‘organised h
riding' is defined as
horses or more'

‘Bwhile allowing to involve man

lzonfirms plan appropriatene
y
different groups of h-b. rider
Faster to prepare plan at distr

ssith h-b.r.groups might su

5.
ict

actual needs better

Co-ordinate use & man. of forest/nature ||IBelf-initiated. Co-op. withNGO 'Friends 'Friends of Nature parkacilitates a holistic view fgrSuccess depends totally pn
Co-ord. activities among different publidiff. public authorities anglof Nature park Farum’, state  forestonservation of an area whgssluntary commitment and
authorities and evt. private landowners |landowners in order td~arum'’ districts, 6 municipalitieg,regulation & manag. is splifinancing from involved
conserve 'Farum Nature landowners, among many differentstakeholders
Park' through coordinat. stakeholders.
Establish communication betwegdser councils State foredtunicipalities Establish co-op. between tWdunicipality repres. may
municipalities and state forest district district adm. separated types of publimt be committed or not

authorities. Potentials in coo

on, e.g. path systems, natl

pable/willing to represent a

reunicipalities
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education, landscape planning

Influence
Influence I Self-initiated. CoiDN, Outdoorf DN, Outdoor Counclil
To continuously put pressure on politiciamgperation, campaignsCouncil media?
to ensure progressive environmental polipublish env. strategies efc.
Influence II; User councils State forgdDN, Outdoor Council,Formalised forum for useiNot including the
Local users influence on state forest man. district DIF, Counties| influence on forest managemeninorganised  users, not
municipalities problem-oriented
Influence lll: Facilitate communicatigrself-initiated. UsersLocal usersg Local users, where NGQ$ast, easy contact Forest staff cannot fake
between users and state forest district | giving info to NGOs, whocontact NGO | are the link between users users demands as
hand it on to forest staff, and forest staff representative. No legal
eventually through the procedures for giving in ar
user council handling complaints
Information flow
Establish communication between NGQdser councils State foredDN, Outdoor Council, The state forest district openfoo few meetings to ensure
public authorities and state forest district district DIF, Counties| up towards society. Makes |i$mooth info flow
municipalities perceived more legitimate to
contact the district in general.
Information about  forest  districtJser councils State forest/ser council members Information is a prerequigite Takes time away from
management becomes available | to district influence and for givingdialogue if done at few
stakeholders, e.g. about pesticide use competent advice meetings. Better inform in
advance and currently, elg.
through emails or
homepage
Exchange opinions — Building mutual
understanding
Enhance  mutual understanding | &ser councils State forest/ser council members Less adverse conflicts Dependon forest
recognition of conflicting interests amopg district supervisors capabilities of
stakeholders facilitation/conflict manag
Risk of not getting beyond
the user council, the u.c.
members instead losing
contact with their support
base
Discuss principles of forest management User cdainci State forestUser council members Possibly improyéttinciples already outlingd
district understanding of differenin detail in FNA guidelines
principles for forestand national NGO
management among actors | principles known by forest
supervisor
Discuss particular cases in forgst User councils ateSt  forest User council members Locally adapted agament, Not all members have the
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mangement district based on local knowledgeecess. local knowledge.
about nature, history, usage |dfoo low meeting frequend
forest and landscape in u.c. to discuss cases
Inform/enrich other people with nature
experiences and knowledge
Enrich other people with natur®lGO campaigns, toursfNGOs NGO members a.o. forest
experiences and share knowledge abetd. users?
nature
Through information/education of people
reduce conflicts and reduce deterioration
of nature
Legitimisation (of state forest district)
User councils as legitimisation for actiotjser councils State forest/ser council members, |Get user councils suppaofepends on all u.c.
by getting u.c. support for decisions district the FNA district decisions in advance j[ahembers support. Failure,
negotiations with the FNA if decision is not accepted
by FNA, and something
else has to be implemented
e.g. with playgrounds
Positive, political signal function User councils tate forest User council members Established participaj®tygsitive  signal function
district procedures are politicallyequires that the user
desirable councils are also given
content and positively
evaluated
Confirm district they manage the right way Userrils State forestUser council members Less risk of managembiat real news from the user
district considered illegitimate by usersouncil, as compared to

current manag. practices
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7.3.1 Influence
Participation takes place to gain influence atedéht national, regional or local levels. For

instance, NGOs may influence the overall natiomdicy in relation to a specific issue, as e.g.
DN on nature conservation, and the Outdoor Counaiélation to outdoor life. Similarly, an
individual forest user may call the forest rangeoider to influence him to repair the bench

he passes during his forest trip.

Influence may be aimed at affecting public authesitas well as at private landowners or
other citizens' behaviour. The Outdoor Council abmsnfluence public authorities to take
into account outdoor policies as well as make iildisl users exercise more outdoor life or

exercise it in particular ways.

Influence may be aimed at taking care at pers@pacific or more general interest, ranging
from landowners' fear of financial loss from affstaion to the organisation 'Friends of
Farum Nature Park' efforts to enhance conservatkmowledge about and interest in a

specific area in Northern Zealand.

In fact, influence may be considered a driving éoto reach any other purpose than just
influence as such. Thus, influence can be regaaddtie key to any of the other purposes and

effects of participation. It will therefore be deadith separately in Chapters 9 and 10.

7.3.2 Information about forest management that would not be visible

The user council meetings are a source of infoonatBut, in addition, the user council has
also made it perceived as more legitimate to agstipns and to question forest management
at the state forest district. This is perceivedhi®s NGOs themselves as well as by the forest
supervisor [IT2, IT6, IT8, IT17].

A user council member tells that one of the posiagpects of the user councils has been that
"l get some knowledge and experience that | cootdhave gained outside the user council,
because you learn a lot by sitting there. During treaks you can talk with the rangers etc.

and ask why they do things like they do, and theyeaod at answering[1T17].
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During the user council meetings, a user councinimer learnt that Copenhagen state forest
district uses pesticides on some of its areas. Withinformation, the member asked a local
Social Democrat member of the Parliament to compkiout this practice towards her

colleague, the Minister of Environment & Energy.bSequently, the Minister ordered the

Forest & Nature Agency to stop with this practice Gopenhagen district. The forest

supervisor, as well as the involved member fing tlm be an effect of the user council's

existence. As expressed by the forest supervi$adon't believe he would have had that

information about our use of pesticides if he wasin our user council. So in that way, the

user council is a source of indirect influencelasy get information that they would not have
got otherwise. Well, they would, if they had aslgad.they wouldn't have had the fantasy to
ask, you know[IT2].

Similarly, a county official tells that the informi@en about particular cases in relation to
hearing processes on regional planning can hawdfact in terms of more people becoming

aware of their potential interests and, hence, mesponses in the hearing process [IT14].

7.3.3 Confirm the forest district that they are managing the right way
The Copenhagen state forest supervisor finds tieatiser councils are meant to be a place for

users giving advice on public interests relatefbtest management. Basically, however, the
forest supervisor finds, that he already knew whierent actors want, and that the council
primarily confirms his impressions, and confirmattfwe’re heading the right wayIT2].

This view is shared by another forest supervisaeiation to the afforestation case.

"The user council gives us too little. They teltos little that we did not already know. But it

can also be seen as indicating that we are actugliye well informedTIT18].

7.3.4 To gather local information/knowledge for use in forest management

Participation serves to provide the forest supervigith local knowledge that can improve
management efficiency in various ways. Some of dbemunication takes place directly
between individual forest users and forest dissiaff, some is communicated via the NGOs,

eventually via the user council.
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NGOs offer voluntary assistance in monitoring natand cultural values in the forest.

Some DN representatives in the user council arapg@inted that the state forest district
doesn't more actively use the voluntary local resesito obtain local knowledge about nature
and cultural history which subsequently can begirateed in forest management planning or
daily forest management. During the forest managémknning phase, DN members went
through the forest areas, monitored habitats eid.s@nt the material to the Forest & Nature
Agency, but they never got a response [IT8]. Theggest that such voluntary monitoring
could be a purpose of future participation. At faene time they also recognise the possible
drawbacks of using voluntary resources, e.g. tiattork may not be done properly, if at all.
A forest ranger is aware of the possible disadgmtéle tells that ornithologists have been
consulted to monitor birds' nests. But these pedpdells, do it as a hobby and not for their
living. The disadvantage is, therefore, that nas$ a stable workforce, so it has to be 'firesouls'

before you can trust that the job will be carried [dT12].

Individual users contact the forest district abspecific needs or demands

The forest staff is regularly contacted by indivatifiorest users with particular demands. A
forest ranger tells thaPeople call to tell me that a bench is broken @nde are going to
repair it - or people need some plant material fioaking a triumphal arch. | don’t think the
user council takes care of those users' interestst is at the detail level...But | can then tell
that we do'TIT12].

Individual users report or complain on other foresers' behaviour and the state of the forest
The forest supervisor at Copenhagen state forestiadiis contacted around every fourteen
days by forest users, mostly expressing critiquetbker users’ activities, frequently about
mountain bikers. There are only rarely questionsualsilviculture/forest management as
such, and then it is typically a school teacheawnreducationist who wants to inform the
children. And finally, some people call to inforraat, e.g. a car that has been 'stripped’ and
left in the forest, or an assumed theft. At a publieeting, the forest supervisor specifically
urged the forest users to take on that role: A woneéd that she had seen another woman
take a stone from one of the stone fences arowntbthst, and she had her that it was illegal.
The forest supervisor thanked her for doing sahadlistrict didn't have the resources to keep
an eye on everything. Therefore they needed thstasse of the public to maintain the forest
(MR260999).
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Obviously, this involves potential conflicts amomfgrest users, as even the forest staff
experience problems in making people follow thesulThe attitude towards authorities has
changed. The forest workers say the same as |. étyrpeople respected a man in uniform.
They would stand up and politely excuse themséivekeir infringement of the regulations.
Today they say: 'And where does it say so? Whaithhaslo with you?'. And they doubt you,

when you explain how things argT12].

Some users may also contact the local NGO, e.g.tBNMpmplain about things going on in
the forest, asking them to follow up the issue sias the case, e.g. with tree felling close to
a train station. The local DN chairman and membethe user council was contacted and

brought on the complaints to the forest superiSdj.

7.3.5 Discuss principles/overall strategy or discuss particular cases

Having a user council, there is disagreement antbegnembers as to whether the scope of
this participation is to discuss and give adviceowarall strategies for forest management or
whether they should discuss particular cases, rieguobcality-specific knowledge. FLR tend
to aim at strategic discussions, whereas DN mendrersnore likely to also want to discuss
particular cases. The forest supervisor believed this because the Outdoor Council
representatives are professionals in the sensegahisations, like politicians, interested in
the big lines, whereas DN members are professionapecific subjects, and therefore want

influence in detail and are ready to spend theietat it [IT2].

The different forms of participation also involvéferent types of debates. Individual users'
contact to the forest staff is typically based @amtipular cases or particular interests, as are

also individuals' responses in a hearing proc&sslie one on the afforestation plan.

7.3.6 User council as a legitimisation for action

An Outdoor Council member compares the user cownmtll another district's user council
and finds that Copenhagen state forest districbader at using the user council as a

legitimisation of action towards the Forest & Natégency [IT19]. Another member directly
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encourages the forest supervisor to do so, at $ke council meetings [IT6]. Also a DN
member notices the potentials in getting the usemcil’s support for a particular forest
district decision [IT19] that could otherwise béfidult to make the Forest & Nature Agency
accept. For instance, the forest supervisor askethé user council's support to issue popular
forest plan folders, whereby the central Forest &ude Agency eventually would pay it
(MR200199TEB).

"At the recent user council meeting, the foresesugor actually wanted our support to make
the Forest & Nature Agency issue a popular versbrihe forest management plan. And |
could imagine other possible cases where he coe&tl rsupport. | mean, he can't tell them
that they are stupid, that their solutions dorttwith the local conditions and traditions out
here...That is what | think. | mean, he and the gsencil didn't want the forest playground,

and anyway, he had to establish one at the dist[it8].

On the other hand, a user council member is algbtil worried whether the user council's
role may be reduced to legitimisation of decisitinat have already been made, since the
meetings are held so seldom and many decisionsrdyepresented for orientation, not for

discussion [IT8].

7.3.7 Enhance mutual recognition of conflicting interests among stakeholders
The forest supervisor finds that when he has aogisd with a forest user wanting, e.g. a

facility for athletics in the forest, the user oftbas difficulties in recognising why exactly

his/her particular interests cannot be satisfiecbstly, he says, the conflicts in forest

management are between different recreational deésent user groups. And here, the user
councils make a difference. The forest superviags:s

“l think the others [in the council] realised thate are making compromises that basically
they are satisfied about. They can now listen toheather and there are open and fine

discussions between the different user groups. iEhahere | see the big strength of the user

councils” [IT2].

7.3.8 Positive, political signal value
The user councils were not invented by the ForesNa&ure Agency itself’lt was the

Ministers' idea. It is directly taken from the SmicDemocrats' political programme that
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citizens should be more directly involved in derisnaking’ as a forest ranger says. A forest
supervisor confirms that the mere establishingsefr «wouncils has a positive, political signal

function worth the efforts [IT2].

7.3.9 Establish communication channels between NGOs, public authorities and the
state forest district

One of the main effects of the user councils appear have been the improved
communication between the different actors in retato state forest managemetiéefore
the user councils, there was vacuyreays one of the members [IT6]. A forest ranggs:sa
"The major advantage of the user council is thatrgates contact. For instance, it is much
easier to call up counties and municipalities iiyjknow the face of the one you're calling”
[1IT12].

And a municipality official thinks there is a nefxl the forest user council and that it makes a
difference:“l have the impression that it has opened up thresb The forest used to be a
state within the state. They have been unapprodehah former forest supervisor was of the

old type of official saying: ‘no one above, no omext to me, | decide’[IT9].

7.3.10 Establish communication between (individual) users and the state forest
district

As outlined above, participation may enhance decisnakers local knowledge through
communication with individual users. Public meesingpen-house arrangements and nature
guided excursions are fora for people to meetdhest staff and express their demands or ask

questions. These forms of participation are moress popular.

The forest ranger is regularly in contact with gséwut finds that time limits the opportunities
as, e.g. nature guided tours take place in weekemiglsn he wants to spend time with his
family. The forest ranger notes that apparentlgrofieople don’t know who to call. They may
call the central Forest & Nature Agency beforeinglthe forest district, because they don’t
know the forest district [IT12]. Here, the membefsthe user council add an important

function, as common users contact them. As notidEe, some of the user council members
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are now and then called by other forest users, @we questions or critique to what is going

on in the forest. A DN member tells:

“They started felling trees between the town and thilway station, an area with many
people passing through. It resulted in some lo@actions, even if only few, as they are
incredibly orthodox. Local citizens call us and askto do something about it...l then call the

forest supervisor, | even called him on a Sunddy?].

7.3.11 Co-ordinate use and management of forest and nature — regulate recreation
The Copenhagen case shows participation effortedhah co-ordinating the use of forest and

nature for recreational purposes. The Outdoor Gbisi@an umbrella organisation for more
than 100 outdoor organisations. One of their keycfions is to co-ordinate different uses in
order to reach a consensus which they can theermgrés the public authorities with so much
more weight. In 1998, the Outdoor Council chaired preparation of a report on the water
system 'Mglleaen’, a stream and a number of lak&kith Zealand, that are intensively used
for recreation while also containing significantture values. The aim of the report was to
outline current use and regulation of the streastesy, describe the associated problems, and
present a plan for future, sustainable use of Melle The main recommendations were to
standardise the rules for the whole water systenproduce maps of the system, not to
increase the number of licences for hire boats,the access for unorganised users, and to
establish a user council with local representativeonitor the development in the use of the

system (Mglledarbejdsgruppen 1998).

As there may be a need to co-ordinate the multipks of one area, there may also be a need
to co-ordinate one use type in many areas. Int®rasrseback riding and mountain bikers are
current challenges. Horseback riding is allowegublic forests. It tends to create conflict
though, as the horses '‘plough' up the roads welh tioofs, making them less accessible to
other forest users. Copenhagen state forest distrestablishing a path system for horseback
riding, in order to minimise conflicts between refvack riders and other forest users. The
path system is planned by the district, based pemances of where horseback riders usually
go and considering routes of different length. ldé&ex horseback riders will be asked to give

their opinion on the plan. The district requiresamtract for organised horseback riding, in
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practical terms any horseback riding with 3 or mooeses at a time. This provides the forest
employees with a tool to manage and stay in contattt this group of users. The forest
ranger would like to have horseback riders represkim the user council in order to improve
contact and easier regulation. But as he sayss #wer many horseback riding schools in the

area, and only few seats in the user council.

The mountain bike riders is the user group creatiogt conflicts and complaints from other

users, the forest supervisor explains. Howeveés,atmost hopeless to regulate their traffic, as
they are practically allowed to ride anywhere. pheblem is, says the supervisor, that a few
bikers, not only mountain bikers, behave tough mnpolite. They need to learn common

politeness, and that is something the Outdoor Gbamd the biking associations have to

learn them [IT2].

The Outdoor Council also aims at changing user\yehbs through the member organisations
as well as through public campaigns. An Outdoor rédurepresentative recognises the
problems of reaching the unorganised users, wher@dnceives the biggest problems of
inadequate behaviour to be. He finds that the Qurtd@ouncil manages to represent the
unorganised users while also trying to modify thbehaviour through campaigns or

agreements with, e.g. individual horseback ridicigosls [IT19].

7.3.12 Co-ordinate nature use & management among public authorities &
landowners

The two cases provide many examples of participatiath the aim to co-ordinate the

activities of different public authorities and lawhers, including

 The private business people and villagers' netwaferts to make public private
afforestation in co-operation with the municipatinoil in Ringsted.

* The NGO 'Friends of Farum Nature Park' has a dpdcgfurpose to ensure conservation
of a specified area, by enhancing co-ordination emdperation among landowners and
the different public authorities related to the egement of that area.

* One of the Outdoor Council representatives in tker wouncil finds that the future

potential of forest user councils is to establisbser co-operation between the forest
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district and the municipalities, e.g. to establishcontiguous net of tracks across

administrative borders.

7.3.13 Enrich other people with nature experiences and knowledge about nature
As outlined in Section 7.2, the purpose as weld asotivation for participation is to enrich

other people with nature experience and share ledye about nature. This is closely
connected to the purpose identified last, and deestrin section 7.2, - to strengthen social
network. An Outdoor Council representative is coned about the role of nature and

organisations for democracy, and the good lifeuaf's

"To be organised is a positive element for the mesmiance and development of democracy.
Investigations from universities show, that inciegly many young people become
individualists. That is a threat to democracy. Buthis context, outdoor life and recreation
can be a rallying ground for democracy. There ta®é¢ room for individuality, | agree. But
you should also aim at doing things together. K habig value to democracy that association
life flourishes, that the visions flourish, thattfamily thrives — but also that the community
prospers — the housing communities, the communitigngn the firm. Therefore, | also find it
important that firm communities find their way ontthe Danish countryside. Because it is
part of a personnel policy, just as a policy foe ttamily. Therefore, the forest district should
also cater for outdoor activities aimed at many tmapants...company outings with 100

persons, also where it has a recreational valfi€19].

7.4 What are the perceived barriers to (reach the purposes of) participation?
The purposes of participation were outlined in €ahK. A number of barriers, or premises, to

reach these purposes were also mentioned, asexuthnTable 7.5.

Representativity

It was questioned whether participants manage poesent all interests, in particular the
‘'unorganised users', 'the silent majority’. Thestjaa of representativity will be discussed in
Chapter 8.
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Information, knowledge and professions

One of the major achievements of user councils nseahanced openness and higher
information level about state forest managementerdhappeared to be consensus that
information is a precondition for having influendere were different opinions though, as to
what information mattered, the access to infornrmaémd how knowledge can be used in
relation to participation in forestry decision-mad One viewpoint was that the forestry

professionals base their arguments on a technocaldegnic rationality that leaves participants
with diverging viewpoints powerless. The perceiveslationship between knowledge,

professions and power will be discussed in Chapter

Governance — co-operation and co-ordination

One of the purposes of participation mentioned bypyrwas to enhance co-ordination and co-
operation among different actors — NGOs, userfergiit public authorities, landowners. This
implies a number of opportunities and barriersdigsussed in the following chapters. For
instance, in the user council there appeared twibde-spread mutual understanding of the
roles of the different members, their viewpointsl atrategies. This does not mean, that they
all agreed on neither the objectives of forest mganeent, nor the 'rules of good co-operation'.
The different perceptions about the premises obmeration and the role of participation in

forest management, are discussed throughout tleeviah chapters.
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Influence — sources and resources
Finally, different resources were considered as@rditions for participation, and different
amounts of resources were devoted to participafitwe. relationship between resources and

influence is discussed in Chapters 9 and 10.

Table 7.5 Premises of participation

Premises of participation Commented by Form of paiicipation
Representation
Unorganised users — who represents them,
and how are they reached?
NGO monopoly?

Information

Access to information env. NGO DN rights of appeal
Access to forest management plan

Lack scientific/silvicultural knowledge env. NGO &fscouncil

Ways of acquiring knowledge
Communication

Forum for open discussion vs. retain info DN, range User council
Using different jargons — technical jargon 2N member User council
barrier

Base arguments on different value systed$y member User council
i.e. different discourses

Unambiguous communication Forest supervisor Usendil
Ways of co-operating

Bureaucracy vs. anarchy DN, forest supervisor Qartcdouncil
Co-operation between politicians and pubN, forest supervisor,

officials — rule rationality versus gogDutdoor Council

rationality

Negotiation skills

Knowing each other's positions & values User cdunc
Rights to appeal decisions

Rights to appeal decisions env.NGO, DN, OC

Resources: network

Network (DN nation wide local...) OC, RiP, ..

Link to Forest & Nature Agency

Resources: Time Forest supervisor User councils.
Time Other pp activities
Resources: Money

Funds for recreation & nature man. ocC

Funds for state forest management Forest supervisor

Funds for participation Forest supervisor

Forest district staff & guidelines

Attitudes of forest district: DN

Service-minded but not participatory
Lack of rules & procedures for participatiofsorest supervisor
information and managing complaints
Unsolved issues at higher levels are carried
on to lower levels, where they dre

irresolvable?!
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8

Representativity

The aim of the present chapter is to investigayewio and what interests the different participants
perceive themselves to represent; (2) how partitgpeonsider the relevance and representativity of
other participants; (3) how the 'silent majoritife unorganised user is perceived to be represented
(4) what is the perceived internal representativityhe participating organisations; (5) what ie th
perceived relevance of participation as such, lation to state forest management; (6) conclusions

to different viewpoints on participation and reetivity.

8.1 Introduction to representativity
Representativity can be considered in differentsv&yrst, it can be analysed whether participants

are representative of society (external represei{at Again, external representativity can be
monitored in terms of socio-demographic represafiator representativity in terms of interests
and values, or particular concerns to, e.qg. loffdlaion. Second, it can be analysed whether the

participants are representative of their supposel{anternal representativity).

Obviously, the user councils are not representativecio-demographical terms. The distribution
of participants to gender, age, education, incqroétical and organizational affilitation is likekp

be uneven. In total, 83 % of all state forest wsrimcil members are men. The average age is 54
years, and 51 % are public employees, 34 % arateremployees or self-employed, and 15 % are
not engaged in active employment (Skov- & Natuedsgn, Driftsplankontoret 1998). Other
relevant measures could be the income level, ocadn, which the survey does not show

anything about.

Representativity in terms of interests and valgamportant when the aim of the user council is to
make sure that state forest governance/managemenaccordance with the will of the public. The

representatives can then bring forward the aimsdasites of different user groups and help the
forest management to coordinate/weigh the inter@gdinst each other. It is crucial, then, that the



representatives actually represent their supp@®,bag. indicated by the contact with their suppor

base.

Also, the representatives will have an opportunitylearn about other interests and the need to
balance conflicting interests. For this to havemapact, the representatives are expected to bring o

to their support base the message about the domflimterests and ways to balance them.

8.2 What interests do the participants think they r  epresent?

The two cases showed that participants to somenegtare the purposes of participating, e.g. to
gain influence, to create opportunities for natarperiences, or to co-ordinate different uses or
administrative activities. Beyond these agreed psep, there are different visions about what good
forest management and forest use is. In the pre&3ection, we provide a brief overview of what

interests the different participants think theyresent in relation to state forest management and
use (see also Table 8.1 of who/what the particgpeagresent and Table 8.2 of what the participants

consider to be the major challenges to futuredgsfarest management).
The interviews revealed conflicting viewpoints &lation to nature conservation versus recreation,

the forms of appropriate forest recreation/usegssibility to forest areas, the priority of users,

design of recreational facilities, and represeatatof organised versus unorganised users.
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Table 8.1 What interestsdo the participantsrepresent?

Copenhagen state forest user council

Case: Afftiestat Ringsted

Stakeholders
Interests

DN1

DN2

Out
1

Out
2

Muni.
politic

For.
super

For.
ranger

DN1

Out

Muni..
off.

Journa
list

Farm
1

Farm
2

County
off.

For.
super

Conservation of natureor culture
Take care of the interests of plants and natures@wation)
Conserve traces of human activity

Promote natur e experiences

Jungle experience: watch nature's processes

Cultural history — conserve traces of human agtivit

Inform about forests and nature diversity, inckuna schools

Access

Access for everyone everywhere

Opening up the B-forests would reduce pressure-fordsts
Maintain access for organised users

Okay not to expose all nice spots to people

Have inaccessible areas

x

Priority of usersand recreational facilities

'Soft' activities have priority over 'hard & noigctivities
People who only use the forest as a side wing Fair
activities ought to do it outside the forest

Prefer nature's own playground above built playgdsu

More facilities: playgrounds, camping sites to attr peopléd
More silence in the forests

Children and young people have priority over othge groups

Unorganised users & municipalities

Represent organisations as well as the unorganisad

The unorganised users are prioritised over thenisgd users
The uninformed public, 'ordinary forest amateurs'

Policy formulation
Enhance explicit outdoor policies in public admirdgon

Consensus among outdoor NGOs on common outdoaypoli

The nature deserves huge 'apolitical' (NGO) support
Enhance nature policy on the municipal policy agend

Private economic inter ests/far mers production
Maintain farm production and related contributiorGDP

Defend/respect private property rights

Source: interviews from the two case studies

191




Table 8.2 What are considered the future major challengesto (state) forest management?

Copenhagen state forest user council

Case: Affiestat Ringsted

Stakeholders
Futur e challenges

DN1

DN2

Out
1

Out
2

Mun
.off.

FNP

For.
Rang
er

For.
supe
r

DN1

Out

Munic
.off.

Jour
nal.

Farm
1

Farm
2

County
off.

Forest
super.

Afforestation

That the state treats the affected farmers (ecarailyl decently
Community based afforestation

Bigger, wilder and close-to-nature forests

New forests don’t have same biodiverse & aesthdice as old
Local plan and hearing requirement on afforestation
Conserve traces of human activity, e.g. house igindylfences

Silviculture
Close-to-nature management
Due consideration to forest floor vegetation

Promote natur e experiences
More nature education to avoid alienation
More silence in the forests

I mproved access
Improve access, and maintain organisations’ access
Avoid payment for nature access, e.g. for boy scout

Priority of usersand recreational facilities

- get more camping sites

- co-ordinate the many, conflicting interests

- fewest possible ‘forest alien’ recreational faaht

- meet the individualised demands of unorganised

- accomodate for also big arrangements, e.g. firmstarips

State forest management

Customer satisfaction in terms of recreational siser
Involve NGOs in forest management & planning
Use participants for voluntary monitoring of nature

Financial situation of state forest district
Prioritise state forest tasks in times of budgés cu
Ensure the financial results

External factors
Avoid to take groundwater from forest covered areas

Avoid privatisation in case of liberal political stgm shift

Source: interviews from the two case studies.
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8.2.1 Nature conservation versus public access and nature experiences

The DN and the Outdoor Council representatives [@th at nature conservation along with
providing opportunities for people's nature expeses. However, the perceived optimal way to

combine these two objectives differs.

A DN representative in the user council considaeassélf to represent the interests of plants and
nature, as well as nature experience interests.p&fers that some nature areas are practically
inaccessible, without tracks, in order to maintéme ‘jungle experience'. In this sense, she
represents the curious nature user, the tsith the patience to listen, learn and watch natar

processes worKIT5].

As opposed to her, an Outdoor Council represemtativthe council wants virtually all areas made
accessible to everyone, get more facilities inftirest and maintain or improve opportunities for
organised users' access. He believes that premergates along with public access:

"It is not our policy to close areas. It is our pryl to open up...to pass on as many experiences as
possible. It is not our policy to destroy natureit i there are no damages, | can’t see any reason
to take on a restrictive attitude. It is the sameoreservation cases. You may want to preserve an
area in order to protect a rare herb. But — if yose public money for that, we also want to spend
the money on ensuring public access. You may not tedead the traffic directly over that rare
herb. The specialists will find it anyway. Bur #le common people need better access, and then
you can place the path in a distance from the h8db— preservation together with public access —

that is our policy'[IT6].

Therefore, the Outdoor Council representative [I$6pported the establishing of a bird watching
tower, whereas the DN representative was againSintilarly, the DN representative, as most of
the user council, was against establishing amrifigdlaygrounds in the forest. The forest
management plan prescribed the establishment ofptayground before year 2000. The forest
district staff initially did not want it, and DN peesentatives as well as Outdoor Council
representatives also did not support the idea. ArBtesentative referred to the responsibilities
connected to establishing playgrounds (MR240496g playground was established anyway, at
the demand of the Forest & Nature Agency, in otdereach the objectives of its outdoor policy,
which included establishing 30 forest playgroundfole year 2000 (MR280198). As said by one

of the staff:“The playground turned out to be a success. Buteffgr old, lying trees, throwing
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sticks in a ditch, - there are numerous opporteasitior playing. Besides, it is costly to maintain
such a playground and we take on a big responsitals playgrounds require that safety rules are
observed|IT12].

An Outdoor Council representative, however, sugabthe idea of playgrounds, as he believes that
it will make more families with kids wanting to ugke forest and, hence, also get a nature
experience [IT6]. This representative has the gmdbet better facilities for the users, increasing
the attractiveness (of the state forests) to peapte maintain organised users' accef36]. He
finds that too many forests are designated for gartised use only (B-forests), and believes that by
opening up those forests for all uses, would redheepressure on the A-forests. And still, he
believes the pressure would not increase on thefeed3ts located at a distance from the cities, so
there would still be areas left undisturbed. Anctadly now, the B-forests are not closed for, e.qg.
kindergartens or school excursions. Similarly, bpp®rts to use benches rather than trualks,
benches will provide a seat for the elderly peaplereas another Outdoor Council representative
believes that people, kids especially, prefer teuffMR200199TEB).

Other DN and Outdoor Council representatives staimdewhere in between these two viewpoints.
Besides nature conservation, another DN represemtat mainly interested in cultural history and

in communicating/promoting cultural history and urat experience to other people [IT8]. For the
same reason, he suggests that, e.g. some of ttagediwithin the young forest 'Vestskoven' are
preserved together with some of the trees and Iseidge the previous habitations:

"l would like to see that some of the old trees hadges remain, even it is in a forest, - to show

that there once was human activity hepid8].

The ambition to promote nature experiences is shiyeOutdoor Council representatives [IT13;
IT19]. One of them believes that it will add to fiéies' values, make them think: 'this is good to ou
family'. Also, he emphasises information to the lpuand to organisations as a means of limiting
damages on nature caused by forest use. At the Sar@éne supports the idea of not necessarily
exposingall the nice, nature rich spots to the public, buthem find the way themselves, and get
the pleasure of finding the spot by incident. Thanes some areas should explicitly be promoted in
order to ease the pressure on other areas, valizalylature conservation [IT19].
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Basically, the viewpoint of all Outdoor Council repentatives tend to be as expresSédve can
come out in nature, touch it, then we also bettedaustand to protect it. That is why nature

communication is so incredibly importanftT13].

8.2.2 Representatives of weighed interests

The Outdoor Council representatives diverge from dther members of the user council as they
represent a number of organisations, including terotuuser council member, Danish Sports
Association. According to one of the representativihe Outdoor Council aims at creating
consensus among their member organisations in éodstand stronger in the efforts to promote
outdoor political interests, including concerns riature conservation. Through dialogue and
pressure, the Outdoor Council aims at enhancingogixputdoor policies in public administration,

from national, to county and municipal level [IT1819].

This has the effect that the viewpoints of the @atdCouncil are — and are perceived as - the
weighed results of negotiation among many, partgfleccting demands to forest and nature for
recreational purposes. As opposed to this, the [hbers may be considered ‘just’ to represent
nature interests. As one DN member sdiature deserves huge, apolitical suppdfT15], i.e.
through DN. He believes the politicians call thelmsg environmentally conscious to please people

but, by and large, it is pseudo-environmental pdlic15].

Nevertheless, DN representatives can also be amesidto present viewpoints that have been
weighed more or less consciously. Here, the wegglsramong the many different interests related
to birds, insects, mammals, cultural landscapesdiverse landscapes, etc. As one DN
representative says:

"One could leave the political level and just loaker one's own narrow interests. It could be
nature, or it could be even more narrow. One cquidritise butterflies — not to mention fish. That

provokes me. | don't want things to become tooavarr...It is too narrow-minded. | mean, there

should be room also for those interests, but notifose only'{IT8].
The peculiar thing is that the Outdoor Councibipected to represent, e.g. Danish Birdlife Society,

as it is one of their member organisation. Thisasperceived as a problem, though, by an Outdoor

Council representative [IT6].
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8.2.3 Representatives of the unorganised users

The Outdoor Council representatives state that @ ek of the Outdoor Council is to also
represent the unorganised users (MR130995) [IT19].

The Copenhagen state forest supervisor expectstimécipal politicians to be representatives of
the common citizen. And both he and the forest eargjates, that the forest district under all

circumstances gives priority to the unorganised aseeompared to organised users [IT2; IT12].

In the afforestation case, a county official rensaflou can always point out a target group that
doesn't express its viewpoints, because it is émotracy of the active. That is how democracy is"
The role of the county in the regional planninggass is expressed &8Ve are here to make sure
that everyone has been heard and no interests e forgottel T14].

The journalist may be another representative ofuherganised users. She perceives herself to
represent'the general, uninformed public - 'forest amateuas' 1", while also providing them
enlightenment and knowledg&Now listen, you can have something totally differforests]'
[IT16].

8.2.4 Representatives of farmers' interests and private property rights defence
In the afforestation case the farmer misses someemeesenting his interests as well as farm

production interests in general. He believes thatlack of afforestation success is caused by [the
government] not having considered the consequefocesis others! i.e. the farmers. He misses
public understanding of the farmers’ situatiomhé rest of society doesn't think that we need the
agricultural sector...[l miss] a more relevant undeanding of the significance of our agricultural
sector to society, if we stop our productidrcalled the mayor and asked him if he had consder
the tax income consequences of afforesting 30@anm [land], and he said: ' the citizens don't care
at all, as long as they get their afforestatioT20].

Also he finds that the ‘common good' doesn’'t encasahim.”l went to this meeting where they
said... they don’t plant forest so that part of titg cannot see the church...l said: ‘now that's

nice, but then | jolly can’t see the other chur@u. it isn’t meant for everyongIT20].

In addition, the farmer found too little suppordrn the farmers’ association chairman, who tended
to see the opportunities rather than the disadgastaf afforestatiort. | called him and said that
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he wasn't allowed to have that attitude, becausen.ti is just the others who are too stupid to
understand how things really are. He has agreetth#b now” [IT20].

The state forest supervisor recognises the farnsérgtion. Referring to a national newspaper
article about the afforestation project, he sdyshink it was a somewhat manipulating article. |
was considered the angel, and the farmer was tberglrel. It is understandable [that the farmer is
against afforestation], because he has to baseliking on the farm.Sometimes the urban
population lacks an understanding of the farmersmpoints, that he has to live from his farm"
[IT18]. Being asked whether he thinks it is fair that ti@omers, with reference to their rights,
block for public afforestation that could benefitwehole city, he says'l don't think it is
unreasonable. It is said in the Constitution tHa¢ property right is inviolable...if you want totse
aside the property rights you have to buy it, ptgsprvation claims on it or expropriate the

property. | cannot go out and talk to a farmer ddn't respect him and his property righf§r18].

8.2.5 Low-impact users and high-impact users

Meeting the expectations of the population is anpriy objective to the Copenhagen state forest
supervisor, recognising the heavy recreational sures on the forest areas [IT2]. The forest
supervisor is oriented towards the demands of terage citizen. Telling about a planned
afforestation project, he says:

“llluminated tracks, circus, etc. is not what theesage citizen, the population want, so that is not
what they will get, even if locally it would be edior. Also they (people, ed.) don’t thrive irekir
with only broadleaves, so they will get variatiam, amount of coniferous forest, whether they want
it or not” [IT2].

This is in line with the Copenhagen forest managenpéan. Here, concerns for the recreational
demands of the ‘common population' are prioritiseer the wishes of the 'specialists’. This means
that the unorganised user is prioritised over thgawoised user, soft activities (like the silent
wanderer or the family trip) above 'hard' and naistivities, as those will be strictly regulatedheT
forest management plan states that the requedtdad activities' as well as for outdoor facilities
will be considered, as to whether the performegedd on the forest for their exercises or if these
could take place anywhere else. Finally, childrad goung people use are prioritised over other

age classes (Miljg- & Energiministeriet, Skov- &thistyrelsen 1998).
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The DN representative specifically aims at morergié in the forest and, as mentioned, to move
those activities where the forest is only used asgirgy [IT5]. This partially conflicts with the
Outdoor Council representatives’ aims at proviging maintaining opportunities for organisations'
use of the forest [IT6], for major groups on firmce [IT19], for mountain bike tracks [IT13],

although it is considered thdhere are lots of areas left for silence seekglE6].

8.3 The perceived relevance and representativity of  other participants

8.3.1 The perceived representativity of the user council in terms of interests & values

The Copenhagen state forest supervisor noticedgrafisant difference between the two former
user councils as one council was critical towah#sforest district management whereas the other

council tended to be uncritically positive.

Better representation of nature conservation antiicape aesthetics interests

The forest supervisor approves the current comipasif the user council, as it reflects the faetth
most conflicts are among the different uses offtinests, and hardly about forest management and
silvicultural practices as such [IT2]. However, monembers find the user council imbalanced and
needing a strengthened representation of consenvasi opposed to user interests. A DN member
finds that all other members than DN repressameone that attacks the forests, use thiar]

and that, consequently, most of the discussionalawat forest usage and how to facilitate this. The
perceived problem is that few users know abouttpland nature, whereas most users 'wear out'’
nature, or merely use the forest as a wing forvaiets that could as well take place elsewhere
[IT5]. However, the DN representative also acknalgks the forest district's unwillingness to

allow activities where the forest as such is omgsidered a wing.

Also an Outdoor Council member specifically calls more nature conservation representatives.
He says‘In the former council there was only one DN repptative and now, in the new, there
are two, and they did not agree. | like it whenréhare different perspectives, a dialogue based on
different backgroundsfIT19].

The DN representative also misses representatidanoiscape aesthetics interests, beyond what
DN or other manage to take upon them [IT5]. Theddat Council is supposed also to represent
Danish Birdlife Society, but they never have memtid anything about birds, according to the DN

member [IT5]. Danish Sports Association is congdetess relevant as, according to the DN
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member, its interests are the same in any forestmaintenance of tracks, whereas nature interests
require local knowledge. As the Forest & Nature Agealso has a natural forest strategy and a
biodiversity strategy, representatives of the Bimi@nAssociation or Enthomological Association

are also considered of possible relevance [IT5].

An Outdoor Council representative notices that othiganisations might find the user council
relevant, and is somewhat surprised that e.g. Daiisllife Society has not expressed its interest
in participating. At the same time, however, hedéinthat the Outdoor Council is capable of

representing its interests as well [IT6].

More active municipal representatives required

Another Outdoor Council representative finds tha municipality representatives can become
crucial partners in future co-operation betweendtage forest district and municipalities, in order
to create better coherence between the countrysidethe forest areas. Therefore, the current
representatives should be more serious about dcgire participation than they have been so far
[IT19]. The DN representative prefers municipapiliticians rather than officials, as he considers

himself a "part time politician" as well, and asdaa reach the officials in other ways [IT19].

The Copenhagen state forest supervisor finds tiatrdle of municipality representatives is to
represent the interests of the common citizen, Masnsen, rather than represent the interests of the
municipality. "We co-operate with 28 municipalities, and it doet make sense with extra close
co-operation with those 6 municipalities represednte the user councils. It is the opinion of
people, that should appear"For the same reason, he prefers politicians asiaipality
representativesPublic officials are more likely to think of theterests of the municipality [as an

organisation]"[IT2].

There is also a user council at the state foresticli in the afforestation case. The forest sugerv
finds that, basically, the user council has the esapinion as he/the districtMaybe not in the
beginning, but after a while. The diverging opirsom the beginning were due to lack of
knowledge. Knowledge about other people's viewppother influential factors, other weighing of
interests. It is so incredibly easy when you walbuad in blinkers, only seeing things from one
point of view. Then things are so wonderfully btadkte" [IT18].
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The Outdoor Council representative of this usemcduinds that the municipal representatives in
the beginning were very locally oriented, persi{efighting for own viewpoints, whereas by now,
they have become easier to co-operate with, marstaective and less 'either — or' oriented [IT13].
He believes that the municipal representativesediffom the rest of the council because they
usually have to consider the whole and not padicigsues, as is the case in the user council and
for him. "When we are in the user council, we are not therdiscuss politics, whether a liberal
and a social democrat are seated next to each offtet is not our task[IT13]. Also, he is aware
that the municipal politicians lack all the backgnd information that the other participants, mainly
DN and the Outdoor Council, have [IT13].

"The user council is made for those using the ar@ased by the state. The farmers don’'t have any
interests in the user council, as they don’'t owm ldnd. The politicians are there to represent the

citizens, and we are there to represent the orgdiuss. You could ask if the ornithologists should

participate. Then the hunters should, too, but ¢hsr no commercial hunting on the state areas
[IT13].

8.3.2 Relevance of participants in state afforestation
The forest supervisor of the afforestation casesdbsee any role for the state forest user coumcil

afforestation projects'The user council is the usual crowd. And if we enakKorestation in one
place, the municipal representatives couldn't dess. | don't think it is the user council we slaoul
talk to. We have to go local, instegdiT18]. The regional Outdoor Council representathas been
involved in more afforestation projects. Besides hihe district aims at involving the individual
interest organisations, e.g. horseback riding asgdions, horseback riding schools and
ornithologists. The forest supervisor notices thatt many people are concerned about the work of

the Outdoor Council as an umbrella organisatiod §T

The Outdoor Council representative regrets the tdato-operation between the municipal council
and the state forest distri¢tfhey spent 270.000 DKK on afforestation. But ttiein't co-operate.

If they had co-operated with the Forest & NatureeAgy they might have got 20 ha instead of
4...The fact is, that the mayor didn't know mucbulihe project, and at the end [of the Plant a

Tree meeting about afforestation] he could see iti@gbe it wasn't such a bad idgéri3]j.
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A DN representative notices thdhe politicians often say they want nature. Bugythust aren't
ready to pay for it. That's the reality in most roypalities. It has low priority. There are made no

investments in nature restoration and access tarea{IT15].

The forest supervisor states thdhe municipal council can't find their feetth relation to
afforestation, and he judges that the equal dimigibliberal and social-democrats in the council
may be a reason, noticing also that the libera&ius be recruited among farmers. The forest
supervisor understands the municipal council, aigohe may miss some visions, as 4 ha of forest
doesn't solve the problems. He notices that theicipad council states they are interested in and
not against afforestation, but they are worriedualibe future development of the city and how
afforestation will affect the opportunitied. have therefore now written the mayor a letterdan
asked him to take a clear position, also to heknthlt is not in the municipality's interest to bav
afforestation as an iron belt around the city... Thayor said it might last 1-2 years [to decide how
the city should develop]. But then we will waittthang, because | find that extremely important”
[IT18].

The Plant-A-Tree-committee aimed to support theraftation project without directly entering
negotiations. Instead, they held a general meeititigafforestation as the key topic:

"With the meeting about afforestation in the Plaatree-Committee we aimed at affecting the
municipal council towards granting the money fofoedstation, to push the project to become
realised. We therefore invited the mayor to papi#te. The meeting was two days after the
municipal council decision, so maybe he would fiftarder to reject the granting of money when
he had to face the citizens afterwards...Anywag aim was to initiate a debate...One thing is this
little 4 ha project. Something else is to realise big afforestation project. There, we would kke
more intense debate with the farmers and in genekad the journalists could contribute to
that'[IT10].

One of the Plant-A-Tree-members, a municipal adfichas a more overall goal of making the
municipality focus more on the green environmeatha finds himself employed to base his work
on his professional expertise:

"My aim with this project [of furthering afforestain] has been to focus on the environment.
Sometimes our municipal politicians tend to foriett people more or less consciously seek houses

where there are green areas. There is no doubt himatse prices are highest where there are
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urban, recreational areas next to the houses. Thaicmpal council wants many people to live in
Ringsted. But it is of no use to just parcel olttla¢ land, without considering the structure, the
whole, without thinking of what people should dohieir leisure time — where to walk the dog, etc...
Unfortunately, this debate is absent, and that lsyw want to introduce it. The municipality
designates a small nature area in its municipalnpldut they forget to put it on the budget, to
account for time and action — and then it remainsaanbition in the municipal plan, until some

citizens [as now] start asking for action. [IT10].

8.3.3 Local affiliation and its perceived relevance to user councils

The guidelines for user councils are aimed at llasars', but with 25 state forest districts caveri

the whole country, all users are local users to @nanother district. The user councils are not
representative in terms of local affiliation eith&he user council survey revealed that 87 % of the
respondents live within the boundaries of the fodéstrict. But besides that, the council members
tend to be recruited from those areas within tis¢ridt's field of responsibility, where there allga

are state forests. Municipality representativesels as local DN representatives tend to come from
municipalities with highest percentage of state$tfarea. This makes sense as long as the purpose
of the user council is confined to the existingestibrests. But the state forest districts are also
responsible for identifying state afforestationjpots, as e.g. the case of Ringsted. There, itdcoul
possibly have made a difference if Ringsted hadiaicpality and eventually DN representative in

the user council.

There is a dilemma between the size of the disanct the aim to have representatives ofldlcal
users in the user council. A local organisatiomuRaNaturparks Venner' has asked to get a seat in
the council but was turned down, due to too fewss@&de forest supervisor used the argument, that
he wanted to avoid too narrow interests featherisgown nest (MR240897). A forest ranger

explains it in another way:

"It may seem funny, that this organisation has @ $e another district's council but not in ours.
The reason is that we have to cover so many cauatid municipalities that no seats are left for
the local representativegIT12].

"Even municipality representatives are not appaintocally, but by the association of
municipalities, and the representatives from Danisature Conservation Association and the
Outdoor Council are also appointed at a regionaldE [IT12].

202



But is it important that the user council has loa#iliation? If user councils aim to discuss at a
strategic level, local affiliation is less importatman if they aim at discussing particular cases,
where local knowledge is required. DN members tendim at discussing particular cases, where
local knowledge is required in relation to natureerests, whereas Outdoor Council members find
local affiliation less important, as they hold thia¢ user council should discuss at a strategiel lev
(MR130698TEB). This does not surprisingly fit witie structure of the two organisations, where
the Outdoor Council only operates on a regional aational level, whereas DN operates on
national, regional and, particularly, a local lev® DN member recalls that she became a member
of DN instead of other environmental organisatieractly because it was more locally oriented,
whereas the others were more internationally oee i 8].

As expressed by an Outdoor Council member:

"DN is more influential than other organisationschese it has a local network...by which it can
affect things in the small...DN is nature's eyefclweng what is going on. We can't do that in the
Outdoor Council, as we are an umbrella organisatiove can do things together with
representatives of the local associations. But aremever reach the individual group of boy scouts
or football players...And that isn't the idea, eitjIT13].

Parallel to this, a DN member finds that reprederga of recreational interests need not be local,
as they can still give advice on tracks, recreatidacilities, etc. whereas representing nature
interests requires local knowledge, also in ordatiscuss issues with the local support base.

"For Danish Sports Association, it may be indifferevhether they run in one forest instead of
another. It is a question about what the tracks #ke. But from a nature view point, local

knowledge is important[IT5]

Further, the DN member questions the representatfi the Outdoor Council as well as of the

municipality representatives:

"In principle, the municipality representatives repent all municipalities in the area, but they
can't really find out by themselves, if they areniipality representatives or if they are local
politicians. |1 normally experience them to act likecal politicians [i.e. only representing own

municipality, ed.]... The same with the Outdoor B@lmembers...they are recruited from other
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organisations, and it is the view of those organdsa they have[lT5] An Outdoor Council
representative share this view of the municipatesentatives [IT6, at MR130698TEB], whereas a
municipal representative doesn’'t see any problemeepresenting all the municipalities he was
elected among. At the same time, though, he resegrihat the main focus is on the municipalities
with high forest cover. Also, the municipal repmesgive believes he represents the public, as
citizens contact him regularly, something he fitedss likely for county politicians [IT7].

A meeting among Outdoor Council representativesifedl state forest user councils also involved
the discussion about local affiliation. A represegine from a user council in Jutland found thatruse
councils become weaker [less influential], the mowpal they get, as the members then will have a
less strong anchoring in their organisations, gss linformation from there and less knowledge
about what interests they are actually seated geesent. They are more likely only to represent
themselves (MR 130998). Another argument againstiécal representation was given in the
Copenhagen state forest user council evaluatioartiementioned in Chapter 6. There, too local
affiliation is considered inappropriate, as somesmoncerns for different local forests will hage t
be weighed against each other. Instead, it is stggbto also in the future let public meetings ®cu

on individual forests (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen, Dsglankontoret 1998a).

The ranger remarks that the local users can beatmqmiblic meetings and guided excursions. But,
as he says'If | spend 10 weekends per year doing this, it b@ on the expense of my family, and
who wants to do that{IT12].

8.4 Perceptions on the silent majority — and why pe  ople do not participate

8.4.1 Perceptions on why and when people don't participate

In both cases, some informants were concerned ataihiose people who do not participate. They

are called 'the silent majority', 'the unorganigsdr’, 'Mrs. Hansen', etc.

The general opinion was that people don't partieipmless it has their personal interest, unless

they are somehow personally affected [IT14; IT¥.expressed by an informant:

"l think it is only a fashion that people absolytélave to participate. To me, it is just as impotta
to have some NGOs who really know something abeussue. | don't want to waste my time on it.

| want others to do it for me. | might spend tinmesehool boards, boards in the nursery, the things
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very near to me. But not more than that. Then Ild/become a member of an organisation to take
care of my interests instead...| don’t want to spery holidays running around saving the world. |
want professionals to do that for méT16].

Another informant who patrticipated in concrete edBiation regards people's lack of participation
as a problem. People engage themselves in what goaa television, but not in their own
neighbourhood:

"Not many people were engaged in the afforestatext to our village. | went over the area with a
metal detector, together with a friend [to find ttwll remnants], just before the ploughing. A fence
was put up, everyone knew what was going to happed.still, we were only contacted by 3-4
persons. People passed us on the road. They saamdighen they just drove on. We have too many
people not showing interest. Walking in Denmarktoin, you don't get eye contact with anyone.
Everyone drop their eyes when they pass each othed. | think this is related with the
afforestation project. We miss the old attitudéhisTinterests me - | am interested in what is going
on!"— | mean — people do engage themselves. Ty &ll the TV-speakers, all the entertainment

in television. They know it, and can talk about'tjar11].

A forest supervisor doesn't share this worry. Thgimal aim of the user councils was to involve
the common citizen, Mrs. Hansen, as he says, Mrat Hansen doesn't participate, because she
doesn't care. He says:

"As long as people still can walk where they wani] no major changes take place, then people
are content. Things just have to be as they remembem when they were kids, or, at least, as it
was last week. If they are dissatisfied, they Millus know and contact us. | think that is posltiv
[IT18].

For instance, establishing a lake is more likelyviike people's interest than afforestation, due to
the immediate changes that take place [IT18]. Allse,forest supervisor guesses that people don't
participate, simply becau$decision-making isn't fun, but experiencing a matschool is"[IT18].
Finally, though, the forest supervisor notices thNGBO representatives are used to express
themselves, whereas 'Mrs. Hansen' remains silemieatings, feeling a bit stupid to stand up and
talk. But she might do it, if she meets the rangehe forest.

A county official has a similar opinion based omperience from the regional planning hearing

process:.'You don't get any response from the common cijtizeless they are personally affected.
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And if you have an interest, you will join an orgaation” [IT14]. However, she also notices that
when the county provides more information to théljguabout a particular issue, windmills, they
expected less complaints. But the opposite happén#d thought that the success criterion was to

have least possible complaints, and then we engedth even more complaintfT14].

A municipal official shares the experience thatyoifla public meeting is about hot stuff, it may
attract more than 20 people. And ‘hot stuff’ is/daare."Day care [problems] brings people on
the barricades immediately. If it is about schoblsnay take a couple of days more to mobilise
people. If the hospital doesn’t work it may takenanth. If the municipality doesn’t work, well
that’s just normal. Afforestation then, must betfase [participants] that have spare timgT10].

To summarise, many informants find that people willly participate if they are personally
affected, if it is an issue close to their dailyels, such as schools, or if significant changes tak
place in their environment, as, e.g. the estabigsbi a lake or the felling of an old tree nextheir
common walking path. And if they have a particukderest, they will join an organisation to take
care of that interest. One informant, though, réggpeople's lack of participation as a social
problem, and that people ought — but don't daceengage themselves in what takes place in their
neighbourhood.

8.4.2 User councils representing the unorganised users

The state forest user councils are atypical forfngser democracy as the 'users' are, in fact, the
whole Danish population. As outlined in Chaptefs?ate) forests are today considered to provide
so many material and, mainly, immaterial benetitst tcannot be confined to use by a particular
group of citizens. In principle, the whole Danisbpplation can be considered users of the state
forests, as forests provide common goods, e.g. foomecreation and biodiversity, provide shelter,

affect the landscape and protect the groundwater.

So, when the Ministry of Environment & Energy had am of establishing local user councils,
they should, from a representativity point of viewfact make real elections, similar to the Church
governing boards. The problem is, then, that winendlections for the Church governing boards
have low attendance rate, 17 % at the electionOPO2Kirkeministeriet 2000), it is even more

likely to be so for forest user councils.
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Already at the time of the establishment of théestarest user councils, the then head of the fores
planning division expressed his worries as to h@&rwcouncils can represent the unorganised
citizen:"..do we have to leave it to the organisationshauties and associations to represent the

common citizerdJensen 1994).

The Forest and Nature Agency and the state forstatis are much concerned about managing to
serve the common population. As expressed by atfoaager, his goal is10t to do something that
would offend the public[IT12] and the forest supervisor states that hismary challenges as a
supervisor aréto deliver the goods to the public, to ensure fihancial results, and to have the
personnel liking their working placdiT2]. The forest supervisor adds that the distn@ay have
the most demanding forest userbey are well-arguing customers, our forest gueatsd they are
not as orthodox as | would believe they are inahdl' [IT2]. As outlined in Chapter 6, the forest
management plan prioritises the unorganised usess tbhe organised users, the ‘common users'

over the 'specialists’, in state forest managememiell as state afforestation.

The original idea of the user councils was to @eaforum for the local citizens to influence state
forest management, although it ended up as yehanobrporate channel. At the first user council
meeting, the state forest supervisor stated tleatgier council deliberately had been composed to
best possibly cover the unorganised users' intgrastl that he believed it had succeeded. Anyway,
he continued by stressing tHany district decisions have to reflect the facttithe major user
group is the group of unorganised use(dMR200995). This leaves the user councils' adinca
vacuum. On the one hand, the individual participaain only be expected to represent the interests
of their own organisations. On the other hand,uber council as a whole is expected to reflect a
broader group of also unorganised users. Herelgy,uier councils' advice can at any time be
rejected with the claim that their opinions do traty reflect the aims of the local users, but eath

the aggregated/integrated interests of the paatiicig organisations.

At the same time, the forest ranger doubts thatifee council caters to the unorganised users. The
contact with unorganised users often has a strlottgl, detail-specific character. They call the
forest ranger to tell that a bench is broken, at they need some material for a decoratiBeople

call us when they need something specific...| damktthe user council caters to these people,

because it is so detailed requiremer[i312].
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The forest supervisor points out different souroédinding out the opinion of the 'unorganised
user'. He believes, that individuals contacting dgrict on specific issues represent more than
themselves, as it requires overcoming a barriecdntact the district. Also, the municipality
representatives (politicians) are considered taesgthe voice of common people. This viewpoint
is shared by some user council members [IT19] vdwerethers find that the municipality
representatives do not know by themselves who ithpsesent, and often they end up looking after

own municipal interests, rather than the interetl municipalities [IT13;IT5].

Finally, the forest supervisor sees NGOs to havela in ‘educating’ the unorganised users to
polite behaviour. The mountain bike riders is tserngroup creating most conflicts and complaints
from other users, the forest supervisor explaire.cbnsiders it almost hopeless to regulate their
traffic, as they are practically allowed to rideyamere. The problem is, says the supervisor, that a
few bikers, not only mountainbikers, behave tougid ampolite. They need to learn common
politeness, and that is something the Outdoor Cbamcl the biking associations have to learn
them [IT2].

8.4.3 Is it a problem that there is a silent majority?

The lack of participation by the 'silent majority'not necessarily a democratic problem, if itns i
fact just due to low political saliency of the isstorest management as compared to other issues
considered more vital, as also suggested by vah [#100). But the low political saliency of
forestry may, of course, be a problem to the Fofellature Agency, if it also indicates that they
will find it hard to get public support for theiojicies and financing, as compared to, e.g. thélea
sector, but also in the interministerial prioritie@tween 'pollution combatement’ and 'nature
conservation'. On the other hand, the state fodestricts can exactly be considered the
ambassadors, the ‘flagships’, of the Ministry ofiEtmment & Energy. They have all the popular
aspects of environmental management: forests withliQ access, conservation of rare species,
conservation of cultural remnants, buildings etbereas, e.g. the Environmental Agency represents
pollution, restrictions and regulations to the lsgly and consumers. Forests as such are also
perceived very environmentally friendly among thublg. In fact, forestry is considered the most
environmentally friendly nature management, ahehdisberies and agriculture (Gallup 1999).
From this perspective, user councils are a potemteans of ensuring a positive anchoring of the
Ministry in the consciousness of the public.
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The lack of participation may, however, also belaixed by lack of resources, e.g. information.

The county official noticed that enhanced informatincreased the degree of participation in
relation to windmill planning. Similarly, an inforant told that she used to think of forests as just
‘forests', someting unchangeable and permanentliiRetne WWF scorecard report on the state of
European forests (WWF 1998) gradually opened ugw, rexciting understanding of forests as
something that is being managed, that they can &aged in several ways following different

opinions [IT16].

8.5 The perceived representativity of the participa  ting organisations

How do participants know if they represent thejpsort base. What are other participants' view of
this?

A DN representative admits that it is difficult tmow when DNSs interests are taken care of,

particularly as DN both wants to promote conseoraind make people come out in nature.

The Outdoor Council representatives state that an sk of the Outdoor Council is to also
represent the unorganised users [MR130995], [ITD¥je of the representatives remarks that he
often takes a basis in his daily work where he ¢lase contact with many children and their

families. These families, he says, have very dffiéneeds and demands [IT19].

Not getting any negative responses is considereekpression of content by the support base, as
stated by one Outdoor Council representative [IP8lother Outdoor Council representative tries
to ensure contact with his support base by senalihgneeting reports to the county representation
and now and then taking an ideological discussiorthe board. Basically, though, he finds it
essential to form his own opinion based on whatéw®rs and notices from societal development. If

people then are discontent with him, they can chaomd to elect him for the next two years [IT13].

The forest supervisor finds that Danish Nature @oretion Association has a problem with its
organisation, since the opinion and practices efltital committees are much determined by the
local chairman and not by the main organisatiofi2]fl This viewpoint is also reflected in the
Forest Planning Division's debate with DN and théddor Council on the contributor process in
forest management planning, as the Forest Plarivigion asked the organisations fok strict
co-ordination within DN and the Outdoor Council reake sure that the received contributions

reflect the official opinion of the organisationshether they come from one of the user council
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members, a local member of the organisations oreesgn in the central office'To this, the
Outdoor Council stated that it would have a pelisahe secretariat co-ordinate responses, whereas
DN to higher extent would educate people locally téike part in the contributor process
(MR211097).

The informants not being seated in the state farset councils were either not aware that such
user councils existed, or they were aware of it, kmew nothing about who was seated there or
what was going on. For instance, a municipal dfiéinew that one of the municipal politicians
was seated in the user council but did not know ltisaseat had been replaced by one of his fellow
politicians already a year ago [IT9]. A DN represgive is in the regional consultation committee,
together with the DN member, seated in one of thie $orest user councils, but he can't remember
ever to have heard about the work of that coui€il§]. This is not sufficient evidence to suggest
that the user councils fail to broaden their effdd their support bases, but it gives an indicatio
that for some reason, state forest user coun@lsair the first topic to be discussed, not by theru
council members among themselves, eitHeguess that most forest users do not know thextis

a user council. So if the state forest has a probli is likely to be a communication problefiT

9].

8.5.1 Internal democracy effect
An Outdoor Council representative is concerned wihle role of organisations in shaping

democracy, i.e. the internal democracy effect gaarsations:

"To be organised is a positive element for the mesmiance and development of democracy.
Investigations from universities show that incregyy many young people become individualists.
That is a threat to democracy. But in this contexttdoor life and recreation can be a rallying
ground for democracy. There has to be room fonvialdiality, | agree. But you should also aim at
doing things together. It has a big value to deraogrthat association life flourishes, that the
visions flourish, that the family thrives — but @lthat the community prospers — the housing
communities, the communities within the firm. Theee | also find it important that firm
communities find their way out in the Danish cousitle. Because it is part of a personnel policy,
just as a policy for the family. Therefore, theestrdistrict should also cater for outdoor actiegi
aimed at many participants...company outings wil persons, also where it has a recreational
value"[IT19].
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The development of organisations into passive meshiegs makes the internal democracy effect
less likely. So in this sense, we cannot rely gganisations. But, from a pluralist point of viewet
value-based/ideological NGOs play a vital role amnfulating and aggregating interests, i.e. the
external democracy effect. And with the low bagief entry, citizens can afford being members of
different organisations as they please. As an mémt said"If | want influence, | will become a
member of an NGO to have it look after it for fi@'16].

8.5.2 External democracy effect
The NGOs possess more resources than the unorgarsises. That makes them better equipped for

defending interests towards the professional pubhwironmental administration, i.e. the Forest &
Nature Agency. Accordingly, both DN and Outdoor @cili representatives perceive their
organisations to have been decisive for the pudaticironmental policy we have today, as they
regard NGOs as valuable and indispensable coumterfzathe state and the public sector [IT5;
IT13; IT15; IT19].

It can be a problem though, if the organised ugdf30s) fail to represent also the unorganised
users, or if the selected NGOs are not represeatdb all NGOs. A concrete case of an

organisation's monopoly to use rights demonstitaeeproblem:

A law from 1949 prescribes that only members obslaffiliated with the umbrella organisation
"Dansk Kano og Kajak Forbund" are allowed to useufralake for sailing. However, two
canoeing clubs at Farum Lake find that "Dansk Kamgpo Kajak Forbund” is too focused on
competitive/elite canoeing, whereas the two clubstwo have canoeing sport for a broad range of
users. Therefore, the clubs want to change to ithiereila organisation "DGI", as it is perceived to
better serve their needs. However, if they leavan$k Kano og Kajak Forbund" they are excluded

from access to Farum Lake, following the 1949 law.

The state forest district aims to maintain the Fatiake as a peaceful lake and finds that the rules
have ensured that, as opposed to the conditiotie ateighbouring lake "Furesgen”. They fear that
if the regulations are abolished, it will becomdficlt to regulate the traffic at Farum Lake
(Lindberg 2000a). The forest ranger says that ttaetges will remain unchanged unless other
instructions are given from the Forest & Nature Age i.e. the Minister of Environment &

Energy, in terms of new regulations (Lindberg 2000a
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The two canoeing clubs and DGI are not satisfieith Wie canoeing monopoly of 'Dansk Kano og
Kajak Forbund' and aim at getting the rules changee leader of DGI's own magazine compares
it with the idea of an NGO having monopoly to trafbn a motorway:There may be peaceful on
that motorway, but there will be queues on the Ways"(Radmer 2000).

The question is, if it is fair to compare a natarea with a highway. The idea of having a peaceful
lake is not only to please those canoers who de lzeess to the lake, but also to protect the
habitats around the lake from too heavy trafficorfrra nature conservation point of view, the

restriction seems desirable. From a recreational jpd view, it seems undesirable.

The point is that restricting user rights to thbseng members of NGOs may help ensure regulated
user behaviour. But it may also mean that somenpiateusers are excluded, unorganised users as
well as users being organised outside the reldv@®s, as is the case of canoeing at Farum Lake.
A democratic problem appears if participation isfated to those NGOs (representing NGOs) with

user rights.

The Outdoor Council representatives are supposegptesent both organisations. The question is,
if they manage to do so, where conflicts arisethim particular case, the Outdoor Council at the
national level supported the claim for change &.r& member of the board saltWe support that
traffic is regulated in order to protect flora arfiduna, but we don't like that the access is retgdc

to particular members of particular organisationdindberg 2000b).

In fact, the rules were discussed at a user coumedéting in 1998, as a club from a neighbour
municipality applied for access to canoeing on lhiee. An Outdoor Council representative

expressed the same concern as the above-mentiogratien of the board. At that time, the forest
supervisor concluded that a revision of the curreids possibly could result in conflicts and he
expected it to become a major task. He found theicl to have insufficient resources for that, and
decided not to revise them (MR280198TEB). Instélael application was met on a temporary basis
(MR280198).

A DN representative sees a potential conflict betw®N and the Outdoor Council, as they both
aim at representing nature conservatiBut the Outdoor Council has to cover so many esés,
that their jaws are stuck...This results in wateced recommendations from the Outdoor Council,

as it is consensus of consensus. The problem kathg that every time nature is the loser. If you

212



take a 100 % nature area and want to give placeditfierent interests, you automatically end up
with less than 100 % natur@fT15].

The two organisations differ in other ways too. B&é a legal authority to raise preservation claims
on areas, whereas the two organisations shares rigtgppeal some decisions according to the Act
on Nature Conservation and the Forest Act. DN hasngernal democracy founded on local
networks of local committees, regional consultatommittees, and a national board and president,
whereas the Outdoor Council is, as mentioned, aorelfa organisations, where the representatives
are indirectly elected through the participatingaoisations. Both organisations have a national
secretariat that to some extent can assist irotted &nd regional consideration of cases.

Both the DN and the Outdoor Council representatiwesider Danish Birdlife Society to be less
interested in forest policy and more concerned abwdlife in wetlands and lakes [IT13; IT15]. As
opposed to DN, Danish Birdlife Society is not ongad to ensure local democracy concerns, but
according to professional interest, which has tteaatage of concentrating expert knowledge
[IT15]. They, as well as the forest supervisordfthat if Danish Birdlife Society should participat

in the user council, the hunter associations nedxd toresent as well [IT13; IT15; IT18].

Apparently, the functions of the NGOs also dependwho their counterparts are. Two DN
representatives from the Copenhagen state forestcosincil tell, that the municipality they live in

is environmentally very progressive, so they fdwttthey don't themselvétiave to fight the
environmental battle[IT8]. The municipality itself is strict about isnvironmental approvals of
business activities. Rather, the DN representatimesthemselves to have a more communicative
role and an opportunity of gathering observatiotadAnd yet, one of the representatives remarks
that DN may provide the municipality with the neédechnical arguments to refuse some business

activities that might otherwise be difficult to uske from a financial perspective [IT8].

8.6 Decision competencies and risk of fragmented ci  tizenship

Neither the forest supervisor nor the forest rarggas an opportunity in providing user councils
with decision competencies. First of all, the usauncils are not democratically composed, as that
would require local, direct elections to the usenrwils [IT2]. Second, by providing user councils
decision competencies they might take decisions Wemnt against the central strategies of the
Agency, impeding their realisation [IT2; IT12], gnidereby, impeding also the fulfilment of the

international obligations that the strategies weag of."The Agency can't live with that... It is the
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same problem we see with the municipalities whonateready to take their part of housing the
refugees, so now the state has to force them ' id2]. Third, the forest supervisor fears that a
few rabid members could totally paralyse the disgiwork, as he doubts that the members would
feel the corresponding responsibility, also for fineances.!"| mean, our finances don't at all reflect
the public demand. People would gladly accept aeneligger budget deficit, at least at this
district...If you gave the user council decisiormptencies, there is no doubt that we would get

much more management expenger?].

A fear with user democracy is that particular iatts are catered at the expense of general concerns
for society, in so far as the user councils arefaated to consider the relationship between their
own decisions and the consequences for societypatl{Kristensen 1998; Sgrensen 1997). As part
of this, it has been suggested that user boards kudget competencies tend to be budget
optimising (Kristensen 1998), a worry shared by tbeest supervisor. Nevertheless, the user
council members appear to have an understandingt dbe costs of nature management versus
other societal expenses, as some of them spebjfreslognise the district as a business that has to
be financially sustainable (IT6; IT17). Similarligvo DN representatives find that environmental

concerns of their municipality should not be atélpense of the social services:

"Our municipality has an environmental profile, pably the first municipality with its own nature
plan, which has cost a lot of money. And then | &éit like — we shouldn't pay consultants

100,000 DKK to do investigations if it is at thgperse of the elderly peopldT8].

Talking about the function of the user council asnpared to other state forest districts' user

councils, the DN representative continues:

"...We should not go as far as wanting to further own interests at any price. We still have to be
citizens as well and think broad. | don’t like tlygproach where you are only concerned about
getting your own little business through and notirmg about the consequences. | heard a
researcher ...discuss it in the radio the other,dayat in the 90s people are only concerned about
their own little business. That could be about natas well..prioritising butterflies, for instance.
And that provokes me... | don't like when it bectoe narrow'[IT8].
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On the other hand, the participants are disappwitat, e.g. the forest district refuses to spead m
hours on a Sunday-excursion with reference to tdakvailable staff, and that they require payment

for some services, as reflected in the following:

"For many years | have arranged bustrips for thdeely people at our residential homes, also in

the forest. | used to drive all the way to the tdp'Herstedhgije" (a hill). There, the bus driver

would turn the bus so the rear end would hang oihé open, and the elderly would gasp, and that
they think is wonderful. Otherwise they don't htéhe opportunity to come up on that hill. Then,

two years ago | ...suddenly ...[had to] pay 1000KDt get the access... to pay the forest staff to
open the gates...That rule was introduced at tis&idt during our time in the user council. Stitl,

was never brought up or discuss¢idsg].

At one user council meeting, the present municipptesentative expressed his frustrations of not
being given any decision competencies, and he findscomposition of the user council totally
wrong:

"The user council has the wrong composition. Yoaukh never bring politicians and NGOs
together, as we discuss at different levels... We municipal politicians] are used to make and
implement decisions. Here, we just have to acdegt fou establish a playground [although the
user council was against it]. That is frustratiniIR280198TEB). Also, he finds thatunicipal

politicians are not 'users' in that sense"

This viewpoint is challenged by the others, as finds that"a council with both officials and
politicians ensures a broader debaféT6/ MR280198TEB] and another municipal represte
finds it "beneficial that also politicians have to go outdatouch reality and take part in the more
detailed issues'The municipality she represented was also keerawe lafforestation and green
areas. A third municipal representative added tingy ought also to provide advice to the district
(MR280198TEB). None of the interviewed informantgmss a clear interest in getting actual

decision competencies. An Outdoor Council repregsmat deliberately finds it inappropriate:

No [the user councils should not have decision auty]. It must always be the Minister of the
Environment who has the competence. As an NGO geptative you have to be aware that you
must conform to the political system, as we [usauncil representatives] can’t represent all

interests. We can always ask for more forest, bthé end, the politicians have to decide where the
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money should come from. Also the forest supervesort make that decision. He is also
subordinate to a forest management plan and, uteigaa ministefIT13].

8.7 Conclusions to different viewpoints on particip ation and representativity

Many participants and the forest supervisor as firedl the user councils balanced as they are now.
Some, however, ask for more nature interests tefesented and one also landscape aesthetics. In
addition, there are diverging viewpoints as howake care of nature conservation along with

recreation.

Seen from the outside, there is also a lack of neemlbepresenting production interests and
financial interests. Clearly, it iswsercouncil. As a member said on a DN seminar abaifdhest
user councilsWhy isn't it called a nature conservation countil™R200997TEB). Obviously
not, because it is focused at providing the optiseivices to forest users, not to be an all-

encompassing advisory council on forest management.

The different interests may likely fail to reaclt@mmon ground for discussions, as the common
perception is that nature conservation represeetatiend to discuss locality specific, concrete
issues, whereas the outdoor representatives athsd¢ass overall strategies. Similarly, a municipal
representative perceives himself to discuss at 1@ meerall, generic level than the other members
of the council.

Some participants are primarily concerned with tiwisontal relations of participation, i.e.
building sense of community, sharing knowledge withers, etc. To them, the internal democracy
of participating organisations then becomes cru®al is outstanding in this sense, as compared to
most other environmental organisations. For examikdllife Society is organised according to
professional interest, not in local committees, #melOutdoor Council is an umbrella organisation
without direct elections to the governing boardsd awithout local representation. Other
participants are more straightforward, aiming at tkertical relations, taking care of interests in
relation to a political system. Here, the interdaimocracy is less important, whereas the resources
and ability to further interests become crucial.this sense, the Outdoor Council has a strong
organisation, whereas the force of DN may sometibgebalted by the internal democracy, - as in
principle, all initiatives come from below. The temion of such an external democracy is that the
barriers to entering or exiting NGOs are low, éogv membership costs. But also, that access to
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decision-making can be characterised by a pluralitinterests, and not by monopoly, as was the
case for the canoeing at Farum Lake.

But is it necessary to have user councils in otdeensure a representative (fair) balancing of

interests in state forest management?

User council members say yes, e.g. becédiise human to overlook some interestfiT17], or
because it is feared that without the user coutiodgorest district [of the afforestation case] ieu

tend to focus on silviculturdgT13].

The forest supervisors say no. The user councilsad@ontribute with anything they did not know
already. But they councils confirm them that tlaeg on the right track [IT2; IT18].

These are not surprising news. First, former reseegsults by Jensen (1993) show that there are
more similarities than differences in the expeper'ceptions of what the populations’ forest and
landscape preferences are and what they actuallywasperceptions are found in relation to a third
of the issues. The experts believe that developméntecreation facilities, as well as more
unmanaged forests with dead trees and gnarled stexasstronger support among the population
than is actually the case. An exception was, howdhe forest managers, whose perceptions of
recreational facilities preferences were in lindhwihe actual preferences (Jensen 1993). The
recommendations from this survey are, however,eclgsntact between forest managers and the
general public, rather than to base forest managewe 'the average visitor', as that will only
satisfy few visitors. Also, Jensen (1993:93) skeesas a problem, th&he contact to the general
population mostly is a contact between managersvamat could be called ‘a professional general
population’...”, i.e. representatives of different NGOs. Thus,uber councils have not solved that

problem.

Second, each user council has to cover such ardagthat the representativeannotbe truly local.
Hence, the debate will also tend to be of a morege, strategic character and less specific. And
coming to strategic discussions, members tendlyoore the policies of their organisation, as well
as research on the specific issue (e.g. Jensenc& K897). The Forest & Nature Agency base their
policies and management guidelines on the samaraseesults, [and they are developed in co-
operation with the national NGOs]. The more spedifihese NGO and Forest & Nature Agency

policies are, in terms of strategies, e.g. "Outdderfor everyone" by the Outdoor Council, the
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more predictable are the outcomes of user coumtihtds. The real contribution in such debates,
then, is (1) when the specific problems go beydreddxisting policies and knowledge; (2) when
new stakeholders enter the arena, with new viewpoand new knowledge, or; (3) when

conflicting knowledge or use of research resul{seap.

(1) When the specific problems challenge the engsgiolicies among the involved organisations.
There appear discrepancies between the opinionffefeht local committees of Danish Nature
Conservation Association. It annoys the forest super, who prefers unambiguous messages from
the different NGOs, apparently in order to maintaite rational management. Similarly, the case
about canoeing at Farum lake brought the Outdoan€ibinto a conflict as how to balance equal
access to recreation with nature protection corscerhese discrepancies can reflect policies that
are not thought through as well as they can refdecinevitable, ambiguous trade-off between
recreational and environmental objectives and Ipcaymatic concerns. And exactly the presence
of such ambiguous problems provides the legitin@dhe user councils at the local level.

(2) When new viewpoints are brought forward, e.g.ew stakeholders. The municipalities
represent the 'new blood' in the user councilshénforestry network of key stakeholders. As some
informants noticed, they may provide an importaepsstone to future co-operation between state
forest district and municipalities [IT13; IT19]. €hquestion is whether the municipality
representatives are ready to take on that rolevdrether they are perceived to do that. The user
council survey provides disappointing results i3 tiespect: municipality representatives appear to
be less active and more uncritically content mesldean other user council representatives.
Similarly, the present chapter showed that othfarimants were critical about the contribution of
municipality representatives. They are perceivebdedess active than other members, they discuss
‘politics’ (i.e. left/right wing), not nature manament, and it is not clear whether they repredent t

ordinary citizen, their own municipality, or allehmunicipalities they were elected to represent.

In theory, the municipality representatives provateopening for improved co-operation between
state forest districts and municipalities. In pi@gtthis has to take place outside the user chlaxi
most municipalities cannot have a seat in the aguaad the few appointed municipality
representatives tend to represent their own mualitypless than the municipalities at broad.
Obviously, they are interesting partners to thdridisstaff as well as other members in the user
council because they possess a potential sourdefloénce, having the political mandate. But

considering the current restricted role of usemods to merely dealing with, exactly, state forest
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use it might seem just as relevant to bring in, ergpresentatives of those schools and
kindergartens that regularly use the forests foucational purposes. It is likely, that those
representatives will find forests to have a higpetitical saliency than the current municipal

politicians do.

(3) When conflicting knowledge, research resultanverpretation of research results appear. To
illustrate this, we will refer to a case mentioriedChapter 3. On a national level, Nepenthes and
WWEF were proponents of a new view of forestry. Thetyoduced it with the first WWF Forest
Scorecard Report in 1995 and again in 1998, in lwillanish forest policy was compared with
forest policy in other European countries, leavr@nmark at the bottom of the list of scores.
..."They are the dreamers, setting up a visi@s a journalist remarked. And she would trust them
to represent her in a forest user coutinilorder to rock the boat”[IT16]. From such a perspective,
the role of user councils is to act as change agetimulate change and renewed management
policies. Then the councils should not be compdsgdll those NGOs with well-known view
points that are already integrated in Forest & Nafgency policies at a national level. Rather, the
user councils should be composed in order of argatiaximum room for constructive conflict, i.e.

bring those together with most differing viewpoiatsd ideas as a ‘think tank’ to the forest district

Exactly WWEF is irrelevant in a local context asther they nor Nepenthes have any local or
regional anchoring and, e.g. WWF bases its envierial activities on financial support through
passive membership and employing professionalotthe work. The lack of anchoring among a
broad, active group of members is their major weaknfor WWF and Nepenthes in relation to
being considered legitimate participants in natidoaest policy. In comparison, DN also has a
secretariat of professionals, but besides this, énchored in active local committees and regional
co-ordination committees, with a total of around O2®0 members (Danmarks
Naturfredningsforening 1997). The problem of DN @gs from the interviews to be difficulty in
recruiting active members. The Outdoor Council tloe other hand, has regional representatives,
but members are recruited indirectly through apimeamt in the individual organisations within the
‘'umbrella’ of the organisation. WWF and Nepenthay lme even better capable than DN and the
Outdoor Council in taking care of specific intesgdtargaining with professionals in national and
international fora. But DN is the organisation emtly best suited to ensure the local anchoring of
environmental decision-making and implementationlavialso providing opportunities for lay-
men's political learning in environmental policy4i&. The challenge to DN is, as said before, to

ensure a continuous flow of new, active membetBetocal and regional level.
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9

Knowledge, professions and power

Chapter 6 investigated who the local users of Cbagen State Forest District are, and how the
forests are managed and utilised. Chapter 7 irgagstil who are actually seated in the user councils,
what motivates their participation and what thepoges and effects of participation are. Chapter 8
took at a look at the equity dimension in termsapélysing who the participants are perceived to

represent, and whether some interests are condidetdeing represented.

The present Chapters 9 and 10 are devoted to sdshether, when and how participation in state
forest management and planning is perceived to rehaarticipant influence, with particular
emphasis on state forest user councils. The ovamnallysis of influence is provided in Chapter 10.
The aim of the present chapter is to investigagertite of knowledge as a resource as well as a
barrier to gaining influence on forest managemeaision making, thereby providing a foundation
for the analysis in Chapter 10. Based on the twse cdudies, the aim is to investigate (1) what
knowledge is being used and valued in the partiicpgrocess; (2) how, when and where relevant
information is obtained; (3) in what way knowledgeperceived to play a role in the decision
process and, specifically (4) the perceived rolthefforest district staff as a profession. A matr

section is devoted to the percieved role of thedbmanagement plan in participation.

Everytime we are faced with a problem, we seek kedge to solve the problem. The available
knowledge affects the way the problem is solvedebyg knowledge becomes a source of power.
The present Danish participatory tradition is atgomately linked with enlightenment, as outlined

in Chapter 3.



Professions are often representatives of diffeiems of knowledge, whereby they become the link
between power and knowledge (Freidson 1986). Asritesl by Fritzbgger (1994) Danish forestry
was gradually professionalised during the 18. -@éntury and can by today be characterised as a
highly professionalised sector. This makes pamitgn in forest management a particularly
interesting issue as compared to participationthe less professionalised sectors. It provides th
opportunity to investigate the relationship betw&aowledge, power and participation, to analyse

the question: "How much knowledge does it takeg@ble to participate?"

9.1 Foresters as a profession

Until today, the forest sector has been highly ati@rised by forest professionals. Ninety per cent
of the Danish forest area is under some form offgsgional administration, either by forest

engineers or by graduates in forestry (Forest &uMatAgency, Statistics Denmark 1993).

Moreover, the graduates in forestry have also pessenany (core) administrative functions in

public administration (Forest & Nature Agency, ctes, The Structure Directorate) as well as in
NGOs (Danish Nature Conservation Association, Thed@or Council, Nepenthes). The two

groups of forest professionals form a network acmrganisations within the forest sector.

Forest engineers and, in particular, forest grauare typical 'professions’, being educated in a
similar way (many obligatory subjects, small cla3séaught by people with the same education as
themselves, being in close connection to practmadstry during the study, having more or less

monopoly on a range of jobs (Freidson 1986; Tomedd94).

Accordingly, in the administrative network, widespd consensus is expected on norms and values
and how to handle a given issue. Until recentlgséhnorms have been characterised by technical-
economic rationality centered around the primaryective of income generation and wood
production. Common norms and values can be a sialgilfactor in the sense that conflicts are
solved more easily. But it is also expected to Ibeagor barrier to adapting to change induced from
the environment, be the members of the organisati@represents, be the politicians or the general
public. The present section investigates the peederole of the Forest & Nature Agency and the

related forest professions.
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9.1.1 The role of the Forest & Nature Agency and the district staff

The forest supervisor finds that the role of formgbervisors and the Forest & Nature Agency has
changed from emphasising technical skills towamtsas skills: Today, to be a forest supervisor it

is not enough to have technical skills. He beliehed the Forest & Nature Agency now aims at an
open attitude. Consequently, a forest supervisaulsh possess managerial skills, delegate
responsibilities to his employees, be able to nedss decisions/opinions, and to manage conflicts

and critique in a constructive manner [IT2].

The forest supervisor perceives his task at Commhétate Forest District to deliver what is
expected from the public. First, the public shooécontent with the way the district is managed.
Second, the district should provide some finanm@sllts (towards the Forest & Nature Agency),
and third, the district should be a pleasant plafce/ork for the employees. Similarly, the forest
ranger finds his own role to Bamplementing the Forest & Nature Agency policiestioe district's
areas"[IT12].

The forest districts as the face of the Forest &UXaAgency
The ranger notices, that the Forest & Nature Agetadiperately uses the state forests to strengthen

their overall popularity among the population. #shthe consequence that the state forest districts
locally become more anonymous. It is within thefiormation/publishing guidelines not to make a
particular ‘Copenhagen State Forest District pedfinstead, they consider themselves an integrated
part of the Forest & Nature Agency and the MiniggfyEnvironment & Energy. As stated by the
ranger:"Forest and nature is an unambiguous 'good’ and sadd a positive profilation of the
Forest & Nature Agency[1T12]. In practical terms it means that matefraim the district refers to
the Forest & Nature Agency and not to the addréfiseadistrict.

The police role of the forest district is down-szhl The policy is to take a nice approach to people

and avoid getting into conflicts. Also, the foreghger experiences that people are not as orthodox

towards the foresters as a police authority as tiseg to be [IT12].
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9.1.2 Participants' perceptions of foresters and the Forest & Nature Agency

More user council members express that there wsbd,tand still is, a somewhat orthodox attitude
towards the state forest district and the forepestisor. For instance, a DN member emphasises
that in general, a forest district supervisor hagemendous, local authority, more than the present
forest supervisor is willing to recognise. It isngoared with the traditional authority of a doctor
[IT5]. As an indication of the common expectatidagorest district staff, an informant noticed that
the forest ranger is'd&Nice fellow. Doesn't look like a ranger at all. Heyot a ring in his ear and

you never see him wearing a uniform. But he's &nmige guy and also very sensiblgT17].

However, the DN representative perceives the ptdsesst supervisor to be more indulgent than
the former forest supervisor, e.g. in terms of Qenly passively defending the construction border
along forests against municipalities' building glaar other neighbours’ encroachment of the forest
fringes and dikes. However, she ascribes it to bgmathat times have changed, and that the forest
district is too busy to keep up with non-income gpaing activities as, e.g. reporting broken stone
dikes. Today, she notices, forest management arlaanised area is determined by the needs and
desires of the city. Still, however, she regardsftrest authorities, the Forest & Nature Agensy, a
having a very functional, production oriented viefvthe forest.“They think of the construction
border along forests only as a question of whethere is a passage for their machinery, instead of
considering it as the image of the forest, makingsible from outside’{IT5]. Also, she fears that
the Forest & Nature Agency would permit her muradity to build a motor-cross course right next

to the forest.

Partly opposed to this, a municipality official di; that in many ways the Ministry of Environment
& Energy is ahead of the population, to some exdert to the present Minister. At the same time,
though, he perceives a difference in attitude towdorests and in time horizon between the general
public and the forest professioni&eople don’t like old forest to be felled. Theyntthe forest to

be eternal. Whereas forest supervisors have anathationship to trees than the population. They
are not sentimental towards a tree, whereas theujation is extremely conservative towards
trees” [IT9]. Other informants also notice that the faees work with a much longer time horizon
than the common population, and that may cause smm#icts. For instance, an environmental

NGO representative was called up by several peogileg horrified about thinning in their nearby
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forest.”Trunks all over, it looked like | don't know whaflaking the forest district's view, though,
the NGO representative explained them that it wdatik much different in a year from now
[IT17]. Another member had contacted him to telbatba 'beautiful forest fringe that the forest
district now had destroyed totally, -it looked aWfll called the ranger and ..he said: 'That fringe
was about to be killed by the shadow from the eleches, so we removed some of the beeches and
cut down the hazel so it can thrive again'. Thateggme a good explanation that | could hand on [to

my member][IT17].

The municipal official thinks that there is a nded the forest user council and that it makes a
difference’l have the impression that it has opened up thedb The forest used to be a state
within the state. They have been unapproachablgd. former forest supervisor] was of the old
type of official saying: ‘no one above, no one rniexne, | decide™[IT9]. Two DN members agree:
"The Forest & Nature Agency — that is the old hietay. The forest district supervisor and the
Agency are on top and 'only we know’ - they dictddsvnwards [in the system][IT8]. And a
county official adds to this viewWThey are so incredibly forest minded, only lettiagch other into
their world. Looking at the district staff, it idldoresters. They ought to think a little broader”
[IT14].

Two DN representatives find that the forest distsi@aff is very service oriented, but they are not
participatory. Similarly says a municipal officidlEhe forest does a lot for us. But | can’t say that
they involve us”[IT9]. On the one hand, the district is always|wgd to provide support for
arrangements held within the forest district, eegtablish fireplaces, supply firewood, or allow
jogging arrangementslf you call the forest supervisor and ask, if thisthat is possible, -then he

is always ready and niceIT8]. On the other hand, two DN representativiesl fthat the forest
district and the Forest & Nature Agency have'start acting as serious co-operation partners,
open up towards the environment. That may take g@aues"[IT8]. They miss a will to co-operate

in relation to the more specific silvicultural mgeaent, e.g. what species to plant and how to use a
particular area. More specifically, they would likesee a responsiveness and use of voluntary work

made by DN representatives, e.g. biotope registrati
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"[I wish] that the forest supervisor would say: #d would like to know more about the badger
and its burrows. Let's all go out and find soméiisTwould be an interesting task for all of us and

we would be proud and glad to be asked by the ffemsice to do itIT8].

The two DN representatives fear, that former bgokernce with voluntary establishing of a small

pond with poor results may have caused the fonestiad to become more reserved towards such
co-operation. As a parallel to this, a forest rargelains that ornithologists have been consulted
for assistance in monitoring birds' nests. Thesgpleedo it as a hobby and not for their living. The

disadvantage is, therefore, that it is not a staldekforce, so it has to be ‘firesouls' before gan

rely on the job being carried out (IT12).

9.1.3 Summarising views of foresters and the Forest & Nature Agency

To summarise, the participants and the forest stdfn to agree that the state forest sector used to
be closed and technically oriented, but that tdtaystate forest districts aim at more openness and
at the particular district, they have the main &nmeet the needs of the public. Still, some fimel t
Forest & Nature Agency to be very hierarchical aréling itself as standing above the public. The
forest district is considered service-minded butparticipatory. There is more disagreement about
the environmental profile, where some find the rdisttoo production-oriented and indulgent
towards other requirements, whereas others findviinestry of Environment & Energy to be more
environmentally progressive than the public. Fialinore informants point out a difference
between foresters and the public: the public idis@mtal/conservative about forests and trees,
whereas foresters have a more functional viewesstrand, most of all, they think in a much longer
time horizon than the public. This creates conficct some silvicultural treatments that may seem
drastic to the public on the short term, but by fbers are perceived to benefit the forest indhg |

term.

9.2 Knowledge in the participation process
The central issue in participation is communicatitbre dialogue between stakeholders. To have a
fair process, stakeholders should be equally abt®immunicate their points of view. This implies

some level of communicative skills as well as sdewel of technical knowledge, as knowledge
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becomes a source of power when the dialogue idlestad. From an aggregative viewpoint,
dialogue and information exchange provides the dppady to articulate and learn about the
different interests related to the decision procass the related legal and structural constraints.
Surveys have not surprisingly shown that forest &armtiscape managers' own preferences or
perception of visitors' preferences do not alwagsea with the visitors' actual preferences (e.g.
Hendee & Harris 1970; Jensen 1993). However, twoidbasurveys showed that information on
why a given forest management practice has beelemgmted (e.g. fencing) can make that specific
practice more acceptable to the forest visitor $8an2000). In the dialogue, the information
exchange is two-way, so that also forest manageaysi@arn more about the local interests related to
forest management. From an integrative viewpoimglodgue furthermore provides a learning

opportunity whereafter interests may be modified aew, common interests may emerge.

Technical knowledge constitutes a significant congm of decision-making, all the way from
problem formulation, seeking and choosing amonegradttive solutions and to the monitoring of
decisions efficiency. However, technical knowledgased along with common sense. As Flyvbjerg
(1991) argues, technical knowledge can rationgd@éical decision-making by providing a more
qualified basis for decision-making. But politicancalso eliminate technocracy, using technical
knowledge to legitimise decisions already takerhwither rationales. Taking a social constructivist
perspective, existing knowledge systems are ulgipdiased on values. Even more so are choices
of criteria and indicators for planning or for measg the performance of a system, as they retate t
different perceptions of efficiency, also referribgg Chapter 2 (Jgrgensen & Melander 1992).
Hereby, the planning as well as monitoring systexm loe regarded as institutionalised domination
of interests above others. This dilemma betweenieal knowledge and common sense, between
decisions based on technical rationality versugypols particularly interesting in relation to dith
participation, as one can expect great variatiotn wegard to possession of technical knowledge
and ability to acquire new knowledge. Also, one eapect some interests to be articulated and
represented in forest management planning and oromgt systems in terms of indicators or

parameters, whereas others are not. Hereby, thes@abargaining become uneven among actors.
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9.3 Access to information

As outlined in Chapter 3, the 'Aarhus Conventiobliges the public authorities of signatory
countries to actively collect, make available arsseiminate information about the environment, the
latter understood in a very broad sense (MiljgEgergiministeriet 1999a). Already, a number of
Acts provide the public a legal fundament for dediag evironmental information, as outlined in
Appendix 3.2. But legal rights are one thing, - #ttual access to information when it is needed in

a decision process is something different.

More informants notice that DN has the advantagepared to other NGOs that they automatically
receive public decisions on cases related with Abes on which they have a right to appeal
decisions (including the Act on Nature Conservagaou the Forest At The Outdoor Council is
also well-informed, although with less informatiabout public, environmental decisions [IT13],
whereas other NGOs have to actively seek informadlmout cases of interest, or they can try to rely
on a good contact with DN to inform them on upcagnaases [IT17]. And it is noticed that, in
general, the municipal politicians lack all the kground information that the other participants,
mainly DN and the Outdoor Council, have [IT13].

However, DN’s right to information does not extemdo what can be perceived as internal
management practices within the state forest disthis noticed by a user council member, forest
districts were inaccessible to the local NGOs utité user councils appeared [IT6]. The user
council provides access to information that membetsaot previously have access to, and did not

know existed, e.g. about use of pesticides [ITZ].IT

Moreover, the user council has made it perceivednage legitimate to ask questions and to
guestion forest management at the state foregtialisthis is perceived not only by the NGOs
themselves [IT6; IT8 ] but also by the forest swsar [IT2]. The forest supervisor finds it

important that 'people feel they get the necessdoymation'. But, as he says, it is hard with only
two meetings per year. A lot of things happen betwéhese meetings [and it may be hard to

communicate all that information during a short tmeg [IT2].
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This is confirmed by an Outdoor Council represemtaivho regrets that some discussions, e.g.
angling in the district lakes, are based on insigfit information, whereas, e.g. a discussion about
boating on the lakes had been preceeded by theargleorrespondence in advance of the meeting
(MR130698TEB). Another Outdoor Council represemtatvith seats in user councils at two forest
districts concludes that Copenhagen State Foresti®iprovides by far the best information level,
e.g. providing overviews of planned activies, ane district deliberately uses the user council for
decision-support. The other district is more outivand publicity-oriented but forgets to use the

user council as a partner [IT19].

A colleague Outdoor Council representative in a asencil from another district had experienced
to be confronted with a choice between a bird watchower and a bridge by a lake. On the
prevalent information, the user council had votedthe tower. Only afterwards, she had found out
that the choice opportunity was part of a hiddeenag@ of the forest district not wanting any traffic
by the lake at all. Afterwards, she missed suffitiaformation and professional background. Still,
she concludes’Besides that, things work out fine at ... Distrieind | don't want to ruin the
relationship of trust to the forest supervisor bgntioning it"(MR130698TEB].

The demand for information is also experiencedhgydounty official in the afforestation case. She
experiences a demand from land owners to be ablehézk the county documents on their
particular land via internet. Moreover, she expaeés many citizens calling and expecting a
personal service that she doesn't have the timeotade [IT14]. A land owner in the county, on the

other hand, finds it ridiculous that he has totfiread in the newspaper about the regional
afforestation planning process, go down to the tpoffice and then he even had to pay for the
plan.”l went to the county office to get a map...| laedlafterwards — It is the public sector at its

best, | guess. Because they asked me to pay 25f@KKe map. | find it reasonable that each of us

who are affected by the plan are being sent a maever paid those 25 DKKIT20].

Both DN and the Outdoor Council have held semiardheir own user council representatives.

This is considered valuable by the members andwegeating [e.g. IT19].

! DN as a whole receives around 6,000 administrditisehand decisions per year (Danmarks Naturfirgsforening
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To sum up, the informants experience different s€de information depending on affiliation, as
DN has far the best access, while e.g. municiplicmms and farmers may miss or not know the
channels of environmental information. The usemcds are perceived to have increased the user
council members’ knowledge about state forest mamagt from zero to some, but more and a

more even flow of information is also desired.

9.4 Participants’ ways of acquiring knowledge/infor mation

Participants acquire information in different waykepending on the situation and the type of
knowledge considered relevant. Studying the cagiegppeared that knowledge/information
acqusition can be categorised to different parammefBable 9.1 provides an overview of the
different parameters identifed, looking at the miant responses as a whole. An understanding of
these parameters is essential to know more aboowvikdge as a resource of power in the
participation process. But also, it may have ingilmns as to how we think of future participation
and provision of environmental information, as resfed by the Aarhus Convention. As suggested
by a DN representative, information and motivatiwa main barriers for getting the broad public to
participate [IT15]. Having an indication of knowlgel acquisition and valuation, we may get closer
to providing information in a way, through channeisd with a diversity, that will meet and

mobilise the target group: the potential particigan environmental decision-making.

9.4.1 (Expected) Use of information

Information-seeking depends on the expectseé of the informatianA ranger distinguished
between information needs related to administratigestions versus concrete management
problems [IT12], botlproblem-orientedwhereas an Outdoor Council representative wasectord
about having a basis fdorming one’s own opiniolT13], after which it is up to the other

participants to convince you that you are wrong.

1998). For an overview of DN appeal rights, seerBanks Naturfredningsforening (1997:29)
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Table 9.1 Ways of acquiring infor mation/knowledge

Parameters

I nformants

Context examples

1. Use of information/knowledge

(not complete)

1.1 Background information

1.1.1 Platform for understanding

1.1.1 Opinion formation, policy/problem forratibn
1.2 Problem solving

1.2.1 Administrative, procedural questions

IT17;1T15
IT13;IT5;IT16

IT9; IT12;1T18;I1T20

-The knowledge needed depends on the prophleSh
-The most important is to form your own opinion dimeh it is up to the
others to convince you that you are wrghpl3]

-For administrative problems | call the forest suygisor, for management

1.2.2 Concrete management issues IT9; IT12;1T18 problems I call my colleague rangdi3 12]
2. Types of information/knowledge
2.1 Physical, financial, legal, historical...facts IT5; IT9; IT17 -I have a biological basis but no knowledge ofgiad issues — the

2.2 Opinions, attitudes and behaviour

IT6,;IT9,; IT11;1T19

secretariat assists me in thiaT14]
-l investigate the public opinion, talking with Bowners in the aff. aref\J]

3. Relationship/occasion for acquisition of infor mation

3.1 Via working place
3.2 Via educational background
3.3 Via organisational context (NGO)

3.4 Private sphere
3.5 User council

IT2;IT5;1T9; IT10
IT5;1T10; IT15; I1T19
IT5;IT6; I1T8; IT13

IT2;1T11;1T19;1T20
IT6; IT9; IT17

-1 have my educational background, and then | glsbinformations through
my daily work{IT5].

-The municipal representatives don't receive adl background information
that DN and the Outdoor Council dgIT13]

-It's a question of listening — to your kids, amdpeople in generdlT11]

-1 get information that | wouldn’t have got outsithe council - you learn a
lot by participating[IT17]

4. Sour ces of information

4.1 Colleagues, boss, contacts at work (e.g. cuswor partners
4.2 Public authorities: FNA, county, municipaliti@sinistries

4.3 Extension, education institution

4.4 News media

4.5 Research institutes

4.6 Family, friends, neighbours, acquaintancesdst kchool, etc
4.7 Own observations and sense perceptions

IT9; IT12;1T19; I1T20
IT5;1T10;1T13;
IT18;IT20
IT15;1T12;1T17;1T19
IT11;IT10; IT16;
IT12;1T13;1T14;1T16
IT2;1T11;1T19
IT11;1T16;1T19

- | learn from listening to the parents and kidaéet in my daily jofiT19]
-l receive environmental decisions & subscribe tmntouncil report$lT5]

- participated in the course ‘Richer Fore$T12; IT17; 1T18]

-l read about afforest. in the newspaper and thevent to the county
[IT20]

-Scientific reports are good but summareslenbladedre worth goldiT13]
-l used to learn from my neighbours on the pubhdéwv of forest$IT2]
-My perception depends on whether | have beeneaatitm or not[IT16],

- | learn by observing what others fid11]

5. Forms of infor mation

5.1 Spoken - dialogue and listen
5.2 Written
5.3 Visual and sensing

IT2;1T6; IT13; IT18;
IT19

IT5; 1T9; IT10; IT14
IT15; 1T16; IT19

-1 listen curiously to the people from InstitueFuture ResearcfiT19]
- First of all, | read a lofIT10]
-There’s a major challenge in visualising the effeaf afforestatiofl T15]
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9.4.2 Types of information/knowledge

A municipal official found that information needarcbe divided into need gblitical information,
'‘what is being agitated’ersus need foroncrete fact§iT9]. Some informants mainly associate to
how they obtairconcrete fact@bout biology, legislation, silviculture, whereathers are more — or
also - concerned with the opinions, attitudes asttblsiour of other people. Both forest supervisors
are quite concerned with this political/attitudirdimension, e.g. by spotting the public opinion
among land owners in advance of an afforestatiopept [IT18] or learning about public demands
to forest management through the neighbours owidhgials calling them at office [IT2]. But even
more so, some of the participants pay attentiahito This can be as part of networking to achieve
a decision, e.g. afforestation [IT19] or it candsethe main aim of participation to, e.g. enhance
social integration [IT11] or to enhance public udeforests in order to improve the quality of

people’s lives [IT19].

9.4.3 The occasion or relationship in which information/knowledge is acquired

Some participants get knowledge relevant for piaditon via theireducational backgrounda
knowledge base that may be updated through fblesras, e.g. teachers or biologists. An Outdoor

Council representative tells:

"One of our aims is also to take care of the unangad users' interests...That is an art...to find out
what they need... | can base it on my private expee® or | can base it on what | experience from

my work as a leader of a kindergarteT19].

Many participants get information via theirganisations Particularly DN and the Outdoor Council
provide their members/representatives with relevaatkground information and environmental
decisions, as also discussed earlier in the predeapter. Information may come from, e.g. a
national secretariat as well as through dialogué ¥llow members. A number of participants also

emphasise their private life as sources of esddmitaviedge, as e.g. expressed by a farmer:

"My daughter is the best teacher | have ever hddge $as only 10 years old when she joined

Greenpeace. When she was 11, she gave me a bigsbistewith the Greenpeace logo on, for
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Christmas. And when | bought BASF tapes she sBidn't buy them Dad, that firm is polluting

and destroying [nature]’. You have to listen to pko and to your kids in particular[IT11].

Finally, theuser councilshave had significant impact on the informationeleabout state forest
management, a4t was closed country”[IT6] before their establishment. In Chapter 7wis
outlined how participation provided a municipal regentative with knowledge about pesticide use
which he used to make a parliamentary politiciamglain about pesticides, whereafter the Minister
of Environment and Energy banned pesticide use han district areas. As expressed by an
informant, the user council membéget information that | [they] would not have raeed outside

the user council...You learn a lot by attending treetimgs. And during the breaks you can talk
with the rangers and ask them why they manageesdb...” He learns from those who ‘knows
more than he does’. Being member of a forest usenal, he participated in the extension course
‘Richer Forest’ about close-to-nature managemend, lae has read some professional forestry
literature [IT17]. If he misses specific informatithe may also call the local forest ranger, as he
“knows that they won't laugh”of his questions. Still, though, he would like sonmm even
information flow about the forest district managem@T17]. Another participant on a ‘Richer
Forest’ course recalls that whereas he was theteapédirds, he learnt about silviculture as, &g.
forest workers had some rational knowledge aboustomanagement, manpower needs and what
pays, knowledge that not even the forest ranger{lidd®]. Thus, the user council provides access
to new information and also, the council makesitcpived as more legitimate to ask questions and

to question forest management at the state forgtstctl [IT6; IT8; IT17].

9.4.4 Sources of information

Participants, and not at least forest staff, geirtinformation by talking withcolleagues[IT9,
IT12]. The forest ranger gets information by calthose persons with the professional competence
to solve his actual problem. If it is a managepalblem he calls his colleague rangers, if it is an
administrative problem, he calls the forest sumenviHe may also call the Agency's offices or the
Forest & Landscape Research Institute. He misses fior absorption and getting updated with all
new information and prioritises news from the For&sNature Agency [IT12]. Similarly, a
municipal official tells that the abstract infornmat and ideas comes from politicians asking him

questions and citizens writing to the municipalitgiters to the editor, etc. But the concrete
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information comes from seeking facts about statarbfind needed actions, about which he may

ask other officials [IT9].

Other participants as well as forest district stafd the reports, decisions etc. coming frublic
authorities such as the Forest & Nature Agency, the countthermunicipality [IT5; IT10; IT13;
IT18; IT20]. For instance, an Outdoor Council reygmetative read the outdoor policy strategy of the
forest district as soon as he was selected fouskee council. Asked how he gains knowledge about

forest management he says:

"You can’t. You get it at the meetings, and atetk@ursions — but directly about the state forests'
management — it doesn’t have my interest, eithem informed that they manage it as a business,
obviously. | believe | am moderate when it cometh&b...\When you run your own business and
know that it takes money, and that the wheels haveirn — then you basically have another

attitude than expecting permanent renderifig'6].

Some participants learn from the aforementioeegnsion coursede it ‘Richer Forest’ or the DN

and Outdoor Council’'s own arrangements about usendails [IT19].

News mediaas well asresearch institutionsare also sources of information — reading the
newspaper, calling theesearch institutgIT2; 1T14] or, more often, reading about someeggsh
results. The Outdoor Council administers fundsrisearch purposes and, in that way, they are
close to relevant research results as well ase¢bisidns as to what future research issues sheuld b
An Outdoor Council remarks th#lYe need that [scientific] documentation when we an a
negotiation... Scientific reports are good, but ‘vidkade’ [short popular version excerpts of the
reports] are worth gold. Without that informationevare too easy to fool{IT13]. He, as other
informants, indicates the lack of time to get imf@d as a barrier that necessarily results in some
prioritisation of information. A forest supervisalescribes thignainly as a negative selection

procedure as only the most urgent information given theation is achieved [IT18].

As mentioned above, participants may also drawoles$rom private life, learning from family or

friends, or through their own experiences, listgnimatching, sensing [IT11; IT15; IT16; IT19]. For
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instance, a journalist explains that her perceptiba particular case depends on whether she has
been on the location or not [IT16]. One DN représtve has monitored birds for 25 years, and

another DN representative would like more user cibumeetings to be held out in nature [IT5].

9.4.5 Forms of information

Finally, the informants’ description of what infoation they acquire and how, also reflects different
emphases on information provided through voicefaubly text/written, in pictures/visualised and
by sensing. As an Outdoor Council representativecudising aesthetics:What aesthetic
experiences should they [the silent wanderers] Rg¥® find out] | talk with people, but besides
that, | also see life in pictures. | observe a Ifasking myself] ‘'what is beautiful about this pl&te

It's indiscussable, but | have some deep-seatedrexzes...that | usiT19].

9.4.6 Summarising the different knowledge/information parameters

To summarise, different types of information/knogige are acquired from different sources, in
different ways and forms, and used in different sveome knowledge is ‘fact’ oriented, whereas
other is about other people’s opinions, attituded behaviour. Information may be acquired via
educational background, at work, via organisati@f@liations, including the user council, or ineth

private sphere. Consequently, the sources of irdban vary from colleagues, public authorities,
education or research institutions, families angenfis, to own personal experiences and

observations. The knowledge may be acquired vidimgalistening, observing or sensing.

9.5 The forest management plan

The forest management plan provides the basisofest district management. Although it is only
revised every 15 years it is expected to play aifsognt role in relation to participation. The
present section is devoted to investigating thegyeed role of the plan in participation in exisfin

forests.
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9.5.1 Does the forest management leave any decision competency to the district?

In the user council case, the decision authorityaies with the state forest supervisor, as he &d h
staff operate within the rules of the Forest & NatAgency and the budgetary restrictions given by
the Governmental Board of Finance. As mentione€limapter 6, the forest management plan is
quite detailed and expected to leave only littienndor decision-making at the forest district, floe

forest supervisor as well as for the user coufitie forest supervisors do not share this opinion,
though [IT2; IT18]. The forest management plan gisvhas to be modified during the plan period,
the district takes active part in forest managenmanning, and design of state afforestation

projects remains at the district, however in dia®gvith the Agency. A forest supervisor says:

“With all respect for the Agency, | am content thatforestation planning remains a district
responsibility. Because the Agency solutions torestation tend to be somewhat schematically,
square areas. There are lots of elbowroom for th&ridts who want is...also within forest

management planningiT18].

The user council participants perceive an ambiguaityecision authority. They are unsure where the
decision competency lies, and hence, through wthemnels they are most likely to gain influence.

Two user council participants discuss this:

A: “They introduced a new rule, without even prdasenit to the user council. The answer to my

guestion on this was that ‘it had just been declded

B: "Maybe sometimes one should write this Foresainhing Division in the Forest & Nature

Agency a letter...”

A: (interrupting) "Yes, - but we don’t want to beute enemies with the forest supervisor — we want

to maintain a decent relationship with him.”
B: “Yes, of course — but what if he just has towleat he is being told? — We have actually

experienced that he asked for the user counciligpstt, - to popular versions of the forest

management plan... and how about the playgroundwiaatforced down, although also the forest
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supervisor and the user council was against it?nfhanean, you start wondering if it is someone

else you should contact instegdl'8].

The forest ranger prefers forest planning to renaatask of the central Forest & Nature Agency,
“so the overall strategies and policies are consate Then you avoid that each district makes its
totally own policy” [IT12]. This is in line with the Forest & Naturegdncy policy. But it may
conflict with the user council objective of providi local users influence on the management and
utilisation of state forests. For instance, as mietwh in Chapter 7, a forest playground was
established at the district in order to fulfil tbeerall outdoor strategy objectives, although iswa

against the will of the user council and the fodsstrict staff (MR240496).

On the other hand, the forest management paesmodified during the planning period, to
conform to upcoming objectives and revisions ofenir guidelines for the state forest areas. This is
specifically remarked by the Copenhagen state fagservisor at one of the user council meetings
(MR290197). Nevertheless, user council members enpgrience that reference to the plan is used
to reject their demands. At a meeting among Outddouncil members of all state forest user
councils, an Outdoor Council representative télé tn his user councifthe forest district tells us
that our Outdoor Council wishes belong to the fonesmnagement planning. Unfortunately, the
plan is not going to be revised within the next years, and that is a long time to wait for a

primitive camping site. It can be used to pacify{MiR211097).

An official in the Forest Planning Division respantb this?Of course, the management plan can
be modified"(MR211097), and an Outdoor Council representdftioen Copenhagen state forest
district user council addsThe outdoor strategy of the Forest & Nature Ageeagompasses a
doubling of the primitive camping sites before y2@00, so of course they have to act beyond the

forest management plan@ViR211097).

9.5.2 Accessibility and availability of the forest management plan

The Forest Planning Divison agrees with represemestof DN and the Outdoor Council that the
forest management plans are designed as workinig foo internal use, which makes them

inaccessible to people without any forest profesaicskills. "Any user involvement therefore
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demands some ‘'translation’ of the text to makeritprehensible to more peopl@R211097). The
Forest & Nature Agency aimed to make popular vessiof all management plans, already in 1993
(Miljgministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1993).uliias initiated but stopped again, however, with
the reason that the price of the first popular gdaround 125.000-150.000 DDK was considered
out of all proportion to the experienced low dem@viiR211097).

The members of Copenhagen state forest user ceualsb missed a popular version [IT8].
Therefore, the forest supervisor had excerpts ef dhginal plan made for each user council
member (MR280198) and discussed with the user dguhow to issue a popular version for a
broader audience, although Heould hardly find the available time and money fibr.also
considering that a management plan is outdated é&fte years"(MR200199TEB). The idea was to
make a folder for each forest, rather than a plans idea was supported by the user council
members. A DN representative suggested also makiegorest management plan available at
libraries, which the forest supervisor rejectedasidering it too costly to produce more copies of
the present plan. Another DN representative sugdeste folders to contain more information
about planned 'drastic changes', such as thinhedarest 'Hareskoven' next to a railway station,
whereas production parameters were not interetingad about. The forest ranger pointed out that
the purpose of making such folders are exdttyexplain that we don't consider that as a drasti
change. If you don't like it, you have to vote eogle who don't like it either. But when a plan is
adopted, | intend to follow it, and not involve pryate person. If | don't follow the plan, | cae b
judged for dereliction of dutyMR200199TEB).

The DN representative argued that it isn't indéferwhat you do and where you do it. The forest
supervisor agreed in this and said that normalgy ttvould go to the press with events such as
felling in 'Hareskoven', but that particular wedie tnewspaper chose not to include the press
announcement until the following week. Antthose people complaining were fundamentally

against any thinning in that forest, anywgi¥IR200199TEB).

9.5.3 How is the forest management plan perceived as a tool in the user councils?

The form of the plan is a reason why it is perceéiddficult to use at user council meetingh.i$

impossible to read all that. It requires a detailkdowledge, also of the areags an Outdoor
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Representative [IT6] said at a seminar (MR130698)TEmilarly, a DN representative misses a
visualisation of the plan, i.e. where and how tbees$t will be modified during the plan period.
Also, she misses more subtle planning with diffedgrees of silvicultural management, and not
only what she perceives as the three categoridsouti forest, special concerns only', 'nature fbres
and then "production forest' [IT5]. Basically, th8l representative perceives the forest management
plan to be used as a fundamental silviculturaledpction oriented reference to reject other, more
biological or aesthetically founded demands togbreanagementit is very hard to come up with
arguments when the forest supervisor says 'economyefers to the forest management plan,
saying ‘the trees have to be felled here, or nghiew can come up’. Then, instead, it has to
become part of the management plan that in thigiqdar areas, the goal is not to maximise
production”[IT5]. Being asked whether she misses counter aegisnto the financial arguments,
she says nd'We have enough counter arguments, but we don& haplan that we can refer to,
which requires these elements to be considered.ovight to locate the urban areas and not point
out the trees to be felled. Instead, the trees $hauld remain for aesthetical and visual reasons
ought to be identified for conservatiofiT5]. She concludes that there is a need to masible
exactly what considerations form the basis of tragement plans. She expects to find that the
multiple use concerns are realised on those arbasevproduction is marginal anyway. And to her,

that is a problematic way of prioritising [IT5].

9.5.4 What is the user council’s perceived influence on forest management planning?

The forest management plan for Copenhagen StatstDistrict was formulated during a seven-
year period, due to various delays. A DN membealledhat his local committee provided a
thoroughly prepared input, but they hardly evergyoinswer as to whether it had been used or not,
whether they had influence or n6¥We made a forest management plan suggestion tegetith
students from the Veterinary & Agricultural Univiys in co-operation with the official from our
secretariat. The response of the forest supervgdhat time was: 'This is going into trifles, this
has got nothing to do with the big lines, so we tage that!' ...That was all the response we got..
And the finished management plan, we never reafigudsed it...Okay, we did maybe get some

influence...we wanted more forest and less pl#iey.followed our wishes in that matt¢iT8].
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Asked what he would like different next time, thil Pepresentative saysiVe missed the response.
The dialogue during the process, with the forestalthe things that had been done. We didn't even
have an evaluation meeting about the forest managepian. Nothing besides the little we were
allowed to say at the user council meeting. Beeatle fact is, that the forest supervisor is very
strict about the user council only being advisargt a place for decision-making. So we only make

decisions about very subordinate issyEs3].

A second DN representative adds that the forestiatiss very hierarchic in contrast to the co-
operation they have with their municipality, whwibes them to participate and to contribute with

registrations of habitats and animals for planmpuogposes, as also discussed in Chapter 7.

"Yes, and that is so in contrast to the other b&lbur municipality [outside the state forest], the
Department of Planning at the municipality is mucbre interested in co-operation. This summer
we made some registrations about a golf courseramdied it to the municipality. And they took it

into account, they considered it as the seriouskvitoreally wasfIT8].

"We do actually have very different roles in redatito the municipality as compared to the forest
system. We go to the municipality and they ask het we would like, what we want, and how"
[IT8].

"— Yes, we come with our ideas, they have theird, taen we discuss and co-operate about the
ideas. And if we want to work, then we make firldigs, collect data and that will be used as well"
[1T8].

The demand for individual responses to each cartbibto the planning process is a general
demand by the DN that was also put towards to tiredt & Nature Agency at a meeting between
the national, permanent contributors (i.e. DN amel ©utdoor Council) and the Forest Planning
Division (MR211097). At the meeting, the appropeidiearing process on forest management
planning was discussed. The Forest Planning Divisijected the demand of individual responses,
finding that it "would require a use of resources [money] that tisufficiently motivated...the

Agency does not see a need nor the opportunityctease the use of resources on the contributor

process. Also, the Agency finds that forest managempianning is incomparable to other public
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planning due to the big areas that are administetée detailed planning level and the multiple
benefits being managedViR211097).

Involving the unorganised users and user counnif®iest management planning

At the same contributor meeting, the Forest Plaprivision remarked that it had aimed at
unorganised users' involvement through public mgstimaterial provided at libraries and at open
house arrangements. They conclude, that the pirgigt from this has been scarce amao%t of
them have focused on the behaviour of other usasgy and not forest planning themesd"they
have not been of any use to the planning proc@d®211097). The Division agreed with DN and
the Outdoor Council that the user councils sho@dnvolved more in future forest planning, being
provided the same material as the permanent catdrd As mentioned in Chapter 8, the Forest

Planning Division therefore asked the organisatiornso-ordinate their answers internally.

One of the environmental NGO representatives witbapenhagen State Forest District but not
seated in those user councils, finds thia¢ public doesn't know anything about forest nggmaent
plans. Maybe the user council can have some infieieonce they have been there for a while and
learnt something about forestry. But you can't, ggout and demand a spruce stand to be felled if
it isn't ready for felling...before it is economilyabeneficial, that must be the point of departure
But then instead, you can ask when the standhe tielled, and whether the regeneration could be
with oak instead of sprucdTT17]. The same representative finds, thought thare ought to be

local planning requirements on afforestation, as & drastic change in the landscape [IT17].

In fact, local planning requirements on state foreanagement plans, equal to the Planning Act
requirements, were considered by the 1992/93 cosiomiso modernise state forest management
planning (Miljgministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelset®93). The commission did not make clear
conclusions but'were sceptical to such a procedure for variouss@®s. For instance, it was
considered that such a procedure would make plaangés increasingly difficult and time
consuming, which would then significantly reduce #cttion opportunities and flexibility of the
Agency"(Miljgministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1993:38 DN representative called for local
planning requirements as well as forest councilsu(@Andersen 1990; 1994a: 1994b) but the

Minister of Environment refused the proposal ofrir@arequirements with the argument that state
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forest management plans are comparable to theitnos fraffic plans or the farmers’ management
plans. All are subordinate to the county regionahg, and should not also be open to hearing

procedures at this very concrete level (Auken 1994)

Local plan requirements of forest management pkmes however, still recommended by DN
(Danmarks Naturfredningsforening 1998), whereas Gh#door Council considers state forest
management planning to involve a sufficient heapgracedure already:

"To ensure citizens' involvement, forest managermpkams for public forests should be presented,
following a public procedure. That is, a full céiz involvement based on sufficient information
before the plans are adopted. The state foresi@genaakes such plans and implements such public
procedure. Similar procedures ought to be done dtiner public forests and urban areas
(Friluftsradet 1997:50).

9.5.5 Summarising perceptions of the state forest management plan

To summarise, the forest management plan is p&dew be technical and difficult to read and
understand, both by participants and the foreét farticipants would like popular versions of the
plan and visualisation of their consequences, vasetke Forest & Nature Agency is unwilling to
spend the money needed. A participant finds a rfeedspecification of the considerations
underlying the management plan as she, e.g. fimalsthe considerations of multiple benefits are
confined to productionally marginal forest land arat to places most appropriate for the multiple

benefits.

The forest supervisors find enough elbowroom in fhrest management plans, also for change
during the plan period. On the other hand, a rangmarks that planning should stay a centralised
task to ensure the fulfilment of national policeesd strategies. Therefore, he intends to follow the
plan and not local people’s individual demandshdtrefore seems relevant that some user members

doubt as where to get most influence — via theidisir through the Forest Planning Division.
Participants are not content with the experienocgdlvement in forest management planning. They

miss responses to their input and being invitedat@® active part in the planning process, e.g.

monitoring habitats and having meetings about tl@.pSome, like DN, ask for local plan
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requirements on the state forest management plaa.Fbrest & Nature Agency as well as the
Minister disagree on this, arguing that forest ngamaent planning equals to planning for, e.g. a
farm, not for a region, like a municipality or auriy. Also, the Agency finds the input from public

meetings mostly being about other uses and nottabbanagement as such.

9.6 How is knowledge used in the decision process?

In various ways, language presents a barrier itigization. Basically, the technical jargon of
forestry is a barrier, as considered in relationhi® forest management plan. But also, even if we
use common words, we may ascribe different meaniogbe same words. For instance, a user
council member only after a while found out thatewtthe former forest supervisor said ‘animals’,

then he meant ‘roe deers’ and not ‘insects, bitdenmals, etc.’ as she did [IT5].

Obviously, the way we use language, the words weansl the meanings we ascribe to them reflect
different knowledge systems, different value systedifferent discourses and that may provide one
of the major barriers to reaching mutual understapdbut also be one of the ways to maintain

domination. On the one hand, it takes a lot of Keoge to be able to communicate on an even
level. On the other hand, it seems necesssary tefleetive about these different value systems and
lines of argumentation in order to break their dwemion. And still, it may not suffice to obtain

influence.

9.6.1 Communication and co-operation in the user council

There seems to be agreement among the council nnerabdo what constitutes opportunities of
good co-operation, even if there is disagreemenhertontents of co-operation. The basic concepts
of openness, honesty, clarity are mentioned byuarmembers [IT2; IT10; IT12], and the virtue of
the user council being a forum for discussion wlare is allowed to and dares to come up with

ideas without fearing to be laughed at.

Communication in the user council
In communication, the forest supervisor preferbdastraight and provide clear opinions, in order to

avoid later fights over competencies and not gise to expectations that may not be met. Another
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reason is, thdteverything that you say and do comes back to yawhen working in a system like
the Forest & Nature Agency, in particular when apess becomes a policy of the organisation. To
him, it is“...important to agree on disagreements - To digmyis not the same as being enemies.
But it is stupid to quarrel. Those two things cankiept apart”[IT2]. He believes that openness and
honesty in communication is primarily a questiondafing “to do it right” rather than wanting to
please people, no matter what. At the same tinte¢mgnises the risk that people may perceive him
as being arrogant or cocksure. But he thinks & guestion of making them realise that he may
change his opinions if the argumentation is gooalugh. This is recognised by some user council
members agreeing that the forest supervisor isreaageake clear the limited competencies of the
user council whereafter he is open to listen farica "Every meeting he starts by saying that what
we are now going to say won't have any influenaayv Ndon't even comment it, because | know

that he will listen to us anywayliT6].

More Copenhagen state forest user council membwistiiat the user council is a forum for free
and open discussion, where ideas can be put otalhe without the risk of being made a fool of
[IT2; IT5; IT17]. At the same time, a ranger recsgs that the NGO representatives are seated in
the council to cater for their particular interes$® although he believes that good co-operation is
built on honesty and mutual trusthat one can put things on the table and not lHdmething“as

at the forest district, then when it comes to usemcils, he hesitate¥t is different, an external
body. | won't lie, but | won't tell everything, leet” [IT12]. A DN member finds that the user
councils provide opportunities for good, open dsstons.“No one bites at each other’as the
members are about to know each others viewpoinis and it is legitimate to come up with 'wild
ideas'. But on the other hand, they are met wiethghoduction-economics argumentation/discourse’'.
The forest district supervisor and his assistant @mised for not havinfall those formalistic

blocks"and it is seen as positive that the forest rangerticipate as well [IT5].

Co-operation
There seems to be one major challenge facing thgpetation between on the one hand public

officials such as the forest supervisor and thentpuepresentative, and on the other hand
politicians, be it NGOs or municipality politician3he forest supervisor as well as the NGOs

discuss this.
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The forest supervisor finds it both difficult andhatlenging to co-operate with municipality
politicians, particularly those also engaged inliparentary politics. As a forest district superviso
he has to act as an efficient business man (admimg public money in an efficient way) but as a
public official representing the Ministry of Envitment and Energy he also has to be very careful
not to create an occasion for critizising the Mirjisand the sitting Minister for harassing the

municipalities [IT2].

A DN member described an example of good co-operatvhere they had the meetings out in the
open, and not around a table. Walking around oeteththey would discuss and come up with
different ideas on an informal basis, as opposedttaditional bureaucracy, where the leaders have
blocks every time ideas are presented, as they toage back and check with the opinion of their
superintendents. The DN member also noticed a @mabihat she as an NGO would use a direct,
non-diplomatic language. But that, she found, dodgnin a bureaucratic system as the public
authorities [IT5].

The discussion can be summarised as: The offibale to act ‘rational’ within the bureaucracy and
budget restrictions, whereas the very role of ghaiticians’ is to be innovative, reform the rules,
change the budget and the organisation structurerefore, the ‘politician’ is frustrated with the
officials being reluctant to be innovative and aj/avanting to go back and confirm and reconfirm
before giving a clear answer. On the other handpféicial like the forest supervisor is confused
that ‘politicians’ within a group may officially dagree and have no clear hierarchy, e.g. that local
DN members can subordinate the national secretaridéihat two local DN members disagree on an

issue. Consequently, he perceives it as an orgamdaaving ‘problems with competencies’ [IT2].

At the same time, however, the forest district suiger as well as some user council members
[IT6] think that communication with the politiciamather than with public officials is most likely t
open up for influencing the opinion of the countydafor facilitating financing [IT2; IT6]. The
officials (per definition) tend to be loyal towartteir budget and the system they are in. An @fjci
also as a forest district supervisor, sometimesttasstrict expectations, knowing that prioritggin

and funding one project means less priority andlifug to another project. It is easier to make a
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politician devote him/herself to one particular jpad and fight for that one. It both indicates that
politicians are more focused on individual casemtbn considering the overall picture, but also
that politicians are more sincerely devoted, oi&y tgo into a case, than are officials [IT2]. The
forest district supervisor is glad to have poldits from the municipality in the council for thersa
reason. Being an official himself, he almost knawsadvance the opinion of other officials. He
divides politicians into two groups: the professibmparliamentary politicians, and the local
politicians, whom, he thinks, are less ‘politicallynking’ than the parliamentary politicians, et
sense of not limiting themselves to the opinionstha party and acting from that perspective.
Rather, local politicians tend to act as/represkal people’, also when they are in the user
councils. He ascribes it to the fact that localitmhns are only part time politicians, having ithe
own lives and jobs beside the political career, g parliamentary politicians are full time
politicians [IT2]. A municipality official makes aimilar division, although calling them ‘concrete’
versus ‘attitude oriented’, i.e. politicians who nkoon opinions and use them to influence the
public. For example, that one should not use pdsc Such values, he finds, often comes from

national politics to the municipal level [IT9].

For good co-operation, a municipal official [IT9hds it important not to be either-or, with a fixed
view of what things should be like, as that is kelly to serve the environment. He finds the
opportunities for co-operation being best wheraghiare discussed without feeling, but with
engagement, with an open attitude towards eachr gF@. This view is partly shared by Outdoor
Council representatives [IT6; IT19]As long as it moves in the right direction it ione important

to have a lot of people pushing it through too,ntlggetting it you own way alonfT6]. However,
one of them finds that in some environmental isshege is no possible compromi§8ome create
conflict by going to the extremes. But sometimeshave to. For instance, we can't accept any use
of pesticides if we want to protect the groundwaBart the conflicts emerge where things become
SO restrictive that you cannot combine nature prta/conservation and utilisation experiences, If
you have a professional explanation to particulastrictions, e.g. on angling, then it is ok. But

there should also be space for, e.g. the 12-yedkil to go fishing in the lakdIT19].

The forest supervisor in the afforestation casesdfitihat good co-operation requires respect for each

other’s viewpoints, respect for property rightswasdl as for the person. Also, time and patience is
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an important factor. A view shared by more infortsafiT2; IT6; IT13; IT19]. Talking with a
farmer, you need to take your time, be able to &kut the weather and know about agricultural
issues. Farmers need time to think it over and watk family and neighboursllt is a lengthy
process [whereas] if you talk to business peopk @ty people, they will be much closer to making
a decision”[IT18].

Taken together, the informants mention the follayvadded-up list of characteristics of good co-
operation: Be committed to the ideal/issue [IT1013][ keep on [IT13; IT15], understand the
counterpart’s needs [IT19; IT16; IT 18], share comnnunderstandings [IT17] and eventually also

visions, goals and opinions [IT10; IT12].

9.6.2 Instrumental versus institutional ways of using knowledge

Just as participants acquire knowledge in diffeneays and in different forms, they also have
different ways of using knowledge in the participatprocess. Comparing the case study findings
with the theoretical framework in Chapter 2, thampears to be two main approaches of using

knowledge: an instrumental (‘objective-rationatjl@n institutional (‘political’) approach.

The instrumental, 'objective-rational’ approachcpemes decision-making as a rational process
aimed at optimal solutions based on true knowledfe. participation strategy therefore involves a
search for the most 'true’ knowledge to describggthien situation and to provide the solution ia th

decision process.

The institutional, 'political' approach perceivescidion-making as a negotiation process among
conflicting interests and values, where knowledgeused as a means to support the different
interests. The participation strategy thereforeoiwes scientific knowledge in a form useful for

negotiation. Also, it emphasises knowledge aboutiops, attitudes and behaviour as a means to

reveal the different interests and their resouncélse decision process.
Among the interviewed participants, the instituabapproach seems the most prevalent, but some

also to a certain extent have an instrumental whaleding of the decision process, according to

which, basically, there is one truth that is peredias more true than the others. The most pravalen
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example of an instrumental understanding is reptegeby a user council member studying
silvicultural literature and adapting the silviautl jargon, believing that it takes a lot of stumyto

be able to participate, in order not to ask ‘sijlyestions’ [IT17].

The most distinct description of the role of knoside in the negotiation process is provided by and
Outdoor Council representative with a long histofyparticipation in environmental decision-
making but without any related professional backgh To repeat, he remarks thdle need that
[scientific] documentation when we are in a negtia... Without that information we are too easy
to fool” [IT13]. In this sense, scientific knowledge is rgeiused to not only document but also
legitimise the relevance of interests in the gidenision context. As an example, the same Outdoor
Council representative mentions new research geshibwing that many tracks and paths in the
countryside have been cancelled in the past y&ush knowledge, he says, provides them the
necessary tool to bring 'tracks into the countsysah the agenda [IT19]. What happens is that the
Outdoor Council manages to transform an issue fb@img a private matter of the individual
landowners into becoming a political issue of conde society. And this is exactly what also the
conflict over afforestation is about — to what ettiand use is a private matter of the landownsrs a
compared to being an issue of societal concerrneT liee landowners insist on maintaining farming
as a private matter, while, on the other hand, ttiayn for the societal legitimacy of farming by

referring to the contribution of agriculture to G(g&e Chapter 7).

In fact, the research results on the cancellatibiracks in the countryside were presented at a
national conference about access in the country§&4130600). In advance of this occassion, the
agricultural associations made their own surveyragrlandowners to demonstrate that the situation
isn't as bad as the research results indicateutg@rghat many farmers have established new roads
since 1992 (De Danske Landboforeninger 2000). Quslo knowledge and counter-knowledge is

being used in the struggle over conflicting perwes of rights and opportunities of access to the
countryside. Similarly, the aforementioned WWF gcard on the state of European forests can be
considered counter-knowledge to challenge the datmg (professional) understanding of what

forestry is about, as outlined in the following tsea.

248



Also within the Forest & Nature Agency, knowledgepierceived to be used as a legitimation for
change. A forest supervisor found that the 'Ridh@rest’ extension courses did not really provide a
new way of thinking, as this more close-to-naturenagement had already been practised at the
district level."l guess it was more like a legitimisation of hayto start thinking in a different way.
We already did many of these things without rela#ling permitted to do it. The difference is, that
now we won't be locked up, if they [the Forest &Na Agency] find outIT18].

An intermediate between the instrumental and insbimal approach may be represented by the DN
representative who doesn't miss any knowledge el fpowerless, as any nature conservation
arguments are counteracted by tpeoduction/economy argumentation of the forest eswsor”
[IT5]. As mentioned earlier, the DN representatnisses a plan to refer to, when having to argue
for environmental concerns against what was peeces a forest management plan based on
economic optimisation. The Outdoor Council représtires may have been thinking the same,
when they adopted a common outdoor policy straieg¥997. A representative argues that the
strategy was needed as an instrument to profileotbanisation's opinions in the public debate,
making sure that it was one organisation, voicel, @aot just the opinions that might come to the
head of each individual representative. This becpangcularly important with the Act on Planning
and its guidelines for public hearing. The OutdGouncil representative confirms that the national
strategy may sometimes conflict with regional ardlointerests. Normally, he would then follow the
national interests, being a representative forteomal organisation. Rather, however, he aims at
bending the different interests towards each otinéw, a compromise, before it comes to conflict.
He mentions a NGO working group report on the usiHdgbe stream "Mglleaen" as an example to

counteract such conflicts [IT6].

The Outdoor Council (with their regional outdoorlipp strategy) triggered the Frederiksborg
County to initiate the making of an outdoor strgtég be included in the coming regional plan for
the county. The strategy will be worked out by tigeeen council” of the county. The county
finances meetings and assistance from a processiltam. As expressed by an Outdoor Council
representativélt is not enough to have physical planning, yosalneed physical planning for

man. This is physical planning for/with a (huymaaw’ [IT19]. He foresees that within not too
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long, also municipalities will work out their owrutloor strategies and that it may become the

stepstone to closer cooperation with the statesfarger councils.

To summarise, knowledge is being used as a todefptimisation and negotiation of interests in
the decision process. Also, it is used to transf@political issues into political issues, by

demonstrating an interest to be of concern to spcie

9.7 How much knowledge does it take to participate?

An Outdoor Council representative and DN membericest the professionalisation of
environmental politics and how it changes the nenents to participants. Participants need
sufficient knowledge to be able to argue againstgssionals and they need to dare entering the
arena:

“As one of the few in DN, | am not an academic. &ygdnany people are afraid of entering this
working with cases, as it actually is. | mean, we faced with people who are professionals. And
there is an extensive staff of professionals inchienties as well as the municipalities, which you

have to argue against, - this is the same in relato outdoor issues[1T13].

A DN representative confirms that participation uiegs knowledge. He explains that his local

committee only deals with environmental decisiomat tthey have the needed knowledge about.
Therefore, all decisions according to 'environmeldgislation’ [as opposed to nature conservation
and n.m. legislation] are expected to be dealt witiperly in the county administration. By sending

a copy to the DN national secretariat, the locahiittee hopes that the secretariat will study and
eventually appeal the decisioriBut afforestation is science fiction, so thereekef we can allow

ourselves to participate[IT15].

The Outdoor Council representative with a past h i2calls that'Being in DN provides you a
good schooling of working with outdoor life. That study plans, know the legislation and their
administration” [IT13]. He finds that'/Although you are not an expert, you can still fopour own
opinion based on common sense and logical thinkifiggou have an opinion, then it is up to the

others to show you that you're wronfJT13].
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Another informant finds that there is a need tokpip some knowledge before being able to
participate. In the user councifs didn't dare to say a word in the beginning. Anidl asked
anyway, | could get the feeling that maybe my questas too stupid, and that | should have got
myself better informed before speaking yI"17]. Therefore, he also finds that the longerdan
be in the user council, the better he will becornpaaticipating and, hence, benefit his association

as well as the district.

It also appears that information enhances particpaAs expressed by a county officiale
thought that information would lead us to receivilegver appeals, but it had the opposite effect
[IT14]. Similarly, the forest supervisor in thef@kestation case remarks that participants expect
some information. He experiences that people aaake their opinion about afforestation if they

are not being presented for a draft plan. Then thielk something has been hidden for them [IT18].

An informant finds that people should not uncrilicgust be given the type of forest they ask for.
She believes that national surveys on public behevand preferences such as the ‘Outdoor Life
1997 (Jensen & Koch 1997) are an insuffient basisdetermining what people want. From her
viewpoint the user councils should be criticalljormed about the different ways in which forests
can be managed and what the advantages are,mgftanesearch results showing that people value
a nature forest more when they have been tolditthet nature forestlt is not manipulation. It is

a question about you not knowing [the opportunjti&ou think that forests look just like forests
do..and that it is natural for them to look likeethdo. Therefore, you don’'t know what you can
possibly get... | don’t think ignorants should bewadd to decide what the forests should look like.
At least it takes treatment of opiniongT16]. She bases this opinion on own experienceehding

the WWF scorecard report on the European forestashich Denmark had the record low of the
fifteen countries involved. "l wondered how you could judge forests...after what
parameters...because to me, the forest seems songsaide, ancient — all the wrong ideas. Then
| learnt about Nepenthes and...we went together sotoe [different types of] forests. That was
virgin land to me, that you can actually have saatonscious attitude to forests.. This is something

people don’'t know — that you can relate to naturesd many different ways ... and then there are
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all the conflicts of interest" For the same reason, she was inclined to haveogrgssive

organisation as Nepenthes to represent her inracagacil, in order to ‘rock the boat’ [IT16].

This viewpoint is partly opposed to how a foregteswisor looks at it. First of all, he finds thaet
preference surveys provide some of the best folorddbr taking multiple concerns. Second, he
experiences that the public just doesn’t want chalidhe takes them to a forest spot aasks them
what it looks like, they will say that it looksraght. And asking if they want change, they wily sa
no. Except maybe in the virgin forest Suserup. &hlee immediate opinon was: 'What a mess!’
They don't like that...because it differs from whedyt are used to look at. They just don’'t want
change"[IT18]. Third, he basically finds, that the user coursibf the same opinion as he. That is,
"Not from the beginning, as they then had lackmdwledge about other viewpoints, other affecting

factors, balancing of interestqIT18].

Even the necessary knowledge and negotiation skiy not suffice, where there is lack of
resources to deal with all relevant cases. DN asrganisation expresses this concern, seeing the
organisation as the major opponent to the manyemviental decisions that are being made every

year at local, regional and national level (Danmaiaturfredningsforening 1998).

To summarise, participants agree that it takes kedye to be able to participate, particularly in
order to be able to argue with environmental pitesls, be in counties, municipalities or the
Forest & Nature Agency and its forest districtsefighis disagreement as to how much knowledge is
needed to participate in relation to forest managerdecision-making. Afforestation is considered
an accessible issue, as it is future-oriented, @smanagement of existing forests is considered
less accessible, also due to the technical forestagement plan. Some find they need to adopt
silvicultural knowledge to participate, whereas evth are more concerned with knowledge to
legitimise and support their particular interestsdlation to forestry, e.g. the outdoor stratefthe
Forest & Nature Agency. An informant finds that tmapants should be critically informed, not
only about prevalent silvicultural management regginbut also about all the other forms of forests

and forestry that are possible choices.
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9.8 Conclusions

To conclude, participants agree that it takes skmosvledge to be able to participate, particulamly i
order to be able to argue with environmental ptesls, be in counties, municipalities or the
Forest & Nature Agency and its forest districtsff@ent types of information/knowledge are
acquired from different sources, in different waysl forms, and used in different ways. Some find
they need to adopt silvicultural knowledge to maptite, whereas others are more concerned with
scientific knowledge and documents to legitimisd anpport their particular interests in relation to
forestry, e.g. the outdoor strategy of the ForesN&ture Agency. In this context, the forest
management plan is perceived too technical anctdliffto read. It is noticed that there is differen
access to information depending on your affiliasioas DN has far the best access, while e.g.
municipal politicians and farmers may miss or nobw the channels of information. Moreover
some, like the Outdoor Council, have access tachffdat research is being carried out, whereby
knowledge to support the formulation of an issuetlo® political agenda can be created. Thus,
knowledge provides a basis for participation. Besegted in the user council for a longer period
provides more knowledge and insight, an advanthge however, has to be balanced against the
risk of becoming too familiar with the forest distron the expense of contact with the support

base.

The forest staff finds that input from public megs are mainly about other people’s uses of the
forest and mostly the main viewpoint is that thee$d just has to remain unchanged, a view also
shared by some participants. This is challengedrbinformant who finds that participants should
be critically informed, not only about prevalerlvgiultural management regimes, but also about all
the other forms of forests and forestry that arsspmde choices. The different viewpoints can be
ascribed to different ideas of what the aim of ipguation is. To the forest staff, the aim is
obviously to enhance public understanding of foreahagement as it is, whereas to the informant
wanting critical information, participation is exged to include a transformative aspect,

challenging and changing the existing norms andeslnderlying state forest management.
Participants are not content with the experienocgdlvement in forest management planning. They

miss responses to their input and being invitedat@® active part in the planning process, e.g.

monitoring habitats and having meetings about tten.pSome, like DN, demand local plan
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requirements on the state forest management platil. idw, this is rejected with the argument that

forest management planning is a technical mattehemevel of a farm, and not as e.g. a county.
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10

Power and participation

The aim of the state forest user councils has Ispexified as tdenhance the involvement
and influence of local users on the managementuiidation of the forests owned by the
population” (Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1995c). Following thisetliser councils should be
evaluated as to whether they succeed to enhancénfiibence of local users on forest
management and utilisation. Chapter 5 provideds4 iindication of the perceived influence,
in terms of a user council survey. It showed that goal is only partly achieved. By use of
case study method, we can now study more clos&yp#rceptions of influence in user
councils and how it relates to other forms of — bealess formal — participation, as revealed

in the afforestation case. As expressed by onkeoinformants:

"l would like to know if the user council membeasédreal influence or if they are only there
for the staffage, while the forest supervisor desidverything. Because, then it's a farce.

...It sounds so typically Danish: Joint influencesgywhere, people talk and talk, drink litres
of coffee, but what the hell comes out of it? Taathat | would like to know![1T16].

"...There is no doubt that individuals can have emormous influence. A few, committed
persons can raise a forest. They just don't neetletdorced into a state authorised user
council to do it"[IT16].

Chapter 6 investigated who the local users of Cbagen State Forest District are, and how
the forests are managed and utilised. Chapteréstigated who are actually seated in the user
councils, what motivates their participation andaivthe purposes and effects of participation
are. Chapter 8 took at a look at the equity dinmnsn terms of analysing who the

participants are perceived to represent, and whethiae interests are considered not being



represented. Chapter 9 studied the relationshipd®st knowledge and power. The aim of the
present chapter is to analyse whether, when andpasticipants perceive that they gain and

exercise influence in state forest and afforestati@nagement.

The chapter is structured as follows: Chapter J0esents a general picture of perceived
forest user council influence and 'success' appears from national surveys, seminars and
articles. Chapter 10.2 investigates perceptionsflfence in relation to the afforestation case.
Chapters 10.3 and 10.4 study user council influenceerms of resources, strategies and
barriers to gaining influence, drawing on the eipwes from the afforestation case in
Chapter 10.2. Chapter 10.5 discusses the poterdfalafluence in local participation as

compared to the overall forest and afforestatidicporespectively and Chapter 10.6 provides

a conclusion.

10.1 Does user council success equal influence?

10.1.1 The opinion about the state forest district user councils in general
There were big expectations to the user councilseatime of their establishment. At least the

newspapers wrote about 'a forest of democracy'ddlaladet 1994), ‘democracy should also
grow in the forests' (Preisler 1994), ‘we will ganiluence on forest utilisation' (Ringsted

Dagblad 1994), and 'the users should take padrast management' (Odgaard 1994).

Several times since then, it has been stated"tsdr councils are a success2.g. by the

Minister of the Environment & Energy (Auken 1998)dain newspaper articles (e.g. Voigt
1998) following the user council evaluation. Alsloe Forest & Nature Agency in 2000 held a
conference about the future forest policy with jogyants from several NGOs, private forest
owners, state forest districts, and user councimbers. One of the conclusions of the
conference was that 'user councils are a succgksy{ & Naturstyrelsen 2000) and some

even asked for user councils also in private ferest

Nevertheless, looking only at success in termsgainéd influence' the picture is more
ambiguous. The user council survey analysis in @map showed that only half of the
respondents answered yes to having gained inflyetey@nding on the meeting frequency

and the district, and significantly related to fherceived communicative quality of the user
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councils. In 1997, DN made a survey among its oeprasentatives in the forest user

councils. The survey showed that out of 14 respotsdeno one found they had 'much

influence on forest management’, 3 found themsdtvémve 'influence’, 10 thought they had

little influence' and one of them perceived todaw influence on forest management. On the
other hand, 10 out of 15 representatives foundttiefunction of the user councils was good,
only 5 found it poor, whereas no one found it opdinmor very critical (Danmarks

Naturfredningsforening 1997a).

After the evaluation, the Outdoor Council repreatwés from all state forest user councils
discussed the user councils at a seminar (MR13BBRTSome were critical as to whether
the user councils had gained any influence atTéle Forest & Nature Agency's own user
council survey (see Chapter 5) was criticised &ading to biased answerst is easy to
answer 'yes' to having gained influence, but diffito answer 'no’, because there is a risk
that it will then be interpreted so that 'when tlu®n't see any effect on influence, we might as
well suspend the user councils again'. The questloyuld rather have been as regarding
what issues we perceive to have gained influencé @MR130698TEB) Another
representative agrees in this. A couple of reptasers shared the view that too much time is
spent on one way information and that, often thendg is dictated by the Forest & Nature
Agency:"9/10 of the user council's time is spent on distinformation and 1/10 on dialogue.
Therefore, | can't tell if | have gained any infhee” (MR130698TEB). It is agreed by the
Outdoor Council representatives that some of tlee csuncils are well functioning, providing

options for influence, whereas some few are abslylalysfunctional (MR130698TEB).

Obviously, there is a distinction between the meguuf the word 'success' and the perception
of having gained influence, as was the main purpdsihe user councils. From the above
figures and debate it appears, that the mere existef state forest user councils are
considered a benefit, 'a success', because itda@ewview, potential opportunities for achieving
more particular goals of participation in statee&ir management, including influence, as
outlined in Chapter 7. Just as forests tend to dresidered unambiguous goods to fulfil

changing goals, as mentioned in Chapter 2, soale &irest user councils among participants

and the Minister of Environment & Energy.
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At the time of the user council's establishmenieader took another standpoint, though: He
found it a waste of time and money to arrange '@faie Forest' in order to drag people out in
the forests'that are already being overloaded by visitarEven more, he found that the user
councils are totally unnecessary as the Danishsfataff "are some of the best here on
earth”, "they work with a time horizon of a couple of huettliyears"and"...they also have
families, friends and acquaintances expressing whatordinary citizen expects from the

forests in terms of recreational valu@Nielsen 1994).

10.1.2 The opinion about state forest user councils in the two cases
Asking the forest supervisor in the afforestati@ses what it takes for user councils to be a

success, he respondétdmust say as my Minister: They ARE a succekatér he was asked
what the achievements of the user councils wereifaadything had changedNo. Yes, |
spent another 3 three weeks. And okay | met somvepreple from those organisations |
already knew...The user councils are used to ttysome ideas that we are uncertain about...
But, frankly speaking, they are of the same opi@isrwe"[IT18]. On the other hand, he is
sure that the user councils made a differencestmémbers®They tell us that they learnt a
lot about our work, facts and contexts that theyuanever have thought ofiT18]. An
Outdoor Council representative from the same disadmits that!'l wouldn't say that we
have changed a lot, and that isn't the idea, | gliesle argues, that the most significant
achievement of the user councils to him is thainteets the forest staff and also create
network with the other members, in particular thgpartunity to get into dialogue with

municipal representatives [IT13].

A forest ranger from Copenhagen state forest digtia little more positive. He finds that the
user councils' main effect are that thieychange my point of sight a little in everythindo"

[IT12], whereas they don't take any part in the aggament as such.

An Outdoor Council representative answers ambigyaasa question of whether the user
councils gained any influenc&Vell yeah, | guess we do have some influencewBubave
some good discussions whereby we come to knowviotlest' people’. What type of human
beings are they, what type of forest professioraaks they, and what is their way of
thinking'IT19].
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Being asked if the user councils provided any mrfice that he wouldn't have got without
them, he says:That is difficult to answer. A lot of positive itigis take place in state forests,
many facilities, agreements with the organisatiand nature protection efforts. Not that we
can't use more of it. But it is more a questiorstohtegy and policy...I would like to see a
strengthened co-operation between the individuahiopal councils and the state forest
districts in order to connect the forest and themoyside...Here, the user councils can get a
co-ordinating role. It is important to get contigu® tracks throughout the forest and the
countryside, because that will also be a way taoedthe pressure of horseback riding and
other uses in the forests by moving it out in tbantryside. The future role of the user

councils will be to go beyond the forest fengd&19].

Another Outdoor Council representative finds suppmihis organisation's viewpoints in the
Forest & Nature Agency's outdoor strategy. He fitidd"when the objectives are in the same
direction as your own, it is much easier to makepbe adhere to their objectives than having

to bring up new objectives yourselfT6].

On the other hand, two DN representatives find, thasically, they are only allowed to make
decisions on very subordinate issues [IT8]. As meed in Chapter 8, a municipal politician
is frustrated not to have any decision competeh@flawhereas a fellow politician finds her

participation relevant as her municipality consgdafforestation as well.

From these viewpoints it appears, that some ahmancerned with the influence they get
on the forest management as such, e.g. the DNs&mives and the dissatisfied municipal
politicians, whereas others are more concerned withencing the opportunities of creating

bonds between the forest district activities amekrivironment, i.e. the municipalities.

10.1.3 Summarising the general opinion about user council success versus influence
To summarise, the user councils are consideredsasaess, by NGOs as well as the Minister

of Environment & Energy. The results of the Fo&d¥ature Agency evaluation of the user
councils also showed an overall satisfaction whi function of the user councils, following

the guidelines. But, as the purpose of the usenatzuwere to enhance the influence of local
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users on state forest management that must be dive anterion of success. And still, only
half of the respondents stated 'yes' to havingeghinfluence. From that point of view, the
user councils are not successful. But as an infotrsaid, - it is hard to answer 'yes' or 'no’ to
having gained influence, as influence can be soyntiaings. The present Chapter therefore

seeks to investigate in more detail how influerscadtually exercised.

10.2 Influence in the afforestation case
As mentioned by the state forest supervisor, stiteestation planning remains at the forest

district level. But as opposed to managing existorgsts, state afforestation requires a lot of
different actors working together to ensure itdisaéion, as outlined in Chapter 6. At the
initial stages, therefore, afforestation decisioaking may better be explained as a network of
actors co-operating, in a garbage can like decigroness, than as a rational decision-making
process with a unitary decision-maker. The thebguaa garbage can decision process is that
there are loose couplings between participants,bl@nes, solutions and decision
arenas/opportunities. Solutions may seek problenmiset solved, the participants may come
and leave the decision process or the problem dqlutisn) may jump from one decision
process to the other. Hereby the outcome of thbaggr can process depends much on how
the four categories meet over time (Winter 199HBkig the perspective of EU agricultural
policy aiming to reduce agricultural productionge thlecision process is structured, with
afforestation as one of the means. But from thegmative of the Minister of Environment &
Energy, aiming to double the forest area withinree tgeneration, afforestation exactly
becomes the solution to shifting problems, in gigfiarenas, from alternative use of marginal

farm land, protection of groundwater resourcestandeet recreational needs close to cities.

First of all, afforestation depends on the designabf afforestation areas in the regional plan.
This process was outlined in Chapter 6 and theidgeaiontents in Chapter 7. In the first
designation phase in 1990-1991, the floor was ofertocating the afforestation areas,
however within the guidelines of the Ministry of ®rmnment. In the revised designation of
afforestation area in 1999, the county found itasltvell as the hearing process with restricted
opportunities of influence. As an official expresse "It is a bit difficult to act [Within the
allowed % plus areas we are allowed to designa®ge manage according to the current

afforestation plan, which also encompass areasecto<ities, so it's quite okay in that sense.
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Together with the state forest district we curreritly to locate the already afforested areas
and then take them out of the account...The prolderthnat some landowners may not like
that we remove the designation as plus area fragir tand..” [IT14]. Therefore, the official
also hesitates to let people get the impression tia hearing process involves good
opportunities of influencing the platit is important that we don't pull the wool ovezgple's
eyes and give them the [wrong] impression thatghican be changed totall{fT14]. On the
other hand, it was considered desirable to meeiviblees of those landowners wanting their
land appointed aglus areas:'Then, at least there is a good chance that it dlafforested”
[IT14].

During the first designation of afforestation aref@mers at Ringsted made a petition and
sent it as a response during the hearing processt &ppears from Chapter 7, part of the
farmers’ protest was caused by pressure to stayiddroto shoulder with the other farmers.
Looking back, though, a farmer didn't find it toved'any effect in practice[IT20]. Being
asked how he would have liked the farmers to bedhé& answers:

“l don’'t believe that would have changed a lot, Aese they had a set subject, i.e.
afforestation close to cities. The problem, andrdeson for nothing happening is, that they

considered afforestation without considering theasemuences to us other@T20].

Second, a state afforestation project takes appfowa the Nature Management Board as
well as an appropriation on the National Budgettiia Parliamentary Board of Finance. In
the Nature Management Board are seated represestdtom several NGOs, Ministry of

Finance, Ministry of Agriculture, counties and mipalities associations, as outlined in
Appendix 3.2b. This provides opportunities for quemation among representatives of the
same organisations and public authorities at natiand regional level. The board has to
allocate money to afforestation as well as natastoration projects. In case priority is given
to major restoration projects then, there are tessey to afforestation. This was seen from
e.g. 1999 when the major restoration of the str&gkjerna' was to be financed through the

existing funds.

Third, an actual state afforestation project tdkasowners willing to sell land. At the time of
the case study at Ringsted, farmers had the opptyrtio veto in case they could argue for the

need of additional land for spreading manure. Teners using this veto right were the
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initial reason why the state afforestation progaund Ringsted was not begun. One farmer

tells:

“The lands commission also stated, that the sobusmd Ringsted was too good for
afforestation. Then we assumed that things woulch @own again. Until two years ago,
when | was contacted, - no, | was told by two mesbethe municipal council, that the Plant
a Tree committee plus | don’t know who more wevelired, that they were planning to make
the Church council sell its farm for afforestatigqurposes... | then contacted the two
neighbours to that farm. Both of them have harnadioa problems, but particularly one of
them. | therefore suggested him: ‘Would it not blevant for you two to state the need for
supplementary land [for harmonisation purposes],cese they start doing something [i.e.

selling for state afforestation]?’...[IT20].

However, the state forest supervisor explains theeame by a more overall relationship

between property structure and propensity to sell:

“When we investigate afforestation opportunitiegje look at the owner structure, the
number of properties, the location of the buildirg&hether they are modern, efficient farms
or old-fashioned farms...and maybe it is tactlésg,we also look at the age of the owners...
The Ringsted project was given lower priority bessathe landowners’ ages were between 30
— 50 years, whereas in other planned afforestaticens it was just the time, a generation
shift was around the corner, the farms were smadl the buildings poor. And then we look at

the problems of harmony between animals and fand”l§T18].

The protest against afforestation at Ringsted,selzes to farmers’ age as well as the fear of

expropriation:

"They expect to stay on they property until theg 86 — and today they are 40. And everyone
formerly — and still maybe — feared expropriatidtiso they may fear for the opportunities of
expanding their farm: ’..what if all the neighboterms have been afforested, so | can't

expand’. That is also a natural thougHiT18].
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The forest supervisor takes this into consideratiooth because he knows the farmers’

associations will take that perspective, and bexheshinks it is the most long-term efficient:

"When the farmer has invested several million crevan his fully functional stables, it would
be wrong of us [to interfere]. Also | don’'t want become enemies with the agricultural
interests, as that would be poison to our own fitefforts. Then | prefer to use exchange of

land as a method insteadIT18].

The forest supervisor adds about fear of exprdpnat

"l shouldn’t wonder if it is connected to [farmemxperience with] dealing with public
authorities. ’If you don't get your will in one wayou will the other — by expropriation’.

There are so many forms of expropriation, - fordeasewers, cables and wiregT18].

The forest supervisor's viewpoints reflect quitegmely the farmers' hearing responses (see

Chapter 7) and the two interviewed farmers' opirabaout their own situation.

The farmers have power resources in owning the thatdcould potentially be afforested and
by having the right to veto on sale of farmland dffiorestation. The forest supervisor on the
other hand works with a long time horizon, adapsshdehaviour to the prevailing structures
and actors' resources, knowing that it is a predondfor reaching the ultimate goal of

afforestation. As mentioned in Chapter 8.3, theegorsupervisor had urged the municipal
council of Ringsted to consider how their city slkibdevelop, seen in relation to future

afforestation near the city. He was ready to wdtyears for an answer.

An Outdoor Council representative from one of theces where they managed to get state
afforestation believes that the reason why theyehavyorest today and the Ringsted citizens

not, is networking and local support:

"Here, we managed to turn afforestation into a piesi thing, we made some farmers join the
idea. You need to make this network function, arwon’t succeed...The farmers didn’t want
forest. But | knew the forest supervisor and sutggekim to talk with a particular farmer, as

he was willing to sell part of his property... He wasespected farmer, efficient with a big
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pig production. It started that way, and people shat maybe it was quite good... This could
just as well have happened in Ringsted, if thekligen the local suppojil13].

As mentioned in Chapter 8.3.2, the Outdoor Counggresentative finds the municipal

council in Ringsted much too defensive in relatiorafforestation and ascribes it to lack of
awareness. That could be one explanation. A supitary explanation could be that the
municipal politicians with roots in the farm sogigtrefer not to take up the conflict between
urban needs for green recreation areas and farmesrd'for elbowroom in farm management.
Both issues are given priority in the municipalrp®ingsted Kommune 1997). Apparently,

some of them deliberately gave priority to thedgtas they informed the farmers about their

right to veto on the Church council wanting to $&tid for afforestation.

An NGO from the Ringsted area partly share theiopif positive networking as a reason
for afforestation success in the other place maetidby the Outdoor Council representative.
However, he also remarked that most probably, theme also farmers ready to sell land in
that place, as the soil is much poorer there aspaoad to Ringsted. Also, he believes the
forest supervisor was more open towards graduahbuyp and afforestation of land than in
Ringsted. [IT15]. Neither the Outdoor Council regaetative nor the forest supervisor [IT13;
IT18] share this opinion.

The Ringsted NGO is critical towards the forestesuisor’s strategy of only involving the
landowners at the initial stagé$nstead of contacting the landowners, the foragpervisor
ought to invite all people living in the area tchage public meeting, - because they are also
users of the forest, - they also have rights... Astlafterwards, he should call for a public
meeting to explain the situation, because soondater the citizens will find out and ask why

there will be no afforestation out her@T15].

The forest supervisor disagrees in this approacitchwhe finds too pushy,so pushy that
people back off[IT18]. In order for the forest supervisor to getluence, it takes time and
patience and the potentially affected landowneukhbe heard before informing anyone
else. Drawing a line on a map over their land aagdng 'here will be afforestation’ is about

the worst you can do, he says [IT18]. In anoth&rastation area, the forest supervisor made
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alliances with the municipality, and made them &@ilthe meeting with landowners, in order

to avoid a potential conflict with a particular tlowner [IT18].

Direct confrontation is also avoided by the Plaitree-committee. Rather, they use
networking to promote their aim, i.e. to have trepémnted. As a member of the committee
says:"That is why you need to change the board now aed o the networks can extend"
[IT11]. In the afforestation case, the committeaypdd a discrete role. As mentioned in
Chapter 7.2, the committee cannot afford getting iconflict over afforestation, as they
survive on the profile of being nice and neutradweéver, they aimed to influence the process.
One of the members suggested the Church counaffdcest its own land, and by the time of
the municipal council decision on afforestatiore tommittee held the general meeting with
afforestation on the agendaimed at affecting the municipal council towardsugfing the
money for afforestation..[IT10], also mentioned in Chapter 8.3. One of tilembers aimed
at influence through awareness raising, aimingitowdate a general debate in the municipal
council and the municipality as such about foresid the green environment. As a municipal
official he found himself in conflict between thelpical decisions, the restricted budget and

his professional, environmental background.

In order to stimulate public debate, members ofRlzat a Tree committee invited journalists
to take part in the meeting about afforestationis Tesulted in local newspaper articles as
well as a front-page article in a national newspaphe national article basically explained
the lack of afforestation around Ringsted as cabgdtie right of farmers to veto against sale
of land for afforestation. A few days later, thenmterial agreement underlying this right was
officially cancelled. Apparently, the article influnced the decision process. The journalist
agrees in this!In this particular case there is no doubt that rifluenced the process by
writing about the case. The minister knew aboutdase for long and suddenly, after the
article, the rules were changed. No doubt that jalists can have enormous influence,
particularly if they write about concrete issues.edfy the problem and make clear what has

to be changed. And the national daily newspapdrgiik the biggest effec{IT16].

The forest supervisor and an Outdoor Council repedive though, find that the decision
was made prior to the article, although the articlght have been a provoking factor.

Following the Outdoor Council representative, alseaduring winter, the Agricultural
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Associations contacted the Ministry of Environm&niEnergy, having heard that the Outdoor
Council worked for abolishing the agreement. Thaister of Environment & Energy wrote
back to the director of the Danish Agricultural Asmtions that the practice was changed so
that in the future, strong interests for urban $tseor groundwater protection would come in

advance of farmers’ need of land to solve harmdioisgroblems [IT13].

The Outdoor Council representative tells that theéddor Council more times had called
attention to the issue telling the minister thatvetis wrong to let farmers’ harmonisation
problems become a barrier to urban forest. Forghipose, the Ringsted case was frequently
used as a good example of the problem. He recatisdif having said it in the Outdoor
Council’'s county representation, and the issueealkas the particular Ringsted case, was also
raised by one of their well-known members of theéiamal Outdoor Council board on a
conference about afforestation, held in 1998 [ITIGpming back to the influence of the
press, though, the same journalist reported onctiiéerence and, in fact, that influenced the
decision as whether to go down to Ringsted, wherirthitation to the Plant a Tree committee

meeting came. Being asked, what determines thiegtist’'s choice of news, the answer is:

“The case has to be big, being able to sell. Wiy tall me, they should be able to explain
me why it is an interesting case and demonstrdbstantial conflicts between different world
views, different views on the forests, on the maeatyhatever the topic is. And the case
preferably also contains a proceeding history tbah be told. The person from Ringsted
managed this very well, explaining how the big ratation project ended as a city park. If
the history can be used to tell about somethingengameral, it is even better. For instance,

the Ringsted case is an example showing confékiag place elsewhere topT16].

The local business peoples network managed to riekenunicipal council pay part of a

minor afforestation project by contributing withiate financing as well. At the Plant a Tree
meeting on afforestation, the NGO representatiomfRingsted regretted that they had to pay
with private and municipal money, 'whereas in othl@ces, people get state forests for free'
[i.e. paid with state tax money]. The business feEsopepresentative agreed in principle, but
found it to be the only way to ensure actiéfhis area [owned by the municipality] has been

bare for 25 years and were likely to stay as slbbgtause the municipality has to prioritise.
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But if the citizens want forest and want to usethgy also have to contribute to it"

(MR110399), i.e. it is a question of give and take.

To summarise, there are diverging opinions as tatwgburces and types of influence were
determining for the citizens in Ringsted not ge&ften major state afforestation project but
instead a municipal park. Some, like the forestesuipor explains the lack of success with
structural factors, whereas the NGOs tend to emplaby actors behaviour. The Outdoor
Council NGOs as well as the forest supervisor atireegh, on the need of network, time and
patience in order to reach your objective. The rmi@ dialogue with landowners is
emphasised by the forest supervisor, whereas anbl3® finds that the forest supervisor
should initiate planned afforestation projects vétimajor meeting for all citizens, as they are
also potentially affected and therefore have atrighbe informed and heard. The forest
supervisor perceives this confrontation strategyh&we the opposite effect, i.e. that the
landowners withdraw their eventual interest in edftation. Different strategies were used to
enhance participation. The local business peopletwork used a give and take strategy,
whereas e.g. members of the Plant a Tree Commitied the strategy of displaying the
decision-making situation through use of third pare. presenting the afforestation case at a
general media and inviting journalists to take pathe meeting. Also within the committee,
the strategies varied, as another member prefeitedmore discrete networking with

neighbours and friends to enhance tree plantingaffodestation.

10.3 User council influence — with comparison to th e afforestation case
In the present section, the potentials of user cbumfluence are discussed and illustrated

through cases from the user council meetings, apglemented with viewpoints from the

afforestation case.

10.3.1 Who participates?

Chapter 7 showed that the local participants inesfarest management and planning are
primarily the state forest district staff and nolsocathe user councils. Obviously, there is only
access for a few actors in the user council. Besiold and the Outdoor Council, the user

councils include county officials, municipal patititns and representatives from Danish
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Sports Association. Participants tend to be eldangg men, rather than young, and women,
also following the user council survey in Chapter The perceived representativity of

participants was discussed in Chapter 8.

As discussed in Chapter 8, it is perceived thaadwy as such has a low political saliency in
people’s mind. As long as things are as they udeetgeople don't care. The low attendance
to public meetings at Copenhagen State Foresti@stappear to confirm this impression. For
instance, a public meeting on a sunny Sunday afterm September only had 24 participants
(MR260999TEB). The forest supervisor takes it agxgression that people are satisfied with

the current way forests are managed [IT2].

As expected then, afforestation makes more peapticipate. Many potentially affected land
owners took part in the hearing process on theonadji afforestation plan, together with
different potentially affected interest groups, .eayiation clubs, agencies representing
windmill interests, churches and archaeologicareggts. The private - municipal afforestation
was initiated by a group of local business-peoifile;souls, which took on the responsibility
of collecting private financing and prepare afftaéisn plans for the municipality. Similarly,
the local church council decided to afforest soraadl But as noticed by a farmer

participating, - it did not catch common peopldteation.

From participating in three meetings in Copenhagjate forest user councils it appeared that
the forest district supervisor spoke much of tmeeti although also being open to listen to
viewpoints and respond to them. As mentioned in pdra6, the Outdoor Council

representatives tended to establish their own naterdiscussions, whereas one DN
representative actively questioned what seemedetgredominant opinions about forest
management and outdoor recreation. Representdtives municipalities tended to remain

silent. The main issues were about outdoor recneatnd very few issues were directly about
biodiversity conservation, nature protection (sealter) and hardly any were about production

and/or economics.
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10.3.2 Who has the decision authority?

In the user council case, the decision-authorityai@s by the state forest supervisor, as he
and his staff operate within the rules of the Fo&sNature Agency and the budgetary
restrictions given by the Governmental Board ofalfice. As discussed in Chapter 9.5, the
forest management plan is quite detailed. The f@a@servisors find that it to gives sufficient
elbowroom, whereas user council members are uresite exactly how much competence
the district has and whether influence is morecedfitly exercised by staying in good relations
with the forest supervisor or by contacting thedsbrPlanning Division instead. Another
problem can be which of different decision arenaschoose. For instance, an Outdoor
Council representative from another forest disfietit unconfident as where to seek influence,
as his user council was only among a number ofsadyigroups at the forest district he
belonged to (MR130698TEB).

The following case demonstrates how #lbowroomof Copenhagen State Forest District
and, hence, the user coundd,limited by the (detailed) national strategiasd policies for

state forest management, here in relation to eshaibd a forest playground.

The forest playground - Fulfilment of national ¢paersus local demands

The user councils have no formal decision competeHowever, the forest supervisor asked
for their opinion regarding the eventual placenmard playground in one of the forests. Both
user councils as well as the forest staff were regjaestablishing a playground at all
(MR240496). At the next user council meeting, hogrethe forest supervisor announced the
establishment of a forest playground, with refeeema fulfilment of the obligations set
forward in the Forest & Nature Agency's policy orutdoor activities (Miljg- &
Energiministeriet, Skov- & Naturstyrelsen 1995).isTklecision was disapproved by more
members (MR280198). The DN member recallsghat everyone was against it. And then it
was just steamrolled through anyway. What influesheeve then havefiT8].

An Outdoor council member, however, was quite Batlsvith the outcome:

"l thought it was okay, it was just like | wantedlireally don’t understand how people can
bet worked up over that. That occurs if one hasaarigid view of nature, saying: 'oh, when

people visit the forest, they should study beettesstare at fine trees and- oh, how funny, |

can climb a branch’ — really — the children woulavé a playground and, at the same time,
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they will have a nature experience... Facilitieshe forest can attract a lot of new people,

families with kids, in particular...That can't dest my nature experience anywdyro].

10.3.3 Who defines what issues are subject for decision making?

As mentioned in Chapter 2, power is not only beexgrcised in the particular decision
process. For some, problems may never reach thei@earena, whereas to others, decisions
may well be taken but never implemented, or they maplemented to a less degree or
differently than agreed upon. Such “filters” arepwntant sources of power as well. Examples
are

* when too much energy is spent on the democratiwegsand too little on implementation

« when a problem is rejected from agenda, as beingtpror too concrete

» when framework decisions are made and the impleatientis left for officials

« when decisions are ambiguous in order to flexipilitimplementation phase

Overcoming such filters', that in public systemsymntypically be guarded by officials,
demands that participants have time, energy, plbitspeak up, knowledge of procedures,
and what position they have in the system. Consdtyjewe should study whom the
gatekeepers are, where such filters appear, antherhactors have sufficient resources to

overcome these filters (Christensen & Jensen 1986).

Access to setting the agenda
At the first user council meeting, the forest swar specified the competencies of the
council and invited the members to suggest issupsitton the user council agenda, as well as

to ask for additional meetings if considered nedd#d200995).

The national survey evaluation of the user counait® showed that the vast majority of
council members were content with the access tngassues on the agenda. Two members
from Copenhagen state forest user councils weretinotigh. At the following user council
meeting, the forest supervisor referred to these answers. The meeting report, written by
the forest district, says:

"The answers...surprised the forest supervisor, wiaale it clear, that those who wants a
particular item on the agenda will get it — unlgbs forest district judges it unreasonable to

spend the user council's time at discussing thgestjbwhen the subject an be decided
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through bilateral discussion/clarification. If ange is dissatisfied with the judgement of the
forest district, the item can, of course, comelmdgenda.

No one stated to be dissatisfied — that is — teetenswered in the survey not to be able to get
items on the agend4dMR080698).

Apparently, the forest supervisor is keen to haveen process, while at the same time, the
direct way he aims at this may have the opposfeeefThe forest supervisor can in principle
use his authority to hinder issues on the agendeefgyring to their being too detailed or
solvable in bilateral discussions. From the preséudies there is no evidence of this being
practised in advance of decision-making. The probig rather, that there is so long time
between the meetings, that many decisions are nradeetween the meetings. A DN
representative finds that only issues of seconoapprtance may eventually become objects
for decision-making in the user councils. Many esare only presented as announcements,

not even for debate. This is supported by anotirépresentative:

"l went to the forest supervisor during the ann@ments. Two issues were announced. One
was a fine architect plan for a nature guide centdere, | could see, that the final decision
had already been made, so | concentrated my eftortise other case, reestablishment of the
(cultural-historical site, ed.) 'Mgnterne'. So | mtad to talk with the forest supervisor about
that. But he said something like: "That is under ttem ‘announcements’, so you don’t have
any influence on that!". And yet we talked about guess he wanted to have our opinion
anyway. That was actually weird... | wonder whajisdation is behind this user council...l
mean, if we are not allowed to express our opirabout the announcements, then we are

merely legitimising decisions that have alreadyrbemde'[IT8].

From that perspective, there is a perceived risk the forest district may co-opt the user
council, make them co-responsible for and legitaratready made decisions. As mentioned
in Chapter 7, more members suggest that the userctocan constructively be used to
legitimise forest district decisions towards therdsd & Nature Agency, experiencing it

already in relation to the publishing of popularefst management plans

Although the user council members have an oppdstiioisuggest issues for the agenda, they

may lack resources for doing so. For instance, arBpiesentative tells that he seldom
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suggests items for the agenda, as he is seldomme (to have a meeting with other DN
members), from the agenda arrives 8-14 days inradvaf the meeting and to the meeting
takes place [IT8]. A municipal representative tHougecalls to have brought more than a few
issues on the agenda. One issue was how to math&ibiking paths, another issue was on
how to regulate the mountain bike traffic in theelt [IT7]. Also, the Outdoor Council
strategy has been on the agenda as well as inpot fne county on the Act on Nature
Conservation. Rather than time, the agenda setiagbe determined by whether participants
feel confidential enough about the council to breng issue up for debate. In this sense,
participation can be divided into the reactive dhd proactive participation. The reactive
participants support or protest against other @pdnts'/the forest district's initiatives,
whereas proactive participants take initiative antively consider how the user council can
be used as a means to further their purposes ttipating, e.g. by bringing issues on the

agenda.

The infrequent meetings provide a practical probtdragenda setting, though. At a seminar
for Outdoor Council representatives in the statedbuser councils, a member from another
forest district's user council experienced thedbdistrict staff to change opinion according to
the issue. He suggested the following stratégwten to their viewpoints. Then ask the forest
staff to make a note on it and postpone the cafigetollowing meeting. In that way you lock
them on their viewpoints.(MR130698). The risk is, however, that by the fallog meeting

half a year later, the decision is made long ago.

The same Outdoor Council representative suggestiehow representatives to make notes
about particular issues and bring them upon thetinge@genda:'l recently made a note
about harmless traffic within the ... State ForBsttrict, based on a review of legislation. |
sent it to the forest supervisor. He got so scdhed he sent it to Copenhagen [i.e. Forest &
Nature Agency]. And now it was on the agenda onregent user council meeting. But
problem number one was that there was almost ne timgo through the note, as the forest
supervisor speaks 95 % of the time. Problem nurivberwas that two out of three members
have just started in the user council. Problem nemthree was that | couldn't figure out
what was the forest supervisor's hidden agenda.fotest supervisor went through the note
and came with a 'Salomon conclusion' that now wmeetter go for an excursion to[a

particular nature area] and talk it over...The fad, that he is not keen about a nearby
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horseback riding school where up to 50 horses tna may enter the nature area. It may be
justified that the policy is different in that natuarea. But as a public authority he has to

argue on the basis of the real problem, followihg Act on Public Administration. He has to

argue professionally and demonstrate a relationdtgpween the problems to solve and the
means to use{(MR130698) In fact, his strategy to gain influence is to doent and also

display the decision-making system.

Meeting reports and ambiguous decisions

The national user council survey showed that m@shbers find the meeting reports to reflect
the main viewpoints brought forward at the user nodumeetings, see Chapter 5. By
participating in three user council meetings arliblic meeting it became clear that not all
viewpoints are included in the meeting reportdhalgh each topic and conclusions are. A
municipal representative expresses the same opinenthat the meeting reports do not
always contain all the viewpoints presented. ButiBeused to that, so it is perceived as a
minor thing. Basically | [he] believe that the usgruncils have had a good start and they can

become even bettefiT7].

The user councils do not make decisions, but thecadhey give are used by the forest
supervisor to conclude on future actions, as ieappfrom the meeting reports. In most cases,
the recommendations are clear, hereby also makiegsier for the user council members to
judge the accountability of the district. Howewviera case about reducing the size of a forest
where dogs can run without a leash, the recommiemdafis vague, obviously because it was

also a contentious issue with a risk of not beinlg o implement the recommendation:

The dog forest — regulating ‘hard' activities argkucouncil competence

The district had considered to reduce the size'dbg forest', i.e. a designated forest area in
which dogs are allowed to run around without aHed$is was discussed at a user council
meeting, wheré'There was a consensus that in general, dogs witlaoleash present a
problem; that the owners have problems of contglliheir dog in the dog forest; that there
is a need for 'dog forests{MR140197) The user council had agreed in the need to redhece t
area designated as dog forest. In the user coomesting report it was expressed ‘dswas

not decided that the dog forest in Tokkekgb Heguldhbe reduced. But if the district finds it

favourable to reduce the area, then the user cdumdi support the decision(MR140197).
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The forest area was next to an urban area, anglaéims of reducing the size of the area for
‘free dogs’ resulted in loud protests. The foragpesvisor decided to call in for a public
meeting. At the following user council meeting leparted:"Around 140 people came. We
did not vote about it, of course, but 5 people sufgal the original decision to reduce the dog
forest to half its original size. The rest thoughtvas a catastrophe. Therefore we decided to
maintain the original size of the dog forest ar€nly one person has afterwards called to
complain about this... If the local people decidedhave dogs without a leash it is all right.
Then the roe deer will also be regulated and thiitselve our problems with grazing in our
new tree plantings(MR210198TEB).

An Outdoor Council representative argued that $toaight it was also best not to force
through the decision of reducing the area and, aware she found it hard to see how it
should be effectuated. This made the forest supamask her if she really meant it was a
good decision to maintain the original size of dog forest. To him, it was a lesstthat we
have to think it over before allowing the 'hardtiaities, as it is difficult to take away rights
again, once they have been gidR210198TEB). Looking back, Heame as a new forest
supervisor and found that this dog forest was mrong place [right next to a residential
area]. But as the local people say it is okay, i gast say that this is what the users want. So
I will write in the report that we maintain the gial size of the dog forest"
(MR210198TEB). Another conclusion from the dog &traffair was that the Forest & Nature
Agency misses some formal rules for public involeamthat the forest supervisor could
adhere to [IT2].

Another Outdoor Council representative consideesdbg forests and the unorganised dog
owners to be problematic and he supported the pthneduction, as the whole user council
did [IT19]. He explained that the story startedhaiéaders' letters in the local newspaper and
also sent to the forest supervisor, protestingresjahe dog forest. This initiated the call for a
public meeting, wher&200 baying dog owners and 5 frightened non-dogera/hcame. He
characterised the result & 'Petterman-effect’, i.e. where a public opinisrraised against
the established systems, the organised associatimnsAll you people from Copenhagen go
home — don't come here and decide for us'. It psislike the cases we have also seen in
Jutland, concerning [nature restoration of the simg Skjernd, and the demonstration on [the

island] Remg [against regulation of activities inet Jutland Wadden Sea]... User council
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members also talked at the meeting, but we hadabse that it was not possible to change,

due to the public pressurgT19].

The dog forest case has more implications. Filst, éssence of the story is that the user
council apparently is not considered sufficiendpnesentative or 'strong’ enough to represent
local interests when it comes to manifest conflRather, those shouting loudest, the dog
owners in the local area, will get their will thighu public protest. Second, the story reveals
that the forest district misses tools or rules @nage such manifest conflicts. Third, the dog
forest case indicated that the restricted confliotghe user councils and in state forest
management as such may be due to the recent RoNature Agency policy to deliberately
restrict the 'hard’ activities and to prioritis@ thnorganised and soft users. The lesson learnt
for the forest supervisor is to consider it mucfob® enhancing the access of 'hard' activities.
That is connected with a DN representative's maimrwof a slide effect [IT5], i.e. that by
giving way to one type of activity would lead tcetbther and, ultimately, to destroying the
nature and silence qualities of the forest. Thdesleffect was discussed in relation to
establishing the bird watching tower (MR240496; MR297), establishing permanent
stations for orienteering (MR200199TEB), and iratiein to establishing permanent mountain

bike tracks with the fear of enhancing the uséhefforest for that purpose (MR210997).

10.4 What resources and strategies do the different participants have and use?

The opportunities for gaining influence can be ade&®d in relation to participants' resources
to act. Decision-authority remains by the stategodistricts and Forest & Nature Agency as
discussed above. Money and budget authority arer adsources, as are also knowledge,
negotiation skills, time, and network to other astwith resources. The different resources are
discussed below, as they appear from the two cKsesviedge is devoted particular attention
as a resource in and barrier to participation,uaén@d in Chapter 9.

With the available resources, participants use experience various strategies to gain
influence, as also demonstrated in the afforestatase in Chapter 10.2. Such strategies could
be to

* make interests visible

+ make conflicts of interests invisible
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* mobilise others via. e.g. public debate (risk offugion of problem in more general
debates)

» delimit the cause of the problem, the solutionyaise it

e CO-0pt participants, - make experts responsible

 include third party, e.g. make experts responsible

« deliberately delay a case, namely if part timeipigdnts (Christensen & Jensen 1986).

10.4.1 Time

As outlined in Chapter 5, perception of influenoagoag all state forest user council members,
was positively dependent on the number of meetithgsrespondents had participated in,

obviously because influence basically requires st the decision process.

None of the interviewed user council members spength time on the user council at
Copenhagen State Forest District, as there aretanlyneetings a year. The forest supervisor
evaluates that considering the major, positivetigali value of having a user council, the time
spent is very little. By having some of the actN@O representatives in the council, he saves
time otherwise to be used for communicating witbnth outside the council. In general,
though, he thinks that the district is not dimensib to all the contact with local users, each of

them expecting individual treatment [IT2].

The DN representatives find that there are too feeetings. They find that the long time
between each meeting results in a lot of decisiamich they are not involved in, not even
just as advisors [IT8]. They prefer to be askedafiwice during the decision processes, during
the development of projects, rather than beingrméal about the final decisions. The current
information could be via small informative lettemsyiting the members to call the district,
send a letter or meet them in the wood. As they 84y not use the local resources, if you
have some people who are interested in nature asdgss some knowledgg¢'8]. Besides
this current dialogue, the representatives woukfepr3-4 user council meetings per year,

besides the public meetings [IT8].

As opposed to this, an Outdoor Council represemdind the present meeting frequency

adequate. The major challenge in his overall workhie Outdoor Council is to find the
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strength to take on all the tasks coming up, bexdsere is a tendency to establish councils
everywhere, and the Outdoor Council is such a bramganisation that we are often
automatically invited”[IT6]. Another Outdoor Council representative ges, that'...if you

want influence, you also have to accept that iesatkme”[IT13].

The forest supervisor recognises the differing yewts. He believes that in particular ‘the

professionals’, i.e. the full-time 'politiciansbifn the Outdoor Council and the municipality

politicians, are busy people not wanting a higheetimg frequency, whereas he believes that
DN would like more frequent meetings. This makes bonclude that two meetings per year

suffice [IT2].

Obviously, the different perceptions of how manyethegs are required are related to the
scope of participating and what alternative soummesfluence the participants have. For
those participants aiming to influence state foreshagement at the local level, the user
council meetings provide a legitimate and crucietasion to question and affect current
management practices, particularly to those membetshaving other connections to the
forest district or the Forest & Nature Agency. Rbpse participants aiming to improve
opportunities for outdoor life in general, as ¢ Outdoor Council, state forests are only one
among different land owners and authorities to fieceed, and outdoor life can be affected
without going through the forest district, e.g. @Wampaigns or by affecting the counties to

include outdoor life as part of their regional plarg process, as in North Zealand [IT19].

Time as a strategy - Keep on - what is rejectedyad adopted tomorrow

As the afforestation case showed, the time horimay be decisive for success in reaching
your goals or not. The forest supervisor took aglmrm perspective on the afforestation

opportunities around Ringsted, as to him it waslef@at having to wait 3-5 years or more to

initiate afforestation, also because there weerradtive areas appropriate to afforest. But also
the Outdoor Council Representative finds that pigdtion success requires a long time

horizon, patience and keeping on. He sé&ifter many years with this type of work you know

that it doesn’t suffice to say things once. Youeh#&w say it maybe ten times, and then
suddenly you succeed. You may think: “Now do llyd#ve to repeat myself once again. But
that is the only way to participate. That is, tovhasome things you believe in, and you don’t

give up before the opposite has been projér3].
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10.4.2 Budget authority and access to money

The possibility of implementing user council advisaestricted by the budget of the district,
as discussed in Chapter 8.6. To repeat, the feugsrvisor finds that..our finances don't at
all reflect the public demand. People would gladbcept an even bigger budget deficit, at
least at this district...If you gave the user caldecision competencies, there is no doubt that
we would get much more management expendBE2]: However, the user councils may also
be sources of additional funding, which then becomeource of influence. For instance, the
Outdoor Council allocates receipts from the Stawtlall polls to be used for research and
activities to support outdoor life. Although theig® no direct link between the county
representatives and the board allocating the futids, still may increase the influence of
Outdoor Council representatives, also in the statest user councils. For instance, these
funds may support the establishing of nature schasdlelters or camp sites for boy scouts
[IT13]. Similarly, the municipal politicians haveogential influence with the political power
they hold, including access to influence the myoacbudget. As opposed to this, local NGOs
as well as local DN representatives don't hold potgntials of contributing with additional
funding, making them less attractive as comparetié¢cOutdoor Council representatives and

municipal politicians.

10.4.3 Formal rights related to the public system

As discussed in Chapter 8, participants possetaetift rights and resources each considered
potential sources of influence. With big differeada the distribution of these resources,
asymmetrical power relationships appear. Someexehesources are related to formal rights
in the public system. For instance, the municipditigians have decision power in relation to
their own municipality, but the potential influendepends on whether the particular case
affects their municipality. Similarly, DN represatives have the advantage as compared to
other user council participants that they have ghtrito appeal decisions in relation to
environmental acts, including the Forest Act and éw Nature Conservation. The following
case demonstrates one example of asymmetrical peelaions between the user council
members. The user council except for one DN reptasiee supported that the district should

establish a bird watching tower. The necessaryedisation from the Nature Conservation Act
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was given, where after the disagreeing DN reprasest used the DN right to appeal

decisions made according to the Act, although vatisniccess.

Bird watching tower — balance between recreatiod aanservation

As mentioned in Chapter 6, the district receivgzeamit (Nature Conservation Act) from the

county to establish a new bird-watching tower byuRaLake in 1996 and the funding was

approved by the Forest & Nature Agency. The tovest been discussed in the user council in
advance, resulting in most of the user council mamlsupporting the plans. The local DN

representative was against it, though (MR240496) ased the DN right to appeal the

decision to the Nature Complaints Board. The appeds rejected and the tower allowed
(MR290197). However, being out of the budgetaryr Y396, the district did not succeed to

get financial approval by the Agency again unti®&9

The forest supervisor’s response to this appehlishe ‘expected the appeal and doesn't find
it disloyal’. “If the DN representative listens to but disagreeth the other members finding
it to be a good idea, then the representative hagla to appeal the decision. Because it is
not a deal/decision as such that is being maddHeuser council]. On the other hand, you
could have expected that the consensus among thé&é2d user council members had made
some impression, changed the other’s viewpoint,itodidn’'t” [IT2]. Besides, he finds the
DN main office [secretariat] to let the case get olall proportions by appealing the bird
watching tower to the Nature Complaints Board@héy couldn’t point to any detrimental
effects. | mean, if there had been some bird spdbigt would disappear from the area or
something like that. But they just didn't like tbever, they found it to disturb the forest. But
DN also has to work for people coming into natunel @njoy it, and that was why we wanted

the tower, - to give people a view into the fordsteeds”[IT2]

The DN representative is aware of being the onky against the tower. Even the other DN
representative supported it. The perceived problasn’t the tower as such, but the particular
location, as it was to be placed in a B-foresthtrigext to a EU-habitat aregAnd in spite of
that [location] they thought that now people shohbie the tower, just to have something to
walk to, not necessarily because they look for peand silence, listening to birds and
watching the flowers. Now people should just haygoad trip because that bird watching
tower is therdIT5].
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An Outdoor Council representative was satisfied tha appeal was rejectél.am against
doing a lot for the birds and then keeping peopleaivay not to allow them to see the birds.
That DN doesn’t want traffic in that part of therdet — let it be reserved for...[nature?] |
don’t follow that at all”[IT6].

A municipal representative uses the case as anmgaminy the user councils shouldn’t have
decisions competency, as he foresees several hogiicts in prioritising among the
recreational facilities.“Most of us recommended the tower, whereas the ||d2hn
representative was against it...The argument was ithatould attract more traffic, also
depending on how broad the track to the tower wdaed And that could, of course, be a
point” [IT7].

10.4.4 Negotiation skills

In Chapter 9 it was found that there seems to beeagent among the interviewed user
council members as to what factors are neededsremgood co-operation, even though the
members disagree on the contents of co-operatidarnhants find that the user councils
provide a forum for open discussion. On the othandy) members as well as the forest
supervisor point to the difficulties of some mensbbaving a political background whereas
others have a more professional/administrative dpackd, whereby they negotiate in

different ways.

The informants were asked whether they could lerested in participating in a course about
negotiation skills. But this had not much interess. a DN representative saitivVe would
rather let the arguments speak for themsel¢E8]. DN held its own seminar for user
council representatives around the country. The [@RNresentatives miss, however, a
permanent staff from their own secretariat to a$lsem in relation to the user councils, rather

than shifting personnel [IT8].
An Outdoor Council representative also rejectsitiea of bringing people on a course to

make them skilled in participatinglhe most important thing is, that people are comteai to

the thing they are elected to represent. And ttheylsl form their own opinion on what they
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are working to achieve”.Simultaneously, though, the representative admisg a
negotiation experience from his work, the so-callednel method, based on keeping on
asking until people can only answer yes or Yiou may be able to sell the idea [that way].

But still, you need co-operation partners to mdkads come into realitfT13].

Although negotiation skills as such are not conedeneeded, a new DN representative stills
sees a strategy to gaining influence by makingradies with the other DN representatives in
the user councils. She suggests that in the futleeDN members should discuss the agenda
in advance and agree on a common position tow&eldifferent items in order point out
their viewpoints and to avoid mistakes during theeting that would make them stand
weaker [IT8].

10.4.5 Authority
Authority can be another resource to gaining infieee As an example, a DN representative

believes that the forest supervisor is less respens the user council members than to other
authorities, e.g. the museum being heard in reldabdorest management planning, as well as
the district's own nature guide:

"There is something stiff about the user coundtar instance, the bird watching tower was
only modified because the nature guide says sa. iSHewow | perceive it. | don't believe they
would have changed anything if only we had writierthem and asked them to change the
tower'IT8]. This is continued by another DN representatisemetimes other boards appear
to have more influence than we. Copenhagen MuseBmalsd, for instance, appears to have
been listened more to than the user council inti@ato forest management planning. They
had influence on where to plant, whereas we were aide to get through with our

viewpoints...[It is because...] they are also an aut, just like the Forest [district]IT8].

10.4.6 Network

Some, like the forest supervisor, the Outdoor Couepresentative and, eventually, the DN
representative also meet in the county's Green Glowhereas some DN members are active
in relation to their municipalities. These membleetong to organisations that also take part
in forest policy making at a national level, andytltan get support from their national boards

and secretariat . These lateral and vertical maiatiare likely to provide them with stronger
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indirect sources of influence than, e.g. the loealjironmental NGO without a national bond,
or the NGO without activity in national forest potimaking. The municipal representatives
also miss direct activity on the national levelfofest policy, as the national federation of
municipalities have not been active in those msittBather, the municipal representatives
have strong, local influence potentials, whenetierdtate forest or other participants depend
on the municipality's co-operation, e.g. in est&bhg contiguous networks of hiking tracks,
or in stimulating/regulating the use of forests fdnildren's nature education. This is
materialised in, e.g. co-operation between statestodistricts and municipalities on nature

school management.

An Outdoor Council representative emphasises n&tasra precondition for obtaining your
goals:“l wanted camp sites for boy scouts in the newra8tation area. The forest district
supported the idea and pointed out this place.dvkithe local boy scouts associations, as my
son is also a boy scout. In this sense there riguous network — in almost everything you
do. That is a precondition to get things off thewgrd. If you have a network and everyone

agree that it is a good idea, then things succeettyfast” [IT13].

As mentioned formerly, DN representatives are umiguthe sense that they have the nation-
wide organisational, local network, 'being natureyg', as an informant said [IT13]. If used,
this provides the organisation with extensive kremgle and documentation of what is going
on, also in relation to state forest managemenpebéding on the resources to gather this
knowledge, DN can then use this information nafigrta affect the policies of the Forest &

Nature Agency.

More user council members find that the major aqd@hment of user councils is that they
have made acquaintance with the forest distridt. dtacontinuation of this, some members
also find that they can most efficiently influenstate forest management or otherwise reach

their objectives by taking personal contact toftirest supervisor [IT6; IT13].

The following case demonstrates how a user couneifnber manages to use information
from a public meeting together with his politicaétwork to further a general aim of
abolishing pesticides use, by making the MinisteEmmvironment & Energy abolish the use of

pesticides at Copenhagen State Forest District.
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Abolition of pesticides use

The Forest & Nature agency has a policy of abaiiglhine use of pesticides on their areas. The
forest district supervisor agreed in principle, buas not keen to totally abolish them,
foreseeing a loss of income on Christmas treesirmrdased difficulties of maintaining the
forest roads and fighting hogweed (MR290197). Havemost of the district is designated as

groundwater protection area.

During a public meeting (MR210997), a municipalipcbn, member of the user council,

learnt about this use of pesticides on the distieas. He brought the information to a local
Social Democrat member of the Parliament and asleedto complain about this practice

towards her colleague, the Minister of Environm&riEnergy. She did, with the result that the
Minister ordered the Forest & Nature Agency to sk this practice at Copenhagen district.
The municipal politician tells'We were on an excursion with the ranger. Alreadlyte start

of the meeting | told them that | was aware of Hugest's use of pesticides and that we
wanted it to be abolished. The ranger said ‘ wd Waibk at it’, and we went on. We then

arrived at a Christmas tree plantation where yowldosmell the pesticides, and the ranger
said honestly that here they had to use Round Updaer to be able to grow nordmann fir. |

took up the case, and sent a letter to our memb#reoparliament. The reason | did was that
from that plantation you literally had a view toetlbiggest drinking water reservoir in the

county, i.e. ‘Sgndersg’. Our opinion is why take sk of using possibly harmful pesticides a

few hundred meters from there? Fortunately, theidtin changed the practiceIT7].

The action was part of a more comprehensive syydtegbolish all use of pesticides:

“The pesticide case has many citizens’ interestthay may not consider where to raise the
issue. For many years, the Social Democrats inrounicipality have tried to halt the use of
pesticides in the municipal area management... We haw finally succeeded but that is not
enough. Then the Forest should stop, then the gesrport, the golf course, and the farmers

renting municipal farm land. That is the stratedyT7].

The forest supervisor finds the ban of pesticides 1o be an effect of the user council's
existence. As expressed by the forest supervi$aidon't believe he would have had that

information about our use of pesticides if he wasin our user council. So in that way, the
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user council is a source of indirect influencelasy get information that they would not have
got otherwise. Well, they would, if they had aslgad.they wouldn't have had the fantasy to
ask, you know[IT2].

10.4.7 Knowledge of procedures, of law and professional knowledge

Two DN representatives find, that the most effitieay to influence is to be as informed as
possible, and to keep on protesting, e.g. agasestofl pesticides on leased farm land owned
by the state forest district. They consider thejpresentation in the user council as very
important, as the only information they get abdet forest district is through the user council,

as they do not have any personal contacts to trestFand Nature Agency [IT8].

The issue of knowledge and information as sourddsfluence was discussed in detail in
Chapter 9. From that analysis it became cleardbate knowledge is difficult to obtain. For
instance, the forest management plan is considecetechnical, even by the Forest & Nature
Agency. On the other hand, the Agency is not réadspend money on producing a popular,
more accessible version. At Copenhagen districiudh, the forest supervisor decided to
provide the council members with excerpts of theesb management plan and got the user
council's support to continue efforts to producgoaular version of the plan. To the nature
interested participants, the forest management @amportant whereas to, e.g. Outdoor
Council representatives focusing on the overaditegies to improve public access, the plan as
well as silvicultural insight is considered lessenesting. These differences also reveal that
different user groups discuss different issues. (eajure versus outdoor activities), on
different levels (principles versus actual casesyl avith different terminologies (e.g.
silviculture vs. biology). Although some groups ntagve enough knowledge to participate,
they may fail to benefit from it, if the rest ofetlgroup discusses at another level or about
different issues. A DN representative sighed tbatetimes it seemed like a hard task to take
care of the environmental issues. Fitthink that we are the only ones representingunat
interests...we get much closer to management pexcti guess we consider the management
as nature... [Therefore] we get much easier in banivith the forest service as we think that
everything has to be or could be more natural.akels much more communication at user
council meetings, if you really want the other merabto understand. You have to be

prepared to explain people that 'here is some wverigjue nature because this particular
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seldom plant grows here, and the other there, dratefore it isn't indifferent how you

manage the area...' Having to explain that, | thmk heavy burdenIT8].

As a parallel to this, an Outdoor Council repreatwe pointed to the need of scientific
documentation to support decision-making, as dsetisn Chapter 9. On the other hand, he
found that the absolute amount of knowledge watgtisive for the ability to participate and
gain influence. From his viewpoint, the most impaottis to form your own opinion and then
let it up to the others to convince you that yoe arong. As opposed to him, another user
council members found that it took a lot of readamgl listening on silvicultural knowledge to
dare to and be able to participate. Again, it ddpesn what type of interests the participants
take care of, as well as whether participants camdinowledge as a resource in negotiation

or as a source of universal truth on which to fodadision-making.

10.5 Local influence in a national and internationa | context

The aim of the previous sections in this chaptey Ibeen to study whether, when and how
participation in state forest management and planm perceived to enhance participant
influence. The present section is devoted to dsngsthis influence in a national and, even,
international perspective. First, it is discusseavhocal conflicts over afforestation emerge
from international construction of the problem. &=, the user councils' role is briefly

considered in relation to national forest policykng.

10.5.1 Afforestation —conflicts created at international and national levels to be
solved again at local, implementation level?

One of the rationales for participation in planniago ensure local commitment and 'sense of
ownership' to plans, hereby enhancing the likelih@d their actual implementation. For
instance, Burby & May (1998) demonstrated gapoaall commitment to the environmental
goals of higher level governments in US and Australnd suggested build-up of supportive
local political constituencies, e.g. by collaboratiplanning with affected stakeholders.
Sometimes, however, the problem can be considdredopposite: There may be local
commitment, but the manifest local problems origgndrom unsolved, higher level

governmental conflicts, i.e. lack of common 'pchdi ownership' at a higher level. For
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instance, Hein (2000) argues that unsolved problants conflicts between environmental,
economic and social concerns within internationate$t policy, as reflected in the

Intergovernmental Panel on Forests (IPF) and Intenqnmental Forum on Forests (IFF), are
caused by these conflicts not being solved atetael lof the UN Commission on Sustainable
Development (CSD). From this perspective, foresicpgroblems have to be solved at the
level of CSD, within the frame of the BiodiversiBonvention or, even, among World Bank
(WB) and United Nations Development Programme (UND#in 2000).

The afforestation case can be considered in a ainpérspective. The conflict between
farmers' need of land for spreading manure andffioeestation ambition is, basically, a result
of EU agricultural policies to restrict excess agtiural production, as outlined in Chapter 6.
At the Danish ministerial level, the harmonisatiequirements are managed by the Ministry
of Agriculture, whereas the afforestation policyddy is managed by the Ministry of

Environment & Energy. The Ministry of Agriculturené its associated regional Lands
commissions use their influence to ensure bestildesBusiness opportunities for farmers’,
whereas the Ministry of Environment & Energy usesinfluence to ensure best possible
environment. The Ministry of Agriculture regulategriculture including harmonisation

requirements at a property level, but with a nowegoable implementation at a regional level.
The Ministry of Environment & Energy regulates aéfstation on a regional level, but with a
non-governable implementation on a property lefsla result, this creates conflicts as well

as opportunities for the individual landowner.

The question is whether public participation présenresource in itself, - if it is a potential
source for innovative problem solving, an essenfiator for developing strategies for
environmentally sustainable development as sugdebte Leessge (2000). Taking an
integrative perspective, it seems relevant to wségpation to help solve the conflict, as it
provides a potential for new, common interests gmgr This was the viewpoint of the
Outdoor Council representative in the afforestatase. He believed that the farmers decided
to sell land, because he convinced them of therddgas. The protesting farmer in Ringsted,
though, merely considered it as a battle of interefsom an aggregate perspective. And to
him, the problem belonged to the parliamentary llemet having considered the costs of

afforestation to the farmers.
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10.5.2 Locating user council influence on the national forest policy map
Although a power elite as such cannot be identifibé stakeholder representation in the

various boards and institutions associated witedoy does give us a hint about the potential
power resources that actors may possess (See App®R)l Looking through the different
permanent, advisory and governing boards at rebamhnational levels, the main players in
relation to forest and afforestation managementMi@stry of Environment and Energy
(Forest & Nature Agency), Ministry of AgricultureDifectorate for Food, Fisheries and
AgroBusiness) and associated Lands Commissions¢ciigiral associations, Danish Nature
Conservation Association, and the Outdoor Couri2gdnish Forest Society, Danish Land
Development Service and Danish Forestry Extensiennaain actors in relation to private
forest owners, together with the business inteegstesentatives in the committees to support
wood product and greenery innovation. Moreover, Diagish Forest & Landscape Research
Institute and the Veterinary & Agricultural Univégsalso occupy seats as 'experts' in various

councils, e.g. the Forest Council and the NaturenCib.

Looking at the more recent national initiatives remew the forest policy debate, World
Wildlife Fund as well as Nepenthes play a significeole, although they don't occupy any
seats in the aforementioned permanent boards amdcié® They have managed to gain
influence through co-operation in ad hoc advisooards and certification processes, and
through confrontation, with active use of countapWwledge, as discussed in Chapter 9, and

use of the news media to question current forgetrgdigms.

From this perspective, national forest policy (ad$lecting state forest management) can best
be characterised as a corporate network of NGOspaidic authorities, with WWF and
Nepenthes as new, environmentally progressive memiifethe club. The different actors
disagree on some issues, e.g. type and the criteti@ contained in a certification process,
whereas they join efforts to defend other issuastds the rest of society. This became clear
by the end of 1999, when the Danish forests sudféi@m comprehensive stormfelled forest
areas. This led the forest owners to claim for jgulfinancial support to recover from the
damages and to plant new forests, efforts thateglaliroad support also from WWF and
Nepenthes. Similarly, at a Forest & Nature Agenayference about the future forests (Skov-
& Naturstyrelsen 2000) with broad participationNs&Os, public and private actors, a speaker

suggested, that the battle should not take plabeele® actors within the forest sector, as

287



everyone there were more or less green. Rathey,diheuld stand shoulder by shoulder to
defend forests towards society. The Director GdnefraVWF accordingly suggested tax
exemptions to compensate private forest ownergstments in nature conservation, rather

than to tax the added amenity value of the propasyt is currently exercised.

A workshop at the same conference revealed consdrsween private forest owners and
state forest management, on the current differencaccess rights to public and private
forests. The private forest owners (repr. by Dafighest Owners' Society) have no interest in
increased public access to their forests, as thakpected to reduce their elbowroom. The
Forest & Nature Agency, on the other hand, constderwidened public access rights to
public forests to be a major legitimisation for #iig. Meanwhile, user council members
from two state forest districts kept on asking,hetit getting an answefwhat will it take to

make private forest owners open their forests gostlime extent as public forest{8kov- &

Naturstyrelsen 2000).

Taking the user councils at Copenhagen State Fbisfiict as an example, the state forest
user councils have the DN and Outdoor Council gr&atives in common with the national
forest policy network. The rest are 'outside' tretiamal forest policy network, i.e. the
municipalities, the counties, Danish Sports Asdamiaand the Defence. Obviously, this
provides some potentials as well as some weakne§sem one perspective, the user
councils' role may be considered confined to aiffigcstate forest district output, whereas the
national forest policy network is concerned withrefst policy formulation. In forestry,
however, the 'machinery' and the 'output’ is toesextent identical — i.e. the trees, the forest.
Similarly, the multiple use ‘'factory’, i.e. the dst, cannot be considered isolated from its
physical (landscape) and administrative (countiasicipalities) environment. As long as the
user councils only discuss location of benchesfarest playgrounds this is not actual. But it
is for those wanting to discuss the biological aoduction aspects of state forest
management, as well as those discussing publicsadoecontiguous tracks across forests,
countryside and the cities. Therefore, also thenpses of the ‘production’, i.e. the underlying
forest policy, necessarily affect the nature andratter of the benefits and services that the
user councils are asked to consider, whether ibimliversity or outdoor recreation
opportunities. From that perspective, the user cibmimre not merely taking standpoints on

forest output, but also on the forest policy contdrhen, user councils could potentially
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provide empirically based input to forest policye-fformulation by pointing at concrete
problems and conflicts in current forest managenaeck use them to point at more general
conflicts and new ways of solving them. The bampes$ticides was one example where as
participant thought beyond the geographical andimidimative forest district boundaries. To
stimulate such more interaction between considepoticy output and input could be
stimulated through a more interactive, problem+ded dialogue in the user councils than are

currently experienced.

10.6 Conclusions
In the present Chapter, it was demonstrated tlee $obrest user councils at their outset

provide quite restricted opportunities of influendée user councils are only advisory, the
meetings are infrequent and to some, only subaliissues come upon the agenda. In this
case, those managing to think beyond the geogralphied administrative forest district

boundaries gain influence. To them, user councdyg be sources of information and network

building to be used to exert influence in a morglterm perspective or via other channels.

As an indirect effect of its policy, the Forest &fNre Agency is unwilling to share any power
with the local users over state forest managemedtudilisation. The policy is, as also the
forest supervisor expressed it, 'to deliver forefta certain standard’, adhering to the central
rules and regulations of forest management as agetiutdoor facilities, as the example with
the forest playground showed. The influence thatiggpants gain therefore depends on the

willingness of the forest supervisor and the privacttrategies of the participants.

It is difficult to point out what actors actuallpig influence and who doesn't. Some actors are
provided with more resources from the outset. Rstance, DN representatives have a right to
appeal decisions according to the Nature Conserv&ct and the Forest Act. Similarly, the
private land owners could veto against sale of lrdafforestation. Municipal politicians
have political power, Outdoor Council representgiiave the mandate from their member
organisations, and some participants may possessasgnowledge. The case studies showed
that these resources were used, but their usefublegsended on the participation strategy as
well. Having a right to appeal or veto against dietis points towards reactive participation
that may not be the most efficient way to gainuafice in the long term. An alternative

strategy was based on co-operation in networksy kemm visions and keeping on. The

289



afforestation case demonstrated that particulatseare likely to be caused by many different
sources of influences and occasions, and in susbsc#he determinant of success in getting
influence is to keep on in the different arenawliich you have access. What is rejected today
may be adopted next year. And what may be an entrie the present situation may appear
to be an opening for a new decision process irfutee. In this concrete cases the Outdoor
Council representatives seem to be the most trameding such a strategy, both because
each of them have several years of background i@ M&tivities, and their position is based
on the ability to network and create consensusoonpztomise among the many different
organisations within the Outdoor Council umbrelldis ability more than the difference
between DN representatives concern for nature nemegt and Outdoor Council
representatives' concern for outdoor activitiegrsblkely explanations to their perceptions of

having gained influence or not.
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11

Conclusions

The purpose of the dissertation was twofold:

(1) To develop a conceptual framework for participatsna phenomenon and policy instrument by
year 2000, with Danish state forest and naturalirees management as an example.

(2) To evaluate the user councils’ function and whethey fulfil the aim of enhancing local users’

influence on state forest management and utilisatio

11.1 Conceptualisation of participation
The conceptualisation of participation in forestlamatural resources management was based on

analysis of participation as a concept in theosyagolicy concept, and as a practice. In Chapter 2
it was studied how participation is conceptualisetheory. Chapter 3 provided an overview of how
participation has evolved as a concept in Danigh iaternational forest policy, and Chapter 7

presented an empirically grounded conceptualisatiqrarticipation.

Participation in theory — and related to the emgai dissertation studies

Participation is defined in different ways depemdion whether we take a citizen or an
administration perspective. From a citizen perspectparticipation is linked to the power

redistributive or communicative effects, e.g."astivities that affect formulation, adoption and
implementation of public policies and/or that affebe formation of political communities in

relation to issues or institutions of public intste (Andersen et al. 1993:32). From an
administration perspective, participation is defirsecording to its relationship and contribution to
a given management process and outcome;mublic participation is the process by which puabli

concerns, needs, and values are incorporated iokeegimental decision-making...with the overall

goal of better decision-making(Creighton 1992: 2-3). This distinction is decesifor what is



considered participation and what is not. For ims¢ga protest actions are considered participation

from a citizen perspective, whereas it is not frfamadministration perspective.

Literature on participation is either prescriptive terms of describing ways of doing participatory
planning, or it is descriptive, studying participat in planning/policy/practice as in the present
dissertation. Studies on participation can be dasee in the sense of aiming to understand and
conceptualise participation as a phenomenon. Témshe done through an inductive, qualitative
research approach as exercised in Chapter 7 anitbe done by measuring the diversity and
intensity based on an existing theoretical framéwerg. through surveys. Explanatory studies on
participation may aim to explain what factors capseticipation. For instance, through survey
analysis it has been found that the grassrootscjpation in Danish society during the 1970s can
largely be explained by the mobilisation of the newddle-layer of young, well-educated people,
whereas, e.g. the value theory used by Inglehaexfmain participation in Sweden did not find

empirical support for Danish conditions. Chapteprévided an understanding of the motivation
factors causing participation, whereas no attempése made to explain the exact causal

relationships between motivation and actual pgdicon.

Other explanatory studies investigate the causatioaship between participation and its effects in
relation to specific issues. Theory based evaloaiodies belong to this category, as these studies
assume a relationship between participation andnestigated effect. Five different theoretical
perspectives to understand and evaluate partioipatiere presented in Chapter 2, i.e. a power
perspective, a democracy perspective, an empowenmeespective, an efficiency perspective and a
regulation perspective. Recalling the citizen verthe administration definitions on participation,
the citizen perspective would tend to focus on powdistribution and democracy effects, whereas
the administration perspective would tend to foars how participation affects managerial
efficiency and regulation capacity. The user cousmivey analysis presented in Chapter 5 is such a
study, assuming particular relationships betweatiggaation and influence. However, evaluation
studies can also be based on the participants'avitgria, i.e. asking them by what criteria their
participation should be measured. This has not lkeerfocus of the present dissertation. Some
indications of participants' own success critern@ given in Chapter 7, however, as participants'

purposes of participating are outlined: (1) Someppses are aimed at the horisontal relationships
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with other people, aiming to affect other peoplaigerstanding, preferences and/or behaviour. For
instance, a purpose was to inform and enrich qiheple with nature experiences. Another purpose
was to be together with other people, and to ershancial integration in the neighbourhood; (2)
Other purposes are to influence decision-makerseBom, a vertical relationship. Besides
influence, people participate in order to reachcHje objectives, e.g. to co-ordinate use and
management of forests and natural resources ameers @s well as among different public
authorities. From that perspective it should belwatad whether they find that these specific
objectives are furthered through their participatidhe empirical evaluation studies in the present
dissertation are devoted to evaluating participaborelation to opportunities of gaining influence
but also referring to the other theoretical framewautlined in Chapter 2. This was carried out in
Chapter 5 and in Chapters 8 - 10, studying peroeptiof representativity, and perceptions of
resources and strategies to gain influence thrgo@tticipation, paying particular attention to

knowledge as a premise for gaining influence.

Participation in Danish forestry to serve as théeemmationally good example

Studying the general development in participationDanish society, Danish forestry can be
considered to adapt to the general trends asugeg.boards and user councils became widely used
in the modernisation of the public sector during #980s and 1990s in order to ensure efficient
public service. Studying the governmental polimesforests, though, the need for participation is
not legitimated with reference to Danish societahdls, say citizen rights. Rather, the main reason
IS an ambition to meet the requirements laid dowmfernational conventions and agreements, as
outlined in the sustainable forest strategy fro@4lHere, the Ministry of Environment & Energy
declared the political goal to 'enhance public &@EO participation in forest and afforestation
policy, planning and management’, aiming to serwvégh& good, Danish example towards other
countries, including the tropical countries. In @tea 3, the historical background for enhancing
participation is considered in relation to an inagronal/tropical as well as Danish forest policy
context. The conclusions are, that the forest palantents converge, insofar as Danish as well as
international forest politics are all concernedhaitultiple forest benefits, economics, bio-diversit
conservation, groundwater and soil protection, domests as C®sinks. Also, the policy
instruments tend to converge, e.g. the extensibatdeabout use of certification. In this context,

participation comes in as a phenomenon, partly oeionsidered a policy instrument to reach
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instrumental as well as institutional purposes ares$try, i.e. to ultimately improve the optimal
output as well as to provide legitimacy to the sgstand provide not only the optimal output but

also the right output as perceived by the affepaties in forest management.

Recalling the efficiency framework presented in @ka 2, from an instrumental perspective,
international forest policy documents consideripigration to contribute to more efficient output by
integrating local knowledge in management regingggiance technology transfer and capacity-
building, avoid adverse conflicts, and create publivareness about the need for environmental
conservation. From an institutional perspectivetip@ation is considered to enhance the build-up
of a common purpose of forest management and ocaatg®n, legitimacy by enhancing equitable
access to decision-making in terms of gender, enbgs people, local communities, etc. Hereby,
the process also can take into account and refipedbcal, traditional knowledge, life-styles and

needs.

In comparison to the multiple, international recoemmations on the value of participation,
participation only recently was considered a negsmstrument in Danish forest policy. By the
1980s there was a perceived need to enhance m@mviceness and understanding of forestry as a
business. Later on, participation was motivatechwite need to enhance public, environmental
awareness and sense of responsibility towards@mwiental conservation, as well as an ambition to

create public commitment to state forestry andRkest & Nature Agency.

The policy on participation in Danish forest paé#icannot legitimately serve as the good example
in relation to, e.g. tropical forestry, simply basa the historical context is different. The
introduction of the forest reserve regulations atbyear 1800 and the physical separation of forests
from the environment by means of fences at thaétimade it possible to exclude communities'
tenure rights to the forests and restrict the igdeg to those of the land owner. As compared i th
tropical forests are eco-social complexes, wheopledive by and, to some extent, from the forest.
As mentioned in Chapter 3, many countries natigedlitheir forests in the second half of the 20.
Century, causing controversy between people's actesexercise their traditional rights and
governmental use of the land. In this context,ip@dtion can be considered a way to partly regain

control over lost rights of significant importancelivelihood.
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That Danish forestry fails to serve as the goorimational example does not necessarily mean that

participation in forest management is consideretiratevant issue.

Participation as a practice in relation to Danistage forest management

Studying the two different cases of participatianstate forest user council and an afforestation
process, it is characteristic that participatioketaplace in numerous ways and under numerous
conditions, of which the established proceduregpéoticipation are only a few, and involving quite
limited degrees of power sharing. At the same titheugh, the intensity in participation is low. In
relation to forest management at a local/regioaeéll it is the same old crowd (mainly DN and
Outdoor Council representatives) participating tfedd interests towards decision-makers. But
even more, they participate with the aim to affeser behaviour, share nature knowledge and
experiences with fellow citizens and co-ordinatévaees among different public authorities. A
broader range of potentially affected stakeholgarsicipates in relation to afforestation, incluglin
e.g. land owners, windmill associations, and cheschn the hearing process, they participate to
defend their interests, whereas some also part&igag. to enhance afforestation for the common
good or even to enhance social integration in #ighibbourhood. State forest user councils deviate
from other forms of participation by providing arfieal forum for simultaneous dialogue among
different actors specifically about state forestnagement. On the other hand, the user councils
depend on the NGO and other user council membets/eaparticipation to contribute with
knowledge as well as to represent and dissemiredéyant information and opinions to their
support base. The forest staff is mainly concerméth participation as a means to enhance
managerial efficiency, by providing input in locd¢mands to forest management, by enhancing
participants' mutual understanding of the confligtdemands to forest management, by providing
feed back on the legitimacy of current forest distmanagement. The user councils as such are also

considered to strengthen legitimacy, having a p@sgignal function.

11.2 Evaluation of participation in terms of power redistribution
The state forest user councils were started in 188bthe aim to enhance user influence on state

forest management. As outlined in Chapters 1 arfdr8sts are both close and distant to people's

daily life. Forests are frequently used for outdaativities and they are an integral part of our
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worldview. Moreover, the population ultimately owihe state forests. On the other side, forestry as
a sector is professionalised, dealing with complgscision processes due to biological
interdependencies and a disproportionate relatipristtween the long ‘production’ horizon versus
the short term demands for the multiple, matemal enmaterial forest benefits. In the evaluation of
participation, specific attention was thereforeegito the issue of power and how it links to the us
of knowledge, as it becomes a key to understandmd) acting in a professionalised, complex

environment as forestry decision-making is.

In Chapter 10 it was concluded that the user cdsiace considered as a success, by NGOs as well
as the Minister of Environment & Energy. There igeneral satisfaction with the existence and
function of the user councils, following the guidels. As opposed to this, the perceived
opportunities of gaining influence on state fomsinagement are considered sparse. The perceived
problems are by some too few meetings, that toohntince is spent on one way information, and
that only subordinate issues are brought up faudision. Clearly, the DN representatives are most
critical in terms of whether they gain influencenmt. The main accomplishment of user councils in
terms of influence is, that they (1) provide pap@nts with new information about state forest
management; (2) provide a forum for simultaneowdodue among different interests in forest
management and utilisation, also providing oppaties for networking. The participants have
different amounts and types of resources that nedy them in gaining influence, e.g. rights to
appeal decisions, special knowledge, or accesddii@al funding. This is not sufficient to judge
what actors gain most influence, though. Particjpastrategies may be just as important. Two
main strategies of participation were identifie@. ia reactive and a proactive participation. The
reactive participation depends much on resourcgstecounteract the effect of decisions, whereas
the proactive strategy sets out a target and aomtia forward it by given occasions, in different
arenas, relying on network and patience as partBeiag seated in a user council without decision
competence, the proactive strategy becomes moeatesdsthan the reactive strategy. From this it
seems that the most successful participants ase tivbo manage to think beyond the geographical
and administrative borders of the state forestidistnd consider user councils as only one among

various places to exert influence to reach speolfijectives.
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From a democracy perspective, the user councilsnateconsidered a threat to equitable forest
management, in so far as they are not given anysidaccompetence and in so far as any
significantly deviating demands are rejected wéference to the detailed Agency policies. Looking
at the user council composition, they may be badnas suggested by the state forest supervisor,
but they are not representative, neither in a sdemographical context nor in terms of interests.
More members find a lack of nature conservatioerggts, and one also misses landscape aesthetics
representation. From an outside view, there is altack of members representing prodution and
financial interests. The question is whether usemcils are of any relevance at all. In Chapter 8,
three situations are given, through which user cisirare legitimated: (1) When the specific
problems go beyond the existing policies and kndgde thereby providing a potential for feed-
back to the political system; (2) when new stakeérd enter the arena, with new viewpoints and
new knowledge, as currently the municipal polithga(3) when conflicting knowledge or use of
research results appear, as demonstrated at aaldgwel by WWF in scorecards and forest books.
The future potentials of state forest user courasladvisory councils are to be found in developing
one or more of these three options, either by dngnipe composition of the user councils or by
actively designing the user council meetings tonglate participants' agenda setting, interactive
dialogue among all participants on concrete probleand use of knowledge taking different
perspectives on forest management. Fundamentiahigsito be reconsidered what the purposes of
the state forest user councils actually are. Ais mow, the purpose to provide local users with
influence on state forest management and utilisasaot possible to meet, given the demands may

deviate from the Agency guidelines and regulatjpeigaining on state forest management.
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