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A Contribution to the Future Structuring of the Action of Working Group 2

1. Background

The COST-Action E19 deals with the thematic complex of “National Forest Programmes in a European Context“. It mainly aims at providing new (and improved) possibilities for the formulation and implementation of national forest programmes (nfps) for the actors and decision-makers of forest policy in Europe (MoU: page 4).

Due to the experiences of the Institute of Forest Policy at the University of Freiburg as well as of the State Ministry for Food and Rural Areas of Baden-Wuerttemberg, such an objective requires results which are as concrete and as operational as possible. Only then it can be assumed that the relevant actors and decision-makers of forest policy perceive and take up the results of scientific work and (maybe) integrate them into their day to day business.

The three authors of this contribution would like to make some suggestions in this context concerning the future structuring of the action of Working Group 2.

2. Initial considerations

Within the context of the COST-action WG 2 deals with the so-called external factors and their effects on the formulation and implementation of nfps. Amongst others these are ownership rights and legal and institutional aspects in the individual countries.

From our perspective such a task requires the discussion of the following key questions:

a) What do these external factors in the individual countries look like?

( survey of the status quo in the individual countries.
b) Do theoretical and empirical indications exist, which enable us to explain the effects of external factors on the formulation and implementation of nfps?

( collection & combination of theoretical and empirical indications.

c) If appropriate indications or results are available, can they be categorized according to certain characteristics and be transferred into operational formulations for the “practical” advising of forest policy?

( categorization & operationalization of the results.

While question a) was already taken up by the questionnaire of Willi Zimmermann and thus permits a description of the status quo, it seems to us that the questions b) and c) have not been considered sufficiently in the context of the last two meetings in Madrid and Aberdeen.

There the approach of WG 2 focused too much on the effort to compile the theoretical basis as well as definitions/ an exact distinction of the term “substantive [nfp]”. In our view, however, such a definition/ distinction (between “substantive” and “symbolic”) should not be elaborated in the beginning of the COST-action, but should rather be one of its results. As an objective, through the answer of the above key questions in combination with the results of WG 1 it should be possible to define by which characteristics and parameters a substantive nfp can be distinguished from a symbolic one. With other words: the description of a substantive nfp (contrary to a symbolic nfp) is not the starting point but a result of the COST-action.

However, referring to the before mentioned objectives of the COST-action, first of all the question has to be raised which effect the identified external factors do have on the process, the formulation and the implementation of nfps. From this may result concrete indications concerning the possibilities of control and optimization of nfp processes.

3. Proposal

In order to achieve the overall objective of the COST-action we would like to propose a “procedere” for WG 2 orientated towards the approach of WG 1 which was elaborated in Aberdeen (see p. 5 and 6 of Aberdeen minutes of WG 1):

· For each of the already identified “external factors” appropriate propositions (or hypotheses) are formulated on the basis of theoretical considerations coming from the participants. These hypotheses are contrasted with available empirical contributions/ findings.

· The theoretical and empirical findings are then compared in a matrix: common aspects are identified, differences are specified and research gaps are described.

Schematic representation:

Theoretical indications
Empirical indications

proposition/ hypothesis 1
proposition/ hypothesis 1*

proposition/ hypothesis 2
proposition/ hypothesis 2*

proposition/ hypothesis 3
no empirical indications

no theoretical indications
proposition/ hypothesis 4

proposition/ hypothesis 5
no empirical indications

Legend: 
( = common aspects/ correspondances


printed in italics = no common aspects/ correspondances

· The structure elaborated in such a way can be “stabilized” by additional theoretical and empirical “building blocks”. Finally it should be possible to deduce “hard” findings from corresponding theoretical and empirical indications, to operationalize them and thus provide contributions to the implementation-process of nfps.

Combination with the results of WG 1:

The results compiled in this way will be brought together with the results of WG 1 at the end of the COST-action. Only by this step it will be possible to differentiate between “substantive” and “symbolic” nfps an d to provide some adequate indications for practice through an “if and then-function” and a corresponding “matrix”.

We understand the mentioned "if and then-function" as the following construct:

if:

· the following conceptual principles are taken into account when elaborating a nfp (results of WG 1)

and:

· the following frame conditions are given (results of WG 2),

then:

· the nfp can be considered as “substantive” (resp. as “symbolic” in the contrary).

An approach according to the following schematic representation could be considered:

if a nfp:
fulfills
does not fulfill

participatory
+
-

collaborative
+
-

intersectoral
+
-

procedural
+
-


preconditions
preconditions 

and if a nfp:
considers
does not consider

land tenure
+
-

legal regulations
+
-

financial incentives
+
-

institutional aspects
+
-





then it is a “substantive” resp. “symolic” nfp.

The above schematic presentation should be understood as a suggestion and surely leaves unresolved a whole set of questions. So it could be discussed whether individual “conceptual essentials” and “external factors” could be given a specifically higher weighting compared to others.

Nevertheless from our perspective this way of proceeding seems to be a feasible approach considering the overall objective of the COST-action in order to break out of the “theoretical dead end” apparent at the moment and to provide a concrete/ operational output of WG 2 to the COST E19-action.
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� Note: The following remarks are the result of an ad-hoc working meeting at the Institute of Forest Policy on July 27th, 2001. Participants: Frank Hofmann, Felix Reining, Prof. Dr. K.-R. Volz..
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